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Governor Steve Cowper:

We the undersigned are dreadfully concerned about the potential destruction of Alaska®s healthiest
natural fisheries resource®s and therefore want you to vote AGAIKST any legislation which would allow

the establishment of a PEK-REABED SALMON Industry in ALASEA,

We feel that due to the number of questions and uncertainties that pen-reared fin fish pose, allowing
or encouraging its existence in Alaska will destroy years of work and effort as well as effect the
community we live in. At this time, we feel that pen-reared salmon are not in the best interest of the
State. We have a healthy and vigorous commercial fishing industry, an industry that directly bolsters
the Eagle River-Chugiak economy by many millions of dollars annually. How many millions of dollars
will Pen-reared salmon bring to our community if we lose our most important natural resource?
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"JfontA, Pacific pteAertCet /4te*cialo*tt *m c.

HEADQUARTERS:
BOX 796 - HOMER ALASKA 99603

March 4, 1988

Senator Richard Eliason
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V (MS311)
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Eliason:

This letter addresses Senate B~Il No. 482.

NPFA supports the idea of allowing shellfish and aquatic
plant mariculture to go forv/ard. We feel that a major concern,
the siting process, needs to be strengthened 1in th"™ present
bill. VJe suggest that Senator Jones " Bill 425 addresses these
problems and we would appreciate the "ldentification of Sites
for Aquataic Farms and Hatcheries" portion of Bill 425 be
included in SB 482.

We can support fin-fishing farming only in completely
enclosed fresh water systems. A further concern is due to the
major problems and unanswered questions about genetic pollution
and disease 1in pen-farmed salmon. We would like to allow
fin-fish farming to take place only under the conditions that
the present moratorium allows. Our intent 1is to allow no
fin-fish farming in bodies of water that have outlets to either
the ocean or other fresh water systems in the State.

We support laws that would require fish farmers to orove
to the State that they have proper disposal methods and

equipment available. We would like additional language dealing
with the problem of dumping diseased fish. The hatchery system
in Alaska has only dealt with diseased eggs and smolts. Finding

ways to dispose of tons of diseased four to eight pound fish 1is
another matter all together and has developed into a major
problem in Canada. The experience in British Columbia has shown
that the disposed aiseased fish have occasionally been disposed
of in the ocean, and on a regular basis have been thrown 1into
open landfills. We would like ADF&G to addre s the proper
disposal of large quantities of diseased Tfish and require the
fish farmers to submit a contingency plan when they are issued a
peri .it.

We would support an amendment to this Bill that would
linit the quantity of fin-fish that a single farm could
pxoduce. Some countries have limited farm size to 70 metric
tons in order to prevent the industry from being taken over by



)

Page Two Senator Eliason

large corporations. Individual businessmen and communities are
then targeted to benefit by the industry. This in not
government interference. Alaska has always restricted salmon
entry permit holders to fish in only one area. A salmon boat
may not fish in two areas. This law has kept the salmon fishery
in the hands of the maximum number in individuals and has
succeeded in allowing coastal communities to benefit from the

resource.

You may be aware that the Kodiak Mariculture Association
supports a split mariculture bil"™ 1 include for you their
article from the latest edition or The Kodiak Fisherman. The
last paragraph of the article addressed this bill. Also |
include some articles that address problems of diseased
drug-filled fish being put on the consumer market with photos of
improperly disposed fish.

We appreciate your efforts to write legislation that will
safeguard Alaska®"s wild salmon and ecosystem while also allowing
mariculture to exist in Alaska. We recognize what a major step
for our coastlines this legislation repres3nts and if NPFA can
be of any help to you in the future, please contact us.

Sincerely,
t'T A=y

Sonja Corazza
NPFA UFA Delegate and Secretary



Alaska Environmental Lobby, Inc.

RO. Box 22151 Juneau, Alaska 99802 907-586-2345

March 3, 1S88

Senator Dick Eliason
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Eliason:

The Alaska Environmental Lobby would like to take this opportunity to comment
on SB 482, relating to farming of aquatic plants and animals. We would like
to extend our thanks to you and your staff for the effort you have put into
this issue. In general, we support the major components of the bill and feel
that it addresses many of the public con/..".ms raised during the previous
hearings on the mariculture 1issue.

Though we support many aspects of the bill, we feel further clarification and
additional language is necessary to fully address public concerns. The use
and development of state tidelands is an important issue for us. While we are
pleased to see mariculture-permitting criteria outlined in the bill, we must
register concern that the land use and tideland uses are not as directly
addressed. Our major concern is the lack of regional perspective in the
current land use planning system. We feel the bill should include a directive
to initiate tideland use studies and comprehensive region?! planning to
minimize use conflicts and to address cumulative impacts.

Legislation should also clearly outline siting criteria and provide guidelines
for planning and development. Planrrng should include scoping sessions to
identify areas that should be excluded from development and to direct
activities toward previously developed areas and private lands of interested
parties. There needs to be statutory prohibition on development of tidelands
adjacent to sensitive areas such as wilderness, state parks, important
subsistence areas, and anadromous fish streams. Additionally, Critical
Habitat Areas, popular recreation areas, bird rookeries, marine mammal naul
outs, and estuarine habitat for shellfish and benthic organisms need to be
given special consideration to minimize negative impacts.

DHR should adopt regulations that provide guidelines and specific siting
criteria to minimize these conflicts and environmental impacts. Guidelines
should include requirements for minimum distance between facilities and a
limit on the number and size of facilities. Potential development sites
within a tiven area should be nominated by districts and addressed in a
thorough public review process. We firmly believe that thorough public
participation is necessary to address the cumulative effects of development
and minimize conflicts for users of tidelands and navigable waters. It will
also afford industry the certainty that sites being considered do not have
public opposition. DHR currently has the regulatory authority to address our
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concerns but we feel establishment of specific guidelines and siting criteria
are needed to refine current policy in order to avoid scenarios similar to the
Kelp Bay Lodge and Susitna Valley Timber Sale incidences.

Additionally, we support the establishment of standards and conditions for
aquatic farms, including restrictions on the use of chemicals. These
standards should also include guidelines for size and type of facility,
distance separation between facilities, water depth, currents, tides, flushing
capacity, and requirements for training and certification of chemical

handlers, and requirements for record keeping and testing. We are concerned
that currently DEC would not have the capacity to adequately monitor and
enforce these regulations.

Listed below are some proposed amendments to SB 482 that we feel would help
tighten up and further define the permitting and leasing process.

Page 2 Line 2 after "finfish"™ insert "except on private property with no
outlet to publ!ic waters”
This would prevent development of land-based mariculture facilities and
potential impacts on public water resources.

Page 2 Line 20 after "include" 1insert "a commitment bond, and"
Page 2 Line 22 after "issued™ 1insert ", and authority for the

commissioner to revoke permits if development is not
proceeding as proposed"

Page 3 Line 21 after "commissioner”™ replace "may" with "shall"

Page 5 Line 6 after "department” replace "may" with "shall”

Page 5 Line 28 after "agency or a" insert "state certified”

Page 12 Line 9 Insert Sec. 38.05.855.  "IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOR
AQUATIC FARMS AND HATCHERIES." See attachment A.

This should be included to strengthen land use planning.

Page 12 Line 12-13 after "operations™ 1insert "at a site identified under AS
38.05.855(d). A permit under this section shall be issued
by lottery"

Page 12 Line 13 after "value"™ delete "of the permit”

We recommend the following amendment taken from SB 425 to ensure local
public participation in the planning process.
Page 12 Line 26 "The commissioner shall hold a publ ,c hearing
each district identi fied under AS 38.705.855 within 30
days after giving notice of a preliminary finding under
AS 38.05T035(e) and 38.u5.85F(c) concerning sites for
aquatic farms and related hatcheries"”
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Page 12 Line26 after "commissioner" delete "may"
Page 12 Line26-27 after "hearing"” delete "if necessary to take testimony"

Page 13 Li..e5 "commissioner shal 1 require..."
This 1is a technical amendment.

Page 13 Line 8 Section (f) should be deleted if above amendments are
adopted.

Page 14 Line3 after "Sec. 21" add "AS 43 is amended by adding a new
chapter to read: ...." Add aquatic farm products tax.

See attachment B.
Page 14 Line3 after "Sec." replace "21" with "22"
The following list of citations requires further clarification.

Page 12 Line2 Clarify (c). Does changing the use by the assignee
include increasing the size of the development?
We are concerned that this may have the potential to allow site takeover
by a larger company and expansion of the existing project beyond initial
intent.

Page 12 Line5 The meaning of "performance bond" is not clear in this
context.
Lessees should post a clean-up bond to ensure site rehabilitation in case
of site abandonment.

Page 13 Lineb The meaning of "performance bond" is not clear in this

context.
Permittees should be required to post a commitment bond, development
schedules, and clean-up bonds.

Finally, the agencies lack funding to adequately carry out the mandates of
this bill. Where will the additional monies for testing, monitoring,
enforcement, and permitting come fromO A tax levied on the mariculture
industry would prov*de a source of funa*> for the future but would not solve
current agency funding needs.

We appreciate the time and effort you and your staff have put into developing
workable solutions to this issue. We would like to continue working with your
office. Please let us know if we can provide you further assistance.

Gail Gatton Kelly Kavanaugh Laura Dameron
Executive Director AEL Assistant Mariculture Coordinator



5 * Stel.-24*. AS 43 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:

6 CHAPTER 77. AQUATIC FATH PRODUCTS TAX.

7 Sec. 43.77.005. POLICY AND PURPOSE. It is the policy of the
8 state to ensure a fair return to the state for the use of public water
9 and tideland by aquatic farm businesses. The purpose of the aquatic
10 farm prod.ict tax is to provide a mechanism for compensating the state
11 for the use of these common property resources, for covering the cost
12 of state services for the aquatic farming industry, and for ensuring
13 that locil governments have the financial resources to provide support
14 services to aquatic farms.

15 Sec. 43.77.010. AQUATIC FARM PRODUCTS TAX. (€)) A person li—
16 censed under AS 08.06.010 is liable for and shall pay the tax levied
17 by this section on the value of each of the following aquatic farm
18 products sold, consigned, or otherwise transferred during the year at
19 the rate set out after each:
20 (1) aquatic farm finfish -- three percent;
2.1 (2) aquatic farm shellfish and aquatic farm sea vegetables
22 -- two percent; and

23 (3) aquatic farm experimental species designated under
24 AS 08.06.085 -- one percent.

25 (b) A person is not liable for the tax under (a) of this section
26 for an aquatic farm product that

27 (¢D) is sold, consigned, or otherwise transferred by the
28 taxpayer for the purpose of sale or resale by another for consumption
29 within the state; and

SSHB 108 -16- HB0108C



(2) before the sale, consignment, or transfer by the tax-
payer, 1is not processed beyond heading, gutting, cleaning, or shuck-
ing.

Sec. A3.77.020. FILING RETURN AND PAYMENT OF TAX. A oerson
subject to the tax under AS A3.77.010 shall file a vreturn, pay the
tax, keep records, and provide information required by the department
in the sane manner as provided for the fisheries busines- tax under
AS A3.75.0 0. All other provisions of AS A3.75.030 apply to this
section, as appropriate.

Sec. A3.77.030. SECURITY FOR COLLECTION OF TAXES. Each appli-
cant for a license under AS 08.06.010 shall, 1in or with the applica-
tion, state under oath the amount of each of the aquatic farm products
that the applicant expects to produce during the license year. The
applicant shall further state the extent of Jlienable real property
owned by the applicant in the state against which the tax under
AS A3.77.010 may be collected, and other information with respect to
description, location, and value of the property that the department
specifies. If the lienable value of the property 1is not equal to
three times the amount of the tax for which the applicant will prob-
ably be liable under this section, the Department of Commerce and
Economic Development may not issue the license until the applicant
files with the department a surety bond approved by the attorney
general in a penal sum equal to twice the probable amount of the tax
for which the applicant will be liable, conditioned upon payment of
the tax in full when due, with interest if not paid before delinquen-
cy. The department may waive the bond requirement if the applicant
posts other security in the form of collateral acceptable to the
department, or prepays the estimated tax.

Sec. A3.77.0A0. REFUNDS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, The commissioner

HB0108C -17- SSHB 108



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

of revenue shall make refunds of the aquatic farm products tax to
local governments in the same manner and in the same percentages as
provided for refunds of the fisheries business tax wunder AS 43.75.-
130(a).
Sec. 43.77.100. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter, unless the con—

text indicates otherwise,

(1) Taquatic farm product™ has the meaning given in AS 08.-
06.900;

(2) ‘"processing" means the preparation of aquatic farm

products for marketing by cleaning, gutting, heading, filleting,

freezing, canning, cooking, salting, shucking, smoking, or other
methods;

(3) “value” means the market value of an aquatic farm
product when taken from the waterbefore processing or exporting from

the state, or otherwise transferring "from the ownership of the aquatic
farmer for the ultimate purpose of processing or exporting from the

state. -

SSHB 108 -18- HB0108C
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29

i-m product®s/a\ defined in AS ,06.900:

13. AS/38.\5 is amended Jay ao”ing/a now section read:)

Sec. 3/8.05.08~.  AQUATLIC FARM A~RMITTDP S LEA?IN(\ PtfEFE?RENCE.
leforelofyering to the pub/ic for le/si a site\that /as bde/ developed
or aquatic farming on related hateher>\ activities unde” a pernmit
ssued Aind(Xr AS 38.05/856. the conyfiissiorfpr shalu offer tl/e\ site \tor

permittee St not ]/ess than Vts iraised / fair market

AS 38.\75 is amended"”- adding new actions bp/read:

Sec. 38.05.855. IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOR AQUATIC FARMS AND
HATCHERIES. (a) The commissioner, in consultation with the commis—
sioner of fish and game, shall identify districts in the state within
which sites may be selected for the establishment and operation of
aquatic farms and related hatcheries required to have a permit under
AS 08.06.010.

(b) The commissioner shall issue a call for nominations for each
district identified under (a) of this section. A call for nominations
shall 1invite interested persons and municipalities to identify sites
within the district that are suitable for aquatic farms and related
hatcheries.

(c) Based on comments received under (b) of this section, and
after consultation with the commissioner of fish and game, the commis—
sioner of environmental conservation, and the commissioner of commerce
and economic development, the commissioner shall make a preliminary
written finding under AS 38.u5.035(e) that proposes sites 1in each
district for which permits may be issued under AS 38.05.856.

(d) After notice is given under AS 38.05.945 and a hearing is
held under AS 38.05.946(b), the commissioner shall issue a final

written finding under AS 38.05.035(e) that identifies sites 1in each

SB 425 -10- SB0425a



district for which permits shall be issued under AS 38.05.856 and that
specifies conditions and limitations for the development of each site.

Sec. 38 .,06.856. TIDELAND AND L~ND USE PERMITS FOR AQUATIC /ARM-—

ING. (a) The "commissioner shall iisiie a tideland or land use /pernmit
for the establishment and operation of sn aquatic farm related
hatchery operations at a site idghtifiedX under AS 38.05/85*>(d). A

permit urAjer this \Section shall /]be issued\\by lottery for/np; less than
the apprlaised fair m\?rket valu/.

(bj A permit under thiy section is vaAid for tlir/6 years after
the dat/e of issuance. The permit may not be \transferred.

7c) Before renewing A permit under this\section, the commission—

er shill require the app/icant to (1) provide copy of the applica-

tion/to newspapers, rac’."p and television statior >r public service
announcement or (2) tCth\ovide paid notice of application once
eac/ week for three ./lcceasive weeks in a newspapJ/r or by radio. The

not/ice required in yhis subsection must be in more\than one [language
if/ the commissioned decides\ it is necessary. Thq \iotice must state
that interested nersons may “ubmit written tesHmon”™®™ ~concerning the
rpnewal to the /ommissioner \ithin 30 days af/t/er \he date of the
(otice. / \ I

(d) Before renewing a per/nit under thid/ scctiorA, the commis—
sioner sha/l consider all relevdpt testimony Submitted. \Basedon the
the test/mony or other good caus”™, the coninissioner mky deny the
application for renewal, but must provide thfc applicant w\th written

n
findings that explain the reason foA the det/ial.

* Sec/ 15. AS 38.05.945(a) 1is amended \fo rea/l:

(a) This section establishes the\requirements for noticcX given

5y the department for the following act:

(1) classification or reclassification of state land utkier

§$110425a SB 425
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TESTIMONY TO THE SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE ON SB 482
by Rodger Painter, AMA Executive Director

Before addressing Senate Bill 482 directly, 1°d like to ask the
committee to deal with an abstract concept.

Imagine a renewable resource industry in vrural Alaska producing
hundreds of millions of dollars of exportable goods annually which are in
high demand throughout the world. Tremendous new business opportunities
would be created in direct production and support actilities in urban
transportation hubs, and thousands of Alaskans would be employed
year-round.

The industry would be financed with private capital and would ask for
no subsidies, permitting shortcuts, Jloan programs or other giveaways. All
reasonable environmental and land use protections would be accepted and
the new industry actually would ©propose a special new production tax on
itself.

In abstract, the concept sounds too good to be true, particularly
since the legislature and governor have both made economic diversification
the top priorities of the session. What the Alaska Mariculture Association
has discovered in trying to carry out such a proposal is that we are
having to struggle to even stay alive long enough to deliver our message.

Last year we got slapped with a 13-month moratorium on finfish Tfarming
and this year our offer has been greeted with several bills designed to

complete the kill. Caught in the crossfire are a handful of shellfish
farmers struggling to scratch a living.
Our message to the legislature now 1is very simple: thanks for all your

offers for support, but at this point we"d prefer that you do nothing.
This includes Senate Bill 482 which my board of directors strongly opposed
as introduced. This sentiment is shared by groups representing shellfish
farmers 1in Southeast, Kodiak and Southcentral Alaska.

The committee substitute offered by Senator Eliason eliminates a
number of objections AMA had with the original legislation and 1°d like to
thank Senator Eliason for responding to some of our suggestions. While my
board hasn®"t been able to meet yet to consider the new measure, | would
guess the changes probably would downgrade our ©position from being
vehemently to strongly opposed.

Several additional mcv.K.r modifications and some <cleanup amendments
would have to be made to neutralize the anti-mariculture provisions of SB
482, and it will require even more work before it would be perceived as
even being pro-shellfish farming.

I also would like to state that AMA does view some provisions of the
committee substitute as positive steps. These include tranferable farming
permits which should help farmers secure private financing, authorization
of private hatcheries, and a lease preference for aquatic farmers. These
provisions are important first steps toward creation of legislation that

130Scward Si.. Suite 201 + Juneau. Alaika99801 + (907)463-3600
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would help development of mariculture.

Shellfish farmers object to SB 482 because it unfairly singles thenm
out of all other tidelands users for special restrictions when they
comprise only a tiny fraction of existing use and have smaller impacts
than many other users.

Consider, for example, these estimates developed by the Department of
Natural Resources in May 1987:

total number of tideland leases 2,000, mariculture none; and

total number of one-year tideland permits 370, mariculture 50.

Frankly, we don"t believe these number jJustify the extraordinary
approaches for mariculture uses of the tidelands contemplated in SB 482.
We"re at a particular loss to understand how a sho/ing of 50 of a total of
2,370 tidelands permits and leases supports the imposition of a moratorium

on the issuance of allpermits and leases until the new systems are in
place. I believe it will take a year or more to fully implement SB 482.
While it is difficult to estimate the fiscal impact of this

legislation on shellfish farmers, we are concerned that costs to the
operator will increase substantially. This is a source of serious concern
since most existing shellfish farms are extremely marginal and a
substantial portion of incomes already are tied up in meeting government
regulations.

