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way, who are ready ana eager to move m ana set up pen-rearing
in Alaska. Is this oecause they are quickly using up available
sites in their own country? They have alreaay had to destroy 2?
facilities ate to disease and are in the process of converting
others for rearing cod and halibut.

Fishing, especially nera in Southeast, represents a tradi-
tional wav of life and is inextricably interwoven in our comun-
ities. 1 see how oudget cutting strained our local Fish and Cane
offices last year and these next few years won"t be much better.
The StiKir.e idver .”reject was forced to shut down after 6 weeks
instead of running for its original 4 months. I don"t know i£
11l have a joo this surcner. It would be foolishto thrust even
more responsibility in the decartrier,ts lap.

house Si LI 106 (and Senate Sill 106) is full of les a.id
1 urge you to not only vote against it out tolooby actively in

committee TfTor its defeat.

Sincerely,

Jean Shannon
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<Julie Hursey
Box 213
Petersburg, Alaska

Qan*

I am a commercial Tfisherman from Southeast Alaska, and 1 am very concerned
about the passaae of House Bill 108 and its counterpart Senate Bill 106. Before
outlining my arguments against the passage of these bills, 1 would like to say
that | an not opposed to aquaculture ever being developed in Alaska. |In
fact, shellfish aquaculture could be an economically viable industry here, and
co-exist well with the existing fisheries. However, the development of any
kind of aquaculture must follow a careful management plan, so that our existing
fisheries resources are not adversely effected. My main argument with these
bills is that they do not outline a careful or specific plan fordevelopment
«f aquaculture, and they leave too many crucial issues unresolved.

I have worked at several hatcheries around the country, and also helped
establish a shellfish hatchery and management program back in Massachussetts.
I have seen what thoughtful planning and development of aquaculture can be. In
order for it to be successful, a management plan must be in place prior to
development, to oversee site selection and to monitor water quality. This program
must also be responsible for conducting inspections of the sites tc maintain
health standards and to ensure the protection of the environment, as well as
control any problems with disease.

My particular concern is the effects that uncontrolled development of
salmon farming could have on our wild stocks. It is a fact that if salmon farms
are not carefully sited, fish wastes and excess feed can cause a pollution problem.
Also; if the site is not carefully located, salmon populations become stressed
and subject to disease. The effects of the disease problem on our wild stocks is
not knowmn. There were very few natural stocks iIn Norway to worry about. Eventually
they developed ''green zones'" though, which were aquaculture-free, to protect
what few stocks they had.No '‘green zones™ are mentioned in these bills.

Canada is already experiencing problems wixh the improper siting of salmon
farms, and they new have a moratorium on new permits.

Neither of these bills mention a specific management plan for the development
of aquaculture. Much of the responsibility for health inspections and the
permitting procedure will be given to the Department of Fish and Game, but there
is no indication as to where this money will come from. With the state"s declining
revenues, there is no extra money iIn the budget to fund this essential management
program. It would be expensive to run such a program too. It would require
quite a staff to oversee permitting, and also run a pathology lab, not to mention
the costs of transportation to remote sites for inspections. This could not be
funded at this time without diverting funds from our existing TFisheries management
programs. This is not an option.

Another issue that is not addressed in these bills is how disputes over an
area will be resolved between conflicting user groups. Salmon farms could be located
in areas that have be°n traditionally used as anchorages, fishing grounds,
recreational areas, or even as marine transportation corridors. Canada is already
having problems with these kinds of conflicts now, and it has reached serious
proportions, according to Vince Goboyan, a Canadian delegate from the Canadian
Standing Senate Committee on Fisheries. According to these bills, there would be
no opportunity for fishermen to have any input into the decision-making process
of site selection, since the Board of Fish is specifically precluded from
participating. This hardly seems fair.



Julie Hursey
Box 213
Petersburg, Alaska

Thera has not been aGequate research done on the resources available
to develop a successful aquaculture industry. | have see» no mention of studies
that show an inventory of the areas that are available to supoort aquaculture
projects. This "S not sufficient preparation for developing a viable new industry,
and more research must be done on the feasibility of aquaculture before money is
earmarked for its development. Research is necessary to determine how many places
are appropriate for aquaculture, and whether there will be a conflict between user
groups for that area. Another essential consideration is whether an area being
considered for aquaculture already serves as a spawning or nursery grounds for
wild stocks of Fish.

Proponents of aquaculture say that it will create new jobs. Salmon
farming in particular could eventually displace at least as many people as it
would emoloy. However, not enough research has been done to determine the economic
impacts that salmon farming could have on the existing commercial fisheries.
“loe research is needed in this area. Fishermen and fishing communities have invested
heavily in their boats, their gear, their permits and in related service industries.
When fishing no longer provides a viable livelihood, will fish farming fill those gaps?

Fish farming is extremely expensive. The high costs of *eed, brood
stock and labor will make the costs of running these farms exorbitant; whether
or not they could produce a competitive product for market is problematic.
Countries like Chile have much cheaper labor costs. Norway subsidizes much of their
salmon farming industry, including the transportation costs of getting fish to
market. None of those factors will come into play up here. Even if we started fish
farming today, by the time that the fish got to market, they would be competing
against countries that can produce fish cheaper, and would probably be facing
a glut on the market. The production of pen-reared salmon from existing facilities
is predicted to increase between 250% and 500" by 1990, while seafood consumption
in this country anyway, is only expected to rise 25'. That spells over-production
and market glut to me.
over to raising cod.

Since salmon farming is so expensive and capital-intensive, it is unlikely
that the individual Alaskan will be able to participate as an owner/operator of a
fish farm. There is no mention in the bills of any loan fund or financial resources
to ensure that Alaskans are able to get into this industry at the management level. Any
person can buy an Alaskan business license and get into aquaculture here, so it
woul € be very easy for large corporations and/or foreign investors to monopolize
the industry. Individual Alaskans may then only play a minor part in this industry,
which may have far-reaching effects on the marine environment, and the existing
fisheries resources, which are such an important economic base iIn Southeast Alaska.
This makes no sense.

So 1 strongly disagree that we should rush through the "‘window of
opportunity"” offered by developing aquaculture at th".s time. It looks like Alaska
could drop ten flights down to the pavement by jumping headlong into fish farming
in particular. | do not believe that we should start an industry, and the" develop
a management plan as we go along either. Tnat is extremely short-sighted, and
could offer only band-rid solutions to tire major problems that could arise.



Julie Hursey
Eox 213
Petersburg, Alaska

Alaska has a legacy of a bcom and bust economy. It is time
that we learned fromour mistakes. Rushing into something for quick gains, without
an eye on the future has gotten us into trouble before. In fact, the commercial
fisheries were almost destroyed earlier iIn this century by over-fishing. Now we
have fairly effecti ;e management plans, and healthy wild stocks. It is our
responsibility to protect these. All fishermen sacrifice in some way to these
mamangement programs, either through giving up fishing time, or areas, or even
through restrictions in the kinds of gear that can be used. Many of us have
paid the high costs of limited entry permits. Much time, work and money have gone into
the research and enforcement of our fisheries management plans. 1 cannot see why
another new industry should be developed without careful study of impacts it might
have on the existing Fisheries resources, the commercial fishermen,and the marine
environment. We stand to lose too much.

Please consider these arf-nents carefully. 1 think one
day that aouaculture will be developed in Alaska et it must be done right.

I oppose these two bills, House Bill 1C8, and Senaa Iill 105, because they
do not provide adequate planning for the development of aquaculture, and they do not
outline safeguards against adverse impacts to the existing fisheries resources.
Even if they did outline an adequate management plan, we cannot afford to fund
it at this time, iIn the face of declining state revenues.
Thank you for taking the time to read and consider this.
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March 15, 1987

David Barth
Box 304-F
Petersburg

Senator Jones, Representatives Sund and Taylor
Fifteenth Alaska State Legislature

Dea r*Sirs;

Even if you support salmon Tfarming in Alaska you >@uld not sup-
port HB-108 arid SB-106. The repercussions should these bills pass
could be devastating, both economically and environmentally .

Without proper safeguards, and these bills contain few, foreign
investors would likely walk away with most of any profits the new
industry might yield. This problem notwithstanding, the State
quite simply can not afford the financial burden implied by HB-108
and SB-106.

When we consider the possible effects pens of fish might have on
our environment, more questions arise than can yet be answered.
Will a new disease be spread to wild stock Alaskan salmon? How
many stocks of crab and other shellfish will be impacted or des-
troyed by these floating farms? Ue should not even consider salmon
farming legislation until these questions and more like them can
be answered.

“lov 1 would like to tell you why |1 will never support pen rearing
in Alaska. Quite frankly, Alaska may contain more First class pen
sites than any other state or country in the world. We also lead
the world in something else: wild salmon! |In fact, "Alaska produces

43£ of the world harvest of salmon.”™ This 1is why 1 was astonished
when |1 heard Ted Stevens announce to the United States Senate our
"need” in Alaska for salmon farming..."to ensure a future supply of
salmon .

I have been convinced for some time Alaska is our -ast hope to learn
from past mistakes in how we treat our environment. The state of
Washington, for example, 1is past saving as the world®"s great salmon
producer. Twenty-seven dams on the Columbia River may be the least
of the problem. Consider Elwell Creek for a minute. My wife"s par-
ents live on a bljff above this large tributar.. tc the 3kykomish
River, ncrtheast of Seattle. By coincidence Neil Peterson, who parks
his boat next tc mine in the Petersburg harbor, grew up on a farm
across the Skykomish from the mouth of Elwell Creek. He can testify
to the teeming hordes and herds of salmon, steelhead, and deer once
present, when he was a kid, in and along Elwell Creek. There are
still deer 1iIn the woods, but there are no fish left in the creek.
The entire Skykomish system Look a huge nosedive years ago when the
first pulp mill opened up downstream on the Snohomish River. And 1
have visited my inlaws®™ enough to know Elwell Creek 1is a raging
brown torrent within hours after rain hits the logged-off hills above.

