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SCOMM SA: AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP , 1978-79 

The 1978 session of the Alaska State Legislature established the 
Aquaculture Policy Study Group as an advisory body to examine a 
number of policy matt~rs relating to the Alaska Salmon Resource 
Development Program. 

Membership in the Study Group included representatives from several 
regional non-profit aquaculture associations, Alaska Departments ~f 
Fish and Game, Commerce & Economic Development and Revenue, u. s. 
Forest Service and Department of Agriculture, the University of 
Alaska Sea Grant program and members of the Alaska legislature. 
Representative Terry Gardiner was chairman. 

Contents: 1 three-ring binder of minutes, correspondence, bill 
draft and material handed out at meetings, and 2 reports written by 
consultants to the Study Group. 

The reports were received by the Legislative Library in 1979. The 
binder was found by the staff of Legislative Finance in March 1989 
with the House Finance minute binders and delivered to the 
Legislative Library. 
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' • lENTATJ VE AGEllOA 
JHTEhAGENCY AQUAC ULTUffE MEETING 

SEPTEMBER 27, 1978 

Time and Pl ace : 8:30 a.m . • ScptcmLcr 27, 1978, USFS Reg i onal Office 
Conference Room , No. 553, Federal fluilding, Juneau. 

Q_~ject i v~: 

1. To define the role of State and Federa l agencies and the 
aquaculture association ~n relation to the overa ll Aquaculture picture. 

2. To asses s the impact of RPA , RARE I I, and Forest land 
Management Plans and ensuing l and allocation dec i sion on Aquacu l ture 
programs. 

3. To devel op guidelines for cooperation and cordination of 
Aquaculture activities in the State.c.t..4.- -ct....v~1 ~.:Ct "Cd-- ?A.;!.-Z.Liv~./) 
r: i:u...~ t>-"'-'--U t • ' \J 

.Agenda: , 

To be addressed by speakers , are l) a definitive of their organi zation ' s 
rol~ in the aquacu lture scene , and 2) activities during the past year 
and pl ans for next year. 

8:30 - 9:00 

9: 00 - 9: 30. 

9: 30 - 10:00 

l 0: 00 - 1 0: l 5 

10:15 - 10:45 

· 10:45 1"1 : 15 

11:15 - 11 :45 

Lunch 

1:00 '- 1:30 

1:30 - 2:00 

2:00 - 2:45 

2:45 - 3:00 

3:00 - if:30 

John Sandor, U.S. Forest Service_ (USFS ) 

Ray Clark , USFS; Rai Sehnert, USFS 

Harry Ri etz.e, Nationa l Marine Fisheries 

Break 

Jack Milnes , S. SE. Reg. Aquaculture Assoc . 

Derek Poon, N. SE. Aquaculture Assoc. 

Bob Roys, Alaska.Dept. of Fish and Game (ADF&G) 

Representative, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Dick Neve, U of W, Fisheries Research Institute 

Open discussion 

Break 

Group develop cooperative approach to Aqua­
cu l ture programs in Al aska . Discussion l eader : 
ADF&G. 
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AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP MEETING 
September 8 1978 

Six major areas of concern were chosen to be addressed by 

the study group. Members were assigned to each area and 

are to report to the full committee at the next meeting . 

The six major areas and the members assigned to each are 

as follows: 

I. Clearly define the State ' s policies on 
Aquaculture - examine existing stc.tutes/ 
resolutions/policies - A written draft is 
to be submitted to the full committee by 
Bob Burkett and John Sund. They will be 
assisted by John Williams . 

II . Stock Management 

A. Mixing of wild and hatchery stocks 
B. Returns to common property fishery 
C. Harvesting of stocks 
D. Site selections 
E. Brood stocks 

A verbal review will be given by the Department of 
Fish and Game which will preview the Department's 
policy manual. 

III. Define roles of organization and groups . 

A. Capabilities of each group. 
B. Agencies that oppose Aquaculture or 

certain projects . 

John Williams will present a written condensation of 
previously written comments and agency interviews . 

IV. Land Use Problems - Land u~e c l assifications 
to be discussed at the October 3 meeting in 
Juneau with the Forest Service . 

V. Cost/Benefit Analysis of Private and State 
Projects 

A. Financing of projects 
B. Who should build/operate projects 

Armin Koernig will work with the Departments of 
Revenue and Commerce and Economic Development to 
present a report to the group. Bob Grogan will 
assist. 
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VI . Research Base 

A. Research problems 
B. Who should carry out r e s earch. 

No assignment made . 

THE STUDY GROUP WILL MEET ON OCTOBER 4th at 9:00 A.M. IN 
ROOM 417, CAPITOL BUILDING 
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Six 

AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP MEETING 
September 9 1978 

major areas· of concern were chosen tJ be addressed by 

the study group. Members were assigned to each area and 

are to report to the full committee at the next meeting. 

The six major areas and the members assigned to each are 

as follows : 

I . Clearly define the State ' s policies on 
Aquaculture - examine existing statutes/ 
resolutions/policies - A written draft is 
to be submitted to the full committee by 
Bob Burkett and John Sund . They will be 
assisted by John Williams . 

II. Stock Management 

A. Mixing of wild and hatchery stocks 
B. Returns to corrunon property fishery 
C. Harvesting of stocks 
D. Site selections 
E. Brood stocks 

A verba l review will be given by the Department of 
Fish and Game which will preview the Department's 
policy manual. 

III. Define roles of organization and_ groups. 

A. Capabilities of each group . 
B. Agencies that oppose Aquaculture or 

certain projects. 

J ohn Williams will present a written condensation of 
previously written con~ents and agency interviews . 

IV. Land Use Problems - Land use classifications 
to be discussed at the October 3 meeting in 
Juneau with the Forest Service . 

V. Cost/Benefi~ Analysis of Private and State 
Projects 

A. Financing of projects 
B. Who should build/operate projects 

Armin Koernig will work w·i th the Departments of 
Revenue and Commerce and Economic Development to 
present a report to the group. Bob Grogan will 
assist. 
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VI. Research Base 

A. Re~earch problems 
B. Who should carry out research. 

No assignment made. 

THE STUDY GROUP WILL MEET ON OCTOBER 4th at 9:00 A. M. IN 
ROOM 417, CAPITOL BUILDING 

I 
I . 
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AO.UACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP 

September 8, 1978 

Juneau, Alaska 

Mission: Format and Direction of Study. 

I. Assunptions 

1. The private nonprofit legislation is the re~ on for existence 
of the program and its ' participatll1g groups. Therefore, it 
should be a comrcn ground of agreement. 

2~ Where the legislation is unclear or ambiguous , the study should 
develop corrective suggestions for changes in statute . 

3. Operating from a base of enabl~.ng legislation, ·with proposed 
corrcctic11s as necessary, the Aquaculture Policy Study Group 
should develop a study outline de:::.i gned to identify the groups 
jnvolved, their capabilities, activities, and how these can be 
ultimately synthesized into a coherent: program. 

• Out line of Study 

• 

I. Present Status 

A. Listing of groups having aquaculture capability within State 

(F. R.E .D. , Regional Associations, PNP, University of Alaska, 
Forezt Service, Other). 

B. Capahilities of these groups 

1. F.R.E.D. 

a. biology 
b. pathology 
c . genetics 
d. enginc- ,_:j ·:i.ng 
e. biom2trics 
f. administrative 
g. intcrc:igcncy coordinatio:1 
h. m:mag~1icnt 
i . strategic plnnning 

2 . Repent for Regional Association~;, PNP, etc . 

c. Activities of t·hese groups 

l. F.R.E.D. 

o . enbancC'n~nt 
b. rehahilitntion 

"': ·· ... c. coordin,-ition 
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d. education 
e. other 

2. Hepeat for Regional Associations, PNP, etc . 

II. Description of Alaska Aquaculture Legislation 

A. Groups created by enabling legislation 

B. Mission(s) delegated by legislation to groups 

C. Canparison of activity of each group to that mandated by law 

III. Assessirent 

A: Overlap 

B . 

1. capability 

2. activity 

3. legislation 

Comparative Analysis of Aquaculture Groups 

1. capabilities ~ who has what capabilities 

2. legislative - comparison of activity of group to that given 
it by law 

IV. Synthesis 

W'no should be doing what? 

Should relate to activities that are cArried out in the context of 

(1) overall program objectives 

(2) tmavoidable interim needs that must be met on a ;h.:>~t term 
basis . 



.. . .. . ·- . ·-· ..... __ .. . ... ___ ________ _ , ,QC~~~;~ ~:-'~-:J ----. ,._______ - -. 
. ... _ .. !' . 

.. 

. · 



• 

• 

• 

• 

GENERAL OUTLINE 

MINUTES 
AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP 

October 4 , 1978 

CALL TO ORDER (Attendance list attached) 

STUDY REPORT AND GROUP DISCUSSION COVEr.ING THE FOLLOWING 
SUBJECTS: 

STUDY REPORT - John Williams 

PROBLEM RE: 

PROBLEM RE: 

STATEMENT RE : 

STATUTES AND ROLES (Chart contents attached) 

ADF&G 

FRED 

REGIONAL PLANNING TEAMS 

REGIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 

INSPECTION COSTS 

LACK OF FUNDING FOR PLANNING 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES RESEARCH SUPPORT 
AND EXTENSION WORK (Bob Simpson) 

QUESTIONS RE: DETERMINATION OF REASONABLE HATCqERY COSTS 

NEED FOR PH.OFER MANAGJ::MENT TO RECOVER HATCHERY COSTS 

ADV ... SED OF BOARD OF FISHERIES HARVEST PLAN 

LEGAL AND OTHER PROBLEMS 

QUESTION RE : HATCHERY AUTHORITY TO HARVEST 

PROBLEM RE: COPYRIGHTS ON FISH 

SUGGEST AUDIT OF FRED PROGRAMS AND PERFORMANCE 

DISCUSSION OF FRED FUNCTION , PROBLEMS, STATE REGULATION 

SUGGESTED POSSIBLE BENEFIT FROM OFFSHORE DRILLING 

DOUBLE STANDARD RE : PUBLIC AND PRIVATE HATCHERIES 
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FRED - NO SYSTEMATIC MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR HATCHERY 
PROJECT REVIEW 

SITE SELECTION 

PROPOSED GOAL STATEMENT - John Sund 

AQUA~ULTURE - SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, BIOLOGICAL CONFLICT 
Somerville 

CONSTITUTION ON RESOURCES 

SUGGESTIONS THAT GOAL STATEMENT INCLUDE: Processing and 
Subsistence 

OBJECTION TO GOAL STATEMENT - Burkett 

NEED FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF PROCESS FOR RECONCILING 
COMPETING GOALS 

POLICY & PROCEDURES MANUAL OVERVIEW - Dr. Kaill 
(Overview attached to minutes) 

NEED FOR REGIONAL FACILITY PARAMETERS 

REGIONAL PLANNING TEAMS 

STATE PLANNING TEAM 

APPLICATION OF BOARD OF FISHERIES POLICIES 

HATCHERY PROJECTS ON BOND ISSUES 

FEDERAL I NVOLVEMENT 

INVESTIGATE COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS - Doernig and Milnes 

INVESTIGATE BASE RESEARCH - Poon 

ADJOURN 4:40 p.m. 
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MINUTES 
AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP 

October 4, 1978 

Chairman Gardiner called the meeting to order at 
appr0ximately 9:20 a . m. (Names and addresses of those 
present for the meeting are contained on the attendance 
sheet appended to these minutes.) 

Referring to the s i x major areas of concern to be 
addressed by the group , Chairman Gardiner called for 
reports on areas of study assigneJ at the group ' s 
previous meeting September 8, l?/8 (Study Outline 
appended to these minutes), advising that John Williams 
would commence presentation on Item III - Roles 
of Organization and Groups . 

Mr. Williams displayed handwritten charts setting 
forth the statutes relating to and role analysis of 
aquaculture throughout the state (Chart contents 
included as attachment to these minutes), indicating 
areas of conflict with an asterisk . The last chart 
displayed by Mr. Williams outlined possible Legal 
Questions and Other Problems, and Mr. Williams advised 
he would deal with those areas following discussion 
of role conflicts. 

Referring to the Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game , Mr. Williams stated that under AS 16 . 10.4 43 
the Commissioner is responsible for making "every effort 
to ..idvise and assist in planning and construction" of 
hatcheries . The statute is vague in that it is up to 
the Department to decide what "every effort" entails . 
This is a problem area in that Department function is 
often in direct competition wi th private producers. 