I1"d like to provide some examples. Established oyster farmers probably
handle between 25,000 and 150,000 oysters per year. At an average value to
the farmer, the range of gross incomes are between $10,000 and $50,000
annually. We estimate that it costs the farmer $2,000 to $4,000 to certify
the water quality at farm sites with DEC. A survey of a remote parcel to
qualify for a lease <costs about $1,500 to $3,000; we have no estimates of
appraisal costs.

Although DEC does not charge for paralytic shellfish poisoning
testing, Tfarmers estimate it costs them about $60 in destroyed product per

test, plus at least six hours of labor. The cost of testing and time
involved prohibit the sales of small amounts of product.These figures do
not include oysters lost tomortalities while sitting out of the water

waiting for testing results.

We are concerned that the language in section 16 on page 12 of the
committee substitu e will result in much higher fees to these economically
marginal operations for wuse of the tidelands. Presently, tideland permits
cost $50 per acre for all users. We believe aquatic farmers would be
singled out for substantially higher rental fees by going to the appraised
fair market rental value of the site.

Since the shellfish farming industry believes pending regulations
proposed by the Cowper Administration removes most existing regulatory
barriers, we question what incentives farmers have to support a change 1in
status quo. Although we do support some provisions in SB 482, our
conclusion is that the gains do not offset the problems created by the
bill.

Those interested farming arctic char, rainbow trout and black cod are
restricted from taking advantage of the only real competitive edge Alaska
has in mariculture- our superior marine environment. Since the controversy
over fish farming has narrowly focused on the pen rearing of salmon, we
can"t understand why the legislature would be interested in blocking the
farming of other finfish in the marine environment.

Maybe we®"ve missed something, but we have not heard any specific
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objections raised to the culturing of any finfish except salmon.

We also are concerned with SB 482"s permanent ban on the farming of
salmon in salt water. Although upland farming of salmon apparently 1is
comtemplated in this legislation, it appears to preclude the pumping of
salt water to upland farms.

This prohibition doesn®t make sense to us since upland farms utilizing
seawater would have no greater imprct on wild stocks, the marine
environment or competing uses of the <cidelands than those using fresh
water. Upland farms would be requir®"d to treat and filter discharges so
there would be no chance of disease transference, sediment accumulation,
farmed brookstock escapees or aa of the other impacts feared by
commercial fishermen from net pen rearing.

The use of seawater 1in upland salmon farms is critical, as slower
growth rates and other factors make the farming of salmon an extremely
marginal situation. As it 1is, upland salmon farms have several distinct
disadvantages, since investment and operating costs are significantly
higher than sea cage farms.

We also believe a permanent ban on the pen rearing of salmon
represents poor public policy and would signal a shift towards resource
development by popularity contests. AMA believes the legislature would be
setting a dangerous precedent in resource development if it opts to ban
salmon farming simply because commercial Tfishermen don"t like it.

Such a move would be akin to the state deciding not to develop ANWAR
until the environmental community decides it"s a good idea, or to stopping
oil development until coal producers are satisifed they won"t suffer from
economic competition by a new energy source.

We urge you to carefully analyze the facts about salmon farming and
make a decision based upon the costs and benefits. Certainly you should
carefully consider the potential impacts on commercial fishermen, but base
your Ffinal decision on whether this new activity can occur in a manner
that does not threaten wild stocks, the environment or beneficial existing
uses of our coastal waters.

We respectfully request that you carefully weigh the enormous amount
of information available and determine whether the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game is correct that salmon farming is no more of a threat to
wild stocks than our present hatchery programs. Reject it if you don"t
believe scientists who say that properly sited farms will not damage the
environment. And decide whether the economists are correct that salmon
farming in Alaska does not threaten the prices Alaska fishermen receive
for their catches.

In summary, AMA opposes SB 482 and the proposed committee substitute
as written. We believe that no mariculture legislation is necessary at
this time unless the legislature decides it wants to actively promote
growth of the promising new industry. However, we do offer to work
constructively to improve this legislation to at least remove the most
damaging provisions should you determine that a bill must pass out of this
committee.



AQUABIONICS INC
NEW WAVE SEAFOODS
P. 0. BOX 80165
FAIRBANKS, AK 99708

STATEMENT TO THE SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE ON SENATE BILL
NO. 482 - MARICULTURE. MARCH 11, 1988.

My name is Jack Van Hyning. | reside in Fairbanks, but we operate a
family fishing business in Prince William Sound out of Whittier. | am a
biologist and we have an application pending for a mariculture permit in
Prince William Sound. | oppose No. 482 because of what Mr. Painter has
stated in terms of its effect on shellfish farming and for its prohibition
against farming finfish in salt water. | have attended several mariculture
meetings this winter -- Hawaii, Olympia, Sitka -- and let me tell you
gentlemen, the world is running ahead whilt ,/e are sitting around cutting
bait. An old fisherman's axiom is: "Are we going to fish or cut bait?" While
we cut bait people everywhere else are growing fish. Pacific salmon in
Hawaii! Pumping cold, rich water from the deep ocean ana 4heir coho are
growing like mad; they have abalone ponds there the size of lootball
stadiums. You have heard of the salmon farming in Norway and Canada; in
addition a number of other countries are getting into the business --
Denmark, Iceland, Scotland, Ireland, Chile, New Zealand, etc. By the year
2,000, 12 years from now, it is estimated that one-half the world's sea food
will be farm raised and already one-half the world's shrimp production
comes from farms. At the turn of the century where will Alaska be in the
mariculture business? A few subsistence oyster farms and nonprofit salmon
hatcheries if we keep going the way we are headed.

Although the Canadians have done a lot of things wrong, they have a
huge production of salmon in their pens which will be coming on line in the
next couple of years aimed directly at the U. S. market. | was in Anchorage
last week and at a leading seafood restaurant the only fresh salmon on the
menu was Canadian farmed salmon. At Ivars in Seattle last month, farmed
salmon from Puget Sound was the only fresh salmon. It is senseless to argue
whether wild salmon are better than farmed. They are both good, but the
fact is that farmed salmon are out in the market place, and a lot more are
coming, and we better compete or Alaska will become a tiinor league player
in the salmon game.



As British Columbia farmed salmon is pointed directly at the heart of the
U.S. market, we Alaskans should be aiming at the huge Asian market. |
attended a seminar on Japanese and Korean export potentials a few days ago
put on by the State Office of International Trade. Everyone knows about the
large seafood exports to Japan and the speaker from Korea slated that they
too were very mucj. interested in obtaining more quality Alaskan salmon.
Our company successfully exports fresh, gourmet-quality Alaskan shrimp to
Japan right in the face of the great Asian shrimp production. We can
compete and the key is quality and reliability. The demand for salmon is
increasing and the demand is being filled by foreign producers. Alaska no
longer has a corner on the salmon business; we have to get in all markets
with all products otherwise we will lose out.

Alaskan salmon fishermen have done very well indeed with aquaculture
programs -- the public and private hatcheries -- but they do not seem to
want other mariculture entrepreneurs to have ? piece of the action. For
example, between 50 and 75% of the near record pink salmon catch in Prince
William Sound last year was from hatchery-produced fish. In terms of
disease and genetics, there is nothing intrinsically different between the
present hatchery program and proposed pen rearing. Most ocean ranching
ooeralions feed the fingerlings in salt-water pens before release and have
the same disease and nutrition problems as would a salmon farmer. Last
Wednesday, Dr. Allee of the FRED Division ably described the Department s
excellent program of disease monitoring and control; there should be no
concern at all that the ADFG will not make sure that the salmon farmers
raise healthy fish. In fact, one cam ot stay in business very long with
chronic disease problems. In terms of genetics, it is very unlikely that any
escaped farm salmon could breed successfully with wild salmon and the
present hatchery program is a greater threat to genetic integrity than
farming. These points have been repeated by several competent scientists
and they are non-problems, but fishermen continue to bring them up. The
greatest threat to wild stocks, in my opinion, is the overharvesting of wild
slocks while the managers try to maximize the catch of hatchery fish. With
proper siting, pollution is not a factor and the fish farmer must maintain a
good environment or risk losing his investment. Disease, genetic and
pollution problems have been greatly exaggerated.

Norway and BC both had a gold rush, frontier mentality in salmon
farming. We can learn from their experience, both good and bad. We have a
Coastal Zone Management Plan in place and an eicellent program for agency
review. In the case of Prince William Sound, both the U S. Forest Service
and the State Department of Natural Resources have completed large land-



use planning documents with extensive public participation. Multiple use is
encouraged and special areas designated for wilderness, wildlife habitat,
fisheries, mariculture, etc. | am confident that APFG and the other agencies
would not permit any operation that impacted the wild salmon stocks,
wildlife, important fishery and recreations sites or the environment.
Obtaining a permit should not be easy, but the process should be fair and
reasonable.

| personally could live without salmon farming, if a compromise is
possible, but not a total prohibition of farming fin fish in saltwater. Black
cod or sablefish is a hot item under development in Canada and appears to
offer some real potential for Alaska. Rainbow trout (steelhead) is native to
our coast and is an important component of mariculture in the Scandinavian
countries and might be a possibility for Alaska saltwater pen rearing. Arctic
chf’r is a topic of great interest in Norweigan and Canadian aquaculture
circles and could be a winner for Alaska. Norweigans report that char do
very well in salt-water pens A Canadian report notes that the farming of
spot prawns could be profitable in conjunction with polyculture in salmon
net pens.

A speaker on Wednesday said there was only a few areas in Alaska that
could grow salmon successfully. Experts said that oysters would not grow in
Prince William Sound; apparently the oysters didn't hear that as they grow
very well. The major constraints in other areas to mariculture is water
pollution and lack of suitable sites. We in Alaska have an abundance of
good, productive, clean water and a vast area to work in. The major expense
in salmon farming is feed and here we have a great amount of fishery
byproducts that are presently mostly wasted and could be used in the
manufacture of fish feeds. As world fish farming expands there is concern
about future fish food supplies and a whole new industry could develop
here.

In summary. let us face reality, mariculture will be all around us whether
we like it or not. Let us protect our traditional fisheries and other coastal
values with appropriate environmental safeguards, but permit an orderly
development which does not prelude the salt water farming of finfish.

Thank you,
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REPRESENTING ALASKA POWER TROLLERS

130 Seward St., No. 213
luneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

February 24, 1988
Senator Richrrd Eliason
Alaska State Legislature
PO Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska, 99811

Deai Senator Eliason,

This letter is to reaffirm my suggested changes to Senate Bill 482,
per my conversation with Sheila on February 24, 1988.

The following comments are from the 2-23-88 draft:
Item 1. We suggest changing "or"™ to "and"™ on Iline 14 page 2.
Item 2. The words "substantially"” and "significantly™ on lines 20

and 23 of page 3 may allow too much 1interpretation as to
protecting the species or disrupting users of the resource.

Item 3. We suggest that the term "aquatic animals" be inserted in
item #3 lines 1IB to 18 page 6, and the words "a plant" be
replaced by "those". This 1is needed to define the concept

of aquatic animals mentioned in the title.

Item 4. We believe that either the "IDENTIFICATION OF SITES FOR
AQUATIC FARMS AND HATCHERIES"™ 1lines 10 through 29, and
lines 1 and 2 on pages 10 and 11 of Senator Jones ™ Bill 425
be inserted on page 11 line 22 of your Bill. The section
of your Bill which 1is under the purview of DNR (AS 38-05)
needs special protection under the development orientation
of Cominis Loner Brady. In this manner the inclusion of
"site ide ification criteria” would assure consideration
of traditional users of areas even when existing users are
not permitted (ie. winter anchorages, troll drags, gillnet
drifts, etc)

We sincerely approcia e your efforts to conclude this thorny issue
during this session of the Legislature.

Sinouroly,

1 = -

Earl EI Krygior
Executive Director
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REPRESENTING ALASKA POWER TROLLERS

130 Seward St.. No ZI3
Juneau. Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

March _."Il, 1938

Senator Jack Coghill: Chairman
Senate Resources

PO 3o0x V (MS MOO)

Juneau, Ak 99811

Dear Senator Coghill and members of Senate Resources:

We wish to submit the following questions, concerns and comments on
the 3-28-88 CS for Senate Bill number 182 "An Act relating to the
farming of aquatic farming --etc."”

Page 1 Line 14-18) With what obligations would the state of Alaska
encumber itself by formulating items 1 and 2 as "policies of the
state". If these become a policy of the St. ite, what then are the
State s obligations?

Page 2 Line 12-15) We believe that this authorization to sell bi—
valve spat outside the state may harm some Alaskan farmers although it
may offer others short-term benefits. For example Kodiak 1is working
to develop new technology on scallop culture, one farmer could "give
away" the benefits of our research and development simply by selling
spat to competing outside interests. An additional example involves
the University of Washington who shared salmon eggs with Chile; now
Chile is one of the major competitors with the Washington fishing
industry for selling salmon.

Page 2 Line 15-115) We believe that the wording in thii. section needs
to be corrected slightly to be consistent with existing similar
statutes. The portion which reads "to a state owned body of water™
should more correctly rend: "into the waters of state." The me* ning
of the former 1is incorrectly worded to afford the protections DEC and
other regulatory agencies require t.o safeguard the State®"s resources.
Additionally, it may encourage legal challenges.

Page 2 Lines 17-19 and Page 3 Line 1-11) We believe that, the rewrite
of the "Criteria For Issuance Of Permits” is an excellent synopsis of
the testimony presented during the recent, teleconferences. In
particular, criteria »3 and #4 addressed the most, often expressed
concerns. Criteria #3 affords u positive protection for fish and

wildlife from the "udverse" effects of mariculture activities ami its
inclusion will moderate a lot of fears "f other users.

Page 5 insert on line 21) The comments "Except, that bi-valve sput -—-—-
is reflective of our previous concerns commented on 1in Page 2 Line
12-15.



Alaska
Trollers

Association

130 Seward St., No. 213
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

Pago 13 Section 17) We strongly encourage the members of the Senate
Resource Committee to retain this whole section known to the members

of the work group as "option ?2". We can only suggest one addition:
that 1is on line 25 adding after "hearing" the phrase ",between
September 1 and May 15 of each year,". This clause 1is critical to

insure that the comment period does not occur during the height of the
fishing/tourism/outing season, thereby excluding input from important
rser groups.

Page 14 Line 29 - Page 15 Line 4) We strongly encourage the retention
of this sentence to afford protection to both farmers and other users
of the uplands. The conflict between upland use and seaward
mariculture is best illustrated 1in the Robin Larson (oyster grower)
conflict with the state land disposal sale upland from his site near
Wrangell.

Page 15 Line 21) Shouldn ™ the word "advisory"™ go between "game™ and
"council™ in this sentence?

Our Association, who has been 1involved in the development of a State
mariculture policy since September 19H5, believes that though the
acceptance of this working draft 1is a major concession 1in the area of
fish culture for fishermen, we could accept 1its implementation with
the above mentioned modifications and/or retention of safeguards. If
this committee can retain the strengths embodied in this draft, 1
believe that we can encourage the fishing 1industry to support its
passage this session.

Sincerely,

Earl Krygier
Executive Director



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 4th Street, Suite 106
Juneau, AK 99801
907-586-2820

March 2, 1988

Senator Richard Eliason
Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Eliason:

The Board of Directors of United Fishermen of Alaska is
appreciative of your efforts to resolve the issue of mariculture
during this legislative session.

We hav"-" some suggestions for modifications to Senate Bill 482
which we believe will clarify and strengthen the bill.

* We suggest you add, on page 2, after line 2, a new section(f)
that uses the same language found in the moratorium passed by the
Legislature last spring: "A fish farming license may be issued for
commercial finfish farming in a privately owned freshwater body

that has no outlet to state water."™ This wording satisfies our
concerns about the possible escapement of domesticated fish and
about the possibility of environmental degradation. It addresses

the concern Senator Fahrenkamp raised last spring about a project

one of her constituents was beginning. It makes clearer the
restrictions on on-land tank farming. We think it"s a compromise
most of us can agree with.

* We suggest changing "or"™ to "andl’, both on page 2 line 14 and
on page 4 line 10. We can see the possibility that impacts on
traditional fisheries could still occur with the present wording.
Since p-oponcnts of mariculture have stated many times that they
do not want to hurt the commercial fishing industry, we are sure
there will be no objection to this change.

* We suggest deleting the word "significantly” on page 3 line 23,
and the word "substantially” on page 2 line 12, page 3 line 20 and
page 5 line 7. Wo think they allow too many possibilities for harm
to the fish stocks or conflicts with the fishermen, both of which
mariculture proponents have said they wish to avoid.



March 2, 1988 -2- Sen. Richard Eliason

* We urge you to add on page 6 a definition for aquatic animals
to cla~ify the prohibition on salmon farming and to ensure that
everyoie is "singing off the same sheet of music,” as Senator Abood

says.

We ask that you include in SB 482 the section on pages 10 and
11 of Senator Jones®™ bill (SB 425) called "ldentification cf sites
for aquatic farms and hatcheries.” We think these provisions will
help avoid siting conflicts and ensure the orderly development of
mariculture in Alaska. The Department of Natural Resources, when
considering tidelands use applications, has a tendency to forget
about tidelmds uses for which a permit is not required. These
include recreational boating and fishing and subsistence activities,
as well as commercial fishing. DNR also has a tendency to consider
applications on a case-by-case basis without realizing the potential
cumulative impacts on an area.

We think these modifications will be acceptable to most people
and will strengthen the bill that already has so many good features.
We are particularly pleased that it places the primary authority in
the Department of Fish and Game, and that it addresses our concerns
about land speculation.

Thank you for requesting our comments. We look forward to
achieving resolution of this issue.

Sincerely

Executive Director



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 4th Street, Suite 106
Juneau, AK 99801
907-580-2820

April 8, 1988
Members of Senate Resources Committee:

As you are av re, United Fishermen of Alaska has stated its opposition
to any form of finfish farming until enough information has been gathered
to know the resulting effects on Alaska®"s wild fish stocks, fish habitat
and commercial fishing industry.

UFA has stated its support for shellfish and kelp farming as long as
an ac"equate site selection process is required to alleviate both potential
conflicts and potential damage to fish habitat.

UFA has applauded the site identification process, which you now call
Option 1, contained in SB 425. We were both surprised and pleased when the
Department of Natural Resources proposed a less stringent but still reason—
able version of this process (Option 2).

We have been finding it extremely difficult to understand why DNR now
says it prefers the version suggested by the Alaska Mariculture Association
(Option 4).

UFA believes that the committee may not have understood what Option 2
does. Option 2 dees not put additional regulatory requirements on the
mariculture industry. What Option 2 does is establish a public process to
assess the need for sites by the mariculture industry in a given area, and
it allows state agencies the opportunity to evaluate the carrying capacity
of a given area for mariculture activities.

Option 2 has the advantage of providing the mariculture industry with
information on site capabilities and possible user conflicts before spending
great sums of money. It also allows the public and other interested parties
an opportunity to understand how mariculture activities may affect other
uses of the tidelands and hopefully minimize conflicts among all the users
of our state tidelands.

We were very concerned to hear DNR say in your committee meeting
yesterday that they want to issue tidelands leases and permits based not on
statutes nor on regulations, but instead on something they call a policy.

A policy is established at the discretion of the commissioner and may be
changed at any time. What guarantee is there that DNR will implement the
type of policy outlined in Option 2?

This 1is an especially important issue given that the bill provides a
permit holder with a priority preference for a lease to the site. The
amendments you have passed, plus the remaining amendments you are consi—
dering on Title 38, will remove virtually all public notice provisions,



all public hearing requirements, and any requirements that DNR develop and
implement criteria to ensure that mariculture sites are compatible with
existing uses. UFA recommends that, if these amendments are adopted, this
preference provision be deleted as well until DNR presents their j.and use
report tf the next Legislature.