And consider Kedmond Creek. My sister lived on the stream in 1984



and 1985. Each fall she and her family were delighted to witness sal-
mon spawning in their own backyard. And each fall they were horrified
to wake up one morning to discover every Tfish belly up in a backeddy,
dead on a sand-bar, or gone. It seems the farmer upstream would peri-
odically dump large loads of cow manure into the creek, effectively
suffocating every swimming thing. My sister called everyone she could
think of, but what little action she got was much too late. These
stories go on and on in Washington and the rest of the country. Will
we flet this happen to Alaska?

The catchphrase in the business world is 'growth." The reality of
life is "balance." When is growth enough? Before or after all of the
old growth forests are cut? Before or after all rivers are dammed?
Before or after every state in the union is developed? Alaska 1is and
should remain the undeveloped state. Here iIn Southeast we have a
rural economy unlike any other in the world. We don"t pay much at-
tention to the stock market because we are too busy earning a living.
Our air 1is clean, our water 1is clean, the animals are in the woods
and the fish in the rivers like they have been for eons. We have tra-
ditional native villages and immigrant Scandinavian towns coexisting
peacefully as we earn our living from the sea. We have a salmon
treaty with Canada, both to rebuild depressed wild stocks and to
ensure Tfuture catch allocations. We also have made huge investments
in the enhancement of wild salmon through NSRAA, SSRAA, FRED, and
Fish and Game hatcheries. We do not need salmon farms and there is

no good argument Tfor them.

IT pen rearing worldwide presents major competition to our own sal-
mon markets, why should we even consider contributing to the prob-
lem? 1f salmon farms will provide jobs it will only be through dis-
placement of existing jobs. If they will produce large profits these
profits will mostly be lost to foreigners. And if no environmental
disaster has happened yet elsewhere, where wild salmon are mostly
non-ex ister.t, how can we know what future organism may arise from
the muck beneath some corporation®s pond? Can we afford to take the
chance? flo!

Please put down HB-108 and SB-105. And please do not ever support
salmon farming in Alaska. Thank you.

Sincerely,
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Julie Hursey

Box 213

Petersburg, Alaska
99833

Dear Representative Herrmann;

This is a petition that las circulated here in Petersburg, over
a period of about two weeks. Actually, petitions were placed at the hardware
store, and the Harbormaster®s Office,and people signed as they oassed through
those places. Not all of these perple are fishermen either. I realize now that
we should have had a space »for people to put down their occupations. | reconnize
the names of people who are boatyard workers, store owners, surveyors,fish buyers,
and cannery workers. | am sorry that | did not have this included, as 1 think
it would have been more meaningful iIn showing the breadth of people who
expect that House Bill 108 couldaffect their lives. Well, I am learning.

Italso would have been useful for people to note the Fisheries they
are involved in. This list represents seiners, gillnetters, crabbers as well as
trollers.

I an hoping that you have been receiving letters from our community,
and other communities throughout the state, telling you how the passage of
this bill will affect their lives. We will have a few people from the community
testifying next wetk during the teleconference, but many of them will be out

fishing. 1 hope that those of us who do testify will La able to represent
the others who share our opinions.
Thank you very much for your concern over this bill. 1 listened

to the testimony all last week, and appreciated your focused questioning

of the people who testified before the Resources Committee. Your questions
showed that you quite concerned about the issue, and are thinking about it
very careful 1». That is what is needed now. Please keep .: the good

work!



Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerninn House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of Days and estuary areas and

This industry vaul J pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign oen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

MAMF :

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS:



Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

tIHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
m:tocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign Den-rearing salmon industry is already going
tc over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 10S fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill
NAME: N SIGNATURE: ADDRESS:
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Petition to the Legislature of Alaska
Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

WHEREAS Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

WHEREAS This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

WHEREAS The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

WHEREAS The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

WHEREAS House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:
The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

1IMLE SI M _UFRE ADDRESS:



Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The iIntroduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat tc healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-prc "-ice, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

HAMF -

SIGHATURF: ADDRESS:



Petition to the Legislature of Alaska
Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts ‘'eelating to aouatic farming"

WHEREAS The introduction of a pen-reared salmcn industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

WHEREAS Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

WHEREAS This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

WHEREAS The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is ;lready going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

WHEREAS The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

WHEREAS House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:
The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

HAHE: SIGNATURE: t AP.D.B.E3SI



Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 '"Acts "-elating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing Tfisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

]E’Eﬁ\
1®

| Tie AK



Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska tc VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

-DATF: NAMF:

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS:

-Li-"." C "~Vv7"V"5_ _fat"A
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Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

MAMF:

SIGNATURE:

de o MAND'] e THRBA
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Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
"to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

M il

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS:
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Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
neaatively impact existing fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.
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Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 '"Acts relating to aquatic farming

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WhCREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing-fisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108

SIGNATURE DDPESS
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Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House B ill'108 "Acts relating to aquatic fanning"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction cf a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing Ffisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would oosa a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

NAMF;

SIGNATURE: , ADDRES] :




Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

PATE: iIME.

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing Tfisheries and

Such an industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would Dose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmc.i industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 108 fails to properly address these concerns:

SI'SM OIRLI ADDRESS:
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Petition to the Legislature of Alaska

Concerning House Bill 108 "Acts relating to aquatic farming"

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

The introduction of a pen-reared salmon industry in Alaska would
negatively impact existing fisheries and

Such n industry would compete with and possibly preclude
customary uses of bays and estuary areas and

This industry would pose a serious biological threat to healthy
stocks of wild Alaskan salmon and

The existing foreign pen-rearing salmon industry is already going
to over-produce, making a fledgeling Alaskan industry untenable and

The pen-reared salmon industry will require substantial new funding
to allow regulation and

House Bill 1C8 fails to properly address these concerns:

The undersigned urge the Legislature of Alaska to VOTE DOWN House Bill 108.

HAMEI

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS:



NORTHERN SOUTHEAST REGIONAL AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION, INC.

103 Monastery Street Sitka, Alaska 99835 (907) 747-6850

March 27, 1987

Representative Adel held Herrmann
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V (MS 3100 )

Juneau AK 99811

Dear Representative Herrmann:

Enclosed you will find a copy of a resolution adopted at a recenc meeting

of tne Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association Board of Directors.
Since you are now considering HB 108 we felt that our opinion snhould be
conveyed to you at this time.

If We can be of any assistance to you in making the best decision for
Alaska"s fisheries resource, please feel free to contact me at 747-6850.

Sincerely,

Pete Esquiro"
General Manager, NSRAA

PE/sp

ENCLOSURE



The Board of Directors
Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association

Whereas; 1ISRAA opposes the inclusion of finfish farming iIn Senate Bill 106
and House Bill ICS entitled Aquatic Farming, and

Whereas; Passage of legislation allowing the farming of finfish, particularly
salmon, will have an affect on existing TFfisheries programs, and

Whereas, .Alaska already has in place a very effective salmon ranching program
with participation of the State. Regional Aquaculture Associations,
as well as other private Non-Profit operators, and

Whereas; The affects upon tne State, its existing urograms, and theState®s
fishing 1industry nave not yet been fully defined, and

Whereas: NSRAA®"s Board of Directors believes that allowing the farming of
salmon iIn the State"s waters will nave long term affects on tnc
industry as It exists today in terms of available enhancement sites,
the ability to protect wild stocks, patho’ugy, yenetics as well as
tne marketing of Tfish currently being procuced.

Now Therefore Be It Resolved That; the State of AlasNi Secure funding for a real
socio-economic study of the effects of pen-rearing of salmon un tne
Alaska commercial Tfisneries, subsistence Tisheries, communities,
businesses, environment, and existing ocean salmon ranching programs.

be It Further Resolved That ; tne State of Alaska impose, at a mirfimem . a two-year
moritorium on issuing Ffinfisn farming permits until studies nave been
funded and completed, and

uC It Further Resolved That: the State of Alaska must consider the present ana
future cconoinie values of tideland. bay, and coastal I."ater resources
and should require something Cuinparable to an ciivi ronmerital impact
statement (EIS) wnicn evaluates tne effect on rxieti'. "isncricS prior
to issuance of permits.

Be It Finally Resolved That, the StaCe of Alaska as custodian or
resources has the resuonsibility to provide protection for existing
resources and must be prepared to provide pathological, genetic,
inspection and permitting services if tiiese biils are er.uCted.

This resolution was unanimously approved by the board or Directors at
its annual meeting nela KeDruary . 195",

i 1~"nt, .ccqttar/ er..a&s*r-.r

NORTHERN SOUTHEAST REGIONAL AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION, INC.
103 Monastery Street Sitka, Alaska 99835 (907) 747-6850
Resolution
of



Susan Stanford
Bar® Islani
Port Bailey ale ska

Hep Herrmann ar.i Hep Cotton,

~e™ 9 ~Vsf®em.an °nd ay T,ery ups®t by fee orcposed House Bill 10$%
Il strendy ur?e the culck i1efeat of this bill arl any r.cre that
afiress the same 1issue. I susport fisheries relr.nar.oement -"or
the will stock but io not unier any circumstances sucport the
house bill | 0S for marlculture/ This bill directly threatens
the s~all fishermen like myself af sets uc Me xa ccrccrat*ons

to Aurllnish the fish from Alaska. 1 “</ill ~e watcrin~ tTis

mrerv closely.

S"ncerelv

Susan Stanford
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March 24, 1987

Co-Chairman - House Resource Committee

Rep. Adel he id Hermann:

In regard to House Sill 108 and Senate piil 106. We -feel It

is iImperative that you do not .cw these bills to pass, unless
you amend them for shell-fish and plant maricuiture only. We
strongly n%ose fish farming iIn Alaska. This bill would only

benifit a few people, mostly non Alaskans, at the expense of many
Alaskan people. We would hope you would better spend your time
promoting State hatcheries, non profit aquaculture and wild
natural Alaska salmon for the benifit of the vast majority of
Alaskans.