A further problem in the area of Fish and Game was 
attested to by group member Armin Koernig when he 
advised of an unfair situation arising for faci l ities 
such as Sand Poi nt, located a great distance from 
Fish and Game headquarters , which must bear costs 
of inspection such as meals and lodging. 

CALL TO 
ORDER 

STUDY 
REPORTS 

STATUTES 
AND ROLES 

ADF&G 

INSPl!:CTION 
COSTS 

Referring to his chart for the FRED Division , Mr. Williams 
advised that AS 16 . 05.092 states that FRED shall "encourage FRED 
private investment , all things necessary . " The statute 

10/4/78 
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is, again, vague concerning assis~ance which should 
be given to private non-profit hatchery programs . 
Dr. Mike Kaill from the FRED Division agreed that the 
statute in this area is very ambiguous. 

Referring to Regional Planning Teams, Mr . Williams 
stated that the responsibility of the Team is not 
defined , he further questioned whether the Team is 
precluded from expanding it~· membership . 

Turning to Regional Associations , Mr . Williams advised 
that the statute charges that Associations be 
created for enhancement of salmon. The charge is 
vague and conflicts wi th FRED authority. Under the 
Association ' s Self Role of "enhancement and 
rehabilitation of salmon stocks , " it is unclear just 
exactly what the Associations can do . 

Statement was made by group member Jack Milnes to 
the effect that Regional Planning Teams have little 
or no dollar commitment to their planning operation . 
The Planning function represents a tremendous charge, 
but unfortunately shows no dollar return for the time 
and people that should be specifically committed to 
working on planning. He concluded his remarks by 
advising that there is a definite expense to performing 
the planning function, while actual planning dollars 
are very small. 

Group member Bob Simpson from National Marine 
Fisheries attested to support from Federal research 
and development products which have universal benefit, 
i.e., improved incubati on to increase survival , or strategy 
for release which maximizes survival . He further advised 
that his agency has to avoid site- specific activity, 
or advice to a particular hatchery; however , Marine 
Fisheries does make its research known in a format 
which can be used by all . Responding to a question 
from group member William Sheridan of the U. s . Forest 
Service, Mr . Simpson referred to correspondence of 
March 18 , 1976, setting forth and establishing 
policies for research responsibility, advising that it is 
difficult not to become involved in site work, but Marine 
Fisheries research should be directed toward evolution 
of salmon generally . He further allowed that sometimes 
it is necessary to go to a particular site to conduct 
needed study . 

- 2-

REGIONAL 
PLANNING 
TEAMS 

REGIONAL 
ASSOCIA­
TIONS 

LACK OF 
FUNDING 
FOR 
PLANNING 

SIMPSON 
NATIONAL 
MARINE 
FISHERIES 
RESEARCH 
SUPPORT 
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Mr. Simpson further stated that Marine Fisheries does 
extens ion work to deliver the products of the agency's 
work, and advised of a problem presently being experienced 
resulting from a large number of requests for assistance 
from village groups . The agency only has a dozen people, 
and while requests are generally for Bill Hurd to come out 
to the village, the agency does not want Mr . Hurd in the 
position of traveling all the time. 

Questions were raised concerning AS 16.10.4~0 regarding 
use of income from the sale of salmon and salmon eggs 
for payment of hatchery costs and regional a~:sociation 
costs, whereafter surplus income "shall" be e: ~pended on 
other fisheries activities of the association . It was 
felt the statutes do not give a clear portrait of what 
is to be accomplished . 

NMF 
EXTENSION 
WORK 

HATCHERY 
COSTS 

Statement was made regarding the Department of Revenue ' s 
concern for the 200 million dollar funding authority granted 
under AS 16.10 . 500, and the need for definition of "reasonable 
operating costs." Barbara Sorenson from the Dept. of Revenue 
responded that some guidelines will be provided by the IRS 
in that it will be interested in seeing that the hatchery 
operati on remains non-profit. IRS will audit everything 
and takes a different view from that of enhancement, meaning 
that if the hatchery does not remain non-profit, it will lose 
its permit . Group member John Sund advised that the 
preferable classification for hatcheries under IRA Code 
50l(C) would be (C)3, adding that in terms of audit , 
the operator is going to have to show that his costs 
are reasonable in comparison to other similar operations, 
thus establishing a criteria for determining reasonable 
costs. 

Statement was made that the problem was not IRS involvement 
or determination of costs but proper management to recover 
reasonable costs . Dr. Kaill advised that it was his under­
standing that after the hatchery has recovered its costs, 
the fish belong to the fleet . John Williams replied that 
the statute does not spell out what will happen in this 
area , and that is a problem the Group must deal with. 
Chairman Gardiner advised that it appeared the Group 
must construct a mechanism for management of returning 
fish . Response was made to the effect that the foregoing 
represents more of a financing problem. If a hatchery has 
the right amount of operating capital, it can survive the 

-3-

PROPER 
MANAGEMENT 
TO RECOVER 
HATCHERY 
COSTS 
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ups and downs of harvest; it depends upon who controls 
the spicket and funding . John Williams advised that 
the Board of Fisheries has moved into this area with 
a Harvest Plan, so a structure is currently in place . 
Rita Miller stated that the annual report form is 
broken down into two parts: one for Fish and Game , 
and the other for the Department of Revenue, adding 
that she assumed reasonable cost information would be 
determined from these forms. John Sund responded that 
the annual report required by Fish and Game does not 
represent an enforcing mechanism. Dr . Kaill allowed 
that the compliance requirement permits the Commissioner 
of Fish and Game to revoke a license. Mr. Sund replied 
that while the Commissioner may do so, revocation has 
nothing to do with the annual report. 

Mr . Sund further stated that the Harvest Plan should 
provide guidelines enabling hatchery operators to 
establish needs which could be submitted to the Board 
of Fisheries. Armin Koernig advised that Prince William 
Sound will be monitored in an attempt to establish 
standards for escapement which can be used by hatcheries 
(private non-profit). The standard could then be used 
as an allocation process for hatcheries . The process is 
new,and it is yet uncertain whether the mechanism will 
work. 

Dr. Kaill advised that the above-mentioned processes 
represent a combined function between the Dept. of 
Commerce and Fish and Game. He added that Fish and 
Game is currently working with Commerce to "bring it 
around," and suggested that a representative from 
Commerce be included within the Group. 

John Williams next directed attention to the chart 
containing Legal Questions and Other Problems, advising 
that statutes relating to the areas in question are vague 
and pose interpretative problems. He further asked if 
it was the Group's wish that these problems be resolved 
by legislation, mentioning that alternative 
resolution rests in the courts. The Group concurred 
with Mr. William's feeling that clarification of the 
statutes would , hopefully, eliminate the overlap in 
function. 

Armin Koernig made reference to the Community and Regional 
Affairs opinion concerning Regional Authorities, and Mr . 
Williams referred to Sec . 380 , advising that a Regional 
Authority has political subdivision status. 

-4-

DOES 
ANNUAL 
REPORT 
SET FORTH 
REASONABLE 
COSTS 

BOARD OF 
FISHERIES 
HARVEST 
PLAN 

SUGGESTION 
THAT 
COMMERCE 
BE REPRE­
SENTED 

LEGAL 
AND OTHER 
PROBLEMS 
TO BE 
RESOLVED BY 
LEGISLATION 

REGIONAL I 

AUTHORITIES 
POLITICAL 
SUBDIVISION 
STATUS 

10/4/78 



• 

• 

• 

Derek Poon advised of a problem unique in his region 
containing a non-active sector. The problem relates 
to drafting of harvest management plans, particularly 
relating to Sheldon Jackson, and effective implementation 
of cost recovery. In Southeast Alaska the fishermen 
want t0 !Je gi.ven first opportunity to harvest the 
fish. An ac~eptable agreement must be reached from 
botn the point of view of the fisherman and hatchery 
opr.:!rators. 

J~ck Milnes raised a question concerning whether the 
law addresses the legal authority of the hatchery to 
harvest fish. While the hatchery has authority to 
sell fish, it cannot do so without authority to harvest. 
Also, if the hatchery is not the harvester of 
these fish, who has such authority? John Sund advised 
that an opinion has been filed on the above issue, and 
Dr. Kaill added said opinion was rendered to the Board 
of Fisheries, adding that the above represents another 
area involving both Commerce and Fish and Game, requiring 
coordinated effort and addition of language to th1~ 
effect that limited entry gear in the area receives first 
shot at the harvest • 

Armin Koernig attested to the lack of control on copyrights 
for fish. Existing copyright provisions relating to 

POON, 
PROBLEM 
AT SHELDON 
JACKSON 

MILNES, 
CAN 
HATCHERY 
LEGALLY 
HARVEST 

beach seine are entirely unsatisfactory, and this area COPYRIGHTS 
presents a real jungle as to what the legislature or ON FISH 
the Board of Fisheries means. Mr. Koernig advised that 
the Group must come to some decision on this issue, 
adding that he believed it would have to be clearly 
stated that the hatchery has authority to catch these 
fish. 

John Sund advised that a new category of those able to 
catch fish should be established: (1) commercial 
fishermen, (2) sport fishermen, and (3) hatchery operators. 
The present opinion appears to be that a hatchery operator 
cannot conduct such harvest and must hire someone to 
perform recapture for him. 

Chairman Gardiner suggested the Group draft a proposal 
resolving the hatch2ry harvest problem. Dr. Kaill advised 
that the Limited Entry Board also poses a problem in that 
it is not equipped to deal with hatcheries. 

-5-
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Discussion followed concerning evaluation of FRED 
programs and performance, resulting in the opi nion 
that outside audits of such programs and the results 
of said audits should be made available to the committee . 

Dr. Burkett advised that he did not know whether failure 
of the planning function is due to lack of funding , or 
simply the fai lure of people to come together and 
effect the planning function . The function of the 
FRED Division is to encourage private investment, 
but FRED is approaching this functi-:,n in a cautious 
manner . On the other hand , FRED is watchful for 
opportuniti es to bring people into investment in this 
area , and one of the Division ' s prime concerns at this 
time is the development of fish food in the State of 
Alaska. Dr . Burkett stated that he believes the word 
"encourage" needs to be more definitely defined , 
f urther advising that while the Division can provide 
advi9e to individuals interested in building a hatchery 
in the State , the Division is not a financial advisor 
or investment house. 

Armin Koernig stated that the FRED Division has had many 
technical , personnel , etc . problems which have kept it 
from being as effective as it could be. Statement was 
made to the effect that an additional problem exists 
in that FRED is now charged with the task of getting 
the salmon industry back on its feet. The state is on 
the low side of the learning curve and trying to draw all 
facets together. What is needed is an orchestrater to 
pull these aspects into place . Armin Koernig advised that, 
at present, the private sector is not free to develop 
the hatchery industry because of th~ need to meet state 
regulations. 

Statement was made that programs to rehabilitate the 
fishing industry within the state could learn a lot 
from the oil compani es through their offshore drilling 
operations . 

J ohn Williams advised that he would complete work in his 
area of study and disseminate a written summary of his 
f :.ndings to committee members. 

Derek Poon attested to the existing double standard 
in policies applying to FRED and hatcheries in the 
private sector , advising that private facilities are 
expected to acquire data no other agency must supply . 
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Chairman Gardiner asked if the above-mentioned 
apparent double standard results from problems 
with statutes , regulations, or policy, and Mr . Poon 
replied that it appears to be a policy problem. 
Mr. Sund further advised that the previously mentioned 
annual report is required only of the private sector 
and not FRED. 

Dr. Mike Kaill advised that Swan Lake represents a 
public faci lity which is j ust in t he "start up" 
stage and has been submitted to the Regional Planning 
Team for review. He f urther mentioned that some 
private hatcheries appear to go "through a lot of 
hoopss" because their projects are experimental and 
not r~ally representative of situations falling within 
the double standard problem area. Mr. Koernig advised 
that the state just doesn ' t have a systematic management 
plan to follow when effecting proposed hatchery project 
reviews . 

Responding to a question concerning whether FRED is 
required to adhere to the same rules governing a private 
hatchery, Dr . Kaill stated that financial l y it is 
impossible for FRED to do so because bond issues are 
involved in FRED projects . Biologically, however , FRED 
must meet the policies applied to private hatcheries 
concerning disease control and genetics. 

