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February 23, 1987

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

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Rep. Donley:

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

mini cabinet.

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

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



Page Two _

ReB. Dave Donley, Chairman
Labor and Commerce Committee
February 23, 1987

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

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

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

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

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

ing .
Sincerely,
CORDQVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED

Vice President
GM/mbl

cc:  Members of House Labor and Commerce Committee



CORDOVA iHSTnJCr FI SHtfRMEN "NiTED
RBCWMMBHDATIONS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

14, No importatijn of Atlantic salmon eggs into Alaska.

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

law.



CDFU CONCERNS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

"We've seer, our market share

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

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

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

eester's organization was
farmed during the spring in

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

cockeye non-retention regula-
tions retrain m effect.

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

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

sc v-on ‘o negetia oalower price. 1

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

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

—

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

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

J
|
i
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chemical

detected

in farmnm

s al mon

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o clearcut quality control
standards:

* regulations to ensure sate
construction and mooring of

.f e

iluu...

a resounding no!

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

Canada:

¢ a ban on the use of hor-

mones:

e« controls on the use < anti-

biotics:

« compulsory quarrerly

spection for disease:

National

pens v.-rh environmental

in way:

con-
trols now being codified in Nor-

» regulation covering the lo-

cation of farms.

During the 1970s the govern-

ment actually slowed develop-

ment and halted the issuance of

in-  licences to allow the Norwegian

industrv to consolidate.

aqguaculture policy

claims to protect wild fish

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ng pment of the wild
fishery.

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

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

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

ir.d continuity of supply

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

emis liesupport ini.-coinernc

w* “joprTii-i't and .-/-search.

mrCIKE2ISSE

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

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

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

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

t”iébtrip wiiu fish cacches bv

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

lirr.ually ai! Norwegian pro-

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

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

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

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

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

fis

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

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

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

A policy review is under way.

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

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

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

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

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

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

DFO aquaculture subsidy

hits $3 million in ’85

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

-" Ink
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SALMON FARMING POSITION PAPER

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

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

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

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

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

e oth the private non

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Specifically, it is the long term social and economic
benefits that ocean ranching has provided that we feel are
lacking within the proRosed salmon farming industry. It is
an undisputable fact that all ocean ranching production by
the regional association and private non profit facilities
Is carried out on a zero budget level by the corporation
involved. Incorporated under non-profit status as required
by the enabling legislation and subsidized by commercial
fishermen through a mandatory enhancement tax, the sole



Salmon Farming Position Paper Page 3

purpose of this program is to produce fish for harvest in
the common property fisheries. The only money retained by
these corporations are used for operational funding and
retirement of Iong term debt to the state's revolving
hatchery loan fund.

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

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

benefits its people and a thriving

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

[l.  Salmon Farming: Funding and Operational Considerations

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

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

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

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

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

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

arvested in the region,

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

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

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

Aquaculture Corporation
February 24, 1987



CONSTANTINE -ALASKA IVORY TRADERS
GARRI R. CONSTANTINE

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

Capitoi- (3
Dear Rep. 'DoKjLEDy

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

THE PRIVATE FARMING OF FISH, ESPECIALLY SALMON, ANYWHERE IN

Alaska.

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

FISHERMEN.

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

OPINION.

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

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

REPRESENTATIVE JOHNNY ELLIS

MEMORANDUM

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

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

DATE: April 8, 1987

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

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

sessions in the coming weeks.

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

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

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

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

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

REPRESENTATIVE JOHNNY ELLIS

MEMORANDUM

T0: MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE

FROM: REPRESENTATIVE JOHNNY ELLIS

DATE: FEBRUARY 17, 1987

RE: HB 108

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

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

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

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

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

tates.

The unpolluted, productive waters of Alaska's many sheltered
bays and fjords are considered ideal for mariculture .
development, and the potential for seafarming in Alaska is
staggering. Unfortunately, the State of Alaska has failed to
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Ellis Memorandum: HB 108
February 17, 1987
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adopt a policy favoring mariculture development. As a result,
Alaskans interested in sea farming find it impossible to
obtain permits for most mariculture activities.