Please do not pass any bills in regards to mining or
logging, which would damage any salmon spawning streams.

Thank you.

3incerely,

Peter and Robin 8lakKe
Box 17°2

Cordova, Alaska
thirty seven year Res.

mar 3 « is



March 23, 1987

Rep. Adeiheid Herrmann
P.O. Box V
Juneau, AK 99911

Dear Adeiheid Herrmann,

We would like to bring up House Bill 108 and Senate Bill 106 on
the Aquatic Farming in Alaska.

Our reelings on these Bills are for support for the Shellfish and
Plant Mariculture under a Controlled development, but we "OoDose
Fish Farmingl in the Senate and House Bills.

My wife 29 years old and myself 30 years old have two children
and have lived our entire lives in Alaska all of which has oeen
in Cordova. Cur only means of livelihood and financial support is
from commercial Tfishing and has been that and that of manv
generations of our families in Alaska.

We Ffeel that if Fish Farming is allowed in Alaska it will
threaten our livelihood and our traditional Tfishing grounds non
the less will be in direct competition with the commercial Tfish
markets. There are other misconceptions by the general public
that Fish Farming will be a cheap and inexpensive investment to
get into. Wrong, with studies already completed the average
starting cost is 180 - 220 thousand dollars for a small Fish
Farm.

Since there 1is a several year wait for any return of any income
this brings a question to me - Who can afford to invest into Fish
Farming?

Is the State of Alaska going to loan 220 thousand dollars to the
average Alaskan who wants to get into a new business, and has no
experiance in this feild ? NO 11!

So what do we have left but huge corporations and investment
firms, but not the average Alaskan. So there gees more easy monev
taken from Alaska, but does the money stay in Alaska ?

Where does the money go ? Who gets it ? How many jobs does Fisn
Farming create for Alaskans at the same time ® how many jobs does
it ruin and take , how many businesses and fisherman 1lose do to
the effect of Fish Farming in Alaska ? Has there been any
research on this subject ? What about the disease problems or the
contamination of our wild stocks ? Where are these Fish Farms
going to go, and are they going to take over beaches and
shorelines used bv traditional SDorts, commercial and subsistence
user groups d



What about the impacts on our natural enviroment from the use
of Toxics (THT) , Antibiotics etc.. used by Fish Farms ? Where do
the Fish Farms get their eggs or smolt ? Do we taxe a chance of a
efish pen or pens of imported salmon getting Qloose and mixing with
our local wild stocks ? What would happen ?

I can understand you thinking this letter a bit of a doomsday and
paranoid outlook on a new Fishery for Alaska, but as so far none
of of the questions in this letter and many many more have so tar
been answered.

3c what it all comes down to is, if Fish Farming is allowed in
Alaska then the decsion is a Premature and Irrational decsion and
under what basis would the decsion be made ?

For the good af all Alaskans or a very few outside Alaskan
Investors ? What is the long term effect tc Alaska and our
children ? Let®"s take our time and think before we react.

There could be very much at stake here.



MR3IMI

4453 Melan Drive
Fairbanks, AK 99712

March 27, 1987

Rep. Adeiheid Herrmann

Co-Chairmen House Resources Commmittee
P.O. 3ox V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative:

I am opposed to a bill allowing Tfish Tfarming. I am a commercial
fisherman myself and have worked at the little Port Walter research
station as a fTish tech Tfor ADF&G.

It may be that fisn farming 1isa growing industry but |1 don"t feel that
that reason alone 1is enough toforce Alaska into it. I also realize
there are many Alaskans eager to get into fish farming but 1in ny
experience they don"t have a very good understanding of commercial
fishing or its impact as a longstanding 1industry.

It may oe inevitable tnat Tfish farming come to Alaska but 1 fail to see
tne urgency to develop it. Other countriesare making mistakes that we
in Alaska could benefit from if fish farming 1is developed in the

future.

Other topics that should oe strongly addressed before legislation is
passed is how these farms should be started, who will start them, or
how the environmental problems will be handled.

In light of Alaska®™s current economic situation | realize there is a
desire to get more industry started but 1 don"t think Alaska is
desperate and 1 don"t think we are going to be.

Therefore, I think fish farming in Alaska should o0e entered into very

slowly and with consideration Tfor current and longstanding businesses.

I suspect fish farming in Alaska will have a serious 1impact on Alaska
commercial TFfishing regardless of what extent Tfish farming 1is oeing done
outside the state.

Sincerely,

Ronald W. 3ennett



Box 213
Petersburg, Alaska

I am a commercial Tfisherman from Southeast Alaska, and | am very concerned
about the passage of House Bill 108 and its counterpart Senate Bill 106. Before
outlining my arguments against the passage of these bills, 1 would like to say
that | am not opposed to aquaculture ever being developed in Alaska. In
fact, shellfish aquaculture could be an economically viable industry here, and
co-exist well with the existinn fisheries. However, the development of any
kind of aquaculture must follow a careful management plan, so that our existing
fisheries resources are not adversely effected. My main argument with these
bills is that they do not outline a careful or specific plan for development
of aquaculture, and they leave coo many crucial issues unresolved.

I have worked at several hatcheries around the country, and also helped
establish a shellfish hatchery and management program back in Massachussetts.
I have seen what thoughtful planning and development of aquaculture can be. In
order for it to be successful, a management plan must be in place prior to
development, to oversee site selection and to monitor water quality. This program
must also be responsible for conducting inspections of the sites to maintain
health standards and to ensure the protection of the environment, as well as
control any problems with disease.

My particular concern is the effects that uncontrolled development of
salmon farming could have on our wild stocks. It is a fact that if salmon farms
are not carefully sited, fish wastes and excess feed can cause a pollution problem.
Also, if the site is not carefully located, salmon populations become stressed
and subject to disease. The effects of the disease problem on our wild stocks is
not known. Thera were very few natural stocks iIn Norway to worry about. Eventually
they developed ''green zones' though, which were aquaculture-free, to protect
what few stocks they had.No ''green zones'" are mentioned in these bills.

Canada is already experiencing problems with the improper siting of salmon
farms, and they now have a moratorium on new permits.

Neither of these bills mention a specific management plan for the development
of aquaculture. Much of the responsibility for health inspections and the
permitting procedure will be given to the Department of Fish and Game, but there
is no indication as to where this money will come from. With the state"s declining
revenues, there iIs no extra money iIn the budget to fund this essential management
program. It would be exoensive to run such a program too. It would require
quite a staff to oversee permitting, and also run a pathology lab, not to mention
the costs of transportation to remote sites for iInspections. This could not be
funded at this time without diverting funds from our existing TFisheries management
programs. This is not an option.

Another issue that is not addressed in these bills is how disputes over an
area will be resolved between conflicting user groups. Salmon farms could be located
in areas that have been traditionally used as anchorages, fishing orounds,
recreational areas, or even as marine transportation corridors. Canada is already
having problems with these kinds of conflicts now, and it has reachea serious
proportions, according to Vince Goboyan, a Canadian delegate from the Canadian
Standing Senate Committee on Fisheries. According to these bills, there would be
no opportunity for fishermen to have any input into the decision-making process
of site selection, since the Board of Fish is specifically precluded from
participating. This hardly seems fair.



Julie Hursey
Box 213
Petersburg, Alaska

There has not been adequate research done on the resources available
to develop a successful aquaculture industry. I have seen no mention of studies
that show an inventory of the areas that are available to support aquaculture
projects. This is not sufficient preparation for developing a viable new industry,
and more research must be done on the feasibility of aquaculture before money is
earmarked for its development. Research is necessary to determine how many places
are appropriate for aquaculture, and whether there will be a conflict between user
groups for that area. Another essential consideration is whether an area being
considered for aquaculture already serves as a spawning or nursery grounds for
wild stocks of fish.

Proponents of acuaculture say that it will create new jobs. Salmon
farming in particular could eventually displace at least as many people as it
would employ. However, not enough research has been done to determine the economic
impacts that salmon farming could have on the existing commercial TFisheries.
More research iIs needed iIn this area. Fishermen and fishing communities have invested
heavily in their boats, their gear, their permits and in related service industries.
When Fishing no longer provides a viable livelihood, will fish farming fill those gaps?

Fish farming is extremely expensive. The high costs of feed, brocd
stock and labor will make the costs of running these farms exorbitant; whether
or not they could produce a competitive product for market is problematic.
Countries like Chile have much cheaper labor costs. Norway subsidizes much of their
salmon farming industry, including the transportation costs of getting fish to
market. None of those factors will come into play up here. Even if we started fish
farming today, by the time that the fish got tc market, they would be competing
against countries that can produce fish cheaper, and would probably be facing
a glut on the market. The production of pen-reared salmon from existing facilities
is predicted to increase between 250% and 500% by 1990, while seafood consumption
in this country anyway, is only expected to rise 25%. That soells over-production
and market glut to me.
over to raising cod.

Since salmon farming is so expensive and capital-intensive, it is unlikely
that the individual Alaskan will be able to participate as an owner/operator of a
fish farm. There is no mention iIn the bills of any loan fund or financial resources
to ensure that Alaskans are able to get into this industry at the management level. Any
person can buy an Alaskan business license and get into aquaculture here, so it
would be very easy for large corporations and/or foreign investors to monopolize
the iIndustry. Individual Alaskans may then only play a minor part in this industry,
which may have far-reaching effects on the marine environment, dnd the existing
fisheries resources, which are such an important economic base in Southeast Alaska.
This makes r,0 sense.

So | strongly disagree that we should rush through the “window of
opportunity" offered by developing aquaculture at this time. It looks like Alaska
could drop ten flights down to the pavement by jumping headlong into fish farming
in particular. 1 do not believe that we should start an industry, and then develop
a management plan as we go along either. That is extremely short-sighted, and ,
could offer only band-aid solutions to the major problems that could arise.