Bob Simpson advised that he could anticipate a difference 

FRED , 
NO 
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MGMT . PLAN 
FOR 
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PROJECT 
REVIEW 
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DIFFERING 
FINANCIAL 
ARRANGEMENTS 

in dealing with private versus public hatcheries, especially 
regarding surplus fish, and further stated that he did 
not believe management functions had yet been sufficiently 
developed to deal with this problem. 

Rita Miller attested to a range of problems falling 
under a general category wherein the state has set in 
motion a process that pits government against private 
investment in a competitive function which the government 
regulates , advising that she was not sure such an arrange­
ment could ever work. 

Chairman Gardiner asked if Department policy is the same 
for both FRED and the private sect or as to site selection 
and which sites are available. Dr . Kaill advised that 
such a problem had arisen in Prince William Sound and the 
state relinquished the site to a private developer. He 
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further advised that the site goes to the authority most 
capable of developing a hatchery there . Armin Koernig 
took exception to Dr. Kaill's statement, advising that 
his group conducted site surveys in the Sound in 1975 , 
identifying 15 sites. Esther Lake was to be the next 
project. Th~ state selected this site and his group 
said no. Now the group is dividing its defined sites 
between the state and the private sector . 

Chairman Gardiner commenced discussion concerning the 
Klawock Hatchery and the availability of community 
services at the site versus prohibitative costs factors 
surrounding a site such as Dahl Island , asking if a site 
like Klawock with its attendant amenities would be 
available for development through a Regional Association. 
Dr . Kaill advised that he believed such sites were 
available, stating that at present the planning team is 
looking at Swan Lake. John Sund referred to a Department 
policy statement dated October 1974 (to his knowledge 
not updated or revised) , advising that t he Klawock Lake 
site, when measured against current statutes, appears to 
violate all of them. He further stated that Klawock 
represents a mix up from the past when planning teams 
were not yet functioning. He advised t hat with the 
teams now operating, perhaps such mix ups can be 
avoided in the future, adding that it appears the 
Department has violated its own policies in the past and 
Mr. Sund questioned whether such violations would continue 
in the future . 

Bob Simpson advised that he had helped write the above­
mentioned regulations at a time when hatcheries first 
began developing in Alaska, adding that the policies 
state they can be changed as needs change, further 
advising that with th~ inception of Regional Planning 
Teams, circumstances have changed , and the policies are 
in need of updating although they were proper for the 
time written . 

Jack Milnes advised of his concern for financing and 
its total impact on the state, the state budget , and 
the private sector. Mr. Sund stated that the financing 
issue revolves around financ~ng of private versus 
public facilities and where the funding will come from . 

A brief discussion concerning the properties of aquaculture 
within the State followed, whereafter the conunittee 
took a short recess . 

RECESS 11:20 a.m . 
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RECONVENE 11:30 a.m. 

Upon reconvening, John Sund proposed the following goal 
statement for the study group: 

A healthy salmon industry, paying its own way, 
providing employment , return on investment , 
and pleasure in recreation (sport fishing) , 
by the year 2000. 

Referring to "paying its own way," Mr Sund advised that 
prior to 1968 , the salmon industry was the greatest 
state revenue producer . Since that time , the greatest 
revenue has come from the oil industry . He further 
advised that the Group should discuss whether "paying 
its own way " should include regulation of the industry. 

Concerning "providing employment, " Mr. Sund advised that 
such employment involves one of the functions of 
government which is to provide that which people do not 
provide f or themselves . 

Mr . Sund stated that he hoped that by analyzing aquaculture , 
the group could come up with reasons why and how it could 
function concerning what should be done for the future, 
including statutory changes if necessary , creation of 
new entities , and/or destruction of outdated entities . 

Dr . Burkette advised that he believed the group shoul d 
approach aquaculture problems from the direction of a 
resource industry and couch its goal statement in those 
terms. Chairman Gardiner then asked group members if 
they wished to view the salmon industry from a resource 
or a people oriented outlook , adding that he tends to 
look from a people point of view while the Department 
takes the resource viewpoint . Dr. Burkett stated that 
the Department views aquaculture from the philosophy of a 
healthy resource; nothing else is invol ved . Armin Koernig 
advised that in the early days of Alaska, no attention was 
paid to the resource itself but rather to the economic 
income of the industry. He felt the conunittee should 
attempt to effect a well bal anced resource that is 
a social/economi c industry as well. B0b Simpson advised 
that National Marine Fisheries prefers to see salmon runs 
enhanced rather than enhancing the industry • 
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Jack Milnes read Article VIII of the Alaska State 
Constitution, concerning natural resource policy , 
advising that the Constitution makes clear that use 
of the resource be directed toward the people. 

Suggestion was made by Barbara Sorensen that language 
be included within the goal statement to cover processing 
within the industry, advising that processing has not 
heretofore been addressed by state policy. 

Further suggestion was made that provision for subsistence 
fishing be included within the statement, and Mr . Sund 
advised he had no objection to the inclusion of 
subsistence. He further stated that he believed ~he 
group needed a statement set within a time frame in 
order to produce a definite goal against which the 
group can measure accomplishments. 

Dr. Burkett objected to the proposed statement asking 
when it was decided the group should have such a statement, 
what the advantages to having one are, and who decided 
to effect such a statement . Chairman Gardiner advised 
that the decision had been made at the previous meeting 
of the group when Dr. Burkett and Mr. Sund were directed to 
come up with a goal statement. Mr. Sund formulated the 
wording and put it before the group. Dr. Burkett 
advised that he assumed the goal statement was going to 
be tabled as a possible area of pursuit. Dr . Kaill 
advised that he thought the purpose of the group was 
statutory clarification, and Armin Koernig attested to 
the need for a goal statement from which the group could 
work forward. 

A brief discussion fol lowed concerning whether or not 
there was need for a goal statement , after which the 
conunittee recessed for lunch. 

LUNCH RECESS 12:05 p.m. 

RECONVENE 1:40 p.m. 
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Discussion resumed concerning the need for a group goal KAILL, 
statement, and Dr . Kaill proposed language providing GOAL 
for "optimum yield for the state salmon fisheries," advisingLANGUAGE 
that such a goal doesn ' t re~lly mean anything until the 
group gets down to its real objectives. 
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Sandy Somerville advised that he believed a goal 
statement to be useful to the extent it woul d 
acknowledge that there is both a E1ocial and 
economic system at work here as wr~ll as a 
biological function. It woul d acknowledge conflicting 
economic, social, and biologi cal needs, al t hough the 
resources and needs would vary from region to region. 
Value judgments would be made by each region to 
determine how it will proceed in developing its 
resource, remembering that these: economic, social , 
and biological needs are at odds, and each region 
must determine what is most important and what comes 
first . The group must design a process for reconciling 
competing goals . 

Mr. Sund read a section from the letter of intent 
formulating the study group , advising that the 
directive covers a lot of ground . He further stated 
that he believed the group could very easily agree 
on a goal, but he would prefer to have goal areas 
broken down and measurable against time . 

Mr. Somerville suggested t hat assignments be made for 
developing goals in economic, social , and biological 
areas , advising that he felt the Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game would be in conflict with some of the 
guidelines the group might establish , adding that the 
group would have to get a concensus in each separate 
area. M~ . Sund advised that he would try to include 
all these areas in his statement citing as an example 
of Department action the Bristol Bay closure; a biological 
decision made without regard to economic or social results. 
He added that he did believe it necessary to set some 
statement down on paper in order to determine a realistic 
method for attaining the goal. Mr. Somerville stated that 
the question would remain as to where the checks rest, 
who makes the decision to intervene in action taken in 
the industry, who invests authority to integrate regional 
plans and reconcile competing interests. 
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Chairman Gardiner attested to the problem of different PROBLEM 
types of fishermen fishing the same area within differing DIFFERENT 
time frames, advising that the Department has no method GEAR 
f or evaluating its decisions. There should be some guide- FISHING 
lines such as those governing Canadian and American catches.SAME 

AREA 
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Mr. Somerville advised that regional plans should 
make very clear statements of goals in a region 
where economic, social, and biological needs conflict. 
They would also define management goals, and qoals 
for economic sharing of the income. The group must 
acknowledge that it understands the competition between these 
needs. Chairman Gardiner advised that he felt favorably 
toward Mr. Somerville's suggestion. 

Jack Milnes advised that the goal statement is already 
in the Constitution of the State, stating that what the 
group must do is determine how to interpret the 
Constitution, adding that he was not addressing 
aquaculture but salmon restoration. Legislature has 
already been used in this area but it has not 
sufficiently defined functions. The group needs to 
start with some specific interpretations of what it is 
going to do. 

Dr. Burkett raised a question concerning the area 
encompassed by the group, advising that some of the 
previously discussed problem areas are the responsibility 
of the Regional Planning Teams. He further advised 
that in the course of operation, goals can change and 
f lexibility is needed, adding that concerning the people 
and many areas involved, he believed goal determination 
should be set at the regional level. 

Mr. Sund spoke to problems with Regional Planning Teams 
arising from the fact that they are composed of half 
volunteer participants (fishermen, etc.} and half paid 
participants (employees of the Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game), advising that he didn't believe the power to 
function could be given these people wi thout funding. 
Apparently funding is provided through Fish and Game 
which poses a problem in that getting funding out of Fish 
and Game has proven to be a. "disaster." He advised that 
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TEAMS 

FUNDING FOR 
REG. PLANNIN1 
TEAMS 

if the state is going to push responsibility on the Regional 
Teams, it is going to cost approximately $100,000 to $200,000 
per year, per region (approximately $1,000,000 statewide). 

Chairman Gardiner advised that Regional Planning Teams 
would be discussed at a later time and directed group 
attention back to the pending agenda. 

Dr. Kaill furnished group members his Overview of Policy 
and Procedures Manual (copy attached to these minutes), 
advising that such policies have tried to deal with genetic 
problems of natural versus hatchery salmon. 

-12-

POLICY & 
PROCEDURES 
MANUAL 
OVERVIEW 

10/4/78 



• 

• 

stated that the policies developed are being reviewed 
by the Governor ' s Office . Where the manual really 
"bogs down " concerns the decision as to who will 
do what--areas covered by the group in its morning 
discussions. 

Dr . Kaill advised that the outline breaks down into 
two sections : (1) Private hatchery application and 
p lanning process and (2) Compilation of research , 
education , etc. for planning function . Dr . Kaill 
proceeded with the following outline review: 

1 . Application requirements - This refers to 
the forms, etc . Department has 
attempted to come close to middle 
line with new forms. 

2. Siting criteria - Taken out of existing 
policy (1974 policies established 
by then Commissioner Brooks) and 
statutes directing management in 
favor of natural fish. 

Rita Miller advised that the outline seemes to be good , 
but wondered if policies couldn ' t be better applied by 
making the outline a salmon aquaculture outline , rather 
than applying it simply to private non-profit facilities. 
Dr. Kaill responded that some of the policies have been 
directed strictly to private non-profit facilit ies to 
eliminate funding problems. Mr. Somerville suggested 
that policies, while making distinctions between public 
and private , cover both facilities. 

3 . Use of natural lakes by private hatcheries - this 
area relates to salmon stock and genetics, 
including the manner in which brute stock 
is taken and minimal samples . 

Dr. Kaill advised that the manual represents an attempt 
to get the policies out for review and receive impact 
back; it is not in final unchangeable form. Rita Miller 
advised that again, she didn ' t see any policies that 
shouldn ' t apply "across the board." Dr. Kaill referred 
to 8 , Responsibility for marking and evaluation of 
hatchery return - advising that this function differs 
between public and private operators . It is an option 
for the private operator, but the Department will fund 
such a function if used at public hatcheries . The 
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Department ~as placed special demands on private 
hatcherie~ which do not apply to public operations, 
because public operations are essentially research 
functions .. 

Derek Poon suggested that had such policies been 
in effect and applied to public operations, FRED 
disasters such as Crystal Lake might have been 
avoided . He further recommended that the Group 
address correspondence to Commissioner Skoog , 
requesting that manual review and release be given 
highest priority , and private and FRED areas 
be defined. Chairman Gardiner advised that he 
would take responsibility for writing Mr. Skoog . 

Dr. Kaill apologized for having only a manual over­
view to present to the committee, advising that he 
was not at liberty to distribute policies not yet 
reviewed by the commissioner. 