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

ave worked closely with the private sector to develop this

| h

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

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

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

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

he Honorable Dave Donley

hal nnan

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

neau, AK 99811

Dear Kepresenlative Donl.-y:

T
C
H
Ju

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

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

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

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Mark 1'. Kandianis



TESTIMONY ON AQUACULTURE

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

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

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

A flood of information is before you regarding IS

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

opinion.

h
a's
dll;
r's

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

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

A ® 1987



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

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

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

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

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

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

#108

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

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

We raise the following issues:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Page 4, Line Delete (substantially).

Page 4, Line 4: Delete (substantially).

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

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

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

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

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



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

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

UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA
RESOLUTION 87-3

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

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

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

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

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

flit-" ZA |15

Robert M. Blake Date
President

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

The Honorable Adelheid Herrman
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Herrman:

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

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

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

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

from the exorbitant value placed on limited entry permits.

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

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

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

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

Fish farming is an industry that is taking root
throthou_t the world.” Norway and Japan/ world leaders in
fish tfarming/ already have developed worldwide markets for



The Honorable Adelheid Herrman
March 3/ 1987

Page 3

pen-reared salmon. France, New Zealand, Great Britain,
Chile, and Canada are rapidly following suit. Althou?h many
commercial salmon fishermen sincerely believe that salmon
farming in Alaska will destroy their livelihood, this is not
the case. Japan, for one, has shown the o_pPos_ne to De

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

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

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

Sincerely

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

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

epresentative Adelheid Herrmann
laska State Legislature

.0. Box V

uneau, AK 99801

March 4, 1987

R
A
P
J

Dear Representative Herrmann;

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

opposing this actare:

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

needed.

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

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

(4) The actwill place the current nonprofit aquaculture

program at risk.

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

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

PRIVATE NON PROFIT HATCHERIES



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

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

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

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

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

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



SSRAA.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Donald F. Amend
General Manager

Enclosures
cc: Alaska Trollers Association

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



Seecies  Location

Chinook  Meets Bay
HhiUan Lake

siwer Nekat

aoho Hhitean Lake
Neets Bay

TERMINAL
Nuber 202,247

Peroait 6.3

1986 ADLLT RETURN\S

SRAA

SA

Sort  CoVercial

Brood Hainest Hainest  Hanvest Hanest

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

63.7

o

4,613

55,310

74

2,566
4,007

6,603

8,208

11

5,700

5,80

BI,108
21,508

102,806

40,550

107,70
158,000

266,70

414,656

%.3

16-feU-87

Total

1,572

12,331

91,743
37,948

120,60

22,30

145,36
230,750

376,064

790,416
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gran:
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CHINOXK
UL.
N.B.
C.l.
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1960

196.000
260.030

0
0

476.003

OO

1.342.000

0
0

1,342,030

0

1,346.000

1,346.030

0

2,162,000

OO

1961

224,300
560,000

0

e

764, 3ee

OO

3,145.000

0
0

3,145,000

0

15.437.200

15,437,203

0

19,366.533

o cNoNe]

SSRfifl FRY/5MG-T RLEftSE

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

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

1965

856,630
2,153,033

3
0

3,035.603

27,233
231.400
3

£55.633

4,846.000
6.303.030

12,146.033

10.040.000
31.930.000

41,940,032

0

56,356,203

12.633
437.203

0

419.800

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

2,590,033 J,750,003



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

NMER G FISH - 01 SPECIES
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 25, 1987

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

T0: Representative Dave Donley

FROM: Edward H. Hein

Legislative Counsel

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

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

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

AS 08.06.030(a)
permit from the
g

permit |

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

applications forms

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

equires that a p
epartment of Fis

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

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

g
m
d
a

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

hatcherg.Sub_section () requires that the notice required
under includea stock health inspection report. Sub-
section (d) allows the Department of Fish and Game to re-
strict or disapprove a transfer under certain conditions.
Subsection (e) ?rOthItS transfers, sales, and purchases of
Alaska aquatic farm products unless the products were
produced under a permit. References in this section to
‘'this chapter" should be changed to read "AS 08.06.010";
It_hesel%ppear at page 4, lines 17, 19, and 21. and at page 5,
ine .
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AS 08.06.060 prohibit the release of trout or salmon from an
aquatic farm or hatchery into state water, unless authorized
by the Department of Fish and Game.

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

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

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

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

AS 08.06.900 defines terms for AS 08.06.