Julie Hursey
Box 213
Petersburg, Alaska

Alaska has a legacy of a boom and bust economy. It is time
that we learned frcm our mistakes. Rushing into something for quick gains, without
an eye on the future has gotten us into trouble oafore. In fact, the commercial
fisheries were almost destroyed earlier in this century by over-fishing, flow we
have fairly effective management plans, ana healthy wild stocks. It is our
responsibility tc protect these. All fishermen sacrifice in some way to these
mamangement programs, either through giving up fishing time, or aras, or even
through restrictions -h the kinds of gear that can be ised. Many cf us have
paid tne high costs of 1"mited entry permits. Much time, work and money have gone into
the research and enforcement of our fisheries management clans. | cannot see why
another nc-w industry should be developed without careful study cf impacts it might
have on the existing fisheries resources, the commercial fishermen,and the marine
environment. We stand to lose too much.

Please consider these arguments carefully. 1 think one

day that aquaculture will be rieveloped in Alaska, but it must be dona right.
I oppose these two bills, House Bill 108, and Senate Bill 106, because they
do not provide adeouate plannino for the development of aquaculture, and they do not
outline safeguards against adverse imoacts to the existing fisheries resources.
Even if they did outline an adequate management plan, we cannot afford to fund
it at this time, in the face of declining state revenues.

Thank you for taking the time to read and consider this.

Ouv-0u_
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KEN MUELLER. PH.D.
EAST ANCHORAGE PSYCHIATRIC GROUP
1740 BRAGAW. SUITEB
ANCHORAGE,, ALASKA 99308

Telephone (907) 276-737A
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Re: House Bill IP3: Relating to
aquatic forming, specifical-
ly the penrearing cf salmon.
From Jeaji Shannon
o< 1211
Petersburg, \k., 93833 20 March, 1387

bear

Ky nare is Jean Shannon, | live In Petersburg and am a permanent,
seasonal Fisheries Technician for ‘“te department of Fish ad T-me. " am
very concermed with House Bill 108 which addresses the issue cf agua
culture and, mere specifically, the penrearing of salmon in Alaskan wat
ers.

In it's present form were it to pass, tre bill leaves too mary ques
tions unamswered .ad doesn't adequately provide for the safer’ of the Al-
askan ervironment or its wild stocks of fish. Were | an not opposed to
various other foims of aquaculture, for example, oyster or scallop farming,
which would mean the development of a heretofore unexploited resource, |
fail to see why anyone would find it necessary to senrear salmon when Alas-
ka already contributes u36 of the world harvest of salmon.

As a state employee, | an acutely anare cf the pressure that hes been
brought tc bear on the department as a result of our failing oil revenues.
Fewer employees gererally means a nore conservative management policy which
in tum leads to a smaller harvest ad less retum to enhancarent urogrars
and tre stare In she form of the fish and aguaculture taxes.

It will be Interesting to see this year hovwell the Bristol Bay fisher/
is .maneged without the benefit of their counting towers, a system that pro
vided vital Ooulv escaDemcont statistics ad tlaved a key icle in determining
vihet areas no gpoen and close. Fish aid Gare already has a nogr. time keeping
a handle on their managarent responsibilities aid increasing these duties



without allocating adaitonal funds only promises a more conserv-
ative management policy, hence reduced harvests, less money in
local conmunities and less revenue to the state.

house Bill 10b does not sufficiently provide for careful
management of 'an aquaculture program. Tfish and Game offices are
struggling to maintain the programs they .niready nave in place,
| don’t see how they will be auls to perform such tasks as site
selection and inspection, issuing of permits, and the implemen-
tation of a disease control center, not to mention the additional
personae,, tney woulc ua required to .lire. Any cczo coula ootaiii
a permit to pen-rear salmon (there are ro educational qualifica-
tions or restrictions included in this bill), .jjt .. would fall
or. the shoulners of tne fish and Game to make sure tne operation
were properiy oarneu out,

with the Norwegians experiencing a 1-2% escape rate from the
faciliti.es ana virtually no wild stocks of their omn to threaten,
how coula Ve take such a chance when our natural stocks are still
=0 strong ana diverse? bet's protect and. cultivate «chat we're
lucky enough to still nave. Why play genetic rouilette when the
stakes are so high?

This bill makes no provisions or requirements for the protec
tion of the environment or its wild stocks of fish,. From House
bill 108, page 3, section c, "The commissioner of Fish and Game..

may attacn conditions to an aquisition permit..." and, fu-tiier
down the page, section e, "The commissioner of Fish and came may
oce.ny or restrict a permit... if... the proposed harvest will... im-

pair sustained yield of the species”. The burden of proof rests
solely with the department and requires them to give facts ex-
plaining their action. The benefit of the douot seems no rest
exclusively with the permit holder.

In addition, the oi.ll states that Fish and Game will pio-
vice brood stock for these facilities. ,.081 this nmean, thut fis..-
wen will be shut dowmn in vrner to attain those goals?

cip.aliy, one o,. :Iy greatest concerns was to o wit.- the .iIs-
yiaccme.it of cisuernua and their Tamil "s as these farms get go-
inge | @0 not ueilieve ti.oy are errvoatible wit:’, commercial fis;.=*
in. _,or do 1 relieve that .out .d."Tfm.-.s would oencfit from tw.eir
infiujL It is my impression thwii"; in foreign investors, like ho:



way, who arc ready ana ea”™er to .nave in and set up pen-rearing
in Alaska. Is this oecause they are quickly usinc- up available
sites in their owmn country? They have alreuuy had to destroy 27?
facilities cue to disease and are in tne prccsna of converting
oth.ers for rearinc cod anc halibut.

tishing, especially nere in Southeast, represents a tradi-
tional wa. of life and is ir.ertricabily interwoven m our coimur-
ities. 1 see now ouunet cuttina strained our local iish ana Uacie
offices last year arv. these next few years won't oe .ruck better.
The btixme n.ivcr yrcject was forced to scut down after T Vveeks
instead of running for its original 4 ..onths. 1| isn't ..now I£
1111 have a joe mis nuruier. It would be foolish so thrust even
more responsibility in the departments lap.

house liili Iuf (and Senate Bill 100) -s full of les ana
I arijt you to nut oni- vote iHjavct it out so ..twv actively in
cor.uaic.tee for its defeat.

Sincerely,
. Jean Shannon
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Irene Killer
E.G. Bex 995
Peterscurg, Alaska 99233

Karon 20, 1927
F1ftefnci Ala,?$ Stare Lesjlslatur*
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2 onceine.. -bout House rill 108, particularly tne nen
:earing of 's=iaon. | mke ty ljvin;, ry trolllr-j for ix.on
1% o. n I -iv. - trere s-ivor f.r N orup
‘tute \..-\7zr. :Ec.nrm rfcrlerr. Investor) 1- will direc

-Fi‘ecr ry liv-iyrooc! >r; investments.

Ifie j-tr. cje.ter ry s-lron f*-rrs will rot justefy #e nuxter
31 r=rrere Ml s—Inon fisr.ersen you will be %jiri ratm;;".

ey C* n jy . lreacy product 1vp 1noustry t is In AluSfta
Q83 :ar Alaska?

.. re Ir me a.ev B/~ .TID fioiii to Tad\*e ;r.ese “farms
>r. .—lreeci " rcarce state scvernment budye s?
g" te loans t cox.merclal flsnerisen xay be 1n Jeopardy md
rresent loon:- roy be forred into non Daymen b &F we can"t
elL jui crocuct mere 2 e eiready sore tr.rr. enough salmon
“#« <j i-a=pV/ - countryo Ffish needs az.i %: 199-"we
1 m1lVe irr. tne market, driving dOx= -rices which
Jr Vv iv o orinw.

e no7f t vl _fie source of wild salmon which is renewable.
Burw- »"l.,a- farms uie rutsidised z: their government.

124" in- -%«lor. on d.1::an fo rtirg snows © jrumen tal
in: &HOW a v? not t'. otr.sicer—d in t¥C till, wore
resew*rrn 2dec before =e cun .llo.v rea. >r*d salmon in
Ma3ar»

Pen rearinr cf sal.non d--e not. Delong in bill 108, We need
to uccress tnese orobleas nd others before We let this
£11

Irene filler
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MR. BRQOKMAN SHORTENED HIS TESTIMONY & PRESENTED THE FOLLOWING REMARKS
DURING THE APRIL 2 TELECONFERENCE:

My friends and Fellow Alaskans:

I am A1 Brookman, Sr., and 1 am grateful for this opportunity to testify against
Senate 3.111 106 and House Bill 108 in this statewide teleconference. 1 have re-
searched this subject of mariculture carefully and feel that the name "mariculturel
is just a rad herring to hide the real meaning, which is salmon farming. After
careful consideration, | think that the meaning and intent of these identical
companion bills is deceitful and downright dangerous to all salmcn fishermen iIn

the State of Alaska, including sportsfishermen. Mariculture covers a wide range

of aguatic endeavors, and there is a lot of opposition to the whole concept of
farming in the sea, iIn Alaskan waters,

I know that the Japanese are trying to get control of the macrocistic kelp that
grons in its natural state around Sitka, but the local mosquito fleet would never
permit that to get started without their participation because we had a good
thing going before the bungling efforts to preserve law and order by the Alaska
State Troopers failed, and a gang of out-of-tcwn drunken outlaws brazenly stole
over a million dollars worth of rce on kelp in front of the rightful owners,
almost causing a massacre.

So there is a lot of anger directed against the authorities in looking us out fran
this valuable and important fishery.

As for shellfish farming, there is the ever present spectre of paralytic shellfish
poisoning (PP) that would prohibit the harvesting and sale of shellfish.