Mr . Somerville advised that he felt intent should be 
to get a draft of the manual as soon as possible , 
and review it with Regional Teams for their input . 

Barbara Sorensen asked Dr . Kaill if the policies 
and procedures included within the manual fall within 
U. S . Environmental Impact review, and Dr . Kai ll 
replied that Environmental Impact review would appear 
to be the approach the Department is trying to take, 
but at present it is still "in house." 

Chairman Gardiner requested that policies which apply 
to both FRED and private hatcheries be designated 
as such. Dr. Kaill advised that transportation of 
Salmon and eggs and transfer of diseased eggs from 
one point to another would apply across the board. 
Regarding marketing and evaluation, program compliance 
will involve resolution of "reasonable operating costs, " 
and what happens to left over fish . Handling of surplus 
fish by a private hatchery involves entering into a 
contract for use of these fish , while such a problem 
does not exist at public hatcheries because they 
involve only enhancement. 
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Derek Poon asked if there is any reason why-all of 
number I, directed to~·;ard FRED hatcheries , should not 
fall under C 2, (Procedures ) Application review and approval. 
Dr. Kaill replied that one problem in effecting the above 
would be the fact that FRED projects begin as bond issues. 
He further alluded to state problems with art in public 
buildings and EEO requirements. 

John Sund attested to concern on the part of fishermen 
regarding hatcheries which do not produce return, 
and a desire on the part of fishermen to comment on 
where FRED and private hatcheries are to be located. 
Dr. Kaill responded that all hatchery projects henceforth 
would be reviewed by Regional Planning Teams. 

Chairman Gardiner raised questions concerning the 
proposed procedures for surplus harvest, advising 
that such fish can depress the market and cause 
quality problems. 

Derek Poon advised that he felt one of the things the 
group should do is look at the Regional facilities and 
parameters under which they operate, and analyze 
returns to these hatcheries, been, advising of 
the poor quality of return at Starigaven, disease, etc . 

Dr. Burkett attested to his observation of a movement 
of many people into the decision making process, advising 
that while the movement is larger than any single issue, 
nothing happens quickly. 

Armin Koernig advised that he didn ' t believe FRED had 
yet made a decision whether program costs will be 
reimbursed or taken out of the general fund. Barbara 
Sorensen responded that FRED manages for escapement, 
not return or absorption of costs. 

Returning to his Overview, Dr. Kaill advised that 
policies for Regional Planning Teams are based on 
the Prince William Sound model of 3 on 3, adding that 
employees of Fish and Game serve as staff for 
the planning team. Jack Milnes asked Dr. Kaill if he 
was aware of prior reservations concerning the 3 on 3 
model , asking why the Department had not effected a 
different balance. Dr . Kaill responded that he was 
aware of such reservations , but that Fish and Game 
had objections to balances other than 3 on 3 . Mr. 
Milnes asked who would make the final decision, and 
Dr. Kaill replied that he believed it would be made by 
the commissioner . 
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Concerning II, Regional Comprehensive Salmon Planning, 
Dr. Kaill advised that the Department has devoted 
a great deal of time in this ar~a, advising that he 
didn ' t know how the manual \·1oul·.1 come out in this area. 
Chairman Gardiner asked if stat1 tory changes would still 
have to be effected here, or wo• ld proposed 
policies, if adopted, be good enough . Dr . Kail! 
replied that he didn't know how to respond to the 
above question , advising that the first thing the 
Group should do is get a legal 0pinion that will stand 
up. Mr. Somerville replied that th~ Group is 
going to know whether statutes require change after 
digesting Department comments and interp;~etation. If 
there is confl ict , legislation might be the only remedy . 
Dr . Burkett advised that proposed policies cover a 
lot of new ground and some would have to be applied 
to determine whether or not they are workable . 

Concerning II B, Regional Comprehensive Salmon Planning 
Policies , Derek Poon advised it would be useful to have 
Department interpretation of the authority contained 
therein, stating that he has had conversations with 
management to the effect that Regional Teams are 
not really going to be that big a part of the overall 
plan . 

Chairman Gardiner posed the problem of authorities 
unable to take action when policies are violated , 
suggesting that a section be established dealing 
with force and effect of the plan. 

Derek Poon attested to problems resulting from flow 
charts placing the State Planning Team between Regional 
Planning Teams and the commissioner. Dr . Kaill advised 
that while a State Planning Team does exist , it has not 
conducted any business , adding that he does not know 
the intent behind such a team. Mr. Somerville advised 
that the regional planning concept originally came 
from t he State Planning Team, adding that he believes 
such a team to be necessary because Department plans 
function statewide, but its function in relation to 
the regional teams is unclear . Chairman Gardiner 
stated that legislative intent was such that the 
Regional Plans and Planning Teams were to go directly 
to the commissioner 's office. Dr. Kaill advised that 
he has taken all plans directly to the commissioner . 
Mr . Somerville advised of his concern that the commissioner 
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receive an unedited version of the plan, directly 
from the Planning Team . 

.Addressing the scope of regional planning , Mr . 
Milnes advised that Regions have some very specific 
feelings about what should be included within their 
acope , adding that the purpose of the Group is to 
advise the Department of what the people want, not 
accede to what the Department wants. 

Referring to numbers 5 and 6 {Plan development, and 
Public involvement) , Dr . Kaill advised that these 
policies cover situations in need of clarification, 
and would allow "chunks" of a plan to be taken care 
cf on an emergency basis, as well as get the public 
"on track" as quickly as possible. Mr. Milnes asked 
if policies describe the method for public involvement, 
and what happens to feedback. Dr. Kaill replied 
that he didn't believe policies define method, 
advising he was unable to answer the feedback issue. 

Concerning the Planning Team, Dr . Kail stated that 
meetings would be called as necessary, and the 
chairman would serve for that meetir.g, relinquishing 
such duties thereafter . A quorum consists of 4, 
{two from each side) and substitutions must be okayed 
in advance . Support staff will be assigned t o 
assist Planning Team members and will report back 
t.:o them. 

Derek Poon advised that suggestion had been made that 
Planning Te~m meetings coincide with Board of Fisheries 
meetings, asking if such suggestion has been followed. 
Dr . Kaill advised that he didn't believe it had been, 
but didn ' t see why meetings should not be so scheduled. 
Mr. Sund advised of problems arixing when meetings 
do not coincide with staff schedules; Armin Koernig 
attested to problems arising from designees appearing 
unannounced at meetings; and Mr . Milnes advised that he 
believed meeting schedules should remain flexible 
within each region. 

Armin Koernig raised questions concerning reasons why 
the Department has not followed Board of Fish policies, 
asking if anyone has ever seen a management plan for 
Fish and Game. Dr. Burkett advised that everything 
cannot fall in place at once, adding that he would 
investigate. Chairman Gardiner asked if it was the 
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Board of Fisheri es intent that its policies ~pply to 
all facilities, and Mr. Koernig responded that the 
policies deal with returns to. private and public 
hatcheries. 

Mr . Milnes advised of a problem arising from the fact 
that preferred hatchery projects are listed on the 
bond issue pri or to review by Regional Teams. Derek 
Poon stated that to the best of his knowledge , harvest 
management plans have to be approved before the 
project can go ahead, but such requirement does not 
apply to FRED projects, adding that to his knowledge 
there is no harvest plan for Snettisham. Again, 
Mr. Poon attested to existance of a double standard 
in that when FRED does not comply with requirements , 
such as a harvest plan , it goes ahead and puts the 
project on the bond issue anyway, but under the same 
circumstances a private project would not get its 
permit. 

Chairman Gardiner advised that he would ask (in his 
correspondence to Commissioner Skoog) if newly 
established policies would apply to existing as 
well as new facilities . 

Armin Koernig raised questions concerning financing 
plans and whether they apply to both public and 
private facilities, and attested to a probl em 
concerning allocation of returning fish to peer 
groups , advising that an answer in thi s area will 
necessitate a political decision by the Board of 
Fisheries , but it should be addressed and conclusions 
drawn before hatcheries are built. Regional Planning 
Teams will have the authority to remove a project from 
the bond proposal if the fishermen think they will 
never be able to afford to pay for it. 

RECESS 3:55 p . m. 

RECONVENE 4:05 p.m. 

Upon reconvening , John Williams advised that he would 
be mailing a written report of his study, together 
with answers to posed legal questions , as well as 
a draft of a proposed statutory change making 
hatchery operators legal harvesters • 
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Armin Koernig and Jack Milnes will investigate cost 
benefits of private and state projects reporting 
on what approaches can be taken by the Group and 
detailing means to accomplish such analysis . 

Derek Poon advised that he would take on area VI , 
Research Base , and report back at the next meeting. 

Jack Milnes advised that federal agencies operating 
in areas similar to those encompassed within Group 
review could yield valuable assistance, and John 
Williams stated he would contact federal agencies 
to determine if Regional Planning Teams could function 
within federal areas. Mr. Sheridan advised oi a 
possible functioning problem in that Regional 
Planning 'l'eams consist of State Department of Fish 
and Game Personnel as well as regional people . 

Dr. Kaill attested to the commissioner's recognition 
of need for federal participation, advising that 
the Forest Service is an ex- officio member on teams 
having forests in their regions . 

Mr. Milnes advised that he believed the Group should 
have a clear understanding that it represents a 
pilot stage and as such has limits. It needs phased 
plans and criteria for and method of evaluating each 
stage of its function. 

Mr . Sheridan advised that in reality the Forest Service 
is kind of on the sidelines , but intends to cooperate 
to the extent possible once a game plan is worked out. 

Responding to a suggestion from Dr. Kaill that Commerce 
be included within the group , John Williams advised 
that Commerce currently has study funding, and could 
upon recommendation, conduct necessary studies . 

Chairman Gardiner advised that the Group would meet 
again in appruximately three weeks. Group members 
will be furnished written notice of such meeting as 
well as a copy of today's minutes. 

The me~ting adjourned at ~pproximately 4 : 40 p.m. 
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AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP "MEETING 
September 8 1978 

Six major areas of concern were chosen to be addressed by 

the study group . Members were assigned to each area and 

are to report to the full conuni ttee at the next meeting. 

The six major areas and the members assigned to each are 

as follows: 

' ' I. Clearly define the State ' s policies on 
Aquaculture - examine existing statutes/ 
resolutions/policies - A written draft is 
to be submitted to the full com.11ittee by 
Bob Burkett and John Sund . They will be 
assisted by Jchn Williams . 

II. Stock Man~gement 

A . Mixing of wild and hatchery stocks 
B . Returns to common property fishery 
C . Harvesting of stocks 
D. Site selections 
E . Brood stocks 

1\ verbal review will be given by the Department.. of 
Fish and Game which will preview the Department's 
policy manual . 

III. Define roles of organization and. groups. 

A. Capabilities of each group. 
B. Agencies that oppose Aquaculture or 

2ertain projects . 

John Williams will present a writte n condensation of 
pr,eviousl.Y written comments and ~gency interviews . 

IV. Land Use Problems - Land use classifi~ations 
to be discnsse<l at the October 3 meeting in 
JuuE!au with the .Forest Service . 

V. Cost/Benefit Annlysis of Private and State 
P.rojecl:s 

A. Financing of projects 
B. Who should build/operate projects 

Armin Koernig wil 1 w01:k with the Departn1ent.s of 
Hcve nuc and Commerce and Economic Development to 
presen t a report to the group . Bob Grogan will 
assist. 
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VI . Research Base 

A. Research problems 
B. Who shoul d carry out research . 

No assignment made . 

THE STUDY GROUP WILL MEET ON OCTOBER 4th at 9:00 A.M. IN 
ROOM 417 , CAPITOL BUILDING 
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STUDY REPORT 

STATUTES AND ROLES 

ADF&G - Commi ssioner 

16.05 . 020(2) Manage , mai ntain , improve, extend . 

16.05. u ~o( 3 ) Hatcheries, pipelines , rearing ponds , 
fishways, other . 

* 16 . 10 .400(f) Clarify streams for enhancement in conjunction 
with comprehensive plan 

16 . 10 . 420 

16 . 10 . 430 

* 16 . 10.443 

Approve egg procurement 
placement 

salmon release 
Order egg destruction 
Specify hatchery harvest 
Approve egg sales 

After comment of RPT , revoke permits, 
Al t er conditions of permit 

Make every effort to advise , and assist 
in planning , construction, or operation 
of hatchery within time and resource 
constraints. 