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

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

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

Sec. 7 inserts cross-references to AS 08.06, necessitated by
sec.
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Sec. 8 exempts aquatic farming from the licensing require-
ments In AS 16.05 for sport fishing, hunting, and commercial
fishing and vessels.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

EHH:-csh
c7/069
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LEGISLATIVE AFHFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 16, 1987

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

TO: Representative Johnny Ellis

FROM: Edward H. Hein

Legislative Counsel

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

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

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

application.

AS 08.06.030(a) requires that a person have an acquisition
permit from the Department of Fish and Game iIn order to ac-
quire wild aquatic plants or animals to supply an aquatic
farm. Subsection (b) states that an acquisition permit
authorizes only those stock specified In a permit.
Subsection (¢) requires the commissioner of fish and game to
specify the expiration date of permits and allows the
commissioner to attach conditions to the permit. A harvest
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under an acquisition permit is exempt from limitations
applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence harvests.
Subsection (d) directs the commissioner of fish and game to
send a copy of each acquisition permit application to the
commissioner of commerce and economic development.
Subsection (e) authorizes the commissioner of fish and game
to deny or restrict an acquisition permit to protect the
sustained-yield management of a species. There must be a
facthal basis for the denial or restriction. If impairment
to sustained-yield management could not have been foreseen
and avoided, the commissioner must explain why in the
decision. Subsection (F) states four alternative conditions
under any one of which the commissioner of fish and game
must #ssue an acquisition permit. Subsection (g) states
that plants and animals acquired under a permit become
property of the permit holder. Subsection (h) directs the
commissioner of fish and game to make stock available for
aquatic farming purposes.

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

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

line 10.

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

under (b) and (©).

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

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

AS 08.06.900 defines terms for AS 08.06.

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

poisoning.

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

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

permit.

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

2.

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

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

permits.

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

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

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

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

hatcheries.

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

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

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

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

ONE: (907) 465-2400

STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER /'

February 17, 1987

The Honorable Dave Donley
Chairman

House Labor and Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

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

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

use issues.

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

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

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

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

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

J-J9LH
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HB 108 Analysis

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

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

30 salmaon

25 scallop
10 oyster
3 mussel
2 kelp

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

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

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

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

inspection efficiencies.

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



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

Position Summary
Fiscal Year 188

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

Fiscal Years '89 and '90

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

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

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

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

rearing of salmon in Alaska

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



INTRODUCTION

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

think that salmon pen rearing in particular is "the greatest

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

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

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

Southeast fishing communities.

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

Bill - poses three principal threats to Alaska fisherman:



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

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

negative biological impacts on our vital wild stocks and

rearing habitat; and

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

our Alaskan industry.

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

irresponsibly oversold by pen rearing advocates.

MARKET CONSIDERATIONS

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

world consumption has two main components.



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

World countries has increased exponentially during the past few

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

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

U.S. is a catfish processing plant.

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

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

forms, such as fresh or frozen salmon.



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

for gillnet and seine caughtfish as well,

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

production of pen-reared salmon worldwide is expected to approach



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

inventory of Norwegian fish was dumped on the French market.

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

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

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

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

with a more competitive red meat and poultry industry.



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

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

years through disease or the effects of unseasonable weather

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

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

marine mammals, and from disease.

Commercial fisherman, as users of a wild, common property

resource have been striving for years to stabilize natural

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

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

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



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

and dilute the value of our already massive investment.

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

competes head to head with pen reared salmon.
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BIOLOGICAL CONCERNS

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

epidemics in the pens.

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

are important as nursery areas for other juvenile fish and

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

effects to critical environments from hydrogen sulfide pollution

the same pollutant by-product associated with salmon farms.

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

countries producing farmed salmon have either destroyed their



£1

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

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

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

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

catastrophic.

MANAGEMENT AND F7 CAL CONCERNS

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

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

the fiscal impacts of this legislation before proceeding further.



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

rearing of salmon, which competes directly with Limited Entry

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Southeast indicates that the troll fishery alone may generate a

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

about displacing existing investment with new investment and new



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

neighbors - see and feel.

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

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

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

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

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



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

INTERNATIONAL.

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

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

hype.

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

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



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

marketing agencies to ensure sales stability and fair treatment

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

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

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

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

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

happened in B.C.