You had already voted to allow permits and leases to be issued before
regulations were in place. Surely this is not the way to encourage orderly
development of mariculture activities. Does the Legislature routinely allow
commer;ial activities to take place with no regulation of them? Surely not
in the case of the commercial fishing industry. We are probably the most
regulated commercial activity in Alaska. We recognize, however, the need
for these regulations. Why then is an exception being made for mariculture?
We are sure the Alaska Mariculture Association supports us on this because
they have stated time and again that they are asking for no permitting
shortcuts and would accept all reasonable environmental and land use
protections.

We cannot emphasize strongly enough how important an adequate site
selection process is to UFA"s members. Please keep in mind that we supported
non-finfish mariculture only if such a process were in place.

In other amendments already agreed on you have:

- decided that established and ongoing uses oi an area must be considered,
but that a new farm does not have to be compatible with them;

- allowed the commissioner of DNR to use her oun discretion as to
whether or not to hold a public hearing when renewing a tidelands
permit;

- removed language designed to ensure that mariculture activities do
not adversely affect the ability of ADF5G to manage natural stocks.

You still have before you proposals that:

- refuse to insist that DNR limit the number of sites in an area
to protect the natural resources, and that DNR consider whether the
proposal is compatible with the traditional and existing uses of the
area;

- say DNR does not have to provide public notice for a preliminary
finding concerning siting proposals.

You have as your goal the establishment and responsible growth of mari—
culture activities ir. Alaska. How can this be possible if there are no
provisions for advance planning, for the development of regulations prior
to allowing the activities, or for the assurance that Alaskans who are
already using the tidelands will not be displaced?

On behalf of the 12,000 commercial Tfishermen this organization
represents, we urge you to reconsider these proposals.

Sincerely

|
Executive Director
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Area
Native (o
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March 15, 19GO

Senator Coghill

Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Bo." V <MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Sen. Coghill:

Attached 15 the testimony that was submitted on behalf of
the Kodiak Area Native Association to the Senate Resources
Committee on March 11, 1988. Also attached is a <copy of a
resolution drafted by the KANA Board of Directors at their most
reecent mMeeting encouraging the Legislature to draft legislation
supporting mariculture development 1in Alaska.

We support the efforts of your committee to develop a bill

that encourages mariculture development. We hope that the
necessary changes can he made to Senate Bill 482 so that it will
support mariculture development. Without those —changes, we

cannot support the bill.
Thank you for you interest 1in our position.

Hi nrerely,

KODIAK ARCA NATIMVET ASSORT AT I ON
GORDON L. PULLAR, PRESIDENT

"1 B1i1O \Al -

Bill Osborne
Mariculture Special!st

cc: Senate Resource Committee members

encl: testimnny
Resolution 88-0A

Serving the communities of: Akhiok ¢ Karluk « Kodiak ¢ Larsen Bay ¢ Old Harbor ¢ Ouzinkie * Port Lions



TESTIMONY BY THE KODIAK AREA NATIVE ASSOCIATION
SUBMITTED TO TI-IE SENATE RESOURCE COMMITTEE
MARCH 1.1, 1908

For two years, the Kodiak Area Native Association has been
cooperating with the Departments of Fish and Game and Commerce
and with the Japanese Overseas Fishery Cooperation Foundation in
a study on the feasibility of scallop aquaculture in the Kodiak
Island area. The ultimate goal of thjs project is to promote
economic development arid increase job opportunities in the Native
villages of the Kodiak Island area by developing a self-
sustaining ago i.ilture industry.

While pursuing the feasibility study, KANA has also taken
initial steps toward commercial scallop aquaculture by obtaining
a tidelands permit near the village of Akhiok. We are currently
rearing pink scallop spat collected last summer, and we will he
harvesting spat again this summer.

The collection of spat -for commercial purposes was legalised
Jast summer after the passage of Senate Bill 2?97, the rnmpromise

man culture moratorium Dbill. This Dbill put a hold on the
mssi ance of most typesof mariculture permits wni l.e work was
supposed to continue on a comprehendivs mariculture bill. While

wg are now able to farm scallops legally under current statutes
and regulations, we are still 1looking Forward to legislation that
will resoJ ve some areas of uncertainty for both mari cul turi st.s
and for traditional users of marine resources.

As it iswritten, Senate Bill 482 is not the comprehensi vf
legislation we are hoping for. On the surface, SB 482 appears to
encourage shellfish ar.d kelp farming, but in fart the bill
rrea".es a much more restrictive environment for mariculture than
current... , exists. We are particularly concerned about toe
criteria for issuance of permits listed on page 2. It. is
doubtful that one could use the marine environment, in any way
without adversely affecting wild stocks nr their management.
This same reference to adverse effects on marine mammals in the
marine mammals art was recently interpreted 1in court to mean that
whole commercial fisheries could be shut down Dbecause they
disturb the mammals 1in some way. The amount of disturbance does
nnl. need to be quantified; the commercial activity must cease.

This hill requires an aquatic farmer to pass yr->t another set

of still undefined criteria. On page 13 the <commissioner of
Natural Resources is required to develop a separate set of
criteria for issuing tidelands permits. Why require *Wo,

possibly conflicting sets of criteria?

This bill will not allow the sale of harvested or hatcherv-
produced spat to operations outside of Alaska. Why should Alaska
prevent this possible source of revenue? We have already been
approached by firms from other states which are interested in
purchasing scallop spat.

fin page sin, under the definition of aquatic farm product,
it is implied that the only possible products are consumables, or
kelp to be used 1in dyes. Is there any reason to limit the
potential uses of aquatic products by writing such exclusive end
products into legislation? Consultation with potential aquatic



efarmers would provide? suggestions -for many products with which to
broadsn that definilion.

Preferring to the tidelands use permit section on page 12,
although it is not <clear how a fair market price can be
determined tor a non-transferabl e five year permit, we are
concerned that this provision may drive the cost, of operat. ion
below the profitable margin.

Finally, the operation of salmon net pen farms is not very
different from the short term rearing of salmon fry in net pens.
This is a common technique at. mos** of ,ie state and non-profit

salmon hatcheries around Alaska. By closing the door on net pen
culture of salmon, we are not closing the door on a culture
technique. We are just closing the door on which groups can
produce and sell salmon 1in Alaska. The limited entry program nas
left many small communities in western Alaska with limited
oportunity to participate in the salmon fishery. Studies have
jurt been concluded on the potential impacts of salmon farming in
Alaska. The studies should at least be read before the door is

closed on salmon farming 1in Alaska.

Unless this bill 1is revised to relax 1its vrestrictions on
shellfish and kelp culture and its total, opposition to salmon
(ulture, it should not be allowed to pass. This current tu ll 1is
not a r.omprohensive, compromise mariculture hill.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.
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KANA BOARD OF DIRECTORS
RESOLUTION 88 - Ab

A RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT FOR LEGISLATION TO PERMIT AQUATIC FARMING
IN THE STATE OF ALASKA

WHERF . AS the Kodiak Area NativeAssociation is anon-profit
organization whose mission 1is to promote pride and self-
determination on the part of theNative peoples ofthe Kodiak

Island area, and to promote the educational, physical, economic
and social well-being of the Native individual and community; and

WHEREAS, in order to promote economic development of the Native
villages of the Kodiak Island area, the KANA initiated plans to
diversify village economies and increase employment opportunities
by developing a self-sustaining mariculture industry; and

WHEREAS mariculture industry development can create substantial
job opportunities in villages facing unemployment rates of up to
90 percent;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED 1in a public meeting at which a
guorum is present that this Board wencourages the Alaska
Legislature to approve legislation to permit the farming by
Alaskans of aquatic plants and animals.

Passed this

Serving the communities of: Akhiok ¢ Karluk ¢ Kodiak ¢ Larsen Bay ¢ Old Harbor ¢« Ouzinkie ¢ Port Lions



N"Cordova District Fishpnaaj)-United has S0M¢ grave concerns
about the manner in whirh ~itp e lections and public notice for
merrircuiture~are being approached. We feel that commercial tlslr-
ermen, as customary and traditional users of state tidelands and
bodies of water should have some consideration in concentrated
commercial fishery areas, especially in Coghill and private non—
profit hatchery areas. We addressed this problem in the Cordova
meetings on the proposed Prince William Sound Area Draft Plan and
still maintain some areas should be closed to mariculture. Mari —
culture permanently takes up acres of tidelands which could pos—
sibly have other uses.

To, avoid user conflicts, public participation is needed as a
necessary component of the process. Public notice provisions
should be expanded to require notice regarding tideland uses,
especially mariculture, to appropriate commercial fisheries
groups and commercial fish area managers in each area of the
state.

Historic uses of both tidelands and adjacent upland areas

should be documented to avoid user conflicts. Such uses include
recreation, tourism, anchorages, navigation and areas of subsis-—
tence and commercial harvest. Public notice should be the DNRI1s

number one concern along with public comment to avoid lawsuits
and user conflict. We feel at this point that the DNR has not
fulfilled their responsibility to the public or the state to
avoid user conflicts or lawsuits by responding to the public.

Sincerely,

CORpOVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED

ild McCune
President

GM/mbl



MEETING NOTES
PWS Area Plan & Commercial Fishing Industry Concerns

December 9 & 10, 1987

Present (at one time or another):

James Brady, ADF&G Cordova

Herman Griese, ADF&G Cordova

Jack Hopkins, PWS Aquaculture Corporation

Bob loeffler, DNR, Project Manager, PWS Area Plan

Jerry McCune, CDFU

Sam Sharr, ADF&G Cordova

Rick Steiner, Marine Advisory Program

Kim Sur.dberg, ADF&G, Anchorage, Planning Team Rep, PWS Area Plan
Wayne Donaldson, ADF&G Cordova

Dan Warren, PWS Aquaculture Corporation

Introduction. These meeting notes were written to be used to by ADF&G staff in
Cordova 1in making their comments on the PWS Area Plan known to Kim Sundberg,
the ADF&G representative on the planning teanm. In addition, they -,y help
Jerry and other folk use them as they wish, either in writing their own
comments, or signing on to ADF&G"s comments, or whatever. In some cases, these
notes suggest changes in wording; 1in other cases, they just identify problems
and leave suggested wording changes to Kim Sundberg or to the planning team.

Organization. The notes are divided into the following categories:
* comments on the Chapter 2,
a proposed new section on fisheries and hatcheries in Chapter 2,
need for changes in management intent
conflicts between a proposed lodge and existing Esther Island hatchery,
mireral closures
* comments by Dan Warren,
* extension of the comment deadline, and
* scenes from coming attractions.

* o+ % X

Dan Warren®s comments are seoarated from the rest because we didn"t suggest
resolutions to his comments, but we did make suggested resolution for many
other comments. Most of Dan"s comments were covered 1in other suggestions, but
it is still useful to record his concerns in the meetingnotes.

CHAPTER 2 COmENTS
Chapter 2 - fish and Wildlife Habitat.

1. Salmon Spawning Areas. Add salmon spawning areas to Crucial Habitat. The
definition of salmon spawning areas should be written so that it clear it
includes all salmon spawning areas under state ownership or state jurisdic—
tion -- streams on state uplands, navigable streams, tideland spawning, and
the mouths of anadromous streams (that are on state tidelar.ds).



2. Herring Spawning Areas. There was a discussion about whether Herring

Spawning should be labelled "crucial™ or "prime." After some discussion,

it seemed that the category should stay in "prime," but that a guideline
should be added to 1insure sufficient protection. A guideline could be
worded as follows: To the extent feasible and prudent, permitted activi—

ties in mapped herring spawning areas will be conditioned to avoid or
otherwise mitigate adverse af <?cts on kelp, eel grass, and other substrates
important for herring spawning."

3. Mountain Goat Winter Range. There was a discussion about the quality of
existing information concerning mountain goat winter vrange, that most
existing areas were not on state land, but that activities on state land
should take account of adjacent non-state winter range areas, .he sugges—
tion was to note in the glossary that information -did not exist to note
winter range areas which met the crucial definition, but that as more
information becomes available, some winter range areas are likely to be
determined as crucial. In addition, the plan should contain a guideline
that indicates that the state should avoid locating activities on state
tidelands where the activity will produce a concentration of public use,
repeated acoustical disturbance, or other activities likely to disturb the
goats.

4. Other Crucial/Prime Definitions (actually, this 1is part of Appendix A.)
James Brady was confused (jJustifiably so), about the fact that Purse Seine
Hook-offs were shown under Crucial Habitat, but not listed in the Appendix.
In addition it was confusing to have sport fishing, but not any mention of
commercial Ashing in the Crucial, Prime, Important, sequence.

The suggestion was to reorganize the definitions to include only habitat
types under Crucial, Prime, and Important, and to add a new section called
Human Use and Harvest that lists human use areas including at least, Purse
Seine Hook-off Points, sport fishing sites, traditional purse seine areas,
Herring Sac Roe fishery, etc....

5. Guideline B. Guideline 81 on page 2-6 (ie, the one that begins, "In
estuaries; lagoons;..." needs a catch-all phrase at the end. Something
like, "or other impacts that reduces the productivity and value of the
habitat."

5. Guideline B (Problen *2). Take out the word "intertidal™ before "salmon

spawning"” because the guideline should apply to stream spawning as well as
intertidal spawning.

7. Guideline B (Problem *3). There was discussion indicating that 300 feet
from anadromous fish stream was too close. There was considerable discus—
sion about what the correct, minimum distance should be. Folks eventually

thought that 300 yards should be substituted for 300 feet. This number
should be changed from feet to yards elsewhere it appears in the plan.

9. Guideline L. (Page 2-9). The first sentence of the Fish and Game Enhance—
ment on State Lands guideline should be changed. "Fish and Game"™ should be
deleted and the guideline should read, "Enhancement activities on state

lands whether bv ADF&G or other agencies will be consistent with the..."

-2 -



10.

Guideline M. (Page 2-9). In the Soil Erosion Guideline, the word-
"streams"™ should be changed to "water bodies” so that it is clear that it
applies to lakes and the ocean.

Land Allocation Suirmarv. (Pages 2-9 though 2-10). The summary should be
changed to reflect changes made above and in other parts of the plan.

Chapter_2_ - Forestry Guidelines.

1.

Floating Logs. There was a discussion that the Chapter 2 guidelines did
not contain adequate safeguards to minimize or prevent introduction of
floating logs as a consequence of log transfer activities. People said

that boats, now, can generally travel at night in Prince William Sound, but
that they can"t do so in Southeast, partly as a consequence of floating
logs. There was also a discussion of possible resolutions to this problem
including: wusing barges rather than log rafts; bundling (or banding) so
that storms couldn"t dislodge logs from a log raft as easily (including the
requirement to recover the bands as opposed to dropping them in the water);
limiting the amount of time logs can be stored in the water; requiring on-
land storage; or other means. Requiring branding was brought up as a means
of making guidelines more self-enforcing (i.e., that the damaged party
could more easily claim liability), but ADF&G staff and Jerry McCune was
skeptical that required branding would have any effect.

The suggesting was that there was not enough detail in current log transfer
proposals to determine which of these methods was correct for any of the
general proposals in the plan, but that Chapter 2 should be revised to be
sure that the permitters were given direction to include some method to
minimize or avoid the problem.

Anchorages. LTS"s should avoid taking up anchorages. This concept should
be added to the chapter.

Retaining commercial flsh use around the LTS. There was concern that an
LTS could take up an entire bay if it was designed poorly. That is, that
even though an LTS could be sited in part of the bay, through barge
traffic, log rafts, and associated activities, seine or drift net use of
the bay could effectively be blocked, or that the LTS could operate such
that fishermen could use the bay only at risk to tiielr gear. Chapter 2
guidelines should 1insure that an LTS is designed such that continued, safe
commercial fishing use can be made of the bay around the log transfer site
free from the threat of having a barge or tug run over someone®s gear.

Guideline Q. (page 2-12). The title says Avoid (i.e., "Operating RTSs to
avoid..."), but the sentence "RTFs should minimize.” "Minimize" should be
changed to "avoid."



Chapter 2 - Karlculture Guideline.

1. Application to fin-fish. The notes should be clear that these guidelines
only apply to non-finfish mariculture, and that should finfish mjriculture
become 1legal, a set of guidelines will be .developed appropriate for that
use.

2. Step-down plan for fin fish mariculture. The plan should recommend that a
separate, more detailed plan with guidelines and siting criteria be
compiled for fin fish be completed 1if that type of mariculture becomes

legal.
3. Guideline B. (page 2-17). The last sentence that reads, "Permit holders
that may be affected by a proposed operation should..."™ should be changed

to "Mariculture permit holders that may be affected by a proposed operation
will._."

Chanter 2 - Materials.

1. Guideline A. (page 2-20). The last sentence of this guideline should be
changed to read as follows "Sales or permits for gravel extractionwill not
be permitted in known fish spawning areas or crucial estuaries.”

i
2. Guideline C. (page 2-20). Strike the last sentence that begins, "Where it

is not feasible..."

Chapter 2 - Recreation.

1. Guideline A.2.b. "lInappropriate Locations". This guideline should be
expanded to reference areas inappropriate because of conflicts with habitat

and harvest use.

2. Guideline A.5. (page 2-27 & 2-28). There was a concern that floatlodge
clients would deplete the fish, or huntable animal populations near the

facility. This problem currently occurs with outfitters. A guideline
specifically to address that should be added as guideline A.5.h., or that
guideline A.5.b. (carrying capacity) should be beefed up. However, it

wasn®"t exactly clear what to do. Herman thought that DNR and ADF&G may not
really have all the tools necessary to control this problem.

3. Other Floatlodoe problems. There was a general, somewhat wide-ranging
discussion about floatlodges on Wednesday evening after most people had
left. There was a feeling that the plan does not give the permitter enough
direction to adequately address the problem should an application be
received. But no solutions were proposed. Bob said that this problem has
been similarly recognized at a number of the public meetings, and will have
to be addressed in some fashion before the plan is finalized.

4. Miscellaneons. The third sentence in the third paragraph under the Land
Allocation Summary (page 2-29) that reads, "Recreation 1is ihf primary
use..." should be changed to "Recreation 1is a primary use..."



Chaptgr_L - Sut)surface_Re?our(;Gs.

1. Application of Mineral Closures. (page 2-47). Guideline A on this page
talks about standard DNR policy for closing .four categories, but it doesn"t

mention salmon or habitat. Bob explained that there wasn"t a standard
policy for these resources. Everyone else said, "Yeah, well that may be
true, but the way 1its written 1is still confusing, and you should change it
so 1its clear what you®re doing about salmon and other habitat."” People

suggested that a number 5 shouldbe added and in it the salmon, Copper
River and other closures should be noted.

2. OPPs. Guideline H on page 2-46 and 2-47. Sam was confused about how OPPs
worked and what it meant that ADF&G has determined it -was a non-conforming
use. Bob explained it and then he understood it (or at least was agreeable
enough to nod politely); however, Sam said that it should be rewritten to
be made clearer to general public.

3. Esther Bay Closure. The Land Allocation Summary, last paragraph on page
2-48, states that four hatcheries are closed. It leaves out Esther Island
Hatchery, because it 1is already closed. People said that wunless you
already know that, 1it"s confusing and Esther |Island hatchery should be
mentioned.

PROPOSED NEW SECTION FOR CHAPTER 2 - FISHERIES AND HATCHERIES

People thought that hatcheries and commercial fishing was not adequately
addi~ssed in the plan. They felt that a new section of Chapter 2 was the most
appropriate forum for these guidelines. We didn"t make an effort to write any
final guidelines, but just noted that guidelines should be written to address
the following problems.