Pen raised 3almon would be a glut on the market and dangerous to Alaska’s burgerdng
wild salmon stocks that are a gourmet fish eater"s delight. In spite of the high
pressure advertizing, pen raised salmon are a very poor product. These small
Juvenile salmon raised in a crowded environment have a lew—oil content and are
devoid of the life saving OMEGA-3 found in all seafoods and would not even make

a decent pet foodl So the whole enabling bill should be defeated and political
retaliation taken against Its Sponsors.

3.erf3
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A SPEECH TO 3E DELIVERED TO A TELECONFERENCE CN SENATE BILL 106 & HOUSE 3HL 108

by Al Srookrran, Sr. Reading Tire 6 minutes

The ruling class cannot rule without the consent of the governed, and I deeply resent
the fact that we/intend to present rebuttal to an endless flock of tame pigeons
extolling the blessings of salmon farming will have to wait two weeks before we

get a chance to be heard.

<These bills have been introduced by a consort!um of “unthinking people that have no
regard for the more than 20,000 voters that make their living from fishing ocean-going
wild salncn stocks in the clean, pure environment of the Gulf of Alaska and adjoining
waters.

IT this monstrous bill is crammed down our hroats we will retaliate in every way
possible.  First, by taking political revenge on the sponsors of these bills. Then
by every legal means at our disposal. 3ecause we will never give in to the curse
that has been visited on the decent peoole of British Columbia by a few dishonest
politicians and the moneyed people of Jajan, Nor-way, and probably English, French,
and South African capital as well.

The truly big money of the world knows no boundaries and pays allegiance to a
$1,000.00 bill waving gently in the breeze. What the Japanese failed to do with
-warfare has new been accomplished by turning our rotten monetary system ggainst us.

Before we knew what was happening, the Japanese moneyed interests moved in and
bought controlling interests iIn 80 of ths processing plants in Alaska. So now
the Alaska salmon industry is held in bondage by our Japanese masters..

We go fishing -when they give the word, and the season ends when they give the
command because they control the market. Salmon farming expansion had to be stopped
in Norway because of the filth iron salmon excrement polluting the water and causing
highly contagious viruses to attack the juvenile salmon, causing the farmers to use
huge amounts of antibiotics to save all the stocks from destruction. Then the
government stepped further expansion. Even when they have no wild steaks to protect
like we have.

This dumping of tasteless, Immature salmon has undermined the price structure that
we have nurtured so carefully with quality control and millions of dollars in adver-
tizing. Sincerely, Al Brcokman, Sr.
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1 TO: REP* HERRMANN, REP. GRUSSENDORF, & SEN. ELIASON

FR: BILL FROUST, BOARD OF ALASKA TFQLLER’S ASSOCIATION & CHAIRMAN OF TROLL PAC
3009 HER - SITKA, AK. 99835

N RE:  TESTIMONY CONCERNING MARICULTURE LEGISLATION /HB 108

ITy OBJECTIONS TO MARICULTURE OF SALMON

Pen rearing of salmon 1is too dangerous to the existing resource to
even consider, in Alaska. There*a the ever-present danger of disease
spreading to ovr natural stocks. We are told that due to the unusual
stresses af confinement, disease runs rampant iIn the pens. In Norway,
ih 1°8c, they had to destroy the entire stocks in 29 cut of 48 pens,
at a loss cf approximately $110 million. Studies tell us that, an
average escape rate of 1% is to be expected. In Norway, their major
selrron streams hed already been destroyed, so they had little risk,
but here iIn Alaska, we produce 90« ot all U.S. wild salmon--43% of
the tots! worldwide. We’re doing everything we can to increase this
percentage through state and private aquaculture work. The -fishermen
in Alaska are the only -fishermen in the world who have voluntarily
taasd themselves to produce more -fish. Nature 1iIs a -fragile resource

it is only msn that upsets i1t. We can only enhance it very

rJerrs-fIPHy. I-f, through greed, we destroy the natural runs ot salmon,
all oJ Alaska wcu ld pay -for it. Why take a chance toallow a -few
cut-cf-stete (and probably out-c-f country) people a shot at the “pot
of gold at end of the rainbowO when we already have the best pot.of
gold, being shared by the people of Alaska?

The use of modern technologies without adequate knowledge of the
consequences can be disastrous. Consider: Ever since salmon farming
was begun, they’ve been using 7BT to control scum on the nets. These
fish are confined in the contaminated area throughout their life-span,
absorbing this deadly poison. How many pen-roared Ffish consumers ar®©
walking around with T5T in their systems? It was our own Little Port
w?ltpr facility, concentrating, not on the commercial aspect, but on
the scientific aspect, cf fish farming that discovered this. Why
w?sn’t it discovered sooner? Also, antibiotics have been uaed
routinely-in farm animals for many years, and although it has been
known for a long time that the iIndiscriminate use of antibiotics can
lead tc virulent disease strains that are resistant to treatment, it
has only been recently discovered that thsse strains can be
transmitted directly tc humans through the meat. (See the Sitka
Sentinel, March 9, page S),

Onp of my major concerns in this area of a lack of knowledge 1is
what we do NOT knew about the spread cf dise- 3e# , hava talkad with
son? of the researcher s at Little Port Ual ter? ™aliaythay have confirmed

/jgjpy suspicions. NOBODY knows jJust hoi* these diseases are spread,
iP.*;hether strictly through direct contact, or through feed-fish, algae,
ether natural organisms, or evsr. through the water itself. IT it’s

only through direct contact, our worries would be limited to the
escapees:, but 1 don’t think anybody believes THAT! IfT it’s carried
through the water itself, how far does it reach? And if it’s through
the food chain--:t makes me shudder- to think of the damage we might

£3- J3- . - L -



Mow, how about theeconomics of the situation? Is it reaily the
bonanza that same seemto think it is? Norway got into it -first.,, and
they really made a Inning, because they had no competition, Now 13
nations have -fish -farms. Ey 1990, according to "Fish Farming
Internaticnsl”, there will be a projected excess of 23,000 tons. They
co on to say that onlythe larger farms that produce 500 tons or more
per year will be able to survive, A farm this size is estimated co
cost around 43 million or more. 20 tell ms.,hew iIs our "younger-
generation of Alaskans", who can’t break into the present fishing
industry, going to benefit from "getting in on the ground floor of
this marvelous new oppartun:ty"? Where is ANY individual going to get
that kind of money?

All this won’t be free to the state, either. I have a copy of the
study that was done to estimate the cast vs. revenue to the state, It
show? that by 1992, the projected cost will be around 56£0,IS£Ei0 per
year, for managw&nt and pathology as opposed to revenue of about
5??,0H7. from licenses and permits. If this is such a lucrative
business, why is it necessary for the state to subsidize it to the
tun® of 2530,00!? per yea:*?

How can Alaska compete against Washington, Dragon, and Canada
when we would have to fly tha fish out? | submit that AlaEka is too
late and the investors are likely to find that their “pot of gold" is
only 'fool's gold" aftar all.
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MARICULTURE TESTIMONY

St (1t ox ] >
Good moming. Mynare is-Dan Ke(ek ad | am presently theaMayor for te

City andBorough cf Sitka. I would like to take this opportunity to
explain our position regarding Mariculture in gereral ad per. raising of

salnon in particular.

Sitka assane of you might not kn"W has been mentioned in "National
Fisherman™ asbeing one of the highest value rated ports iIn the entire
United States, At present,approximately 28% of our economic work force is
in sane wav related to fisheries. Due to cur outside location and water
quality, Sitka is being strongly viewed as a excellent location for major
mariculture activity. While we realize that it is the state that will
determine the future of this industry, locally, we have the following

concerns,

A shellfish mariculture appears to hold premise in S.E. Alaska, The
problems associated with it such as importation of spat, proper health
testing and good site selection all agppear to be technical or scientific
aspects that can be owvercare. Its prims appeal, is that it might create a
) NEW UNDEVELOPED gronth industry for the state. It is my understanding that
most communities and the fishing grcups have no mgjor problem with this
» side of the mariculture proposal, Where the debate and concem all

¢ recuses, is on the ten raising of salmon.
There is an old saying that we have all heard. "ITf it ain’t broke, don’t
Al fix it.," | havwe a great deal of difficulty understanding the reasons for

the great ruish to allow salmonfarming.  Alaska has invested over the years
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in State hatcheries. The aquaculture bill allowed private non-profits to
also engage iIn hatchery production. The common thread is that they all
release salmon into the common property fishery. This net only- increases
commercial catch of salmon for the growing world market for fish but it
increases the recreational sport fish catch which not only assists all cf
us In our subsistence and recreation but contributes to the potential for
tourism growth, our second largest state iIndustry. Tourism assists the
charter boats, the general business retail conmunity and the effects ripple
throughout the economy. If Alaska feels we need tc proceed with a larger
world market share for our salmon, we have the mechanisms iIn place to
increase production. ASMI or the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute as
well as the State Department of Commerce and Economic Development can both

increase efforts to market Alaska salmon.

Pen raising of salmon immediately raises several concerns of private single
ownership rather than carmen property Tfisheries, potential large scale
investment requirements inviting speculation, foreign control and direct
competition with a healthy existing industry and the unnecessary fixing of
a industry that is NOT in difficulty such as the oil industry, Frcm cur
point of view, salmon Tfarming 1is speculative, has many negative

implications and would only hurt, not help cur existing fisheries.

»
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At their regular meeting of March 24, 1937, the Assembly of the City and
IBorough of Sitka, passed Resolution 87-343. This resolution reguests that
the Legislature OPPOSE any legislation that would permit the pen raising of
salmon in Alaska. While we all realize the efforts within the State to
seek new industry to augment and reduce our economic dependants on a single
industry such as oil, Sitka does not believe that salmon ranching is the

answer .