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

or is it looking for foreign investment capital?
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SUMMARY

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

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

outweigh tha social and economic costs of introducing the new

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

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

promoting pen rearing of salmon here.

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

scallops and oysters, and there is —available technology for



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

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

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

INTERNATIONAL headlined "Salmon Prices Fall As Supply Forecasts

Rise":

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

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

salmon is the best.'
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FROM: Brent Paine, staff
Rep. Rieger "]

DATE: March 15, 1987

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

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

(1) the proposed means of construction are ade-

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

quate;

(b In determining the public interest, the commissioner

shall c%nsMer

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

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

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

(4) the effect on public health;

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

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

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

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

the most beneficial use

AS 38.05. TERMS OF PERMIT AND/OR LEASE

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



MEMORANDUM
T0: DNR~~

FROM: Brent C. Paine, staff
Representative Steve Rieger

DATE: April 10, 1987

RE: Permit Process for Mariculture Operations

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

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

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

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



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

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

Conceptually, when the ap
(

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

1) land planning/managing,

2) prevent speculation,

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

the lease, and
4) adjudicate conflicting uses.

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

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

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



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

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

2. Environmental Surveys

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

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

competing uses for the site.

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

3. Habitat Surveys

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

4. Conflicting Use Surveys



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

MEMORANDUM

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

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

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

Thank you for your help.

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

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

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

is needed most of the year,.

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

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

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

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

in with a vengeance to B.C. where no controls on farm size and ownership exist.
Canada's calling for moratoriums and is worried about disease and the wiping

out of her wild stock.

To quote a brief to the Gillespie Commission in B.C., "assurances of the fish
fanning industry are worthless. In the event of a genetic or disease catas-
trophe, the huge cost and lost fish production would be borne entirely by the
public. It is impossible to nut a dollar value on mid s Imon resources, and
yet this is what we risk in the absence of proper safeguards.”

These same problems are going to plague us and farmers will be treating fish
with hormones, antibiotics and chemicals. Already TBT, an anti-fouling agent,
has been detected in penreared salmon in U.G. markets. This hardly speaks of

quality and we don't need to be a part of it.

People arc concerned about heart attacks and cancer. Witness the drastic
decline in beef sales in the lost 2 years. With some marketing expertise,
we could rely on the consumer to refuse fish that's a health hazard too.

| read last week that by 1990, just 3 years from now, there will bhe 173,000
metric tons of farmed salmon on the market...23,000 tons in excess of the total
world demand. With this in mind, we're crazy to be wasting money and time on

fish farming.

With some marketing ingenuity, we can close this window of panic and open a
door of opportunity. we could easily be in a position of having the only
quality fish left in the world Alaska WILD salmon.

0x S3 1
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Voting 'Yes": King
Cruise
Troll
Bartholomew
Voting 'No" McCarty
Steward
Absent: Hansen
4 votes required for passage
Effective date: 4/20/87

KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH
Resolution No. 713

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE
KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH, ALASKA,
URGING A THOROUGH STUDY OF THE
BIOLOGICAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF
FEN-REARING SALMON

RECITALS

A, The salmon fishing industry is a major contributor
to the economy of Ketchikan and is vital to the State of
Alaska's overall economy. [t is a resource worth protect-
ing, enhancing, and stimulating.

B. Ocean ranching of salmon, raising smolts in
hatcheries and sending them out to sea to return as adults,
is and will continue to be the most important enhancement
effort in Alaska. The cornerstone of these enhancement
projects is the State's unique system of public and private
nonprofit hatcheries which enjoys the full support of our

commercial fishing fleets.

C. Alaskan fishermen are opposed to the inclusion of
salmon in proposed State legislation on aquaculture because
of the belief it will create market competition with pro-
ducts of existing salmon fisheries, competition for avail-
able enhancement sites, potential danger to the wild salmon
stocks, and pollution in Alaska's bays and estuaries which
are vital habitat for natural outmigrating salmon fry.

D. The biological and economic effects of salmon farm -
ing,pen-rearing of salmon, on the State's existing pro-
grams, existing wild salmon stocks, and the existing salmon
fishing industry have not yet been fully defined,.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE
KET' HIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH, ALASKA, as follows:

Section 1. The Assembly of the Ketchikan Gateway Bor-
ough urges the Alaska State Legislature to conduct a thor-
ough study of the Dbiological and economic effects of
pen-rearing salmon before enacting legislation allowing for
salmon farming in Alaskan waters.