1.Confllct3__wlith_ Terminal Harvest Areas. THA"s are the areas near the
hatcheries where much of the hatchery fish concentrate and where there is
extremely concentrated purse seine and gill net fishing during certain
openings.

a. Mariculture, disease, pollution, and use of habitat. Because the THAs
are so important for the hatchery, mariculture or similar uses should
not be allowed because of the risk of disease transmission and ruining
the hatchery stock. In addition, any use that 1is likely to complete
with the available food supply for hatchery stock (e.g., plankton),
make the habitat less productive for the hatchery stock, or introduce
pollution should not be allowed.

b. Interfering with commercial fishing operations. Because the drift and
seine fleet use so much of the THA, particularly nearshorn areas, any
tideland facility that would obstruct the THA (i.e., rafts, floats,

mooring systems, etc.) should be located elsewhere. These facilities
could have a significant conflict With the commercial fishing fleet.
c. Protecting water quality of hatchery source water. A guideline should

be added that insures that DNR permits protect the water quality of the
hatchery source water (for example, Esther Lake) or doesn"t locate uses
likely to pollute the water. It was recognized, however, that most of
these lakes fall on USFS land.



d. Protection of future hatchery sites. Because there are only a limited
number of potential future hatcherysties 1in PWS, DNR should avoid
permitting activities at those locations if activities will preclude

development of the hatchery. Two locations with the highest near-term
hatchery development potential are Cascade Falls and Princeton Creek
(lcy Bay). (Note: the existing plan has this protection for Cascade

Falls, Princeton Creek, Marsha Bay, West Gable Cannery in McClure Bay
(also called Port Nellie Juan)

2. Anchorages. This section should cross-reference the "anchorage" guideline
in the recreation section. In addition, it should provide additional
guidance for important fishing fleet anchorages (eg., Fox Farm anchorage)
where 10-15 or more boats raft up, and for anchorages used by fishing fleet
tenders.

3. Purse Seine Hook-offs. The existing purse-seine hook-off guideline from
page 2-7 should be moved to the new section.

4. Concentrated Use Purse Seine and Gill Net Areas. Some areas of the Sound
receive particularly concentrated commercial fishing use. A Guideline
should be developed (similar or identical to the THA guideline needed
under 1.b. above) that 1insure that tideland facilities do not interfere

with the use of these areas. Jerry and James marked these areas on a map.
5. Herring. Guidelines need to reference the Herring Fishery. They should
protect areas used for Sac Roe fishery, Herring Pounding, and Wild Kelp
Harvest. The most specific protection that thegroup discussed was for
Herring Pounding. This use requires protected anchorages for moorage. The
anchorages need to be near the herring spawning areas. Thus, protected
anchorages in these areas need special protection. Areas appropriate for

these guidelines were also marked on the map.

0. Public Notice. Public notice provisions should be expanded to require
notice of appropriate commercial fisheries groups. There was some discus—
sion that not everything requires public notice -- the groups don"t want to

be 1inunJated with paper about everything DNR does in the Sound; however,
for significant actions in significant locations, the groups should be
notified. We did not resolve exactly what 1is "significant."

PROPOSED CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT INTENT

There was some discussion that the management intent for the plan (ie., the
written stuff in Chapter 3) did not recognize the importance of the commercial
fishing industry and the resources it relies on. Therefore, Bob suggested that
everywhere where traditional purse seine or gill not fishery exists, that the

management intent be beefed up in some fashion. The traditional areas were
reviewed on a 1:250,000 scale up. Exactly what the language is that would be
inserted in these areas was not determined. (Jerry did inform Bob however,

that the manajement intent for Main Bay needed to include Orift Net Use as well
as set net use.) Bob will draft language with help from Kim and circulate it
to James, Jerry, etc. for review.



CONFLICTS BETWEEN THE ESTHER 1IS. HATCHERY & THE PROPOSED LODGE AT QUILLIAN BAY

People thought the proposed commercial recreation site in Quill ian Bay would
conflict with operation of the hatchery at Esther Bay. The conflicts were of
two types. First, there are so many commercial fishing boats near the hatchery
and the mouth of Lake and Quillian Bay at certain times uf the year, that the
addition of many recreational boats would make everything difficult. Neither
the recreational ooats nor the fishing boats would appreciate it. Second,
people were concerned that recreational use of Esther Lake (if encouraged or
facilitated by the recreation site) might endanger the water quality of Esther
Lake. People suggested that the recreation site be moved to either Granite Bay
or Perry Island.

Bob noted that negotiating would be needed with interests .representing commer —

cial recreation. The Division of Parks (or whomever) might De able to suggest
guidelines to minimize the impact, and would need to be sure that any new site
created sufficient benefits. Bob wasn"t predicting an irreconcilable conflict,

just that other interests would need be present at the table to complete the
discussion.

There was also a similar discussion about the possible settlement use of Esther
Bay (two bays east of the Hatchery). While there was somewhat lesser conflict
with the seining 3nd drift net use is somewhat less concentrated at the mouth
of the bay, boats do pursue fish most the way up the bay. In addition, an
anchorage in the bay 1is used by commercial fishermen to raft up their boats
during interruptions in the fishery -- that is, during periods when the
fishery temporarily closes.

HINFRAL CLOSURES

There was a very brief discussion of mineral closures. Bob said that these are
likely to be very controversial, and the DNR would probably not reopen the
issue tc discus additional closures unless officially requested by ADF&G. Even
then, the discussion 1is guaranteed to be controversial. The decision to reopen

the discussion on mineral closures would need to be made at the Commissioner
level .

DAN WARREN®S COMMENTS

Most of Dan Warren®"s comments have been covered above. They are summarized
here to record what he said.

1. He was wunsure of what the document was designed to do. He felt that
Chapter 1 should be expanded to include more explanation of its purpose.

2. He noted the revision time as every Tfive years. He felt that revision
between the five-year benchmark should be addressed. Bob explained that
every year the planning team gets together to discuss whether revisions
are needed. Dan said that 1if so, the document should say that. After
getting back to Anchorage, Bob reread the section about plan modification
and noted that it does say that the planning team gets together once a year
to s”e where amendments are needed. (Third sentence in the only full
paragraph on page 1-7.)



3. He notedthat there was very little pention of commercial fishing.

4. He had specific complaints about how the plan treated terminal hatchery
areas near the Esther Island and Main Bay Hatchery. These are covered int
he pages above and not repeated here. In addition, he also noted the
conflict betweer the commercial recreation site on Esther Island the
existing hatchery.

EXTENSION OF THE COMMENT PERIOD

There was some discussion that a January 8th comment deadline was too short.
After the session was over, Bob agreed to extend the deadl.ine to January 25th.
He also offered to help Dan (and others) find easy and efficient ways for them
to make their comments.

SCENES FROM COMING ATTRACTIONS

Bob spent a few minutes going over the process by which the comments (when they
are officially submitted) will be incorporated 1in the plan. He said that
another official public meeting 1is not planned, but that there 1is a 30-day
comment period that people can review proposed changes to tie draft before the
commissioner signs the plan. In addition, ADF&G ir. Cordova and the commercial
fishing community should get a chance to see how tfeir comments are dealt with
in advance of the 30-day comment period because of the number of recommended
changes.

Bob also speculated (not guaranteed, mind you -- just speculated) that while
some of the recommendations may require some discussion, there appeared to be
little problem with adding most of the proposed changes to the plan. He also
though it might be useful to have James Prady, Jerry McCune, or others avail—
able for certain planning team meetings.
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Alaska aguaculture: an overview Tne need for morefish

Aguaculture. or lhecullirallon of
seafood. is a controversial concept
In fisheries *hal could change the
way Alaskan fishermen mike their
livings. Free-lance writer Christ-
opher Batin has prepared a four-
Eart scries on aquaculture in Alas-

a that will appear In the Outdoors
section. This Is the first Install-

AM .UNO IN VAI.DKZ—Sport fishermen drop their
lines into Port Valdez near the nonprofit Solomon Gulch
Itauhcry. Hatcheries have contributed to u healthy sal-
mon industry In the state and may be 1 vital force in

menl. Succeeding installments will
appear the following weeks

By CHRISTOPHER BATIN

Correspondent

When oil prices dropped to mnew
low In 1988, economists were wide-
eyed when s single sockeye salmon
was brmging 110 while a single bar-
rel of North Slope crude sold for
only S9.

It’s a success story to warm the
hearla of investors everywhere,
one where Alaskans are still reap-
ing millions ¢l dollars ayear Ineco-
nomic benefit.

Inthe early 1970s. Alaska salmon
stocka were at an all-timc low.
Realizing the Importance of Alas-
ka's fishing industry to the future of
the state, the Alaska Legislature in-
vested millions of oil revenue earn-
ings into stale and private nonpro-
fit hatcheries.

The results ore evident The 19*7
season marks the eighth consecu-
tive year Uie total Alaska fish har-
vest exceeded 100 million salmon
Economists predict that Alaska's
Investment in the renewable natu-
ral resource will be producing dol-
lars for the slate long after the
Prudhoe Bay oil derricks become
rusted and inoperative.

When itcomes toseafood, Alaska
is second to none. In 1985. the stale
produced 94 percent of the U S
commercial salmon landings and
approximately 43 percent ol the
world salmon supply, according to
a study by Brad Pierce.

The controversy isn’t whether
Alaska should continue investing in
its fisheries, but rather the means
In which to do it.

The new kid on the block Is
aquaculture, a generalized term
that means the cultivation of sea-
food. In Alaska, aquaculture refers
specifically 10 three major areas:
ocean ranching, where eggs and
salmon smolt are raised in hatch
erlts and released to grow In the
sea 10 be harvested by commerecial,
spoit and subsistence fishermen:
mussel and oyster farming, where
shellfish are grown for commercial
harvest; and fish farming, where
lsh are raised their entire lives in
concrele or net ports and sold to ex-
pensive restaurants and special
markets.

Ifyou’ve ealen trout or salmon in
an Outside restaurant during the
off season, chances are they were
pen raised fish Farmers have
been cultivating catflsa and trout
for the nation's supermarkels for
years And now they’re interested

in salmon They predict that by
1990. firmcre” will he producing
oneoutof every seven salmon worl-
dwide.

Vet, salmon farming 11 an ugly
word among Alaska'a commercial
luh-rmrn They say salmon farm-
Ins i» Incuinv lit Ic wilhtradillonal

SALMON REARING—Rearing pens line the Inferior of
the state-run Clear Hatchery. In the early 1970s. Alaskr.-
salmon stocks were at an all-time low. Realizing the Im-
portance of Alaska's fishing industry to the luturc of the
state, the Alaska Legislature invested millions of oil re-
venue earnings Into state-run hatcheries.

could put an end to Alaska's com

mecrclal fishing Industry. As a pre

cautionary movesV»Alaska L gisl

sluro placed r morale,on all
finfish farming until July 1 of 1hi*
ycar, allowing only mussel and oys-
ter farms.

If Alaska hopes to retain its share
In the world market, Il would do
well to sue up ils competition
Many world leaders In flth larm-
ing. such as Norway, have 1 25-year
Jump in farming lechnolcgy.'The
expertise shows.

By 1990. Norway Is cxp.-eled lo
produce 80,0ut metric ton,, or 171G
million pounds of farmed Atlantic
salmon. The United Kingdim Kin
land. Ireland, Canada. Iceand anti
Denmark are expected lo produce
a combined total -1 23.16* metric
lons of salmon. Of those countries
raising Pacific salmon. Jjpjn and
Canada are expccled lo produce
14.000 and ISMO metric on.v re-
spectively. The United Hales Is
estimated to produce a m-rc SO
metric tons by IKs), with flew Zea-
land. France and Chile exp-cted lo
produce lesser amounts.

Alaska commercial (iihermrn
sav developing the Ush fanning in
dustry would displace .-xislutg
fishermen, leading to hlgh-r uneni
ptoyment. It also would ‘csull 1l
significant regulstory cons lo ha-
state through stale agency Involve
men' in areas such as divasc aid
quality control, tl.-v say. To atari
many of the farms, ihc state would
probably need lo create lubsolles
and technical suppirt. which would
create additional cxpeme on an
already strained budget

Proponents say development ol
talmnn farming en-iH rre it.- «.

19Mm# (mrtrtt VACjr HJtchtr)

as well as millionsol dollars in sup-
port services such as equipment,
marketing, fish food and distribu-
tion. Fish farming wyuld develop
the economics in rural, coaslol
areas receiving only seasonal
monies from tourism and commer-
cial fishing.

Proponents say the North Amer-
ican commercial fishing industry is
not supplying enough salmon pre-
ferred by ihc U S while tablecloth
restaurants. Foreign and domestic
salmon farmers are tak. ig advan
tage of those sales. Advocates of
farming argue that unle-. Alaska
immediately establishes control In
the farmed and ranched salmon
markets. lls market share will de-
crease significantly over the next
decade, further eroding salmon
prices, which will ultimately put
commercial fishermen out of busi-
ness.

In "World Salmon Farming- An
Overview with Emphasis on Possi-
bilities and Problems in Alaska,™
aulhnr anil biologist Curt Kerns!
writes "Ifweelect not to farntsal «
mon, llu- Alaskan salmon fishing
Industry will probably continue to
be highly seasonal staffed by sea-
sonal workers Tendering, proces-
sing. ami distribution facilities and
IK-rsomwl will continue lo be under
used during Isle fall, winter and
early spring One thing is clear
lummerclll sjlmnn growing will

1 go away It is permanently
changing Ihc shape, form and sub
fiance of sulmon production,
marketing, di.lril.unon and cun
sumption
Nﬂf\é\%""f y (IJ?NMI} M 1If]
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fly CHRISTOPHER BATIN
Correspondent 1
Many experts predict the
world Is in the early stages 0l a
"blue revolution,” simllir to the

"*green revolution™ of the 1960s .

when the United Slate* and
Canada—food producing
giant*—turned food Importing
countries such as India and In-
donesia into food exporters.
Now, instead ot crops, the har-
vest is fish, and lots of them.

Improvements Incommercial *

fish harvesting techniques have
Improved ten-fold in recent
years, resulting in world wide
fish catches ol nearly 160billion
pounds. The National Marine
Fisheries Service predicts sn
annual Increase In catch of
approximately 171 billion
pounds by 2010. with landings
subject to minor annual fluctua-
tions. Analysis suggest thatde-
spite the improvements, fish are
being harvested at or near their
natural, upper level of capacity.

This would supply adequate
food If the-world population
would hold steady. By the year
20U however, the world popula-
tion is expected lo Increase from
today's 5 billion to 6.1 billion.

In addition, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce estimates
thatthe currentworld per capila
consumption of fish and shell-
fish is 28 6 pounds. Thatfigure Is
expected to Increase lo 34
pouivis by the year 2000, which
would call for an additional 33
million pounds per year to meet
worldwide demands.

Add lo that th: growing In-
terest In seafood and fish In
American diets. The U.S. De-
partment of Commerco says
that Americans ale 12 8 pounds
cf seafood In 1980. Current In-
terest in eating seafood, the
trend away from red meat, and
heavy marketing campaigns by
the U.S. seafood Industry has in-
creased the per capita consump-
tion of seafood by 549 million
pounds. (0 14 5pounds per capita
by 1985.

The Alaska Mariculture
Advisory Committee, In an
effort to uutline aquaculture de-
velopment for the state, defined
development into three categor-
ies :ocean ranching salmon, fish
raised In hatcheries, then re-
leased lo sea: pen rearing sal-
mon. where tish are grown for
all their lives In holding pens;
and other forms of martiuJture.
such as mussel and oyster
growing.

Alaska is in a competitive and
strategic pusilion 10 develop

uacylture projextx The.stale
fifottw: Pt ANt

cessofs, marketing programs
and dependable air transporta-
tion 10 rush the saimoa t~ mar-
ket. Vet, unless Ute state agree*
to finance flab farming, foreign
Investor! will move In and de-
velop (he Industry to tbeir econo-
mic btncfU;

Alaska residents tre general-
ly against outside economic
domination of tbe fishing Indus-

try. At the turn ol the century,’
. Alaska's fisheries were csUgnt

In a Stranglehold by Seattle-
based'companies. The Industry
was developed with Ouulde
monies, and managed by com-
panies with Interests outside the
stale. IThis "coloalil heritage"
concept was the operating phi-
losophy for many companies.
Alaska was a far-offdestination,
and companies Invested tittle In
the hopes of reaping as much of
the fish resources, and profit*,
as possible.

When Alaska Implemented li-
mited entry more than a decade
ago, the Japanese hlgh-seaa
catchlof salmon declined from
approximately *3 million fish to
about 20 million fish. It was a
major step in protecting a re-
source that was already severe-
ly depressed.

A special *: <dy by the Alaska
Department of Libor Indicates
that ia 1984, 65 percent of Lhe
18,685 Jobs and it million In
earnings of Alaska’s food pro-
cessing Industry lalmost all sea-
food processing plants* went to
non residents who stayed for tho
fishing season and left to spend
their earnings outside the stale.

Ildoesn't stop Accord-
ing tola legKative repo:t com-
rued uyitrad Pierce 00 squscul-
ture In Alaska, the harvesting
sector el the slate s salmon In-
dustry in 1964 had 17.33 Alaska
residents with gross eamIngi of
219.1 million (!12.700percapiU)
while 8.858 nonresidents earned
121.9 million <120.8001 per capl-
ti>. More Utan 20 percent of the
pe-mit holders in Alaska's li-
miled fisheries are nonresi-
dents., Additional revenue, in lhe
form Of Investment capital by
ongters In their equipment and
boats, and secondary employ,
inent for services lo the fishing
Heel, escapes Alaska's eco-
nomy,

Alaska's commercial fisher-
men Insist that Alaska should
follow the example of other
countries and continue develop-
ing its ocean ranching program.
It is the nly way, they claim.
Ihat Alaska's salmon Hilling In
duiiry can continue (0 develop,
and the key to funhrr diversl-
BeUion in salmon airiaeulture

-
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April 1, 1988

Cordova District Fishermen United supports the orderly and controlled
development of shellfish and plant mariculture, but opposes pen rearing salmon
in Alaska. The moratorium on fin fish farming will run out and we still have
not seen any impact studies to commercial fisheries. So far fish farming has
been promoted as a safe, controlled industry perfectly suited for Alaska.

The Alaska Mariculture Association has made the statement that "Alaskan
fishermen are too emotional™ and they compare this battle to the range wars of
the 1800°s.

We value our natural ocean resources and our present commercial and
sportfishing industries too much to roll over and play dead. There 1is more
evidence every day about hormone uses, antibiotics, and the effects to the
wild stocks from escaping salmon from pens.

At this point, CDFU believes Alaskan fisherman should be emotional about
their livelihood. We are being attacked by an industry which could reduce
access to traditional fishing grounds and harm the environment for the hatch-—
eries and the wild stocks. The biological impacts on Alaskan wild salmon are
real and could very possibly alter our wild stocks. Wild salmon in Ireland
and Norway are non-existent and their streams are now polluted with Atlantic
stocks forcing Norway to close gillnetting and start a gene pool to try to

rebuild the wild . :ocks. Canada already has escaped salmon in the wild
streams that spawn with wild stocks. Canada has already allowed Atlantic
stocks importation into Canada because domestic stocks are too costly and slow
growing to raise economically. This is one of our arguments, fish farmers in

Alaska will ultimately go broke growing domestic stocks and appeal to the
State to allow importation of Atlantic stocks.

All farmed salmon raised in Alaska will be advertised as "Alaskan
Salmon," taking advantage of an excellent wild salmon market, which took the
State, Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute, fishermen and processors years to
build. Fishermen have survived botulism, low prices and many closures to
build and promote fisheries and build the private non-profit hatcheries.

The general public of Alaska elected to enhance wild salmon runs by
building hatcheries for commercial, sportsfishermen, personal use and subsist—
ence users. This program is having tremendous success in Prince William Sound
and has contributed more money to commercial fisheries and the St. we of Alaska
than it took to build the private non-profit hatcheries. The sportsfishermen
alone caught 100,000 pinks returning to Valdez Fisheries Development Associa—
tion in Valdez.
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All farmed salmon raised in Alaska will be advertised as "Alaskan
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State, Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute, fishermen and processors years to
build. Fishermen have survived botulism, low prices and many closures to
build and promote fisheries and build the private non-profit hatcheries.