SELF ROLE 

* Leadership role i n fisheries and aquaculture 
planning , management , and regulation 

Maintain proper spectrum of acti vities to guarantee 
financial success of acquaculture without 
jeopardizing natural stocks or other valued 
fisheri es . 

Responsible for having all prerequisite disciplines 
for salmon rehabilitation . 
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FRED DIVISION 

* 16.05 . 092 Comprehensive state plan; encourage private 
investment - all things necessary . 

BOARD OF FISHERIES 

16.10 . 221 Generally regulate taking of fish 

16.10.440 Regulate take of hatchery fish, implement 400- 470 

REGIONAL PLANNING TEAMS 

* 16.10.375 Subject to Commissioner's approval, develop 
comprehensive salmon plans , including public 
and private hatcheries . 

Consists of Dept. personnel and representatives 
of qualified regional associations . 

REGIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 

* 16.10 . 350 Enhancement of salmon production 

16.10.400 Preference rights to hatchery permits 

* 16.10 . 600 Create regional authorities 

16 . 10.450 Funds use specified 

16.10.470 Annual Report 

SELF ROLE 

Organize regions 

* Enhance and rehabilitate salmon stocks 

Build and operate salmon hatcheries 

Stream Clearance 

Provide input to policy makers 

Encourage investment 

* Ful ly develop natural production capabiliti es 
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PNP's 

16.10.400 Receive permits to build and operate salmon 
hatcheries 

16.10 . 420 Pay for departmental expenses related to 
examinations 

U. S . F . S 

Cooperative agreements with Fish and Wildlife Managers 

Protect and enhance habitat 

Provide for sustained yields 

* List known potential aquaculture sites 

Facilitate permit granting 

Lead in EIS completion 

NMFS 

Provide scientific and technical support 

Cooperative agreements with fisheries managers 

Comment on federal permits 

EIS comments 

U. S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 

? 

Game refuges, military lands, Indian reservations 

Comment on federal permits 
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LEGAL QUESTIONS 

Non-hatchery enhancement activities of regional associations 

Regional authorities (CRA) 

Non- departmental or regional association members on RPT ' s 
(USFS , NMFS activities with RPT's) 

Scope of regional plans 
Force and effect of regional plans. 

* (Cost recovery of non-association ~atcheries 
* hatchery harvest of fish?) 

OTHER PROBLEMS 

Reasonable operating expense 

Information dissemination 

Permit Processes 

Financing (including state and private investment) 

Interaction of federal authorities with regional associations 

FRED Evaluation 

RPT funding 
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October 4,, 1978 Aquacul ture Policy Study Group J uneau, Alaska 

I. 

II. 

Over view of Policy and Procedures Manual, in draft , ADF&G 

Private Nonpr.ofit Hatchery Program 
A. Goals 

B. 

c .. 

Recional 
A. 

IL 

1. Contr ibution to Common Property Fishery 
2. - Con tributions possible t hrough non associa t ion hatcheries. 

Policies 
1. Application requirements 
2 . Hatchery siting criteria 

Harvest management consideration 
Natural stock consideration 
Consideration for siting 
Site evaluation 

>. Use of natural lakes by private hatcher.ies 
4. Salmon stock genetics 

Protection of genetic variance 
Population m:i.xing 

5. Control of fish disease 
Protection of wild stocks 
Rearing, movement, release of infected fish 
Stock selection 
Hatch~ry practices 
Chemotherapy 
Consistency of public and private aquaculture 
Policies 

6. 'l'ransportation of salr.1on and eggs 
Importation and exportation of salmon and eggs 
Transplantation of salmon and eggs 

1 . Basic harvest management plans 
(See Alaska Hoard of Fisheries Provisional ~olicy 
Number: 78-39-FB) 

8 . Responsibility for marking and evaluation of hatchery returns 
9. Program compJiancc 

Procedures 
1 . Preliminary and final.applications 
2. Application review and approval 
3. Opc~a U.ons review 

Annual report submission 
Review by RPT, ADF&G Staff, Commissioner of ADF&G 
Annual report format 

Comprehensive Salmon PJ.anning 
Goal~ 

1. Creation of cooperative planning process 
2 . Development and µublic.:ation o( plan document 

Policies 
1. Scope of regional comprehen!:ive plannine (RCP) 
2. Roles and responsibilities of Heeion.:il Planning Team 

RoJ c of the RPT 
Rcsponsibil i t ics fn hatchery Clpplication review 
Responsibilities in annual review 
Rc~ponsibHitfos in deve.l opmcnt of Rer,ionnl Comprchcnsive 

S<l l.mon pl<ms 
3 . Composition of the RPT 
11. Support RPT 

t 

' t 
I 
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5. Plan development 
Relationship between on-goiug programming and the 
development of RCP 

6. Public involvement 

C. RCP Pr~cedures 
1. ~lanning team meetings 

Chairman 
Meeting frequency 
Quorum and voting 
Staff support 

2. Plan review and approval 
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1. 

2. 

3,. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

PROBLEM AREAS DISCUSSED BY THE GROUP 

Should inspection costs be borne by distant 
hatcheries? 

How to alleviate lack of planning function fundi ng. 

Is there a need to define "reasonable costs " for 
private hatcheries , or will IRS set standards; 

Is there need for mechanism for management of 
returning fish , or will Board of Fisheries 
Harvest plan cover this area? 

Need to resolve c.opyright. problem on fish? 

Need to alleviate problem arising from government 
and private sector in competing industry 
regulated by government . Is there a double 
standard when applying regulations between 
public and private facilities? 

7. Site Selection - Are desirable sites equally 
available to both public and private sector? 

8 . Should acknowledgement and resolution of social , 
economic , biological conflicts within the 
industry be resolved at Regional level? 

9. Can a hatchery legally harvest fish: 
to draft proposed legislation. 

Williams 

10 . Will proposed policies and procedures apply "across 
the board" to private and publ ic facilities? 

11 . Will adoption of policies and procedures manual 
negate need for statutory change? 

12. What is position of Regional Planning Teams in 
relation to State Planning Team? 

13. Do Board of Fisheries policies apply to all facili~ies? 

14. Are proposed policies and procedures to apply to new 
as well as existi~g facilities? 
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SUGGESTIONS MADB BY THE GROUP 

1. A representative from the Dept. of Commerce be 
included within the study group. 

2. FRED programs and performance be audited and a copy 
of the audit report furnished the study group . 

3. Need for a goal statement and evaluation process . 

4. Need for federal and regional team interaction . 
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NOTICE OF MEETING 

THE NEXT MEETING OF THE AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP . . 
. . 

WILL BE HELD WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 29, 1978 , 1:00 P.M . in 

ROOM 421, STATE CAPITOL BUILDING (House Finance Corrunittee Room) I 

JUNEAU , ALASKA. YOU WILL RECEIVE AN AGENDA LATER THIS MONTH . 

Terry Gardiner , Chairman 
Box 6092 
Ketchikan , AK 99901 
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MINUTES 
AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUP 

November 29 , 1978 

Chairman Gardiner called the meeting to order at approxi ­
mately 1:30 p.m. (Names and addresses of those present 
for the meeting are contained on the attendance sheet CALL TO ORDER 
appended to these minutes .) 

He advised that he believed group effort should be 
directed toward solutions for aquaculture problems 
rather than further discussion of problem areas and 
submitted a five-item agenda for group review (copy of AGENDA 
agenda and appended material attached to these minutes}. 
He further advised that review of matters scheduled 
on the agenda would commence with ~tern No. 5 (Review of 
proposal by Miller and Associates in regard to a 
financial analysis of salmon aquaculture) , and that 
Item No. 4 would not be discussed during the meeting 

MILLER AND 
ASSOCIATES 

due to the absence of John Williams from the Juneau area. 

Concerning Item No. 5, Chairman Gardiner advised that 
all group members should have received a copy of the 
financial analyBis prepared by Miller and Associates. 
He stated that Mr . Miller had not been hired to perform 
the analysis but through contact with the Chairman 
unrelated to group efforts had expressed a desire to 
submit a proposal for review--that is where the proposal 
originated . 

Armin Koernig advised that he had primarily been working 
on a preliminary assessment concerning what should be KOERNIG 
accomplished by the group in the socio-economic area, SOCIO 
stating that the group must formulate : ECONOMIC 

1. A clear statement of problems encountered 
in both public and private sectors. 

2. Investment capital needed for both public 
and private facilities. 

3. Economic analysis of the enhancement effort 

AREA 

to provide the industry direction in the future, 
hopefully providing answers to some of the 
following questions: 

a. How much should be invested (privately 
and publicly)? 

11/29/78 
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b. How is funding going to be invested? 

c . How much is it going to cost to 
produce fish? 

d . Who is going to benefit f rom these fish? 

Mr. Koernig attested to the unavail ability of figures 
satisfying the above questions from state agenc i es , 
advising that he believed the group s houl d solicit 
assistance f r om consulting financial experts . Mr . 
Koernig questioned how long the general public would 
be willing to continue to invest in public and private 
hatcheries if such projects are not able to demonstrate 
beneficial return on the investment . Mr. Koernig 
concluded his statement advising that he believed 
everyone recognizes that aquaculture needs to 
secure some data in or der to evaluate where it 
should be going. 

Derek Poon stated th~t the group needs to identify 
what kind of questions it should be asking 
concerning socio- economic benefits behind the 
1 . 3 million dollar investment, advising that the 
group should have before it several proposals 
for study. 

Mr. Milnes suggested that the group consider as an 
additional social goal the understanding that the system 
should pay its own way . Mr. Koernig advised that Mr. 
Milnes ' suggestion raised an additional question for group 
consideration : Is there a benefit to a subsidized 
system? Analytical work would determine whether 
it is possible for the system to pay its own way or 
whether a subsidy is necessary plus give insight to 
such questions as: 

1 . Shoul d needed funding come from the 
Rene·wable Resource Fund? 

2 . General Fund? 

3. Fisheries Fund or othex sources? 

4 . How can the state more wisely use its 
resources through enhancement to produce 
benefits . 

- 2-



• 

• 

• 

Chairman Gardiner, referring to figures furnished 
him by Jay Hogan , advised that last year the 
state's budget amounted to 1 billion 71 million 
dollars while revenue amounted to 1 billion 5 million 
dol lars (the state brought in 66 million dollars less 
than it spent) . Revenue for the coming year is 
anticipated at 1 billion 21 million dollars . The 

STATE 
BUDGET 
DEFICIT 

fact that the state has not experienced a budget increase 
of less than 13% in the last few years would indicate 
that if the state has new facilities coming on line 
this year , such facilities are coming "out of someone ' s 
pocket." There are no surplus state funds available 
for loan. Nr. Gardiner advised that financial problems are 
not matters of concern for regional groups alone 
but pose a statewide problem and constitute valid 
reason for formulating concrete financial plans . 

Mr. Koernig agreed with Chairman Gardiner , advising NEED FOR 
that while the private sector of the economy is FINANCIAL 
characteristically identified with profit , the 3 million ANALYSIS 
dollar loan fund for construction of facilities is 
not sufficient for private needs. The state cannot 
continue to invest money without a system of checks 
and balances provided by financial planning , demonstrating 
economic justification. If the group proposes to raise 
the l oan limit from 3 million dollars to 6 million 
dollars, it must be able to prove that such a raise 
is feasible . The group needs definite proof for 
both the legislature and the general public to 
establish cost benefits. The group should have a 
financial plan that maps out investment strategy for 
the next 20 years. 

Mr . Frank Orth of Earl R. Combs, Inc. raised questions 
concerning the group ' s intent, asking: 

1. Does the group want to hire a consultant 
to evaluate the technical aspects of 
enhancement, or 

2 . Does it wish to go backward and have 
assistance in developing a strategic plan 
f0r salmon enhancement. 

He further advised that i1e believed it would be 
better for the group to go backward and develop the 
strategic plan. The group should define its planning 
needs, allow consultants to bid on providing such 
a plan, and following verbal proposal presentation 
by interested consultants , the group s hould hire 
the necessary work done. Mr. Orth concluded his 

- 3-
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statements, advising that should the group decide to 
have a technical analysis performed, it would be of no 
value without a strategic plan. 

Dr. Burkett stated that he didn't believe going backward 
would improve the present situation, advising that he 
believed the group should simply consider what is 
presently being done and move foreward from that point. 