Section 2. The Assembly further suggests that such a
study address at least the following issues:
S

a. the effects, economic and otherwise, of salmaon
farming on the State's commercial fisheries, sport
fisheries, subsistence fisheries, related private
enterprises, and existing ocean ranching programs;’

b. the protection and availability of State tidelands
including pollution control and environmental
impacts on wildstock salmon, communities, other
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entrepreneurs, the development will happen elsewhere where the
political climate is more receptive. As a consequence, the fish
VAvllal\l,k still be produced and exported worldwide, at no benefit to
| will be finishing my Master's Degree in 1988 and | hope to be
abIe to return to Alaska to develope™ my own mariculture business.
[f I'm faced with an u,o I bactle all the way and denied the
opportunity to earn a liv |n1g manner | choose ;1T he
forced to "go elsewhere, hats the cold, hard reality for
Alaska. — Alaska can't afford to loose creative, forw d thinking
people that care about the State and it's future.

Sincerely,

Lucy Wold



Jon C. Zuck
4340 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

April 7, 1987

Representative Sam Cotten
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Cotten:

As a resi. ant of the State of Alaska in House District 9, | urge
you to support proposed House Bill No. 108, "An Act relating to
aquatic -farming; and providing -for an e-f-fective date".

Tremendous potential exists within the State of Alaska -for
development o-f an economically viable mariculture industry. This
budding industry could complement the present sea-food/fishing
industry in providing year-round employment opportunities,
opening new markets -for quality sea-food products, maintaining
conservation e-f-forts in our -fisheries resources, in addition to
adding new sources of revenues to the State's economy. The
essence of the proposed bill is a framework to provide means in
which to encourage responsible private sector development of
mariculture opportunities. In structuring this mariculture bill,
| believe careful attention must be given to streamline the
present permitting process, to ensure an Alaskan owned and
operated interest, and to avoid conflicts with existing
fisheries (ie, salmon fisheries).

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

cc: Representative Drue Pearce
Representative Alyce Hanley
Representative Steven Rieger
Representative Mike Navarre
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April 7, 1987 3D 87000t

Representative Adelheid Herrmann
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Dear Representative Herrmann:

With regard to HB No. 108 relating to mariculture, | would like to express my
support for this concept. The U.S. seafood industry is making large strides
in market development and research, but still does not have the competitive

edge. There is no question that Alaska has very little to say about markets
and prices.

Market stabilization, support of hatcheries and use of now wasted products
would all be directly related to a sound mariculture program. Instead of
competing directly with present Alaska fishing methods, mariculture could
instead complement the industry.

| was told that recent testimony indicated that Alaskan's do not contribute to
mariculture. Attached is a photo of a "Norwegian Limit" fish rearing pen
designed by Alaskans which is capable of handling rough water. This method
is, to my knowledge, in advance of the present Norwegian technology. This pen
is presently used in Valdez to start feed about 50 million pinks and chums
each spring before release and later in the year to imprint king salmon at
Anderson Bay.

As a matter of interest, Alaska Pish and Game has developed better fish
ladders and fish incubators than were available outside.

Alaska DOT/PF has done significant arctic research and development with roads
and foundations for both land and marine installations. They built the first
cable stayed bridge in the United States (see s'taehment). Alaskans were
responsible for many of the unique desigis and new technology used on the
Trans Alaska Pipelf j. Aluminum anodes for protection of steel marine
structures from corrosion are now being considered as an industry by Alaskans
simply by recycling aluminum cans.

In short, given the chance, Alaskans can develop technology as well as anyone
and mariculture is no exception.



Representative Adelheid Herrmann
April 7, 19S7/S7000r
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Please consider the mariculture bill for its long term economic benefits to
Alaska.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dennis Nottingham, P.E.
President

DN/jk/LR

cc: Representatives Sain Cotten
Lyman Hoffman
Cliff Davidson
Mike Nevarre
Dick Shultz
John Sund
Henry Springer
Drue Pearce

Peratrovich, Nottingham & Drage, Inc.

fyy Engineering Consultants