The general public of Alaska elected to enhance wild salmon runs by
building hatcheries for commercial, sportsfishermen, personal use and subsist—

ence users. This program is having tremendous success in Prince William Sound
and has contributed more money to commercial fisheries and the State of Alaska
than it took to build the private non-profit hatcheries. The sportsflshermen

alone caught 100,000 pinks returning to Valdez Fisheries Development Associa—
tion in Valdez.
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Cordova District Fishermen United supports the orderly and controlled
development of shellfish and plant mariculture, but opposes pen rearing salmon
in Alaska. The moratorium on fin fish farming will run out and we still have
not seen any impact studies to commercial fisheries. So far fish farming has
been promoted as a safe, controlled industry perfectly suited for Alaska.

The Alaska Mariculture Association has made the statement that "Alaskan
fishermen are too emotional” and they compare this battle to the range wars of
the 1800°s.

We value our natural ocean resources and our present commercial and
sportfishing industries too much to roll over and play dead. There is more
evidence every day about hormone uses, antibiotics, and the effects to the
wild stocks from escaping salmon from pens.

At this point, CDFU believes Alaskan fisherman should be emotional about
their livelihood. We are being attacked by an industry which could reduce
access to traditional fishing grounds and harm the environment for the hatch—
eries and the wild stocks. The b.ological impacts on Alaskan wild salmon are
real and could very possibly alter our wild stocks. Wild salmon in Ireland
and Norway are non-existent and their streams are now polluted with Atlantic
stocks forcing Norway to close gillnetting and start a gene pool to try to
rebuild the wild stocks. Canada already has escaped salmon in the wild
streams that spawn with wild stocks. Canada has already allowed Atlantic
stocks importation into Canada because domestic stocks are too costly and slow
growing to raise economically. This is one of our arguments, fish farmers in
Alaska will ultimately go broke growing domestic stocks and appeal to the
State to allow importation of Atlantic stocks.

All farmed salmon raised in Alaska will be advertised as "Alaskan
Salmon," taking advantage of an excellent wild salmon market, which took the
State, Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute, fishermen and processors years to
build. Fishermen have survived botulism, low prices and many closures to
build and promote fisheries and build the private non-profit hatcheries.

The general public of Alaska elected to enhance wild salmon runs by
building hatcheries for commercial, sportsfishermen, personal use and subsist—
ence users. This program is having tremendous success in Prince William Sound
and has contributed more money to commercial fisheries and the State of Alaska
than it took to build the private non-profit hatcheries. The sportsfishermen
alone caught 100,000 pinks returning to Valdez Fisheries Development Associa—
tion in Valdez.



The whole pen-raising industry is dominated by foreign interests and
backed by foreign governments. The Norwegian franchise system, which can be
compared to McDonald"s, 1is that "we finance, insure and get you started, com—
plete with Norwegian wo kers, and gladly take the farm back if you are not
successful.” Ireland blocked Norway out because of the fear of losing their
whole coastline to the Norwegian franchise machine.

An American Bank will not finance a fish farm nor will American insur—
ance companies insure an industry with fish as their only collateral. Encour —
aging foreign interests to invest and take contr™" of fish farming in Alaska
is not in the best interest of Alaskans.

Pen rearing salmon will compete with existing commercial, subsistence
users, sportfishing and future enhancement programs. All wild and hatchery
fry will have to pass through fish farm sites upon their release to the ocean
causing farmed fish predation on the hatchery fry.

In Prince William Sound, we are on the threshold of a great breakthrough
in the fisheries due to Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation"s great
success in enhancing the wild runs. A new cannery and cold storage facility
is currently being built in Valdez by Peter Pan Fisheries. St. Elias Ocean
Products and Chugach Alaska Fisneries have increased their cold storage capac—
ities, which will enable them to process and distribute more product through—
out Alaska and create more jobs. The State of Alaska and fishermen have been
waiting for breakthroughs in marketing and distribution of Alaskan products
outside of Alaska.

Washington Dorn Sea, which is a Norwegian investor, has switched from
Pacific to Atlantic salmon; and the Norwegians have done the same in Canada.
Safeway stores report they sold only half of the farmed fish this year com—
pared to last year at this time. At the same time, we see tremendous sales in

Southeast Alaska of wild winter kings. The general public shows a desire for
nutritious wild Alaskan salmon caught by Alaskan fishermen.

Sincerely,

CORDOVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED

President
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Cordova District Fishermen United supports the orderly and controlled
development of shellfish and plant mariculture, but opposes pen rearing salmon
in Alaska. The moratorium on fin fish farming will run outand we still have
not seen any impact studies to commercial fisheries. So far fish farming has
been promoted as a safe, controlled industry perfectly suited for Alaska.

The Alaska Mariculture Association has made the statement that "Alaskan
fishermen are too emotional™ and they compare this battle to the range wars of
the 1800°s.

We value our natural ocean resources and our present commercial and
sportfishing industries too much to roll over and play dead. There is more
evidence every day about hormone uses, antibiotics, and the effects to the
wild stocks from escaping salmon from pens.

At this point, CDFU believes Alaskan fisherman should be emotional about
their livelihood. We are being attacked by an industry which could reduce
access to traditional fishing grounds and harm the environment for the hatch-—
eries and the wild stocks. The biological impacts on Alaskan wild salmon are
real and could very possibly alter our wild stocks. Wild salmon in Ireland
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State to allow importation of Atlantic stocks. -

All farmed salmon raised in Alaska will be advertised as "Alaskan
Salmon," taking advantage of an excellent wild salmon market, which took the
State, Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute, fishermen and processors years to
build. Fishermen have survived botulism, low prices and many closures to
build and promote fisheries and build the private non-profit hatcheries.

The general public of Alaska elected to enhance wild salmon runs by
building hatcheries for commercial, sportsfishermen, personal use and subsist—
ence users. This program is having tremendous success in Prince William Sound
and has contributed more money to commercial fisheries and the State of Alaska
than it took to build the private non-profit hatcheries. The sportsfishermen
alone caught 100,000 pinks returning to Valdez Fisheries Development Associa—
tion in Valdez.
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Cordova Fishermen Say No to Net Pens

Cordova District Fishermen United
(CDFU) supports the orderly and
controlled development of shellfish
and plant mariculture. but we are
opposed to pen rearing salmon in
Alaska. Norway, Iceland and Ireland

ve altered or destroyed most of

jir salmon rearing and spawning

ibitat and have chosen to fish farm.
Keeping in mind Alaska has 43% of
the world’'s wild stocks, I will ad-
dress the concerns of fish farming
when introduced into a highly popu-
latcd wild stocks area.

In(roduction of Exotic Sxiccles

If culture operations require the
importation of live materials into
the state, the potential introduction
of exotic species probably repre-
sents the greatest environmental
threat posed by mariculture. Intro-
duced species may establish self-
sustaining wild populations, poten-
tially becoming a pest or eliminating
natural species. Norwegian fish farm-
ers have had serious disease prob-
lems in several operations caused
by importing Atlantic salmon smolts
from Scotland because they were
unable to produce sufficient quan-
tities.

When antibiotics are administered
to cultured fish, what effects do
the often major additions of disease
treatment chemicals have on tbo
surrounding environment? Could
the antibiotics eventually result in
treatment-resistant strains of cer-
tain pathogens (a disease-producing
organism) previously not encountered
by wild fish stocks in the vicinity?
This may be a very real and danger-
ous possibility.

One note here is that Prince
William Sound has about 900 wild
streams and the conditions are the
same in Southeast Alaska. Where
are the salmon farms going to be
placed so as not to interfere with
wild stream or hatchery fry or
migration patterns?

Diseases

Cultural environment may serve
as a reservoir for these diseases
which are present in an environment
but demonstrating no clinical symp-
toms in wild fish. There is fear
that the disease organism may pro-
liferate among the cultured fish, be-
come more virulent and reinfect the
wild stocks. However, there is no
evidence to indicate that this scenario
has ever occurred. The outbreak of
a disease is often associated with
some forms of stress. In the cultural
environment, fish may be stressed
by overcrowding, undernourishment,
poor water quality and physical
damage associated with handlin?
and confinement. Fisb held in cul-
ture are likely to show more fre-
quent appearance of disease than
wild fish.

Salmon netpens, unless located
properly, may cause smothering of
valuable fish habitats such as her-
ring spawning substrates and inter-
tidal clam beds. Netpens may attract
juvenile wild salmon and herring in
the vicinity of migration routes,
resulting in predation on the small
fish by penued stocks or disease
transfer between wild and cultured
fish. There axe five hatcheries in
Prince William Sound which also
release fry.

The rapid expansion of salmon
farms and other mariculture opera-
tions on the Pacific coast has raised
concerns about possible environ-
mental impacts on herring spawning
areas. There are also concerns about
impacts on herring roe-fishery sites
which occur mainly in the vicinity
of spawning areas. Salmon farms
and herring could interact in several
ways. Organic waste from netpens
could contaminate nearby spawning
locations and force herring to spawn
in other secondary locations or [t
could jeopardize egg survival after
spawning. Alternately, herring will
spawn on fishing nets and netpens,
and heavy egg deposition on salmon
netpens could be deleterious to fish
farm operators. Some diseases may
be transmitted between wild her-
ring stocks and salmon in farms.
Further, if netpens were located in
the vicinity of near-shore herring
gllinet fisheries, there could be mu-
tual gear interference daring the
fishing season.

A person could go on forever, but
as you can see, the concerns are
real. Will the State of Alaska harm
the wild stocks or hatchery fry by
introducing salmon farming. If this
is the case, a valuable resource could
be severely damaged. The revenues
gained would be lost on progress
we have already made on private
non-profit hatchery programs and
wild stock lost. The present foreeast
for Prince William Sound Ja a har-
vest up to 16 million fish. If both the
wild stock and hatchery forecasts
are correct, then it will be the
second year in a row that Prince
William Sound hatcheries have con-
tributed the largest portion of pink

salmon to the common property
fisheries.

The question is. can Alaska take
the chance of any of these disease
factors coming true?

Sincerely,

Gerald McCune

Presidenl, Cordova District

Fishermen United

LETTERS
oo

North Pacific Fishery Management
Council that you roferenco, | and
other members of the legislature’s
bush caucus requested the council to
nake a "sufficient” Pacific cod allo-
cation so that joint ventures could
continue with the resident fishermen
of Bristol Bay and Norton Sound.
We did not request a specific amount.
The council's final decision was to
recommend that the longliners re-
ceive a 22,000 m.t. allocation, leaving
268000 m.t. to be taken by the
domestic industry.

1signed the tetter Inorder to sup-
port,the herring joint venture be-
tween the Japanese longliners and
the Bristol Bay Herring Marketing
Cooperative. This joint venture di-
rectly benefits the resident, small
boat gillnetters of Bristol Bay, who,
to dste, have never been able to se-
cure commlitments from domestic
processors 10l markets. The joint
venture, enlartwately, would not
be eeonoodealbr viable unleso tbe
longUner fleet had access to Bering
Sea bcttomfiah, in this ease Pacific
cod. The herring cooperative is on
notice that it eaanot count oo tbe con-
tinued presence of the Japanese In
our waters. It must develop alter-
nate markets. While 1 am willing to
support this e. eeption this year in

aee LETTERS page 32
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AgQaculture, uh  Miivation
<fseafood?, is * controversial
vncepl in Fisteries that could

=hange the way Alaskan fisher-
nen make their livings. This is
he third part of a four-part
erieson the subject.

By CHRISTOPHER BATIN
Cojrospondenf

Alaska is a state divided over
he issue of fish farming: the
aising of fish in made-made
tens for sale lo domestic and
vorld markets.

According to commercial
isheriesofficials, Alaska boasts
t) percent of the U.S. salmon
production and 43 percent of the
v'orld salmon production, ex-
luding pemreared salmon. Yet,
armed salmon is one of the most
apidly growing segments of the
J.S. fish market. Pen-raised
Ulantic salmon have increased
Iramatically, growing to more
han 16 million pounds in just
hree years, at a net value of $50
nillion.

But, commercial fishermen
laim a fish-farming industry
vill cripple them, cause a glut of
ish on world markets and pro-
ide an inferior product to the
sONSuUMer.

*‘We've seen our marketshare
or trolled fish from Alaska get
.mailer over the last seven
eears," said Barry Lester with
he Alaska Troll Salmon Proces-
.ors Association. "The foreign
ish farmers are definitely mak-
ng inroads."

Fishermen say pen-reared
:almon will either be a "Mom
ind Pop" ipdustry. with farms
cattered up and down the coast,
ir tho state will use its resources
o develop a market for foreign
nvestors tX) exploit and take
lome the profits.

lister said the problem fac-
ng commercial fishermen lies
n educating salmon buyers and
mproving tiic quality and grad-
ng system of salmon.

“We don't want to tell people
hat farmed salmon swim in
heir own waste and are filled
vith chemicals against disease.
NC just want people to know the
firtucs of wild salmon," he said.

Kate Graham, executive
lirector of United Fishermen of
\laskn. said Alaska commer-
«ini fishermen strongly support
he moratorium imposed on sal-
non forming in Alaska. "We're
caping the benefits of our non-
irofithatchery system. It would
h*a real mistake to bring fish
arms in here."”

UFA represents 19 organtza-
ional members and about 13,000
foinmercial fishermen. The 22-
nemher hoard of directors is
enncjrncd that when the morn-
orium prohibiting finfish farm-
nt; expires in July, regulations
cm | be In place

If (he muriilorlum expires.

niilimit Ui*IfI(*utinn fnrm ari

Com{n etarmlng

rrSy be

industry that has virtually no
regulation. Wc want to make it
(fish farming) illegal,” Graham
said. "The state would need to
make a tremendous investment,
in addition to what ft's already
made, ifithopes to see fish farm-
ing lake off."

Alaska commerical fisher-
men list several reasons for
being against fish farming. One
is the disruption of traditional
fishing grounds and anchor-
ages. Depending on the location
of the farms, waterfront prop-
erties could diminish.

It also could affect tourism,
they say.

Also, opponents of fish farm-
ing claim fish feed and feces can
collect on the ocean bottom
under pens in layers a foot deep.
Biologists say that a salmon
farm of a few acres could gener-
ate as much fcces and urine as a
city of 4,000 people.

They also cite toxics. Last
year. British Columbia’s Minis-
try of the Environment disco-
vered a substance called tri-
butyltin, or TBT, in pen-reared
salmon sold in U.S. seafood mar-
kets. TBT. with toxicity levels
reached in as little as five parts
per trillion, is commonly used in
anti-fouling paint for boat bot-
toms, and is sometimes used to
treat netting in salmon pens.
European countries have ban-
ned the substance because of the
damage'it inflicts on the en-
vironment. Researchers have
concluded that exposure to low
doses of TBT may increase sus-
ceptibility of disease among sal-
mon and other fish.

Among penned fish, the
spread of bacterial disease is a
gray area that needs more
study. The use of antibiotics—
especially oxytctracycline—
would help control disease. Yet
opponents to farming claim bac-
teria could develop a resistance
to the antibiotic, and be harder
to treat, especially if spread
among wild fish stocks.

Also, after several cycles of
pen rearing, they claim genetic
alterations could occur and
domestic pen-raised salmon

could affect the gene pool of wild
salmon stocks.

As for costs, "Fish farming is
touted as an activity for small,
coastal villages," Graham said.
"The trouble is, the costs of op-
eration arc so high, that it’ll be
extremely difficult for a small
family or village to mpct every-
day costs, let alone the cost of
services offered by FRED iFish
and Game’s Fisheries Rehabi-
litation Enhancement Divi-
sion). Farmers want the state to
wait until after they’ve mutle u
profit In collect fees. That’s two
to three years after the start up,
and that’s If they survive (hat
long, commercial fishermen

lioun riluiav* hurl In Iblih th/ilr

pshing grounds
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don’t have to Pady our enhance-
ment tax until we make a profit.

"The state should maet its
current needs before creating a
new industry,"! Graham said.

House Research Agency
analyst Brad Pierce indicated
that Alaska fishermen will face
competition from farmed sal-
mon whether of not fish come
from Alaska farms.

"At the rate that worldwide
production of fakrned salmon is
growing, domestic markets can
be expected tcj become satu-
rated in the intermediate (next
five to 10 years) future. This
means that there is a limited
ewindow of opportunity’ for
Alaska to enter salmon farming
and gain a market share. If tra-
ditional fishermen in Alaska can
learn from theijr!counterparts in
other countries pnd adopt some
of the cooperative methods that
have made others more com-
petitive, then the greatest loss
they suffer fromj farmed salmon
may be some of their sense of
autonomy and individual
freedom."

"Fish farmers would have the
public believe that they’re not
competition for us,” Graham
said. "You bej 'they’ll be com-
petition. But that's not the main
reason we’re flfehting it. There
are serious problems that need
to be addresed that concern
everyone,,from the sport fisher-
man to the sulisistence user to
the man on th< street.

"Alaska ha the last great
runs of wild sal oninthe world,
With the propel marketing, and
additional help from the state,
we need to con iuc extolling the
wonders and vl tores of Alaska
wild sulmon. Wc alreadv have
the resource. Urt's use it."

In Alaska, commercial fisher-
men claim in-state salmon
farming will se 'lously hurl Alas-
ka’s salmon market.

Salmon farbers disagree,
saying the stab's commercial
salmon fishery Supplies fish pre-
dominantly du Ing the summer
months. FlIs! formers also
claim that profits, timing of the
salmon run add comprMtlon
from other lii uls often arc
reasons why bine fishermen

don't treat the_r fish with lho
x«nim Hint rtri.mlim ralmnn

rcial .fisherme

'éa

affected

(The exception is troll fish
men who fish year-round

kings and cohos and handle i
process their fish individua
Both farmers and troll fish
men sell premium salmon to
same markets.)

Fish farmers say they p
duce carefully handled f
without bruises or blemish
thatare uniform insize, and t
are fresh, not frozen, everf i
of the year. ?

Proponents of Alaska safcr
farming say the state shoi
cash in on the market bef(
other nations take control. Th
claim the benefits to Alask
economy are many and inch
market penetration and c
tinuity of product during
winter when commercial f
mon fishing is at a standstill

Also, fish wastes and entr;
can be remanufactured into i
food and fertilizers.

A variety of species are av
able in state toreduce theris
disease, they add. Prosped
species for Alaska fish farm
are coho, chinook and steelhe
Arctic char mightalso bea ;
sibiiity because ofitsred-ora
flesh and high prices in the.EI
pean m*arket.

* FRED’s Mike Kaill said n
fish farmers he’s talked to ar
favor of an industry that is
supportive.

In regard to fears stresse<
the commercial fishermen
environmental groups, herc
red to Gov. Steve Cowp<
eight-point policy on mari
ture released in 1987. That pi
stresses that mariculture r
benefit Alaskans; must pa}
itself and the state must g
fair return for its resour
must be done in an ord'
fashion to develop a stabh
dustry; must meet all fed
and state requirements
health r d sanitation; mur
managt to protect plant
animal . ocks; must be it
aged to ensure adequate
nironmecntal safeguards
habitat protection; must n
mize land use conflicts; n
allow for navigation and em
access to upland areas;
stipulate that brood stocl
carefully regulated when tt
from limited entry fisheriei

Kaill said despite the res
tions, there's much interet
salmon farming from in-s
and Outside investors.

"The type of farm will et
mine the type of investor y*
attract,” he said. "Largetfa
will probably attract la
firms, perhaps from Outsld
the slate wants to keep (
crshlp in Alaska, with local
pic, tite furmi,wlll probabf
small.*

* Chrlitoohir Batin 1$an a*



for Alaska troll-caught salmon

Aquaculture, the cultivation
T seafood, s a controversial
oncept in fisheries that could
hange the way Alaskan fisher-
1onmake their lirings. Thisfin-
1segment of a four-part series
n the subject looks at
narketing.