REQUTION N0 87-343

a resolution C? the assembly OF the
CITY A\D 20HLGH CE SHKA
REOLESTING THE ALASKA STATE LEGISATURE
TO CFRCEE ANY LEGISLATION VHICH WOULD PERVIT TEE
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March 30, 1987

Adeiheid Herrmann

Co-Chair of House of Resources Committee
P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: House Bill 108
Dear Ms. Herrmann,

Iwould like to comment on House Bill 108. lam a surveyor inWrangell
and Petersburg, and although 1"m not directly involved in the Fisheries, 1
feel 1fHouse Bill 108 passes, mtwill affect my livelihood In Southeast
Alaska. 1 feel that House Bill 108 mainly affects Southeastern waters,
since certain areas are protected from weather, they would make
excellent locations for pens, etc. lwould not like to see anchorages
spoiled or protected bays used for aguatic farming. I concerned about
the possible disease that may spoil our natural habitat.

lurge you to vote no on House Bill 108. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Lisa M. Scheff
Box 850
Petersburg, AK 99833
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3/29/87
From: Donald R. Lane, P.O. Box 2921, Homer, Ak. 99603. 907-235-7898
To: Adeiheid Herrmann, Pouch V, Juneau, AK. 998)1
Subject: Mariculture, pen-reared salmon, H.B. 108, S.B. 106.

Dear Adeiheid Herrmann,

I have some real concerns with the legalizing of pen-reared salmon.

I an a commercial fTisherman. 1 do not fish for salmon, however 1
plan to iIn the future.

While there apoears to be many benefits to mariculture iIn general,
and 1 appreciate the need to diversify the states economic base, |1
feel this move to establish a pen-reared salmon industry should be
carefully scrutinized. I feel there is terrific potential to do
major harm to an existing iIndustry. In light of the tremendous
effort in other countries to raise salmon 1 am not convinced the
state economy will see any real benefits. The numbers that | have
seen show potential for a glut of salmon on the market in 1990.
Alaskan industry has tremendous overheadproblems.Pen-reared salmon
from Alaska will not be cheap. I cannotsee them competing with
Canadian, European, or South American farm salmon; countries where
government subsidies in the market place are a way of life.

Another problem 1 see In regards to pen salmon are the impacts, as
yet unstudied, the industry will have on already existing iIndustries.
As a dungeness crabber | amn concerned that these pens are going to

be right i1n the middle of the bays and estuarys that 1 currently
fish. Am 1 expected to give up my Tishery. 1 see potential for many
conflicts, lawsuits, allocation problems.

The movers behind mariculture would have you believe that It is a
"mom and pop" type business. From what 1 have read the investment
(minimum) to make a go of 1t for salmon would be several hundred
thousand and no return expected for four years. I haven’t seen many
mom and pops with that kind of financial ability.

I do not have any problems with shellfish mariculture and i1f you
feel 1t necessary to move then pass those segments on but 1 urgue you
to hold back the pen-reared salmon part until more iInformation on the
impacts can be made clear. I do not buy the arguement that we will
miss the boat If we don’t move now. IT a marketable product can be
produced i1t will always have a place. Let’s not risk an important
existing i1ndustry for very questionable gains, and lots of real
headaches.

I an a member of United Fisherman of Alaska and 1 suggest you look
to my representatives for further i1nformation.

Sincerely, .

Donald R. Lane
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Madame Chairman, members of the Resources Committee, my name is Dave Bed—
ford. 1 live in Petersburg. |1 appreciate this opportunity to speak with you.

In the past months, proponents of salmon per; rearing have presented a lot
of figures which purport to show the profitability of that industry. On exam—
ination, the plausibility of some of these figures and their applicability to
Alaska seem questionable. The cost per pound of Alaskan farmed salmon would
be very high compared to that of our competitors. In the market crunch of the
1S90"s we could expect an Alaskan farmed salmon industry t* be vulnerable.

Statistics used by salmon farming advocates suggest that the business 1is
not very costly to get into and that it is highly profitable. $50,000 it is
claimed in table 5 of "Aquaculture in Alaska™ will get you into a 50 PIT Hom 4
Pop salmon farm in the Vancouver, B.C./Seattle area. What 1is omitted is the
assumption in the original SeaAlaska report that you already have buildings
which can be adapted for storage and a slaughterhouse, a dock in olace, a

truck and trailer for transport and a skiff with motor.1
The SSOjOQO figure 1is cast into further doubt by data from the Vancouver,

B.C. area which indicate the start-up cost fora 50 (ITfarm to be on the order
of $150,000 Canadian dollars or about $110,000U.S.2

The start-up costs for a Mom S Pop salmon farm in Alaska areunclear,
they will certainly be higher than in southernB.C. The SeaAlaska Report sug—
gests that construction costs in Alaska are 70'; to 1302 above trose for ace Van-
couver/Seattle area.0 So a 50 MT farm in Alaska will cost o.wiseterably more than
$110,000 to set up.
1. Sven Eric Lirdcron, " SeaAlaska Corporation Aouaculs.re: Onportunities

and Constraints in Cultured Salmon Production - "fiose 11", Auoust 30, ™%P5;

p. 105. few cer. sites in Alaska will have axis tine ouilriinns, a t.ock, rcaa

access and utilities already available m. tsese finiros ussir-e for ska
Vancouver "B.C., Seattle area.

2. Calculate" from :. Mic-aui "Economic Benefits r' aimer "arms in te
Sunshine Coast rouw-"on:.l1 .,istr TtJ: British Coiu.i"0%a Mar*"-:.ils.irc _~vs"-ste*".
lune 1920; o.

cu .y ertur ”’

but



Operating costs are also considerably higher in Alaska. Labor will cost
about 2% mere than down south.” Feed costs in Alaska are presently more than
double those presented by SeaAlaska for the Vancouver/Seattle Area.5 Insurance
for a. oyster farm in S.E. Alaska of similar capitalization as a 50 fIT salmon
farm runs $4,000- $5,000. Adjusting only these three factors and allowing for
some drop in Alaskan feed prices which might or might not occur7, the annual

operating expenses for a 50 fiT salmon farm in Alaska swell to $258,000.
Higher start-up costs, operating costs AQ0" above those for southern B.C.

and higher shipping costs would combine to inflate the cost of salmon pen

reared in Alaska. SeaAlaska suggests that producers in the Vancouver area will
be able to get their fish to market for almost S1.00 per pound less than Alaskan
fish from a large 200 MT farm.Q At present real feed costs the Canadian ad—

vantage jumps to $1.48 per pound. The margins are even worse for small Alaskan

producers.

4. Sve% Eric Lindnren, " SeaAlaska Corporation Aquaculture Executive Summary™.
P.

5. Brad Pierce, VAquaculture in Alaska", House Research Aoencv Report S7-B,
p. 79-80. *

6. Raymond Rolanrie, "Economic Considerations of Alaska Oyster Farming”, Shel—
don Jackson College.

7. This represents a 137-207 decrease from present orices. In Norway feed
prices of S.55 to $.65 are paid for silage type feed which is less pre—
ferred than Alaska Dry Pellet feed and usually she-"er per oound. See
Duane Kelly, ™"Salmon Farming Norwegian Style"™, ??ci~i: Fishino, November
1984; p. 54 and Brad Pierce, "Aquaculture in Alas/.a-~, House Research Aden-
cy Report 37 8, February 1987 pp. 79-80 and W.A. Kennedy "Handbook on Rear-
ino Pan Size Pacific Salmon Ijsiro Floating Sea Pens", Fisheries and Marine
Service Industry Resort 107, April 1072, oo. 26-34.

8. SeaAlaska®"s figures from Table 6 in Aquaculture in Alaska substituting a
price of SI200/ton for feed, an additional 207 fnr labor and S"SO0 for in—
surance for facilities.

9. Table 22 f>"om "SeaAlaska Corporation Acuaculture: Phase 11". a. 101. LTote
that a -rice of 31200/ton for feed raises the cost oer pour."l for Alrskan
salmon “fom a 220 ~i farm to S3.2d-. .Ms oi”es our Cansoi-n ccmoetifion a
very * *d "- orofitabi litw. .le in "1 ;e arse for 1 0



The Norwegianslll, the Irish Sea Fisheries Boardll and the Canadiansl®
recognize the likelihood and implications of over-production in the farmed
salmon industry. Prices have already dropped substantially on the European

13 Alaska as a high cost producer will occupy a very vulnerable pos—

market.
ition. The industry knows how to insulate that position.

The SeaAlaska Aquaculture executive summary calls on government for fin—
ancial, research, training and other support programs as well as "appropria-
. tions to provide the most competitive advantage possible for fresh Alaskan
products™, (p. 13) They want to see "Government support (for smolt produc—
tion) by subsidies, incentives or loan guarantees for the industry during
the first phase of development...” (p. 22) They see the necessity for "ade—
quate loan guarantees" for salmon farms "as the industry will not succeed
without adequate and available financial support.”™ (p. 35)

All that is iIn the near term. How much more support will this industry

need when the market pressure foreseen by the Norwegians, Irish and Canadians

becomes a reality? - * ron

11 ..
VAAs = 97533

10. Patricia Riely and James L. Anderson "T>% Status of Atlantic Salmon Aaua-
culture™, NOAA Sea Grant Marine Teclr-.ic1 Report 92.

11. "Fish Farming International™, December. '.-15.

12. J.A. Spence "Aquaculture and World Market Trends for Fresh and Frozen Sal—
mon'™, Gillespie Report, Appendix 111, December 12, 1985 p. 9 and p. 20.

13. J.A. Spence, p. 9.



APPENDIX 11

It should also be noted that the operator nf a 50 AT farm will be deeply
in debt by the time his product reaches the market- 1990 at the very earliest.
Nor will he be able to mitigate this by producing pan sized fish. The cost of
smolt, feed and transportation to Seattle price him Gut of the pan size market.

USD/1b of production

Smolt * 1.30
Feed 1.20
Freight * .24

2.74

By the time his farm begins to send fish to market the small farmer will

have spent start up costs as well as two full years of operating costs.