Derek Poon advised that he had understood Mr. Orth 
to mean, when suggesti ng the strategic plan, that 
formulation would commence from the status quo. 
Mr. Orth replied that Mr. Poon•s understanding was 
correct and that "go back" had been a ~oor choice of 
words. He further advised that the original enhance­
ment plan was a political plan which did not take 
into consideration many "real world issues," advising 
that the group should , beginning from its present 
position, develop a plan for the future. 

Dr. Davis from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
stated that he believed the planning function to be 
the responsibility of regional teams , and Mr . Orth responded 
that he didn ' t believe regional plans could function 
without a statewide plan, advising of institutional 
conflicts within regions which he didn ' t believe 
the regions could overcome at this time. 

Nr . Floyd Heimbuch advised that he believed 
statewide aquaculture groups were in need of a plan 
justifying requests for salmon production, and 
Barbara Sorenson stated that she believed what the 
group should do is evaluate what is in place now 
and determine what it means economically for both 
state-operated and private sectors, evaluate production 
in terms of who benefits , and from that analysis come up 
with a plan. 

Derek Poon recommended that Mr. Orth be. requested to 
provide recommendations for planning , and present such 
ideas to the group, adding that the group needs to 
agree that such a proposal is valid. Dr . Burkett inquired 
concerning time and money constraints upon Group activities, 
and Chairman Gardiner responded that th~ Group only has 
one hundred thousand dollars to spend , aading that if the 
Group intends to act during the upcoming legislative session , 
it doesn't have much remaining time . 

-4-
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Mr. Orth again attested to the need for a planning 
process rather than economic analysis containing no 
plan into which analysis figures could be plugged . 

Mr . Cur t Kerns raised questions concerning methods 
for making enhancement costs appear in the cost of 
the product, and Armin Koernig attested to the need 
for determination of : 

1. Whether a subsidy i f needed . 

2 . To what degree it is needed. 

3. Who pays the bill. 

NEED FOR 
SUBSIDY? 

He added that aquaculture to date has spent too much time 
on biology; it is not tome to take a look at the 
economic side and force work in this area to catch 
up with biological work . 

Derek Poon stated that he believed the group should : 

1 . Agree that it needs to get a financial 
handle on the social economic side of 
enhancement. 

2. Define the scope of the work and get an 
analysis everyone can understand. 

Chairman Gardiner advised that the group has a l ready 
defined six study areas to which it intends to devote 
substanti al effort , and Mr . Orth set forth the fol lowing 
process for obtaining necessary financial anal ysis: 

1 . Prepare a statement of the work to be performed . 

2 . Contact sources capable of performing such work , 
re~uesting that they furnish proposals. 

3. Obtain proposals in a timely manner for review 
by the group. 

4. Select outstanding proposals and have 
consultants make verbal presentation before 
the group . 

5 . Select consultant. 

Ken Leon spoke to the inability of consul tants, without 
first hand knowledge of private and publ ic sectors 
performances , to evaluate the economic future and provide 
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direction , adding that he did not believe enough cycles 
had elapsed in either the private or public sector from 
which data could be compiled . 

Chairman Gardiner directed Armin Koernig and group 
members of Mr. Koernig's choosing to define proposed 
analysis areas and get them down on paper for the 
purpose of hiring a consultant . 

Group attention was next turned to Agenda Item No . 1 
(Presentation on salmon aquaculture research, 
coordinated by Derek Poon}. Mr . Poon advised that 
R & D emphasis should be in proportion to the value 
of the resource . He then set forth a brief survey of 
yearly rates of fry return at Sheldon Jackson, 

KOERNIG TO 
DEFINE 
FINANCIAL 
ANALYSIS NEEDS 

POON 
AQUACULTURE 
RESEARCH 

Auke Bay , and Little Port Walter, attesting to the need 
for correlation between what is released and what returns. 
He further stated that under an Oregon program, existing 
since 1968 , returns have been .2 to . 5%, while FRED 
Division coho returns in Southeast Alaska have been 
well under 1.% although the projected economic 
calculation is 10%. 

Mr. Poon stated that aside from economics, biology 
is what is going to actually accomplish enhancement , 
attesting to the need for: 

1 . Management of enhancement . 

2 . Management of existing stocks. 

3 . Increased rate of return . 

He advised that the goal of researchers is to take 
raw data and communicate significant data to 
interested parties , both public and private . 

Mr . Poon further attested to the tremendous diversity 
of aquaculture resources, and set forth the following 
areas of need: 

1 . Need for management of natural stocks . 
Such management is particularly difficult 
in Southeast because of mixed stocks. The 
state does not have enough information on 
management of natural stocks . 

2. There is little information on life history 
research . 

3. Understandi ng of mortality rate on salmon 
is very low. 

-6 - 11/29/78 
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4. Need applied research in aquaculture 
technology. 

Mr. Poon distributed to Group members copies of a 
Canadian publication relating to: 

1 . Inability to determine where enhancement 
is justified. 

2 . Utilization of single stocks or mixed stocks , 
adding that single stock approach should 
be modified to cover all enhancement. 

3. The fact that the purpose of aquaculture is 
increase the overall benefit. 

Mr . Poon concluded his remarks advising that R & D support 
is very important to aquaculture, adding that he hoped 
his presentation has put it in proper perspective . 

William Heard of National Marine Fisheries advised 
that the basic objective of research conducted through 
Marin= Fisheries is to develop Alaska's fishing WILLIAM 
resources . He stated that his agency currently HEARD 
operates its main facility the Auke Bay Laboratory 
(estublished in the late 1950 ' s) and two aquaculture 
field stations , one at Auke Creek (a small scale 
incubation facility) and a more extensive facility 
at Little Port Walter. 

Mr. Heard directed Group attention to Item No. 2 , in 
the black binder (copy appended to these minutes) 
prepared by John Williams, setting forth Marine 
Fisheries ' role in aquaculture within the state. 
In addition , Mr . Heard distributed to group members 
NMFS Curr~nt Year Task Plan and a bibliography of 
publications related to salmon aquaculture research 
activities of the Auke Bay Laboratory dated November 29, 
1978. (Task Plan and bibliography attached to these minutes) 

.l·1r. Heard advised that Marine Fisharies deals with 
research and is not responsible for management. Its 
second most important function, after research, is 
publication and dissemination of information, accomplished 
through work shops , seminars, college-to-college discussions 
and conferences , technical society involvement, etc. 

Mr . Heard attested to lack of increased funding for 
research resulting from President Carter ' s veto of 
aquaculture programs . He added that all new fishery developments 
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within the state represent research, and Marine 
Fisheries is in the R end of R & D. Marine Fisheries 
has developed a clearing house concept in order to 
keep up on what's being done within the state. 
It is also attempting to document the early days of 
aquaculture in Alaska to the turn of the century. 
He concluded his remarks stating that Marine Fisheries 
solicits advice from its constituents. 

Jack Milnes raised a question concerning the leverage 
of biological research upon the total aquaculture 
budget, and Mr. Heard replied that R & D represents 
approximate l y 2 to 3% of the total 300 million dol lar 
budget . 

Responding to questions concerning criteria for 

RESEARCH 
LEVERAGE 

initiating research projects, Mr. Heard advised that 
Marine Fisheries ' primary function , within its constraints 
and guidelines , is to perform research projects in areas 
in which information is most needed . 

Mr . Ray Hadley with Sea Grants at the University of HADLEY 
Alaska attested to constraints placed upon his area SEA GRANTS 
of research within the University, advising that 
groups such as the present Group on Aquaculture 
supply the leverage for undertaking projects . In 
addition , the University needs group backing for 
legislative financing to acomplish requested projects , 
and publish results upon completion. 

Mr. Curt Kerns with Sea Grants at the University in 
Anchorage advised of the use of questionnaires to 
solicit areas of needed research, and reiterated Mr. 
Hadley ' s request for support before the legislature 
for research financing . 

Mr . Heard advised that the Auke Bay Laboratory is 
currently experiencing its second year of increased 
salmon research funding in seventeen years, advising 
that the increase was a direct result of Alaskan 
aquaculture groups working through Alaska ' s 
congressional delegation in Washington . Mr. Heard 
added that during the past five or six years , Marine 
Fisheries has had an important level of support from 
the Alaska Department of Fish & Game in the area of 
combined funding projects. · 

Ken Leon from the FRED Division of the Alaska Department 
of E'ish & Game advised that the Department ' s efforts 
are a~most totally directed toward production. He LEON ON FRED 
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next read a list of species, locations , and categories 
of research conducted by the Department . Mr . Leon 
attested to areas of greatest Departmental thrust 
such as incubation , loading density of hatchery space, 
subgrade development from gravel to astro-turf , etc ., 
displaying a ·graph portraying world progress in 
incubation knowledge resulting from applied resear~h . 
In addition , the Department is working on such projects 
as suitability of glacial water in rearing, short term 
rearing, heated water for rearing chinook. and rearing 
of species in water temperatures dif feriny from normal 
environment . 

The Pathology department is working on vaccines 
against disease as well as fungus control, and 
currently has vaccinated fish returned to salt water 
where the vaccine will hopefully prove beneficial. 

Mr. Leon further advised that the Department is attempting 
to develop a system of data collection and processing 
i.n which information would be available via computer 
terminal for retrieval statewide. 

FRED DATA 
COLLECTION 

Mr. Koernig attested to the need for annual reports from 
the Department's fifteen facilities , and Derek Poon asked 
if a listing is available detailing information and 
programs accessible to groups on aquaculture, and Dr . 
Burkett distributed a listing of FRED Research (copy 
attached to these minutes). 

KOERNIG AND 
POON ON NEED 
FOR ANNUAL 
REPORTS 

Chairman Gardiner questioned Nr. Leon concerning the 
Department ' s data processing system and the data to be 
computerized , and Mr . Leon advised that the Department 
intended to arrange information in such a way that when 
a species is selected, one may determine what is available 
on it , what results various facilities have accomplished, · 
etc . Derek Poon advised he would rather see the 
actual reports from the facilities. Dr . Burkett advised 
that with the number of facilities and amount of informa­
tion available the Department needs some type of data 
storage and retrieval system--a good information system. 

Chairman Gardiner next directed Group attention to 
Agenda Item 2 (Review of Aquaculture Policy Manual 
recently distributed by ADF&G) , and Joe Davis advised 
that approximately 80 copies have been distributed, 
indicating a great deal of interest in the industry. 

He further stated that the Department intended the 
draft to serve as the basis for proposed policies 
and procedures , allowing everyone to look at it and 
make reconunendations. The Department is taking a 
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very cautious app : 0ach in this area where there is a 
definite need for policies , but where the program is evolving 
so quickly, perhaps policies and procedures should not be 
too set. 

Mr. Davis warned of inconsistencies in the draft, advising 
that some editorial changes were accomplished fol l owing 
copying, adding that the Department would like to 
receive all comments by January 31 , 1979, and 
that comments should be sent directly to him. The 
Department will prepare a summary of comments which 
wi l l be available to all and a copy forwarded to the 
Commissioner . If a l l comments are received by the 
31st , the Department hopes to have a final draft in 
early spring , and the Department anticipates upgrading 
the manual annually. 

Mr. Davis, speaking to procedures dealing with annual 
reports and the concept of regional planning teams, 
advised that the Department does not know whether 
these areas will work until they have been tried. 

Mr . Koernig inquired concerning whether the Department 
is totally satisfied with the draft or whether there 
is debate and controversy within the Department. Mr . 
Davis advised that there is a certain amount of 
controversy but no real opposition . Mr. Koernig 
expressed concern that certain areas of the manual 
do not meet regional corporation intent and inquired 
concerning the method for having regional wishes 
included as state policy. 

Chairman Gardiner advised that the group ' s intent 
is to review the manual and as a group come up with 
recommendation for the Department. Dr . Kaill stated 
that many of the policies within the manual are not 

POLICY DRAFT 
RECOMt'1ENDA­
TI ONS DUE 
1/31/79 

new but existing statutes, while others were standing 
policies established by Jim Brooks . Some were implied 
policies which have now been set forth for the first time, 
and some are new policies. 

Chairman Gardiner directed that Group members review 
the manual and submit objections to ~pecific areas in 
writing, such written form to include be a recommendation 
as to how the policy should be changed . 