By CHRISTOPHER BATIN

Correspondent

An elite restaurant in New
;ork has a menu listing two
ypes of salmon: fresh frozen
daska king salmon, cooked to
erder, or fresh Norwegian
Ulantic salmon air-shipped the
ame day from Norway, pre-
»nred to order. Prices are the
ame for both.

If you were the customer, you
night assume that both fish
vere caught fresh and silvery
rom the high seas. While this is
tsually the case with Alaska
,acific salmon sold fresh-frozen
o Outside restaurants, it is not
he case with Norwegian Atlan-
ics.

Most Atlantic salmon shipped
o “white tablecloth res-
aurants” in major U.S. cities
ire pen-raised fish that have
ived their entire lives ir. huge
lolding pens with hundreds of
>ther salmon. Years of domes-
tication have conditioned the
fish to feed strictly on fish food
pellets.

When the fish are ready to be
harvested, they are vacuum
pumped out of their pen and
taken on a turbulent ride to a
processing plant; where they
are killed with a blow to the
head, then gutted and chilled be-
fore being sent to market.

Alaska is battling for position

in restaurants around the world
against Norwegjan Atlantics
and pen-raised kings. It’s a bat-
tle that commeraiaj fishermen
say needs to be wdn now. before
Algska loses its share of the
market.
* "It would be nice if we could
make wild Alaska salmon as
common in homes os tuna fish,"
said Pete Carlson, a comptroller
with the Alaska Seafood Market-
ing Institute in Juneau. "But we
have lots of competition from
foreign markets dealing pen-
raised fish."

The differences between pen-
raised fish and troll-caught sal-
mon deal with price, uniformity
and seasonal availability. Com-
mercial fishermen fear these
differences will shrink in the;
near future, hurting the entire
salmon fishing industry.

Based on opposition from
commercial fishing interests,
and uncertainty about its poten-
tial impact on the economy, the
Legislature issued a morator-
ium until July 1on the granting
of licenses, permits, leases or
authorizations for commercial
fmfl;ih farming. "The Legisla-
ture hus advised us that wc can
promote only naturally raised
und traditionally harvested fish
al this lime," Carlson said.

Hesaid (he institute has taken
a neutral position regarding
farmed fish and fish farming.

"We do have, however, several
campaigns at the present that
promote the overall qualities of
Alaska salmon.”

One of those campaigns is
aimed at promoting canned sal-
mon in the southeast and north-
east United States. "The canned
salmon market is big in these
areas," hesaid. "The scare over
botulism-tainted canned salmon
that took place in 1982 has long
been neutralized.”

ASMI also promotes fresh and
frozen Alaska salmon, along
with halibut and shellfish
nationwide.

Carlson said his agency
spends about $4.2 million to mar-
ket the advantages of Alaska
seafood to consumers around
the world.

"Part of our advertising re-
venue comes from federal
funds,"” he said. “We’re in-
volved in Target Export Assist-
ance (TEA), a federal program
that helps us penetrate known
trade barriers in foreign coun-
tries.

“There s resistance to
marketing Alaska salmon to
Japan and western Europe,
countries that have already
established seafood industries
or supply markets. We’re trying
to turn that around.”

Economists indicated the
rapidly growing national trade
deficit can be slowed by enhanc-
ing overseas markets for Alaska
salmon. Yet, Carlson said the
Alaska seafood industry is un-
doubtedly going to face some
stiff competition in the United
States from foreign farmed fish.

“Alaska is a world leader in
commercial fisheries," he said.
"That's the main thrust of our
marketing strategy, to sell a
consistently good product, and
lots of it."

Sandra Cesarini, executive
vice president of Sea Hawk Sea-
foods in Valdez, said interest In
Alaska salmon is rising annual-
ly, especially for specific types
of salmon.

"We deal with a high quality of
salmon," she said. "Over 20 per-
cent of our product comes in
alive, mostly on larger boats
that can refrigerate seawater
and hold the fish they catch.
These are bright, silver, deep-
running fish. If the salmon has a
tint of blush, it’s a second hand
fish for us.”

Processors like Cesarini say
that most of their sales go to
Asian and European'markets,
with premium prices coming
from refrigerated saltwater
fish. The demand by Japanese
consumers for whole frozen and
dressed Alaska sockeye salmon
has seen phonomonal growth.
Japan imported more than 227
million pounds of frozen U.S. sal-
mon in 1985, roughly 83 percent
of the total U.S. exports of sal-
mon. Japan doesn't have the
lake systems necessary to raise
large quantities of sockeye sal-
mon. Chum salmon also is popu-
lar fresh or frozen, however,
Japan su' 'Rules Alaska-

FISH
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total Alaska salmon harvest has
exceeded 100 million fish per
year. About 97 percent of the
premium species—coho, king
and sockeye salmon—is sold
frozen and 3 percent fresh.
Washington, Oregon and British
Columbia typically sell a higher
percentage fresh. According to
seafood distributors, West coast
residents prefer the deep red
color of premium Pacific sal-
mon over the light pink color of
pen-raised salmon. Yet despite
consumer preferences for wild
Alaska salmon, economic sur-
veys show fresh pen-raised sal
mon are making Inroads into the
Alaska troll-caught salmon
market.

Alaska salmon has several
advantages over imported
Atlantics. One is price. Wild sal-
mon sells for about $2.50 a
pound, wholesale, while farmed
salmon sells for over $5a pound.
But analysts predict current
technological advances in fish
farming could eventually make
it extremal/ competitive with
wild fish.

Barry Lester, president of the
Alaska Troll Salmon Processors
Association, said that European
fish farmers have established a
good foothold in the U.S. salmon
market, with an effective cam-
paign that promotes their fresh,
pen-reared salmon over frozen.

He said marketing efforts
need to educate consumers on
the gray areas of frozen and
fresh.

"Pen-raised salmon labled
‘fresh’ is often misleading to the
consumer,” Lester said. "That
product could have been sitting
there three or four days or lon-
ger. The consumer has noidea of
when those fish were taken from
the water."

He said fresh-caught Alaska
salmon can be frozen within
hours of being caught.

"Oftentimes, the fish is better
quality. It maintains its color,
texture and flavor loi.gcr than
fresh unfrozen fish that have
been sitting in a refrigerated
locker.

"We need to make Alaska sal-
mon more attractive to the
world," he said. "If we're un-
able (o develop a market prefer-
ence for wild salmon, (he only
thing left is price competition.
Wecun't allow farmers tosell an
inferior product from pens for
less than what It takes us to
catch wild salmon. The Alaska
fishing industry will disappear,
because the price of salmon will
be very low, due to the Out of
fish."

caught Alaska king salmon isn't
always that easy.

"1’ve been having problems in
obtaining fresh king salmon on a
regular basis,” he said. "When 1
started my business eight yeart
ago, | could get fresh, troll
caught Alaska kings during &
percent of the season. Now | cai
only get them about 50 percent o
the season.

"We use troll-caught kings be
cause they’re the best," he said
"When they’re unavailable, w*
use fresh frozen king, which i
also excellent.”

He said Norwegian pen-raise-
king salmon is excellent, and i
the price would drop, he’d cor
sider using it.

"It’s a bit paler than troli
caught kings, but the quaiity i
excellent.”

Winther said that while o
business travels outside Alask;
he’s constantly on the lookout fi
salmon on restaurant menus.

"Many of the restaurants Ou
side carry Norweigian, pei
raised salmon,"” he said. "I't
had it in Chicago, and just r-
cently, in Disneyland. It’s exce
lent fish."

Biologists say there may t
nutritional differences betwei
wild salmon and farmed sa
mon. Wildsalmonisrichinanc
that helps prevent heart attacl
and high blood pressur>
Farmed salmon contain less
this oil because ofa diet based (
processed fish pellets rath<
than a natural dietof forage fis
such as herring.

Alaska also has a distin
advantage over countries th
export salmon to the Unit<
States. State processors have i
international borders to cross,
factor that will assist in elin
nating'marketing and shippb
hassles, a major deterrent
foreign fish farmers.

Farmed saimon has adva
tages, though. It’s availab
year round. Alaska wild salm
is available only from M.
through September.

Freshness of product
another angle that troll fisht
men arc finding difficult to be
Restaurants and caterers
New York or Los Angeles ¢
order a 10-pound box of ba
coho and choose f.om 8-, 10-
12-ounce fish, ail uniform
shaped and sized, and procest
according to specifications. |
customer orders on Wednesd;
the farmers ta.ee me fish frt
the water the next morning, a
it’s usually delivered within
hours.

While fresh seems to be fix
there is a growing demand
canned salmon. The Unit
Kingdom imports about SOp
centof Alaska’scanned pinki
mon, followed by Australia
percent) and Canada (17 p
cent).

While prices for salmon vi
seasonally, based on harv

levels and time of return, e
nomists are finding Amerli
consumers are shifting nu
from cannedsaimon, preferr
more fresh and frozen produi



FISH FARMING — First hand experiences during recent trip to Norway are
related to TFN's Marilyn E. Geoerge. SE Alaska correspondent. TFN photo

Alaska Senator Lloyd Jones
reports on Horwegian farming

by Marilyn E. George

“Wa do not want Alaska to go into fish farming if it will be a detriment
to the existing fishery. It needs to complement what we now have,"
Alaskan Senator Lloyd Jones told your reporter when he visited
Petersburg in September after a week long visit to Norwegian salmon
farms.

“It could be a viable industry here, but they have an entirely different
situation as little commercial fishing exists on wild stocks. The uplands are
privately owned, and often those owning the uplands set-up the fish farms.

None of the farms were far from the end of the roads, making getting in
supplies and shipping out fish relatively easy. They also have many small
ferries and freight boats plying between the settlements,” Jones continued.

Jones along with seven other Alaskan legislators flew to Norway in July
to observe the Norwegian fish farming. The MOWI farm, the largest in
Norway, was producing 500000 fish a year. It had started with trout
before restrictions as to size were in effect. It needed 200,000 cubic meters
of water. As only one meter of tide flowed there, they set up large
propellers to drive the water around the pens and through the channels.

The National Government was doing the majority of the research
needed. They determined what areas would support salmon farms. Jones
did not know the criteria used to determine who obtained the rights to set
up the farms.

Family (arms not profitable

The 2,000 meter family farm has not been profitable and they are
merging into associations or being acquired by corporations, Jones found.
The 8000 meter farm with an investment of $1 million is needed to be
efficient. Now pressure is being put on the government to allow these
farms to expand to 10,000-12,000 cubic meters in order to be profitable.

Norway now has 700 farms employing 34 workers per farm, and
producing 50,000 metric tons of fish. When they are in full production, they
have a potential to produce 90,000 metric tons. Norway la shipping 27
percent of this to U.S. markets and 20 porcent is going to France, Jones
reported.

Tho Norwegian government has found a way to vaccinate the fish by
absorption so as not to transfer ho antibiotics Into the final product. The



Protecting the fish

and the fishermen ..

out competition and diseases.
"It Is counterproductive not to
scuss it," said Rep. Johnny Ellis,

"This is not a fishing debate;
this is an economic development
issue,” said Rodger Painter, execu-
tive director of the Alaska Mari-
culture Association.

However, the Senate president
and the Senate majority leader are
not optimistic about the measure's
chances this year.

“We dont want to create an

inside the 200-mile limit north of the Aleutians seems to p-Anchorage, prime sponsor of a- industry that in any way will

provide incontrovertible proof of the illegal activity.

pnnkhpd nnd pot just_with the rather minor 90-day
confinement to port provided by Japanese law. Foreign
fishermen who enter U.S. waters threaten American
fishermen's livelihood — and the health of fish stocks
that are the basis for the billion dollar bottomfish
industry.

Washington should make it clear to the Japanese that
such intrusions will not be tolerated, perhaps by
proposing stiff new penalties for documented violations.
Banning foreign violators ,rom joint ventures with
American fishermen is a potent example of what could
be done.

The federal government also should fund-improved
Coast Guard surveillance in the Bering Sea. The waters
along Alaska’s coast deserve protection in the national
interest —and only Uncle Sam can do the job.

But laying down the law to Japan and tougher
enforcement may not be the only measures needed to
protect U.S. fishermen and the fish.

The history of big-time fishing is replete with stories

j-mi boom and bust. The bottomfish industry is booming

** today but will bust if improperly managed. The North

AN

Pacific Fishery Management Council is attempting to
keep catches well below maximum sustainable yields,
but does it have enough biological information to
guarantee such protection? Is its management system
adequate to ensure a steady harvest?

If the Japanese are poaching in U.S. waters they
should be disciplined. But U.S. fishery managers must
remain ever vigilant to the dangers of over-fishing even
if the Japanese toe the line.

bill that would clear the way for
Quite rightly, the U.S. fishermen want the violators fish farming in Alaska.

hinder or hamper an existing in-
dustry,” said Senate President Jan

Falks, R-Anchorage.

Senal Majority Leader Dick
Eliason, R-Sitka, said there is a
future for mariculture in Alaska
for seaweed, oysters and shellfish,
but not necessarily for pen-reared
salmon.

"l for one am not going to
support a bill that is not support-
ed by the fishing industry,” Elia-
son said. The Senate mariculture
bill (SB106) has been stuck since
last year in the Resources subcom-

Fish farming legislation remains stallec

By LARRY PERSILY
The Associated Press

JUNEAU —Supporters of salm-

mariculture in Alaska says
) . they're disappointed by lack of

American fishermen apparently have clear and action on the issue, but still hope
convincing evidence that foreign trawlers have been to answer fishermen’s concerns
operating illegally in U.S. waters. Videotape of seven ab
ships — four Japanese, three unidentified — 39 miles di

mittee on fisheries, chaired by
Eliason.

"It is not a high priority of
many of the people | represent,”
said the Sitka senator.

Another coastal senator with a
large constituency of fishermen,
Fred Zharoff, D-Kodiak, refused
to proclaim the bill “stalled in the
water.”

He said not all of the conflicts

See Page C-7, MARICULTURE

MARICULTURE: Supporters still hope to address concerns

Continued from Page C-6

have been resolved between
commercial fishermen and
fish fanning supporters, and
those issues would have to be
settled before he could active-
ly support pen-rearing o.
salmon.

Ellis said he wants to
amend mariculture legislation
this session to address con-
cerns of commercial fisher-
men, including the issues of
alleged competition from

Parvat: Ban salmon ranch

salmon farming and diseases
spreading from pens to natu-
rn 1 gfn/«trc

The House bill (HB108) is
in the Resources Committee.

Painter said he disagrees
with the position of Faiks
knd Eliason that fish fanning
could harm the state’s fishing
industry.

Commercial fishermen
could benefit from an in-
creased presence of Alaska
salmon in the worldwide mar-
ket with a year-round supply

ing

KETCHIKAN —The Southeast Alaska

Conservation Council (SEACC) is

and a moratorium on all other fo
tideland development. The
environmentalist group says

calling for a ban on salmon ranching

rms of

mariculture would result in reduced

concern over the maintenance an

d

retention of wild stocks of salmon and

their habitat.

*

from fish farms. Painter said.

"it's a fairly emotional is-
sue," he said, comparing the
debate to the range wars of
the late 1800s between cow-
boys and farmers.

Mariculture already exists
on a small scale in Alaska,
with some oyster farmin
near Wrangell and musse
farming at Halibut Cove. The
legislature last year approved
a moratorium on finfish farm-
ing in Alaska, but it does not
apply to oysters or shellfish.

The moratorium expires in
July.

“The moratorium falling is
really a no-win situation for
everybody,” he said. Al-
though there is no law ag:
fish farming, there is no
specifically allowing it either,
*e¢ said, and lawsuits could
result If the legislature fails
to address the issue before the
moratorium expires.

An extension of last year’s
moratorium is not the best
answer, Painter said.



Mariculture Is hot topic among state legislators

By LARRY PERSIlLY
The Associated Press

JUNEAU — Despite efforts to
amend the mariculture bill to
make it more palatable to its
adversaries, opponents of salm-
on farming still resist the mea-
sure.

The legislature last year im-
posed a moratorium on salmon
farming, with the prohibition on
the new industry' due to expire
this summer.

2A measure that would allow
salmon .farms (HB108) was
amended this session to limit
their numoer and size, an at-
tempt to win support from those
who favor continuing the ban.

Although some legislators fa
vor extending the moratorium,
one opponent, Sen. Lloyd Jones,
goes a step beyond that — he
has introduced a bill (SB425) to
impose a permanent ban on
salmon farming.

Extending the moratorium,
the Ketchikan Republican said,
would only extend the turmoil
by creating uncertainty every
time the moratorium comes up
for cons.de) ation.

Joues wants to end that un-
certainty by prohibiting salmon
farms, and then studying tbe
issue for possible future changes
in the law.

"We’re not precluding further

Jones said.

His bill would allow shellfish
and plant farming.

Neither shellfish nor plant
farms have attracted the contro-
versy generated by salmon
fanning proposals.

There is some oyster farming
near Wrangell and a mussel
project near Halibut Cove, but
efforts to set up salmon farms

mercial fishing industry.

Salmon farms would raise the
fish in floating pens, providing
a year-round supply of fresh
salmon.

Rep. Robin Taylor has a bill
(HB455) that would extend the
moratorium 10 years.

The Wrangell Republican said
he worries about the impact

have been blocked by opponents See Page B-3, SALMON Lloyd Jones

Ban on salmon farming urged
KENAI —rnhe Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly
has passed a resolution asking the state legislature
mcontinue a ban on salmon farming in Alaska
..aters. The measure, which also asks the state to
carefully regulate shellfish mariculture projects,
passed unanimously Tuesday. It also asks
lawmakers to avoid using depleted commercial and
sports fishing budgets to underwrite any
mariculture industry'. .Salmon are farmed —reared
in pens until processed —throughout the world.
Opponents of the industry say diseases and the
genetic inferiority of pen-reared salmon could
devastate native Pacific salmon.

SALMONS Lawmakers worried about impact on market

Continued from Page B-1

salmon farms would have on
the market share and prices
paid for natural salmon. The
pen-reared fish could cost
Alaska's commercial fisher-
men a share of the market for
fresh fish, he said.

He also questions whether
salmon farms would take
away too many of the state's
frvorite beachfront recreation
sites.

Rep. Johnny Ellis, sponsor

farms, said, “It’s an impor-
tant potential industry in
Alaska." Another moratori-
um would be disservice to
those who are waiting to go
to work.

The Anchorage Democrat is
waiting for a report due next
month from the Department
of Fish and Game, which will
review the potential impact
of pen-reared salmon on the
Alaska seafood market.

Ellis said he hopes the re-
port will answer market ques-

Increase the chance of passing
his bill this year.

In addition to limiting the
size and number of salmon
farms, his amended bill
would impose taxes on all
mariculture products.

It would allow Fish and
Game to order destruction of
diseased farm stocks, to re-
duce the possibility of spread-
ing the infection to natural
salmon runs.

"While many of my mem-
bers are not exactly thrilled

controls in Ellis’ new bill, we
believe it does adequately re-
spond to criticism of the origi-
nal bill," said Rodger Paint-
er, Alaska Mariculture
Association executive direc-
tor.

"Mariculture is one of
Alaska’s best opportunities
for diversifying our private
economy,"” Painter said.
"Salmon farming offers the
greatest immediate opportu-
nity for creating year-round

The Associated Pn1'-

KETCHIKAN Rc.scan.h-
cii from several state and
federal agencies have staitcd
a study on Etilin Island to
determine the possibility of
developing shellfish maricul-
ture sites in Southeast Alas-
ka.

The completed study
should provide a comprehen-
sive package of information

on shellfish matieultme. said
n >» | Alrokn

of the bill to allow salmon

Department of Natural Re-
sources. Rader is coordinator
of the project.