Start-up $110,000
First Year . $103,000
Second Year $219,000

$423,000

This assumes the money comes out of his own pocket. Financing this amount

would push the cost well over $500,000.
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Salmon Production Costsl in Alaska: 50 rT farm

usb/1b.
Smolt 2
Feed 1.20
Salary .92
Interest andDepreciation .10
Others .30
Transportation .64

3.45

* Assuming SerAUskals costs from Table 23 of the Phase 1l report -Tor a
200 NT farm for interest and depreciation and "others" but substituting S1200/
ton for feed and 20% higher labor costs than those given for a 50 NT farm in
SeaAlaska®s Table 24. In fact, costs would actually be higher than this since
a 50 fIT farm has higher depreciation and "other™ costs per pound of production,
Given a price which SeaAlaska uses of 5".50 per pound GIF Los Angel es/;-;ouston

this yields a gross profit of S. 05 per pound or about Ii %
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MARICULTURE HEARINGS 4/2/87

Testimony regarding H3 108 and SB 106 relating to mariculture in Alaska

My nare is Michael Schmidt. | am employed as the Planning Director of the
City ad 3orough of Sitka. At present, our carmanity is in the process cf
updating our Coastal Management District Program

Cne of the features emerging fran our coastal planning effort is the
increasing difficulty in maintaining the multiple use managerent theory
where everyone shares coastal resource.. A variety of mgjor national
progrars including the D-2 National Interest Lands Bill, ANSCA or te
Native Settlement Act and the placerent of 3% of the Tongass National
Forest into a Wildermess category, have all focused increasing competition
on the remaining portions of S.E. to accomodate all competing land ad
water uses, Timber vies with recreation for use of areas. Fishing
competes with dewvelopment of lodges. Environmentalists argue with
developers. Out of all these sguabbles over the past ten years, sare
unescapable facts emerge. We nust begh: to look at sone limitations of use
or allocations of most beneficial use. The bill now proposes to add to
carpeting groups, all vying for limited available territory,

The problers | have with the concept of mariculture, involve the pen
raising of salnon. | do not believe Alaska, especially in these times of
declining revenues, should deliberately attempt to add to revenue problens,
but seek solutions. Salnon fishing is a gromh industry. It exists ad
contributes heavily to local economies, tax revenues and to the State.
Alaska should seek to capitalize on the shellfish or the portion where the
fisheries business can expand our economy. The finfish side only seeks to
replace one persons job to give it toanother and could have adwverse
effects on a developed industry, bothin terms ol shoreside process
facilities ad long term investments in harbors and fishing economies.

Speaking to the mechanics of the bill itself, it too appears to have sare
problems that need to be addressed.

1. Why is the Departmentof Commerce and Economic Development involved at
all in the permit process. The bill speaks to ADFG, ADNR and ADEC as
the three agencies that are required to be the mgjor participants. The
tideland lease or site permits, the health aspects and the fisheries
aspects already combine to meke permitting a long .drawn out affair as
wes spoken to in earlier testimony. To add yet another state agency
into this permitting process appears ludicrous and unnecessary.

2. There is no public hearing process discussed in the legislation. This
should be added to meke sure that permits are not issued, like In
British Columbia, then find out there are multiple site conflicts
"after ths fact', |If Alaska is going 1o give an honest shake to a
mariculture development, we should at least be u front with the need
for public hearings in the permit procedure.
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3. There needs to be sane specific language iIn the bill requiring a
development plan, timeframe and schedule for use. I believe, as was
also stated iIn earlier testimony, that good mariculture sites are
limited. Anyone who obtains a permit, should be required to use it or
lose it and not tie up a site as a tool to limit or stop competition.
IT we are going to aliow It, then performance is a must.

4. 1 would like to reiterate the potential that shellfish should be
separated from finfish and eliminate one of the largest controversial

aspects of this bill.

5. From all the publicity, news articles, books, and iImpacts shewn in
other areas where mariculture is proceeding, Alaska should proceed with
a cautious approach to maximize the true potential but minimize the
problem areas. A comprehensive study or this industries problems
rather than a glossy sales pitch Is needed to ascertain where the
pitfalls are located and what specific regulatory and enforcement
measures are needed and will prove beneficial. To juwp, just for the
sake of jJuwping, Into a new area of economic competition IS not in
anyone®"s best interest.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony.
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Testimony before the House Resources Committee on HB 108, April 2, 1987

Madame Chair, members of the committee, my name 1is Laura Dameron and I'm
an intern with the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council. SEACC is a
coalition of 12 groups from 10 communities in Southeast plus over 700
individual members. Many of our members are very interested in this bill
because the mariculture industry poses a potential, and in a few cases
already existing, threat to their chosen way of life. Mariculture development
that occurs without proper planning and limitations will harm not only the
interests of our members who fish commercially, but also those who depend on
subsistence harvest, the tourism industry, sport fishers and hunters,
recreational boaters, and wilderness recreation guides and participants. This
threat is not only found in the pen rearing of fin fish but in the
uncontrolled development of shellfish and aquatic plant farms as well.

SEACC is not opposed to mariculture in itself, but our members hope that
development of this industry will be in an orderly and well-thought out
manner. There are many issues that should be addressed, before privatization
of the state"s tidelands begins taking place at an ever increasing rate.

SEACC strongly urges that a moratorium be placed on issuance of mariculture
permits until regional plans have been developed so that the public has a
chance to be involved in the disposition of state tidelands. Through the
SaasSHE G AERCAN e BEL 8 B0 s el RO coune
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planning process, the existing uses of an area would be known before a
conflicting use would be permitted. It is only with such forethought that we
can protect subsistence use areas, the wilderness tourist industry,

recreation, sport fishing, and culturally and historically signficant areas
while allowing the mariculture industry to develop in Alaska. A logical
component of that planning process would be to determine the maximum number of
sites that could be designated for mariculture purposes before the developing
industry greatly restricts competing uses. While the concept of limited entry
can be controversial, SEACC believes it is the most fair manner in which to
apportion a public resource into a private one and maintain multiple-use
options.

Other areas of concern for SEACC include the land grab potential inherent
in the present permitting process, the lack of recognition of upland conflicts
and the impacts the mariculture industry will have on the adjoining lands, and
the problems of maintaining water quality. Tideland speculation could be
minimized by making the permits non-transferable, thus ensuring that the state
could implement 1its screening process of applicants in each case. Upland
conflicts should be addressed in the regional planning process | mentioned
earlier, and the state or federal agency administering the adjacent uplands
should be involved in this planning process. This planning stage would also
be the point at which determinations would be made of the physical adequacy of
the tidelands for the different types of mariculture, thereby limiting the
designated use of an area to activities having the least impact on the marine
and upland environment. Regional planning would also allow for meaningful
public participation and comments. Many times, local residents have intimate

knowledge about an area that is not otherwise available to state planning



We appreciate having the opportunity to comment on this bill. SEACC asks
that the state not rush blindly into mariculture. A moratorium, during which
a reasonable planning process can be instituted, would allow the greatest
amount of public participation and agency review to determine the best use of
the tidelands, both environmentally and economically, for all of Alaska.
SEACC would like to be involved in the planning process for Southeast Alaska
and hopes the Forest Service, EPA, the Corps of Engineers and all other
interested parties will also be actively involved.

Mariculture will have very broad impacts on all Alaskans. While another
planning process 1is probably the last thing most of us want to go through,
taking time to implement this program carefully from the beginning will cost
us much less than losing our commercial fisheries, recreation, wilderness
tourism industry, subsistence, cultural resources, and the "bush™ way of life.
SEACC believes mariculture will be an important economic development for
Alaska, but we must enter it in a well planned and careful way, or it will

become a resource disaster, rather than a boom.
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To: House Resources Committee

Subject: Mariculture in Alaska

ef,J Mariculture in Alaska
Rpt,#87-B

Dear sirs,

My name 1is Michael Round; 1 have lived in Ketchikan for twelve years
and have commercially fished for salmon for ten years. 1 have listened
to most of the testimony on the teleconference concerning house bill
108, and have read the "Mariculture 1in Alaska™ report.

I found-that report-ebullient in i1t"s financial outlook; and,yet,
disstressingly blind iIn it"s consideration for the existing salmon
industry,l found it subjective not only in it"s conclusions

but even iIn 1t"s wording.

1 am, admittedly, one of the ™"small but vocal group (trollers)'; but
Klawock, Pelican, EIfin Cove,Pt. Baker, Port Protection,Craig,Wrangel,

ﬁ?tchikan Petersbur Lnfitka, and even Juneau are "small™ towns.
iwpvpr, they a aSij part of th* et»to, and trilling

is a big contributor to their economies. These "small"™ towns
are saying quite clearly "no"” to pen raised salmon and supporting
their resident fishermen.

trollers have worked long and hard to maintain our right to harvest

sh. We used our own money in negotiating a better deal in the Canada/

. Salmon Treaty. The whole state benefitted from our stand in
!lgmenting the Alaska quota on Chinook. We still suffered from the
cut backs and even the federal government recognised our sacrafice and
directed mitigation monies for enhancement of chinook for the Alaska troller.

We voted to take 3% of our gross fishing revenues and put them into
enhancement projects to keep our natural runs strong. This enhancement
activity benefits every user group -sport, commercial, and even tourism.
In short, what is good for the trollers and commercial Tfishermen of
Alaska 1is good for the state. This fact is not just coincidental but
has evolved through co-operative iInteraction between fishermen, manage-
ment, and the Board of Fish.

We are harvestors of a renewable resource under conservative management
with little ,if any, impact to the natural environment. We harvest fish,
but we iIntroduce and leave nothing that impacts the environment in which
they thrive. Fish farming will mean various levels of pollution in our
surrounding bays and estuaries, which are vital habitat for our natural
outmigrating salmon fry.