Armin Koernig inquired concerning what effect the 
group ' s recommendations would have upon policies and 
procedures, and Dr. Burkett replied that he did not 

-10- 11/29/78 
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know, advising "we will have to wait and see." 
Chairman Gardiner stated that goup recommendations 
could also be taken to the legislature for implementation 
and have equal opportunity for acceptance as were 
they submitted to the Department . 

Chairman Gardiner advised that the Group would 
anti cipate meeting sometime the first part of 
February to work out recommendations for the Policy 
Manual . 

He further advised that the Group would next meet 
January 5 , 1979. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 5 : 00 p.m. 

-11-
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coordinated by Derek Poon 
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,. LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY 

INTE R-AGENCY ROUT ING SLIP 

Reµresentative Gardiner w.o. 5735 
Vassar • TO 

REMARKS: 
Attached is a draft of one of your 

prefile requests. Please advise if any 
changes are requ i red and whethe r or n~t 
you wish to have this one formally 
pref i 1 ed. 

10/13/78 DATE _ ____ _ 

FROM ------------
Ken v·assar 

BY GARDii·:rm 

HOUSE BILL NO. 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSim~ 

A BILL 

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the harvest of hatchery fish by 

salmon hatchery operators ; and providing for an effec-

tive date ." 

- BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA : 

* Section 1. AS 16 .10.440(a) is amended to read: 

(a) Fish released into the natural waters of the state by a hatch-

ery operated under AS 16.10.400 - 16.10.470 are available to the people 

for common use and are subject to regulation under applicable law in the 

same ·way as fish occurring in their natural state until they return to 

the specific location dAsignated by th~ department for harvest by the 

hatchery operator. While harvesting fish at the specific location 

designated by the dep~rtment for harvest , the hatchery operator is 

exempt from any permit requir~ment undar AS 16 . 43. 

*Sec . 2. AS 16.43.140(a) is amended to read: 

(a) After January 1, 197L~, no person ma)r operate gear in the 

commercial taking of fishery resom:ces without a valid entry permit or a 

valid interim- use permit issued by the commission except as erovided 

in AS l6 . 10.440(a) . 

* Sec . 3. This Act ttikes effect imr!:ediately in accordance with AS 01.10. -
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MEMORANDUM OCTOBER 26, 1978 

TO: 

FROM : 

RE: 

MR. BILL HEARD, NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
DR. KEN LEON, FRED, A~ASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 
MR. DONALD ROSENBERG, UNIVERSITY OF A SK.~~---

DEREK POON, PH.D., GENERAL 

PRESENTATION ON SALMON AQUACULTURE RESEARCH AT THE NEXT 
AQUACULTURE POLICY STUDY GROUF (APSG) MEETING . 

As a member of the APSG and on behalf of Representative Terry 
Gardiner , this is to request your attendance at the next APSG 
meeting to give a presentation on aquaculture research activities 
of your agency . Date of the meeting has not been announced but 
it will probably be in late November . Please ·check with John 
Williams of the Legislative Affairs Agency for the time slot for 
your presentation. 

In addressing aquaculture policies, the Group may wish to make 
recommendations on future research directions and responsibili ­
ties. Accordingly, it will be useful reference for us if you can 
present the following information: 

rese~rch objectives 
research facilities 
current and planned research programs 
bibliography of research publications 
method of disseminating research results . 
recommendations for future research directions and 
responsibilities 

If you have any suggestions for modifications of the presentation 
format, please give me a call . 

DP/pd 

cc: Dr . Bob Burkett 
Representative Terry Gardiner 
Mr. Robert Simpson 
Mr. John Williams 



• r:5'\lfiller ·® AJ'J'ociates, Inc. CONSULTANTS 

PLANNING • M.t\NAGEMENT • FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

EVERGREEN PLAZA BUILDING • 711 SO. CAPITOL WAY • OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98501 • (200) 943-3885 

Representative Terry Gardiner 
Chairman 
Acquaculture Policy Study Group· 
Alaska State Legislature 
Juneau, Alaska 99901 
Pouch O 

Dear Representative Gardiner; 

October 31, 1978 

The firm of Miller.and Associates, Inc. is pleased t o 
have this opportunity to propose an economic analysis of the 
Alaskan salmon fishery. 

It is our understanding that the State of Alaska has 
made a policy decision to restore Alaskan salmon runs to 
their historic high levels . 

A decision of this nature will require not only the 
restoration of certain wild runs but also the creation of 
new runs through artificial propagation. The question 
becomes one of whether the cost of such an overal l r estoration 
is economically advantageous to the State of Alaska . 

We believe the economic analysis of this issue is indeed 
a critical one. Traditi onal economic analyses of salt water 
fisheries have tended to focus on ex- vessel prices paid to 
fishermen and the value added to the product through canning 
or other market preparation activities. 

We do not believe that this approach to economic analyses 
of the saltwater fishery adequately records the full value of 
the fishery . 

For example , these traditional economic analyses do not 
recognize that the State of Alaska receives substantial tax 
revenues from the salmon fisher y . This revenue comes from 
income taxes and fees paid by fishermf~n and processors and 
their employees and suppliers as well as from the indirect 

· employment and ecomomic wealth which results from the fishery . . 
I n addition to the substantial tax rev.:nues to the State 

which could accrue from a revitalized salnion fishery , there 
are hidden governmental costs in the form of unemployment 
compensation and welfare payments which could be reduced as 
a result of an economically healthy fi~hery . These costs are 
again not generally recognized in traditional economic analyses 
of the fishery. 
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Representative Terry Gardiner 
Page 2 

There are social considerations , which while difficult 
to place an economic value upon , should be fully recognized 
in an economic analysis of the fishery. Salmon fishi- J is 
a part of Alaskan culture. If the resource is allowed to 
dwindle , many fishing villages, towns and cities would either 
cease to exist or be substantially changed because there are 
no viable alternative economic pursuits available at these 
loca ~ :'..ons. The loss ·of these communi t .:.es would unal ternably 
change the basic social and cultural c 2racter of the state. 

The subsisten:;e fishery which is inseparable from much 
of Alaskan native American culture as well as the recreational 
fishery could both be irreparably harmed by a dwindling supply 
of harvestable salmon. 

We have listed several of the major factors which we 
believe must be addressed in order to fully value the salmon 
fishery. The work plan, schedule and cost to perform this 
economic and social analysis are set forth in the subsequent 
sections of this proposal. 

've believe the firm of Miller and Associates , Inc. based 
up0n our economics and financial planning work for the Washington 
State Department of Fisheries and the Presidential Task Force 
on Northwest Fisheries is highly qualified to perform the 
proposed plan. 

To assure the effective performance of the propossd 
economic analysis, we have reached agreement with Willi<tm 
R. Wilkerson, an attorney with the Tacoma law firm of Ei.:;enhower, 
Carls~n, Newlands, Rega, Henriot and Quinn , to participate 
in all elements of the project . Mr. Wilkerson brings considerable 
economic, legal and governmental experience to this team , as 
well as nll.~ch practical fisheries management experience. 1Most 
recently he has served c:l.S Chief Negotiator for the State of 
Washington in federal - state- tribal efforts to reach settlement 
of the Northwest f isherir:.s dispute. He also served as Chairman 
of the Governor's Task Fo~ce for Fishing Industry Assistance 
(1975-76), which developed a major economic relief program for 
depressed Washington fisheries. 

The time schedule to accomplish the work in this proposal 
i s designed to provide information to assist and advise the 
1979 session of the Alaska St:ite legislature. 

We look forward ·to working with you on this critically 
important econorni~ and social issue. 

WGM/asp 

Sincerely, 

~ML 
Wallace G. Miller 
President 



• WORK PLAN 

The following is a series of tasks which Miller and 
Associates, Lnc. proposes to perform in order to establish 
the economic and social value of expanding the Alaskan salmon 
fishery. This value will in turn be compared to the investment 
which will be required to finance this expansion. 

Investment sources CJ.s well as alternative repayment 
mechanisms are also included in the study. 

TASK #1 - Review and coordinate estimates of salmon fishery 
potential for expansion. 

The Alaskan salmon fishery achieved historic catch levels 
well in excess of 100 million salmon. The Alaskan Department 
of Fish and Game (riDFG) estimates indicate that a salmon fishery 
in excess of 100 million salmon is possible. Regional Acqua­
culture Associations and the state have or are in the process 
of developing regional plans and estimates of the salmon catch 
potential of their regions. The historic high catch levels, 
the ADFG estimates and the regional acquaculture associations 
estimates will undoubtedly differ in the total number of 
attainable harvestable salmon. These historic highs and estimates 
will also likely differ in the species makeup as well as the 
actions which are necessary to restore the fishery. Some may 
propose, for example that the depleted salmon fishery can be 
restored entirely through the build-up of natural runs. Others 
will propose to assist the restoration of the natural runs 
through such actions as stream rehabilitation and stock re-planting 
as well as the use of a variety of artificial propagation 
methods which are necessary to develop new runs in areas when 
natural runs cannot be adequately restored. 

These currently dj ffe~ing views as to the species makeup, 
the total potential catch level, and the cost of restoring the 
runs to historic levels need to be reconciled into a single 
estimate which can be used as a basis for the economic analysis 
of the fishery. 

The Contractor proposes to accomplish this task by taking 
the following steps. 

The Contractor proposes to meet with the regional acquaculture 
associations and review their estimates and plans for restoring 
the salmon runs within their regions. If plans and estimates 
have not been completed, the Contractor will work with knowlegable 
local association members and assist in the development of 
these estimates. 



• The Contractor will next meet with ADFG and review 
their estimates of potential regional run sizes, by species, 
as well as their estimates of cost to accomplish the restoration. 

The Contractor w:i.11 compare estimates of run sizes and 
costs and attempt to resolve any differences . If all differences 
are not resolved, both estimates of the restoration potential 
and the restoration cost (ADFG and the regional association) 
will be included in the next steps of the economic analysis . 

Upon completion of Task #1, the Contractor would ffieet 
with the Acquaculture Policy Study Group (APSG) to review 
the estimates of the potential for restoring salmon runs to 
their _historic high as well as the estimates of the cost for 
accomplishing the restoration . Based upon the advise and 
comments received from the APSG the Contractor would incorporate 
appropriate changes a~d proceed with Task #2 . 

TASK #2 - Economic analysis. 

The economic analysis would be developed hased upon per­
forming the following steps. 

Step I - The build-ups to potential run sizes will be 
spread out by region, by species over the number of 
years required to achieve that potential . 

Step II - Estimates of the proportion of potential run 
sizes attributable to fishery restoration efforts (e.g. 
stream rehabilitation and artificial propagation) will 
be developed by region, by species, by year. 

Step III - The estimated .investment in stream rehabilitation 
and artificial propagation facilti~s required to achieve 
the potential run sizes, by region, by species will be 
spread out over the number of years required to achieve 
that potential. Annual operating costs will be separately 
estimateC.. 

Step IV - The information from Step II will be compared 
with that contained in Step III. The increase in run 
sizes ~esulting from stream rehabilitation, artificial 
propagation and other restorative efforts will be compared 
to the financial investment required to achieve this in­
crease. This information will be broken down by region. 

Step V - An analysis will be conducted on the information 
~ontained in Step IV. Basically this information will 
indicate the amount of regional irivPstment required to 
develop salmon runs for the area. This data in turn will 



• be used to develop estimates of the increases in fishermens' 
incomes, community direct and indirect employment and 
general economic wealth which will result from the salmon 
restoration program. 

Estimates of the additional tax and other revenues accruing 
to the State of Alaska will be made as a result of the 
additional economic activity . Savings to the state result­
ing from reduced unemployment compensation, welfare and 
other payments will be made . 

Ste~ VI - Based upon the information contained in Step V, 
an investment break-even analysis of the salmon restoration 
program will be conducted. In this investment analysis 
the annual principal and debt service on the restoration 
investment and the annual operating cost of the restoration 
facilities will be compared to the additional tax and 
other revenue plus the reduced cost of government--rf:"'e. 
unemployment compensation, welfare, etc.) which will 
accrue to the state. 

Step VII - In order to convert the basis investment 
analysis contained in Step VI into the final economic and 
social analysis a number of adjustments · must. be made . 
These are : (1) to the extent that regional associations 
through pass - along assessments, the Federal Forest Service 
appropriations or other federal programs contribute to 
the salmon restoration investment and/or annual operating 
costs, these investment~ should be deducted from the 
investment and operating cost break- even fJ.gures contained 
in Step VI. (The resulting annual investment and operating 
cost estimates after these deductions are made represents 
an approximation of the net "bottom-line" investment to 
Alaskans for the salmon restoration program. 