The pioject addresses only
shellfish and kelp develop-
ment, he said, and is not a
plan for fish fanning.

Etolln Island, near Wran-
gell. was selected for the proj-
ect because there are a dozen
mariculture permits in the ar-
ea. The permits are for oyster
mariculture. the main target

will look at kelp, mussels and
scallops, Rader said.

The area is not subject to a
coastal management plan and
appears viable for shellfish
mariculture, he said.

Researchers plan to devel-
op mariculture criteria for po-
tential shellfish fanners and
agencies that issue the neces-
sary permits.

The project will study ac-
cess to mariculture sites, pow-
er, rource of labor, security,
disbance to market, supplies

tions raised by opponents and

conflict with recreational uses
will be looked at closely, Rad-
er said.

"We’re trying to find out
what the existing uses are,"
he said. "We'll look at what is
compatible and possible miti-
gation measures that could be
recommended."

Researchers also will eval-
uate potentiul sites for water
temperature, phytoplankton
counts, water strata, paralytic

shellfish poisoning, oxygen
Ka cat*)

with the level of government

Agencies study shellfish mariculti,r~pnJEtglinJsland

Some of the information
may come from a satellite
being used in a project being
done by the state's Marine
Advisory Program.

A French satellite, named
Spot, will pass over southeast
Alaska, taking photos which
could give information on wa-
ter temperature, salinity, sed-
iment and color.

The satellite will record in-

formation for the new project
four times a year. Each pass

jobs.”

1988

New Guinea, will cost as
much as $2,000. But officials
say the cost would be mini-
mal compared to the expense
of using a boat to gather the
Information.

Public workshops are slat-
ed in Wrangell and Peters-
burg later this month.

After a draft report is com-
piled, the agencies will go
back to the communities In
May. The report Is scheduled
to be completed June 30.
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State should weigh mariculture decisions carefully

By SONJA CORAZZA

Those interested in passing
a mariculture bill have pro-
posed that nil Alaskans hove
to do is stand back and let the
industry develop, that- gov-
ernment is merely in the way
of nr innovative new indus-
try. But Alaskans who value
our natural ocean resources
and present commercial and
sportsfishing industries be-
lieve this is an unacceptable
attitude.

Who will own this industry
and who will reap the eco-
nomic benefits? How will use
of our tidelands and water-
front property values be af-
fected? How will our natural
salmon runs and shellfish
populations co-exist with an
industry that puts hormones
and antibiotics directl- into
the ocean?

Norway has been involved
in mariculture for more than
20 years and has recently dis-
covered that 10-57 percent of
the salmon in their streams
are escaped pen-reared salm-
on. This concerns scientists so
greatly that they have insti-
tuted a wild salmon gene
bank and stringent restric-
tions on their own industry to

protect the few remaining
wild salmon. The last of their
wild stock commercial fishery
will be closed down in 1989
and their sports fishery will
be severely limited.

Alaska contains 43 percent
of the wild salmon runs left
in the world and 90 percent of
the wild salmon left in the
United States. Scientists
worldwide admit they don't
know the effects of genetic
engineering and the use of
antibiotics and hormones.

People concerned with our
ecosystem regard the pen-
farming of salmon as an ex-
ample of the “anything to
make a fast buck" syndrome.
Unfortunately, what may be
at stake is the health of the
last natural salmon fisheries
in the world.

Canada opened their doors
to mariculture of finfish sev-
eral years ago and now re-
ports that 65 to 90 percent of
the Industry Is owned by Nor-
wegian corporations — the
joke is if you want a job on
the fish farm, you'd better
speak Norwegian. Canadians
complain that only low-pny-
ing Jobs are left for them.

The Prince Rupert Fisher-
man's Co-Op that was to be

an example of how local resi-
dents and fisherman could
succeed announced last sum-
mer that they were selling out
due to the technical difficul-
ties of raising fish, diseases in
the pens and a problem with
marine mammals as preda-
tors. Canadians say any hope
they had of salmon farming
being profitable for small lo-
cal operations was "just a
dream."”

In July 1986, Ireland
slapped a ban on foreign own-
ership of salmon farm leases
to head off what officials
feared could be a takeover of
the country's leading indus-
try. "We could fill every bay
on the Irish Coast with salm-
on cages within two years if
we allow the Norwegians in
without restriction,"” they
said, and referred to Scotland
where they claimed that Nor-
wegians owned over 60 per-
cent of the industry. In Seat-
tle, Global Aqua A-S. a
Norwegian corporation, is
buying the oldest and largest
salmon farm in Washington,
previously owned by Camp-
bell Soup Co.

Why are the Norwegians
expanding worldwide? Obvi-
ously they have the technolo-

People concerned with our
ecosystem regard the pen-farming of
salmon as an'example of the

anything to make a fast buck

syndrome.

gy to grow fish and want to
dominate the markets. But
just as importantly, they now
face strict regulations in Nor-
way where in the past three
years they have lost thou-
sands of tons of fish to dis-
eases in the pens. Disease and
environmental problems,
combined with the genetic
questions, forced Noway to
place controls on salmon
farmers that do not presently
exist in other countries.

Lest Alaskans think we
will be immune from this
Norwegian takeover trend,
our coastal residents have al-
ready been approached by
Alaskan-named, Norwegian-
backed companies who have
offered them deals for their
waterfront... "just sign your

name and you will be the
proud owner of a fish farm
all equipment built in
Noway." Is this what Alas-
kans choose for their future?

Years ago, Aiaskans did
make a choice — they chose to

enhance natural stocks
through an ocean ranching
program (wild salmon en-

hancement). Alaskans also
wisely chose to make ocean
reaching private non-profit so
all public user groups would
benefit.

Last summer In Prince Wil-
liam Sound sportsflshermen
caught 100,000 pink salmon.
Sports, commercial and sub-
sistence wusers all profited
from the state’s and the com-
mercial fishermen’s direct in-

vestment in fisheries enhance-
ment.

How successful monetarily
are our present enhancement
programs? For example, the
Cook Inlet Aquaculture Asso-
ciation reports a 458 percent
profit on enhanced fish plus
21 permanent full-time jobs
and 60-70 established seasonal
jobs, most of which go to
Alaskans. Alaska is recog-
nized as having one of the
strongest ocean ranching pro-
grams, third only to Japan
and Russia. It is inconceiv-
able that our government is
cutting back on our state
hatchery system.

Lastly, Noway views Pa-
cific Ocean ranching as their
greatest competitor and has
started their own private
ocean ranching program.

This year promises to be a
crucial one for both the future
of our natural resources and
the future of our common
property fisheries. Let’s hope
Alaskans make decisions that
we won't regret for genera-
tions to come.

O Son]j Corazza It President ol
the North Pacific Fisheries Asso-
ciation.



South Point coalition formed, claiming,

Hone

/ Gina McM ather

The South Point Coalition, an
liance of commercial fishermen and
~fferson County property owners,
lobrated its first anniversary in
ctober, 1987.

I'm not sure "celebrated" is the
ght word, however, to describe a
«ar of intense frustration. A grass
rots organization of “little guys,"
e're still battling the corporate
juaculture interests who want to

a nuge saimon pen complex at
kmth Pr ! in the Hood Canal.

The major beef of the gillnetters
nd purse seiners in the organization
s simple - the pens would create &
langerous obstacle that would dis-
place fishing operations in a heavily
shed area. At the peak of the fall
eason. Area 12, just south of the
food Canal Bridge, has frequently
een described by local residents as
a city of boats." The guys on the
ater are constantly jockeying for
oom to lay their gear and trying to
void running over each other’s nets,
'his is where they want to put a fish
irm!

The first permit request Olympic
ea Farm, Inc. brought to Jefferson
ounty showed 22 pens, each 49'x49'.
0 be attached to the old South Point
erry dock, about two miles below the
food Canal Bridge on the west side,
'he complex would have extended
00 feet out into the canal.

Frank Fletcher, president of the
> PSGA chapter, estimated as
lany as 30 percent of the customary
lift gillnet sets between Hood Canal
iridge and the U.S. Navy installation
t Bangor would be obstructed. For
einers it would mean the loss of the
uslomary South Point set.

It never occurred to county offic-
ils the proposal might impact fishing
perations. The project had already
assed through the  preliminary
oops in the county permitting
roccss before fishermen even learn-

j aboutit. \Ve became aware of the
roposnl because something possess-

J me to read the legal notices in the
scal paper the week it was to go
efore the shorelines advisory com-
littee.)

Whrn we did raise our voices, we
iund we had little effect. County
lorelincs advisors and the county
>minissioners had little understand-
ig of fishing operations. Why one
»0i might he better fishing than
nother or why we couldn't just "go
round it" was a mystery to them,
csides, the local shorelines manage-
irntolan didn't address the oossibll-

problem some other agency should
deal with.”

It was true, the local management
plan was no help. It had been adopted
when aquaculture was generally
meant to mean oyster-growing. The
fact that the commissioners’ meet-
ings were held on days that conflicted
with fishing openings in Area 12 also
made it difficult to convey the depth
of our concern.

John Pitts, an outspoken proponent
of aquaculture, resigned from the
county commission only several mon-
ths previously to accept the post of
Director of Aquaculture by appoint-
ment from Governor Booth Gardner.
His influence on the board was still
evident.

The two remaining commissioners
approved the Olympic Sea Farm, Inc.

Enter the South Point Coalition!

When the commissioners approved
the request, the frustrated oppon-
ents of the project milled in the
high-ceilinged, Victorian hallways of
the Jefferson County courthouse
One indefatigable, middle-aged wo-
man who owned property near South
Point, approached one of the fisher-
men. What could we do now? She
wanted to know.

What happened next was the
founding of the South Point Coalition
and the forging of an alliance
between property owners and fisher-
men. We hired a lawyer, and
recruited members. We raised mon-
ey, and we appealed the county’s
decision to the state Shorelines
Hearings Board.

It was a real grass roots effort. We
have no millionaires - at least that
we know of - among our members,
who can step forward to pick up the
tab for legal fees. Often it has been a
week-to-week struggle to keep up
with the legal bills, telephone and
postage. Except for our attorney, all
labor is volunteer.

Peter Eglick, ecology issue lawyer,
built our case and detailed our
objections. At a pre-hearing confer-
ence in December. 1986, both sides
laid their cards on the table. The
Washington Department of Fisheries
and the Department of Ecology
joined a. appellant intervcnors on
the side of the Coalition, although
their objections to the proposal did
not exactly coincide with ours.

The Department of Natural Re-
sources, who would be leasing state
tidelands to Olympic Sea Farm, Inc,,
took the fish farmers side - an dit’
Jefferson County, which had approv-
ed the permit.

Canal salmon farm would obstruct flshen

Each side drew up its iist of
witnesses who would be called upon
to testify and noted the exhibits they
planned to present. The Shorelires
Hearings Board scheduled a final
hearing for June 1986, and estimated
it would take at least twelve days for
all parties to have their say. The
projected expense of such a long
hearing was staggering.

Only a matter of weeks before the
hearing, the Shorelines Hearings
Board considered a pre hearing mo-
tion our attorney had filed. Based on
his brief, the board decided that the
county had committed a procedural
error. The county had failed to notify
the affected Indian tribes of this
proposed project, as the county is
specifically required by law to do.
The shorelines hearings board there-

fore negated the county’s permit and
cancelled the hearing.

While the appeal was in the works,
the Jefferson County Commissioners

were persuaded to enact a morator-
ium on fish pens until such time as
the county management plan is
brought up to date. All new permit
applications were put on hold.

Olympic Sea Farm returned with
their new proposal (Fall 1987), with
an application looking much like their
old one. The only significant differ-
ence is that the two shoremost pens
were eliminated in an attempt to
counter the DOE’s previous objection
that the shoremost pens were sited in
water too shallow.

This time, we were ready for them.
Their "enfironmental checklist” sub-
mitted with their proposal did not
deal adequately with all the probable
impacts - especially the conflict with
the pre-existing commercial fishery,
we argued.

This time, someone was listening.
A new commissioner had taken John
Pitts’ vacant seat and he has
expressed skepticism about unre-
stricted fish pen development.

The other two commissioners now

seem to be g
the conflict with the commercial
fishery is par of the county’s
responsibility. The commissioners
wanted Olympic Sea Farm to return
with more information about possible
impacts the project might have.

At the time of this writing, that is
where the project stands. We expect
Olympic Sea Fann, Inc., to return
before the cour.y commissioners
after the first of the year, armed with
a fuller defense of the project,
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Approach

By SEN. RICHARD I. ELIASON

There is a groundswell of Interest
In Alaska and around the world in
the mariculture/aquatic farming in-
dustry, including the farming of
finfish, shellfish and sea vegetables.
Alaskans are actively exploring eco-
nomic development possibilities,
and the concept of launching a new
renewable resource industry is a
tantalizing one. Enthusiasm, howev-
er, needs to be tempered with pru-
dence.

The states and foreign countries
currently involved in intensive fish-
farming have become involved be-
cause their natural stocks are no
longer strong. However, the opposite
is true in Alaska. Our wild salmon
stocks yield harvests among the
most abundant in the world.

Alaska now produces 43 percent
of the worldwide total wild salmon,
and 90 percent of all the wild salmon
produced in the U.S. It’s no exagger-
ation to assert that salmon is a
mainstay of the state economy.

The actual economic impact of
Alaska’s salmon harvest is worth
many times the harvest value. Pro-
cessing alone can nearly double the
value of the catch. The seafood
industry, in which salmon play the

leading role, provides more jobs
than any other.
The state’s natural fishing re-

sources and the industry they sup-
port must be protected. Conscien-
tious stewardship of Alaska's
valuable seafood resources is of
overriding importance. If Alaska
proceeds with finfish farming, the
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cost of this stewardship will in-
crease significantly.

Concern has been expressed about
the potentially negative effect of
fish farms on water quality. Water
pollution from fish feces, uncon-
sumed feed and land-based farm
operations must be carefully con-
trolled, necessitating the careful de-
velopment of siting guidelines and a
process for site reviews. The appro-
priate regulatory agency must have
funding to carry out monitoring and
enforcement. A means for resolving
disputes over use of coastal waters
must be created: Many of the best
prospective sites for finfish farming
are cherished as safe harbors by
fishermen and recreational boaters.

The subject of fish disease has
generated heated controversy. Indig-
enous fish diseases are found in
natural stocks, but most are self-lim-
iting in the wild. Wild fish tend to
be dispersed, and are not subject to
the stress of a pen-rearing environ-
ment. The effects of large concentra-
tions of biomass in a limited area
are largely unknown. The presence
of unconsumed fish feed and feces
provides a nutrient-rich environ-
ment conducive to the growth of
bacterial populations harmful to
fish, and no matter how clean the
environment of a pen, there is al-
ways the risk of disease: bacterial,
viral and parasitic.

The most disturbing aspect of the
subject of fish disease is that most
diseases are easily transferable.
Many pens are not designed to ade-
quately safeguard against escape-
ment of farm fish, wild fish can be
attracted to the proximity of the pen
by the presence of nutrients, and
some diseases can even be bome in
the water by currents. One can only
speculate upon the impact of inten-
sive pen-rearing of salmon on wild
fish stocks. It won’t necessarily be
detrimental, but not enough scientif-
ic research has been conducted to
prove that it won't be detrimental.

If private for-profit pen-rearing of
salmon is authorized, the state will
have to determine what govern-
ment's regulation and support role
will be. To what degree should the
state regulate salmon farms to in-
sure their stocks are healthy? |Is
Alaska willing to expend public
funds to gear up for a large-scale
application of technical disciplines
including fish-disease control? Fail-
ure to do so has been a source of a
number of British Columbia’s prob-
lems in its trouble-plagued experi-
ence with salmon farming.

The Norwegian government subsi-
dies have effectively reduced the
price of their farmed salmon en-
abling that nation to become a lead-
er in this new industry. Assistance
takes the form of capital investment
subsidies, capital grants, salmon
shipping and transportation subsi-
dies (including the creation of a
complete road-sea-air system), and
salmon product and price subsidies.

fish farming with a degree of caution

If private for-profit pen-rearing of
salmon is authorizedthe state will have to
determine what government's regulation

and suppoii role will

The government provides support in
the areas of research and develop-
ment, quality control, advisory ser-
vices, free disease-diagnostic ser-
vices and marketing assistance
Including international trade provi-
sion.

These forms of government sup-
port make Norway a formidable
competitor and will enable that na-
tion to outstrip the United States as
a leading fish exporter by 1990. By
that time, worldwide farm produc-
tion of the premium species of salm-
on may account for half of total
production of fresh and frozen salm-
on available on the world market.
Some industry analysts predict that
the supply of Atlantic salmon will
overtake the demand by 1990.

Given this scenario, will Alaska
fish-farmers be able to compete suc-
cessfully? Just in order to gear up
for the industry, the state would
need to make operating budget ap-
propriations to various agencies.
How much support can the state
afford to provide, or not to provide?
Where will the money come from?

be.

Will we take resources away from
our existing rehabilitation programs
and product promotion efforts, pro-
grams which have already suffered
from significant budget cuts the last
two yean? Will we really be creat-
ing new jobs or will we be taking
them away from one group and
giving them to another? (Norway’s
500 gillnetters will be legislated out
of business next year — permanent-

|

y2rhere may indeed be a place for
mariculture in Alaska, but the unan-
swered questions about market con-
ditions, profitability, fish disease
and its impact on natural stocks,
and the degree to which the state is
willing to support and subsidize the
industry polLnt to a cautious ap-
proach to finfish farming.

O Sen. Richard I. Eliaaon chairs the
Fisheries Subcommittee of the Senate
Resource Committee In the Alaska Leg-
islature. He wee one of the legislators
who traveled to Norway in August to
etudy Atlantic salmon farming.
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A mediated solution to differences is

omething South Whidbey foes of
nlmon net pens look wupon with
keplicism if not outright fear and

willing, but they have no choice but to
oopcrnte.

Several bills to regulate salmon net
ens and other forms of aquaculture
ot nowhere in the state Legislature
his year. A major reason is that the
overnnr's office and legislative
madors have decided mediation - not
egislation - is the path to follow.

To that end, an all-day meeting has
een called for Saturday. March 12 at
Imrclmc Community College to
iscuss mediation The topic will bo
cl pciiaqaculture

The state Department of
.griculliirc. which promotes
quamlture. is paying for the initial

icdiation effort, according to Frank
«alfiicr, project director for Nor-
most Renewable Itesourccs Center in
cattle.

Caffner's organization mediated the
tspute over luggmg practices in w hich
tuber companies, environmentalists
ml other interest groups were at one
nuttier's throat

The effort became known as the
timber, fish and wildlife” mediation
mi resulted m the slate's new forest
radices art that just took effect Jan.

The logging practices mediation
ffm t took over I0i meetings and six
ninths and cost Shu,000, Gaffney said
y telephone Friday Ho was project
irector of timber, fish A wildlife
ti'di.ition

lieneially, the mediated agreement
as heralded .is a success. Gatfney
ml a attracted nation-wide attention,
ml now oth'T states are seeking to
icdi.ite difficult issues involving
pposing interest groups.