Maintaining fish for their entire life within the confines of a pen
necessitates that these fish be fead antibiotics to keep them alive
in an environment little better than a ces&puul. We are just Starting to

$
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W to
realise the dangers inherent iIn feeding antibiotics to beef cattle _g
salmon will be no different. There are no wild herds of cattle to
contaminate with antibiotic resistant pathogens - that is not the case
with Alaska®s salmon stocks. We have a lot to lose.

Are we willing to prostitute our healthy salmon runs and pristine
environment for the sake of a few individuals, who may or may not

make the state any money. Should we crap iIn our own back yard just
because everyone else is doing itl The big push to the Northwest
Pacific for pen raising is largely do to the fact that It has some

of the last unpolluted habitat. After we open the door to fish farming
we may not be able to claim such status.

If salmon farming is such a good thing, i1t should be able to stand the
test of time. It may be the smartest thing the state of Alaska could do
is be the last to get iInto it - ornot get into it at all. As with
salmon hatcheries, we learned alotby other peoples "mistakes.” We

Jyrve some of the cleanest and bestrun hatcheries in the world due to
Jj|Pe fact that we were not the Tfirst. Ildon"t believe that what we have
r.o gain is worth the risk of what we have to lose.

If, in fact, the trollers are the only part of the salmon industry to

be adversely impacted by pen raised fish, then the state has little too lose

by waiting. However, 1 believe that with the same media hype that created
demand for Tfish raised in a cesspool, we could be equally effective iIn creating
a niche in the market place for wild troll caught salmon.

I hope some of the inherent wisdom of creating the permanent fund is not
totally lacking in our existing legislature. We the people of the state

of Alaska are in a custodial position for the Btate land,water, and wild-
life. We do not own it? so let"s not jeopardise that which belongs equally
to posterity. 1 hope the state and it"s people can see that a head-long
plunge into salmon farming may decapitate its existing slamon industry.
Further, that the rush for revenues does not sell out something

that is priceless.

/~"cTr~f E F Round
F/vV CHERI MARIE
Box 8476
Ketchikan, AK. 99901

i
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Julie Huraey

Box 213
Petersburg, Alaska
F/V Thunder

1 am opposed to the passage of House Bill 108, but before
outlining the arguments I have with this bill, I will say that | am not
opposed to mariculture ever being developed in Alaska. In particular, |
think that shellfish mariculture could coexist well with the existing
fisheries. However, the development of any kind of mariculture must follow
a careful management plan to minimize adverse effects to the marine environment
and our existing fisheries resources. My main argument with thle bill is that
it does not outline any such specific management plen, and too many crucial
issues srs left unresolved. Some of these issues Include possible environmental
degradation and adverse Impacts on wild stocks of fish, realistic costs to the
state, and conflicts over area use by different groups. | will address each

of these iIn turn.

In order to ensure that development of the aericulture industry
does not damage the environment, it is essential that a thorough monitoring
plan is in place PRIOR to development. Thle program would oversee site
selection, monitor water quality, conduct inspections of site® to maintain
health standards and control any problems with disease. However, BEFORE such a
monitoring program can be designed, and BEFORE the costs to state agencies can
be assessed, there must be soma sort of policy on the development of mariculture
which would delineate the ultimate size and direction of industry growth. Thia
bill fails to address controls over sile and rate of growth of the mariculture

industry, |
Without knowing the ultimate number of farms, what size they will
be or even where they will be, it is impossible to design an adequate
environmental monitoring program, or to ensure environmental protection.
According to the Gillespie Report "An Inquiry Into Finfish Aquaculture in

British Columbia™, environmental monitoring represents a major deficiency

in the regulation of fish farms. In fact, this report mentions that site
inspections have become infrequent because '"approval agencies were too busy

with the backlog of plans to conduct field inspections™. To jeopardize
environmental health because of such poor planning is inexcusable. We can

learn from Canada®s mistakes.

.ty particular concern is the affects that the uncontrolled
development of aaiaon farming could have on environmental quality and the
health of our vile 3tocks. It iIs a fact that if salmon farms are not
carefully sited, Tfish wastes and excess feed can cause a pollution problem.
Also, 1f a sita Is not properly located, penned salmon populations can
become stressed and subject to disease. Canada is already having problems
with farms chat are improperly sited, and this in part led to the moratorium

on new permits.



Julie Hursey
Box 213
Petersburg, Ak.
F/V  Thunder

The probability of disease transmission from farmed salmon
to wild salmon is unknown at this time. In Norway, where most of the
research hau been done, there were few natural stocks to worry about.
Eventually, however, even they are planning to develop "green zones"™ or areas
that are aquaculture free to protect what wild stocks they do have.
House Bill 108 does not adequately address the question of protecting the
health of the wild stocks. Perhaps these "green zones"™ should be considered.
In any case, no industry should be allowed to develop at the expense of
our healthy marine environment, and our wild stocks of fish.

IT mariculture iIs to benefit state revenues, then we must have
an accurate assessment of i1ts costs to state agencies. Questions raised
last week during testimony indicate that this iIs an area which needs to be

addressed more carefully.

The number of farms chat will be developed will determine
the costs In part. According to Bryan Allet the Fish and Game fiscal note
is predicated on 100 permits being issued the first year, and an actual
20 farms being operational by 1992. What if this prediction falls short?
Alle says that then costs will go up. But howmuch would they increase, and
does the state have the resources to cope with a greater than expected
increase in the numbers of farms? It is obvious that a ranga or fiscal
scenario, vat be presented by each agency, inorder to have a more realistic
picture °r -le probable costs, and to be able to plan accordingly.

In Canada, staff and funding levels have not kept pace with
industry growth. According to Bryan Alle, there is a critical lack of
pathologists in British Columbia, and we could face the same problem here if
che maricu:. ,re industry grows beyond present predictions. Do these agencies
have a contingency plan to deal with such a,problem if it arises? What will
happen if there are not adequate funds to cover the costs? Diverting funds 1m
from existing Tfisheries management programs is not an option. I must
admit, the zero fiscal note submitted by the Department of Environmental
Conservation mystifies me. Now they are reassessing that note. Good 1dea.

I think this entire area needs more thorough investigation.

Another issue that is not addressed in this bill is how disputes
over use of an area will be resolved between conflicting ussr groups, and
the possible pre-emptive use of areas by the mariculture industry. Fish
farms could be located 1in areas that have been traditionally uaad for
anchorages, fishing grounds, gear storage araaa, recreational uses, and
even movine transportation corridors. Another source of conflict would arise
iIf . carms were placed in areas that are already used as spawning or
nui grounds for wild stocks. Canada is already having problems with these
kina., c¢ conflicts now, and it has reached serious proportions, according
to Vince Goboyan, a Canadian delegate from the Canadian Standing Senate

Committee on Fisheries.



Julie Hursey
Box 213

-3- Petersburg, Alaska
F/V Thunder

A coastal zone management plan is urgently needed, to take inventory
of our coastal resources, and to designate areas for specific uses. At this
time, no Buch plan exists in the areaB where mariculture could occur. It is
essential to acknowledge the multiple uses of coastal waters and tidelands,
and the diversity of user groups in orderto minimize conflicts.

This brings to mind the questionof how decisions will be made
on area designations. Will this be made on a site by site basis, or will
there ba a comprehensive plan with public hearings? How much will 1t cost?
Will the user groups have any input into this process, and what avenues
will be available? The bill specifically precludes the 3oard of Fish
from participating in site selection, but does not address the question of
publicparticipation iIn the process. Thishardly seems fair.

In summary, I will say that 1 strongly object to the passage of this
vaguely worded bill. 1 do not believe that enough planning and research has ?ona
Iinto determining an adequate environmental monitoring program to protect
the marine environment, or our wild stocks ot fi3h, | don’t think that the costa
to the state have been®adequately assessed. | think the great potential for
conflicts over area use could create a miasma of problems. 1 do not
believe that we should start this industry, then develop the management
plan as we go along, This would be extremely short-sighted, and could offer
only band-aid solutions to the major problems which could arise. | think
ve can learn from the mistakes that Canada haa been making.

Hfluae, ,31ll1_108 does not adequately address the problems that could
arise from the development of mariculture. Until we have a better plan for
avoiding problems, and until we, know that we have the resources to deal
with these problems as they occur, | am opposed to the passage of House
Bill 108. Thank you very much for taking the time to consider this.
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TESTIMONY ON HOUSE BILL 108 n

Keith A. Johnson -
Operations Manager

99*/
The Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association (SSRAA)
has taken a position opposed to the inclusion ot salmon in the
mariculture legislation - House bill 108.

This 1is based upon tne perception of market competition with
products of existing salmon Tfisheries, competition for sites,
and a Jlack of recognition between salmon farming and ocean
ranching. The nonprofit format for salmon ocean ranching 1iIs to
provide benefits for commercial TfTishermen and all the other
users of this common property resource.

Technical i1ssues which have not been adequately addressed.
1. Exotic Species or Non-indigenous Stocks.
Current statutes prohibit the importation of exotic

species and non-indigenous stocks. This 1iIs a good idea
and it iIs iImperative that 11t continues for the

protection of wild stock salmon populations. The
enforcement of this will require frequent site
visitations and this carries a cost which has not been
addressed,

2. Broodstocks

Alaskan chinook and coho stocks are basically wild fish
and the genetics policy of ADF&G provides for the
periodic infusion of wild gametes every three
generations. Our coho and chinook stocks have not been
genetically selected for growth 1In net pens, delayed
sexual maturity, Tfecundity, and other characteristics
suited for captive rearing.

Norway has a very active broodstock development program
which began iIn the late 1960°s and 1a now iInto i1ts fifth
generation. This program specifically selects for traits
beneficial for netpen culture. The system IS SO
sophisticated that smolts of these stocks command
different prices depending on the experience of the
grower.

Domsea Farms in Puget Sound has had a selection prog/am
for 1ts coho salmon for about the same length of tims.