(2) The revenue to the State of Alaska, or government cost 
savings side of the equation must also be adjusted. The 
first adjustment is for the "value" of an enhanced sports 
fishery and subsistence fishery . (Several methods for 
valuing these fisheries will be developed for review and 
discussion with the APSG prior to the selection of the 
final method to be used in the analysis) . A second adjust­
ment should also be made to the increased revenue/govern­
ment cost savings side of the equation. The maintenance of 
the small salmon fishing communities has both a cultur~l 
as well as an economic benefit to Alaska. The question 
which must be answered in this adjustment is, what would 
it cost the state in economic development programs, train­
ing programs and other acitivties to sustain these communi­
ties at the same level of econom:i.c health a.3 the restored 
salmon fishery, if the salmon fishery were not restored. 



• Adjustments (1) and (2) will be made to the investment 
break-even analysis and the final resulting economic 
analysis will be presented to the APSG for review and 
discussion. A methodology will also be developed which 
will provide the capability to perform economic assess­
ments of individual rehabilitation projects in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in this proposal . 

TASK #3 - Study documentation. 

Upon completion of the proposed study as outlined, the 
Contractor will formally document the study findings and 
conclusions. 



SALMON RESTORATION PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

MASTER SCHEDULE 

Months From Go-Ahead 
Task/Month 1 2 3 

I 
Project Go-Ahead'W 

TASK Jtl ·;1 -----------..-----

TASK #2 

TASK #3 

APSG Reports/ 
Meetings 

v--~~-------+-----~ 

':. I 

4 
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SALMON RESTORATION PROGRAM l\NAlYSIS 

ESTIMATED COST 

Direct Labor Hours 

TASK #1 
W. Miller (Project MGR) 100 
W. Wilkerson (Project 
Consultant) 90 

TASK #2 
W. Miller 160 
W. Wilkerson 80 

TASK #3 
W. Miller 80 
W. Wilkerson 80 

Total Direct 

Other Direct Expenses: 

Travel. 
8 RT Seattle to Juneau 
Regional Travel (Estimated 
cost of travel to visit 
regional acquaculture 
association etc.) 

Per Diem 
40 Days 

Total Other Direct Expenses 

TOTAL ESTI~~iTED COST 

590 

Rate/Hour Total 

$60 . 00 $35,400.00 

1 , 656 . 00 

1 , 000 . 00 

1 , 800.00 

4 , 456.00 

$39.856 . 00 
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• FIR1'1 EXPERIENCE 

The firm of Miller and Asuociates , Inc., was former:. in May, 
1975. The founder 9f the firm, Mr. Wall ace G. Miller , !? the former 
Budget Director for t he State of Washington . As Budget Director, 
Mr. Miller became involved in establishing sound governmental plan­
ning , budgeting , and administrative practices within state govern­
ment. In the process of developing effective , modern management 
systems , Mr . Miller acquired an extensive knowledge of governmental 
policies, programs , and ad.Ininistrative procedures. I n or.der to 
share his knowledge and continue to assist units of government in 
solving their management and administrative problems , he formed 
Miller ar.d Associates, Inc. , a firm organized to serve government 
with a hig~ standard of excellence. 

The following consulting contracts awarded Miller and Associates, 
Inc., indicate that we have the experience necessary for successfully 
completing the proposed work and are typical of the cr.ipabilities of 
Miller and Associates, Inc.: 

WASHINGTON STATE LEGISL-Z\TURE - Prepared a comprehens.ive fiscal , manage·· 
ment and program review of the primary and secondary public education 
systems of the State of Washington. Th~s comprehensive re7iew resulted 
in several important pieces of new legislation being enacted. The 
prospect is for additional legislatio11 to be proposed in future 
sessions of t.he Washington State Legislature . 

OFFICE OF THE GOVER-~OR, STATE OF ILLINOIS - Conducted an extensive 
study of the budgetary and fiscal management policies and practices 
of the Chicago Public School System and the Chicago Board of Educa­
tion. This study covered employee compensation and staffing for 
all the district ' s educational and service programs, the district 
construction program as well as the Chicago system of taxation . 
Study results are still being reviewed with the likelihood that many 
of the recornmendaticns will be implemented . 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OP. SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES - Developed 
a new concept for the delivery of mental health care in the State 
of Washington. Drafted a State Menta l Health Financial Plan based 
upon this concept which will be implemented during the next three 
years. 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTi'.-1ENT OF FISHERIES - Developed a comprehensive 
financial plan and bond issue to : ·1ance a major construction pro­
gram aimed at greatly incrE' ~si.ng . . e number of artificially and 
naturally propagated salmon i t. l'lashington State . Current estimates 
indicate the construction pro9ram will be in the range of $40 million. 

WASHINGTON STATE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - Conducted an 
eva11· ation of the Indian Employment and Economic Assistance Program to 
detc£mine the effectiveness of the program in assisting Indians in 
achieving employment and economic self- sufficiency goal s. 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTHENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS - Developed a master 
plan for state- wide del i very of ser vices and prepared an overall 
financial plan and budget to assist the newly formed agency in be­
coming established . 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPART;·1ENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES - Conducted 
a review of the current method of distributing State support for 
county probation programs and developed several alternative funding 
methods which would ensure greater funding equity among the counties 
and improved program financial stability . 

WASHINGTON STATE BOARD FOR CO~~lUNITY . COLLEGE EDUCATION - Conducted 
an evaluation of the Council on Post Secondary Education' s recommended 
revisions to the higher education instruction budget formula and 
their fina~cial impact on two-year institutions . 

WASHINGTON STATE HOSPITAL CO!-t1!'1ISSION - The firm was engaged to conduct 
an extensive revie\·T of the State Hospital Commission ' s budgetary 
policies and accounting methodology for providing growth and develop­
ment allowances in the rates charged by non- profit hospitals. This 
study has been favora~ly received in two national he~lthcare publications. 

SPOKANE COUN'j, Y C0!11}USSION - Conducted a management and organization 
study of the Motor Vehicle Licensing Section of the Spokane County 
Auditor ' s office. The 3tu&y involved an analysis of the organization, 
workload, and operating procedures of the Motor Vehicle Licensing 
Section and included specific recommendations for improving the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the program. 

\·?ASHINGTON STATE SUPERIOR COURTS - Completed a comprehensive cost­
benefit analysis of a proposed management information system for the 
twenty-eight Superior Courts in the State of Washington. This study 
has been cited by the National Center .for State Courts as a model 
cost-benefit analysis of judicial information systems. 

PRESE>ENTIAL TASK FORCE ON NORTHWEST FISHING PROBLEMS - Recently 
completed a contract to provide overall man3gernent services in support 
of the U.S . Departments of Justice, Interior and Commerce which have 
joint responsibilities assigned by the President to seek solutions 
to the fishing probl~~s. 

WASHINGTON COMMISSION FOR THE HUt·1ANlTIES - Developed a financial 
management and control system , a procedures manual and administrative 
management system to ensure accountability, control and efficiency . 

STATE CAPITOL h 0SEUM - Will shortly be completing a study of the 
feasibility of making the State Capitol Huseum financially self­
supporting through the sale of various types of' merchandise in­
cluding reproductions of antique furniture. 

ILLINOI3 STATE LEGISLATURE - Developed a master plan for the imple­
mentation of an aut0~ated state-wide financial reporting system for 
the Illinois State Legislature . Work is underway in installing that 
system . 



U.S. DBPARTMENT OF HEALTH, . EDUCATION AND WELFARE - Currently completing 
a study of implementation of Title IX of the Education Amendments 
of 1972 in the states of Alaska, Washington, Idaho and Oregon. 

SPOKANE COUNTY COMMISSION - Currently under contract to reorganize 
the staffing patterns and work flow processes of the County Treasurer's 
Office. The study empn~sizes greater efficiency, improved investment 
earnings and more timely financial status reporting. 



• Wallace G. Mi·ller, President 
Miller and Associates, Inc. 

• 

Education 

B.S . , Accounting 
Montana State University, 1957 

MBA, Business Administration 
University of Washington, 1964 

Professional Experience 

Mr . Mil~er recently served as Project Director for the Presidential 
Task Force on Northwest Fishing Problems. Major contracts completed 
include a statewide study of the Washingtcn public education system for 
the Washington State Legislature, a study of the Chicago public edu­
cation system for the Governor of Illinois, and, a financial plan for a 
state salmon enhancement program as well as other projects described in 
the "Firm Experience" statement. 

Prior. to forming Hiller and Associates, Inc., Mr . Hiller was the 
Budget Director for the .State of Washington, reporting to Governor Daniel 
J. Evans . While Budget Director he also held the responsibility of 
Director of State Planning and Director of State Accounting. In his 
capacity as Budget Director , Mr. Miller directed the efforts of over 80 
planners, budget analysts, accountants and other professional personnel 
in administering the State ' s planning and fiscal affairs. During the 
eight years he managed the State's fiscal affairs (first as an assistant 
director, later as deputy director and then as director), no increases 
in basic business and individual taxes were necessary to finance the 
state budget. 

During his career with the state, Mr. Miller developed many new 
budgeting systems and concepts. The Program Decision System, which was 
implemented in 1974 is one of the most modern program budgeting systems 
in the nation. Mr . Miller was also a pioneer in the development of remote 
job entry systems for use in state fiscal management. In the field of 
planning, Hr. Miller initiated the Aternatives for Washington Program, 
a new concept in state planning based upon citizen involvement , wh:i:ch has 
been copied by other states. 

Mr . Miller is the author of a number of publications on plamiing 
and budgeting systems for state and local government which have received 
national recognition. 

Mr. Miller, until rec8ntly, served for a number of years as an 
advisor to the University of Washington Graduate School of Business 
for accounting curriculum development . 

Prior to joining the State of Washington, Mr. Miller spent nine years 
in various financial management positions with The Boeing Company. 



• WILLIAM R. WILKERSON 

Biographical Data 

Born Seattle, Washington, March 2, 1946 . Primary and 
secondary education in Seattle public schools . Bachelor of Arts 

.degree from University of (vashington (History and Economics majors) , 
1968. Doctor of Jurisprudence (JDS) degree from Un i versity of Oregon 
School ·Of Law , 1971 . Admitted to practice of law in the State of 
Washington, 1971. 

Spent four year s in federal practice in Washington , D.C. 
Served as Assistant Director , Office of Domestic Business Policy, U.S . 
Department o~ Commerce; Legislative Counsel for International Economic 
Policy , Executive Office of the President; and, Special Assistant t~ 
the General Counsel, U. S . Small Business Administration. Administrative 
and legislative practice, involving development of international trade 
policy, economic development policy and planning, and business regula­
tion (including environmental, labor, tax and trade policy) . 

In private practice in Olympia, Washington, from January 
1975 to September 1978. Primary practice included assisting business 
and state agencies in resloving problems with the federal government, 
economic development planning, small busines~ financing, environmental 
planning, and natural resources development. Served as Chairman of 
Governor ' s Task Force on Fishing Industry Assistance (1975- 1976), 
Chairman of the Governor ' s Advisory Committee on Regulatory Reform 
(1976), and most recently as Chief Negotiator for the State of Wash­
ington on federal-state - tribal settlement activities involv~ng North­
west treaty fishing rights. 

In September of 1978, associated with the law firm of 
Eisenhower , Carlson , Newlands, Reha , Henriot & Quinn in Tacoma , Wash­
ington. MajoY fisheries and natural resource oriented clients have 
included the Washington Department of Fisheries, Southern Southeast 
Alaska Regional Aquaculture Association, Martin- Simonds and Associates, 
CH2M Hill, and the the Office of the Governor of the State of Washington . 
Na)or clients with environmental and economic development concerns 
have included the Washington Department of Commerce and Economic 
Development, the Pac:..fic Northwest Regional Commic;sion , and the U. S. 
Small Business Administration. 

Currently serving as Vice-Chairman of the U.S. Small Business 
Administration's Regional Advisory Council , Chairman of the Regulatory 
Task Force of the Association of Washington Busin~ss , and as ar1 
advisor to the Director of the Washingt0n Department of Fisheries for 
long-term planning. 
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Contract activ.ftie~ that are ·planned for· this fiscal year are as f~llo\·ls • · · 
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