Aquaculture certainly has its op-
using interest groups. Kn-
ironmenlalistN and shoreline
rupertv owners say the industry is
illuting. interteres with trnditonal
res of the waters, and threatens
itive salmon runs as well as the
1hil110iYi.il fishing industry

Aetitlt " Bens

iCnntmued from page I>
Net pen supporters disagree on all
unis, ol course, and have received
ting supjxiit from Governor Booth
irner und the Dept of Agriculture.
There arc several net pons in IMigct
und but none in Island County The
unty lias a moratorium on now
IUaculture applications uniil a st its*
iviionmcntnl Impact Statement is
no on the Industry, an endeavor that
Il take about 15 months However,
me net pen sites have alte.idy been
iplied for. particularly in tlto
luaculturc district oil Bell's Bench m
iratoga Cove
Margaret Johnston. Bell's Beach
sidont and legislative havon for the
iralogn Cove Foundation, said ol the
t'fliulmn effort ' That's the way the
.me ik trying in be played uitlly mpia
Ckfdays
lircuUsC  of the loudness for
adulvnn OulwlalivL- effiula 10 Slop

Anchorage Daily Nows
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i Salmon farm owner
to switch harvests

The Associated Press

SEATTLE — The state's
oldest and largest salmon
farm has been purchased by a
Norwegian aquaculture busi-
ness which plans to switch
the fish-farming operation
from Pacific salmon to Atlan-
tic salmon.

The Domsea salmon farm
was sold by Campbell Soup
Co. to Global Aqua USA Inc.

I which says it will harvest
four million pounds of Atlan-
tic salmon a year and hatch
another four million young
salmon annually, a spokes-
man said.

Global Aqua is owned by
Global Aqua A-S of Norway
and a Norwegian investor
group. The sale price was not

disclosed. The sale involved
four farm sites, three off
Bainbridge Island and one

near Port Townsend.
John Pitts of the Washing-
ton Department of Agricul-

ture said Atlantic salmon are
easier to domesticate than Pa-
cific salmon and that the
switch should be seen as a
positive move for the state.

“It will combine Norwe-
gian and American expertise
that will contribute to the
further development of fish
farming here," said Havard
Rabben, general manager of
Global Aqua.

"By raising Atlantic salm-
on we will not be competing
with the commercial fishery
of Pacific salmon,” Rabben
said.

Under the Campbell Soup
Co.’s ownership the Domsea
farm raised chinook salmon
and produced about 1 million
pounds of fish per year.

subject of mediation

«doesn't like all those mquaculturci
lulls coming at them "™ Sayan is a
major force behind the mediation

issues which miglit
negotiations, and to decide if enough
opportunity exists to proceed beyond

bo covered in

effort

Johnston said "we can | ludp but lie
skcplieal” ol the mediation effort, but
her group will have to go along "The
slate is pushing il. we don't want In gel
blamed for breaking it down "

The other Whidbey Island uiltl
.igii.icnlturc group. Save Our Shores
shares Johnston's lootings, according
lo leader Joe Miller who lives south of
l.agism Point

Miller worries tli.it net jien op-
IMineiits will face unwelcome pressure
lo compromise during the mediation
process "Imt we have no choice but to
pai In quite "

Millet .iiid.lolindonagreetli.it in Hie
miBul meeting they will seek il
moratorium on muher net [>eii
development during mediation if il h
jlecjdevl to proceed with I he pi ocess

this first meeting. It issin ply an effort
to identify issues ami assess the op-
portunity to proceed "

Gaffney acknowledges there are
huge differences of opinion on the
subject of net liens, but he suid the
timber practices interests "were just
as contentious as these folks at (lie
beginning.”

The meeting b gins .itttain and is
scheduled to lasi until 4:20 The ml
dress is tcioi Greenwood Avenue
North, in Building 'JOO of Shoreline
(dii.munily College For a Ihx lunch
costing $4 call the Northwest
Itenewable Ur.ourccs Center, r.'t
7:tti|, before March t. or bring your
own lunch.
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Fish farming In Alaska — a no win proposition

By FRANK MULLEN

Recently there has been much talk regard-
ing mariculture as a developing industry In
Alaska. Proponents of mariculture have un-
leashed a lobbying program designed to
convince Alaskans that an aggressive mari-
culture program would be a great addition to
the economy. The idea Is being considered so
seriously that a delegation of Alaska politi-
cians took some time over the summer to
make a trip to Norway to- inspect some
salmon rearing facilities there.

There are few, if any, objections to the
idea of allowing the domestic production of
shellfish or crustaceans. But the idea of
raising salmon in pens along the coastline of
Alaska has raised the concerns and objec-
tions of those Alaskans who currently har-
vest wild salmon.

Salmon pen operations proliferate in vari-
ous parts of the world. Norway. Chile,
British Columbia, the State of Washington
(and others) are currently raising and mar-
keting salmon in vast gt “*tvities. Proponents
of "pens” insist that if Alaska doesn’t jump
into the *eed-lot salmon business very quick-
ly, we'll be left in the dust. Skeptics contend
that if we accept this idea without consider-
ing some of the negative effects, the adverse

POINTS OP VIEW FROM OUR COMMUNITY

consequences will far exceed those of the
Delta barley project or the MacKenzie dairy
project.

To allow pen-reared salmon operations to
dot the Alaskan coastline Invites conflict
with the wild salmon harvesters who helped
pioneer this state. It is inevitable that there
will be marketing conflicts. It will be easy
for salmon buyers to offer unrealistically
low prices to commercial fishermen, using
the threat of being able to fill contracts with
pen-reared salmon.

Decision-makers in Alaska ought to close-
ly scrutinize the dollar-for-dollar exchange
which would likely occur if salmon pens are
allowed to proliferate. Taking value from
existing businesses and giving it to new
businesses represents no gain to the state's
economy.

The cost of establishing a viable salmon

pen operation and carrying it until salmon
could be marketed has been estimated to
exceed $500,000. This amount would prohibit
"mom and pop” operations. So are we to
allow large companies to lease Alaskan
tidelands and operate marginal business ven-
tures that employ relatively few Alaskans
and ship their profits south? Or should we
encourage the continued development of wild
salmon fisheries and thereby further
strengthen the economic basis of our state?

If pen-reared salmon proliferate along
Alaska’s coastline, these domesticated salm-
on could introduce disease and genetic dilu-
tion to wild stocks. Norwegian salmon farm-
ers, who are now 18 years into an aggressive
salmon farming program, are now becoming

aware of problems caused by ees from
salmon pens mixing with wil
The cost to the state i .ate and

maintain a mariculture in will be
substantial. These costs wi.: predictably
come out of sportfish budgets and commer-
cial fish budgets which have been greatly
reduced in the past two years, and cannot
afford to be stretched any thinner.

The mature approach to promoting the
fishing industry in Alaska is to take care of
and enhance the billion-dollar industry we
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alread” have. We can promote Alaska salm-
on on the worldwide market. In a few short
years, this may be the last place on earth
where consumers can be assured of purchas-
ing a truly wild product. To be able to put
"WILD” or "NATURAL” on the label could
be a tremendous advantage.

It just doesn't make sense to encourage a
fish forming Industry that will likely be
controlled by out-of-state interests and pro-
vide relatively few jobs for Alaskans, partic-
ularly when the ultimate losers on this deal
will be commercial and recreational users
with longtime investments in family, equip-
ment, lifestyle, and Alaska heritage.

There remains significant opportunity in
Alaska to increase wild stock production
through aquaculture and enhancement pro-
grams. | hope Alaskans agree that the best
way to cultivate and ensure long-term eco-
nomic health in Alaskan fisheries is to
promote the wild stock fishery which cur-
rently exists, rather than threaten it with a
competitive fish farming program.

O Frank Mullen la a Soldotna bus!nNoS*man and
commercial fisherman.
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renegace INonaegian om
akmon polluting wild runs

"Renegade" salmon from Norway’s
1 farms arc destroying important
iracteristics and generic
ferences between farm and river
Imon, says Professor Harald
jervold, following the discovery
s autumn that up to 57 percent
the salmon stocks in some
rwegian rivers are of the farm
eicty.

f the genetic pollution continues
its present rate, the hereditary
‘lations among some of the river
ecies will be halved within seven
irs. Nature takes tens of
tusnnds of years to fit the
mon to its special environment,
I in the light of this fact, the
;sent developments are
rrning, says Skjervold.

’he head of the Directorate for
lure Management, Helge Vikan,

0 finds the latest findings
quieting and stresses the vital
lortance of preserving the most
uable of the salmon species in
genes bank now being built up
Trondheim, incidentally the first
ts kind in the world.

eperm from 47 species of
rwegian river salmon were
red in the bank last year, and
1number will be doubled by the
I of 1987. Vikan blames the
ensive genetic pollution in
irs on the import of smolt. This

NtC.-.ij-JAN "Renegade
or «s, .ipi 1 Nimw.iv1s
the
Not way"s* wild storks will

pollution.” ]

Nature Management
stored in
lIn* sperm hank
- Ini>-i linn
Siost Un i 1.
u" ! mfl... hi
mili'oii. oil"(rial;,
R |

import is not only responsible for
spreading disease, it is also a
major hazard for river salmon,
says Vikan. He intends proposing
to tho Ministry of Environment
that the Directorate be involved in
the assessment of smolt import

i sperm hank in
Is reportedly the first of
Iron 1 fish to wild slocks cent lnui* as well.
,-0i
Norwegian river-..
hoiiove too

-mU* and paras ten from

U]
11,1t tin* parasite Gy lodne tylus

licenses.

Farm fish diseases killing
the wild stocks In Norway

The Atluntic Salmon 'IVust has
warned Norway's neighbours
that diseases from fish farms
may spread to wild stocks in
their countries.

But Canadian officials say
farmed fish won't infect wild
stocks in Canada because of
strict regulations controlling fish
management and the importa-
tion oTeggs.

In letters to the agriculture
ministers for England, Scotland
und Wales, the trust warns of the
“dire threat,to wild salmon from
n disease nor/ sweeping Norway.”

The letter, written by the
trust’s director Rear Admiral
John Mackenzie, states: "Insuf-
ficient attention is being paid to
the dangers of the spread of dis-
ease and prrnsitcs from fish
farms to wild stocks. With the
explosion of salmon fanning in
the British Isles, 1 consider it
essential, that everyone con-
cerned with the well-being of wild
salmon should be aware of what
continues to happen in Norway."

The parasite in question is
Gyroducty'us Salnris, and it has
wiped out about 300 tons of
salmon in Norway's commercial
and river fishing catches, accord-
ing to an article in the Englnnd
based shooting Times.

In Canada, DFO’ head of
aquaculture Ron Ginetz dis-
missed any suggestion that
farmed fish could have the same
impact on wild stocks here as
they have in Norway.

“My personal opinion is that |
am not overly concerned with a
threat to wild stocks from dis-
eases indigenous to this coast,”
he said. "I mn concerned about
the importation of exotic dis-
eases from other parts of the
world.

"The Norwegians have not
paid much attention to wild fish
stocks and the protection of
them." he said. "Canada has the
most stringent fish protection

Si Imon"
1isli

run-away rate rnntluues,
be halved within seven year*.
report - tli.it genes from wild salmon found In
and that twice that number will
Its kind

1")H6

licit

.in* mingling with wild stocks.
I unis are returning as spawning adults and creating "genetic
scientists predict variations amon;
The Norwegian Directorate for
*7 different rivers were
be stored
Pears about disease
The UK-based Atlantic
Is destroying stock* of
The parasite has reportedly killed 300 tons of wild
little attention P, being paid to the danger of spread-
larms to wild stocks.

(regulations) anywhere in the
world."”

Afteran initial round of Atlan-
tic salmon egg imports several
years ago, the industry is now
limited to 300,000 at at time.
Because of the stringent envi-
ronmental considerations, this
restricts the import of Atlantic
eggs to a (ew operators.

These eggs come from only
one farm in Scotland where
the farm meets government
standards.

Eggs ate also allowed from
Washington or Alaska, but the
regulations are so tough, it is
almostimpossible to bring in the
eggs.

“We sent a message to the
industry that permission would

In the world.

m laria

be difficult to obtain," he said.

Already some Atlantic salmon
have escaped from the pens and
arc mixing with the wild stocks.
Ginetz confirmed fishermen's
reparts that tfie fish escaped in
the Johnstone Strait area, but he
said the DF'O was not concerned
al out the impact of the fish on
the wild stocks. «

Meanwhile, the UFAWU is
organizing a major tour of Nor-
way to investigate the fish farm
industry and see what arc the
impacts on the wild stocks have
been.

As well, the group will look at
the Norwegian government's reg-
ulation over the farms and how
successful they have been in con-
trolling the problems.

Salmon that were relonoed

some of

in 1987.
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Ocean

Aounculturo, or the cultivation ol
seafood, Is a controversial concept
In fisheries that could change the
way Alaskan fishermen make thclr

livings. This Is the second install-

ment ofa four-part series prepared
by free lance writer Christopher
Batin.
By CHRISTOPHER BATIN
Correspondent

VALDEZ—Strolling ou
wooden planks at noon.Jason t>
doesn't quite resemble the gu.
toting rancher of the Wild West. He
doesn’t wear a stetson, nor docs he
dress in rawhide and chaps. In-
steed, he's casually dressed in a
blue shirt and dark sladks. But
Wellsisarancher—arancherofthe
future. He's responsible for over-
seeing the management of nearly
153 million head from his two-story
office. Upon receipt of n call,, he
hops Into his boat to view his stock
on the range, the largest iri the
world. Wells Is a salmon rancher
and his range is the Pacific Ocean.

"Oceanranching hascomcofage
the last few years.” said Wells, ex-
ecutive director of Valdez Fisher-
ies Development Corp.,which owns
the Solomon Gulch Hatchery in
Valdez. "We just get them started,
and Mother Nature docs the rest."”

Ocean ranching entails taking
eggsand milt from maturesalmon,
artificially spawning lhc two, rear-
ing the fry in hatcheries, releasing
them into rivers or estuaries, and
recapturing them as returning
adults.

According to biologists, ocean
ranching has been one of Alaska's
unheralded success stories.

Seeing the decline in salmon
stocks, the Legislature enacted the
200-mllc limit that kept foreign
fleets away from prime salmon
grounds off Alaska's const, it aiso
created the Fisheries Rehabilita-
tion and Enhancement Division
(FRED) to plan programs that
would increase production of the
slate's fisheries. One of those was
to administerthe Private Nonprofit
Hatchery Program and coordinate
the development of regional
aquaculture associationsand prog-
rams

In ITTGand 1978 voters overwhel-
mingly-supported bond issues total-
ing $56 17 milliontofinanccthc con-
struction and operation of hatch-
eries in each region of the state.
Money also went toward the en-
hancement of rearing habitat, fish
stock introduction and lake iertl-
lization. all of which greatly in-
creased the freshwater survival of
salmon eggs, fry and smolt.

In 1985, about 17.1 million salmon
returned statewide from releases
made In previous years. The
statewide commercial catch of
natural plus hatchery stocks that
year was a recoid breaking 144.G
million fish. This is a far cry from
the dismJ harvestsofthccarly 70s,
when catches numbered Irss than
25 million fish, according to Wells.

Solomon Gulch is a private non
rofit hatchery and helped conlri-
ute to the success with large re-
turns of salmon.

"The natural storks of coho sal-
mon returning to spawn in the Val-
dez area number about 4,000 fish,"
said Wells. "With enhancements
from our halcherv, wc harvested
about 8,000 cohos for sale to fish
processors and for brood stock.
Sport fishermen caught about
4,00) That's a significant increase
over past vrars

"Our efforts will lake a substan-
tial jump In 1989, when we're ex-
pecting about M.ooo coho salmon
rrtuining to the hatchery. Remem-
ber. these arc in addition lo natural
runs ol fish *

Puik salmon are themostnumer-
ous of Alaska's salmon Tho species
follows an even odd year cycle
Large runs In southcentral Alaska
Like (dace In odd numbered years,
wtiilrrvrn numlicrcdyears see less

n the

ranc

£EZHI11
FARMING

ocean ranching has made il possi-
ble for large runs lo occur every
year.

"Wc had about 5.5 to G million
pinks in 1987. We’re expecting 3
million pinks returning to the
hatchery in 198C."

The permitted capacity for the
Solomon Gulch hatchery as autho-
rized by Ihc Fish and Game Depart-
mentis 136 million pinks, 18million
chums, one million coho und 390,000
Chinook.

In 1986, hatcheries in Prince Wil-
liam Sound contributed about GO
percent of the fish caughtin Prince
William Sound. According to Wells,
these figures are exptected lo
climb.

But commercial fishermen arc
not the only ones to benefit from
private nonprofit hatcheries. The
goal of Alaska's salmon ranching
program is to provide cntchablc
fish for the common property
fishery.

"Although we provide fish for all
user groups—sport fishermen,
commercial fishermen and subsist-
ence, the hatchery is involved in
two types of harvests to satisfy its
own interests—sale of fish lo the
processing plant, amieggs ami milt
for broud stock," said Welts.

“Fish are put out forbidonadal-
ly basis,"” he said. "Last year we

had as many as seven active bid-
ders during the couple of weeks wc
sold fish."

Processors had more than they
could handle in 1985, when the pink
salmon catch was too million (ish.

“"The number of fish did affect
the marketplace,” he said. "Pro-
duct development wasn't fully hi
place in 1983 to absorb that many
fish."

However, he said production
standards arc now up to par to
handle the increase in (ish catches.
The growing use of seafood in the
United Slates has helped proces-
sors to update their technology and
marketing efforts.

“They're making pink salmon
into salmon burgers,"” he said,
"and it's having good success in Ihc
Seattle area. One of the prere-
quisites for successful develop
mecnl ofa salmon product, whether
itbe salmon burgersor fresh fish, is
producing (ishon an annual basis in

arge quantities. Prince William
Sound hatcheries will be geared up
to produce large volumes of fish
consistently within the next two
years."

However lucrative they may
seem, nonprofit hltclierlrs are not
withojt financial risk. Wells gave
numerous reasons as to why hatch,
erics fail

Improper site selection can be
one iiialn reason, he said. "W ater
flow needs lo bo maintained con-
stantly and measures taken to en-
sure It doesn't freeze up. Hatchery
fish require care M3 clays a year.
Tticy arc released and allowed to
fend for themselves in the ocean,
which Is a high risk area. Amidon't
forget the Interceptions by foreign
fleets, and predation.

"Tho risk factor in such an en-
deavor Is quite high." he said.
"There's noguarantee with a cum
mon ptopcrty fisheries that you'll
receive back alt the fish you
raised," be added

And. he said, Use run ran still be

fish returning ||owevervalius said 5 Wipedoul tf Fishand Game extends

hing:

HATCHERY HEAPED—Solomon Gulch Hntchery Mnnnger Paul

Valdez hatchery contributes
to the success of the industry

McCollom dips a

sampling of pink salmon fry from a holding pond. The private nonprofit hatchery has

contributed io the success of Alaska'.* ocean ranching industry.

n commercial season or allows
more hoats to fish.

In 1986, he said, the Valdez
Fisheries Development Corp.
pleaded a case ol overfished hatch-
ery stocks to tho Board of Fisher-
ies. As a result, a directive was
issued lo Fish and Game to manage
enhanced iutis so that tho liatchery
would receive brood stock and eco
nomlc escapement.

"As a result of that decision, we
did very well In In 1987.” ho said.

According to Wells, the Valdez
Fisheries Development Corn, isre-
paying slate loans ol 33 9 million for
capital construction and operation-
al costs.

The association also borrowed
about 3300,000 (ruin the city of Val
dcz (or operational costs from 1979
to IMI. The city also co signed a
loan (ora hatchery water pipe, and
paid a consultant |.’as.ono tu con-
duct a frnstblllty study on the
viability of the liatchery Wellssaid
these costs hovo already bven re
paid

Independent Studies show a

typical hatchery 'akts about two
year* to start, opero'ing totally on
state orcommercial loans, before a
single egg Is Inci ’iated. It lakes
anywhere fro f<_rto 12vears, de-

pending on S|.  c*. befe ough
revenues arc t, icrati tho
sale of fish carcas-.cs, eg* r-

plus fish lo repay those lo.-i*.

The total value of fish harvested
and sold from-the Solomon Gulch
Hatchery was 38 million In 1987.

Wells said, "We had the potential
lo pay otf the state loan inone year.
And this was operating atonly one-
third capacity.”

Wells said research Inexpediting
the growth of salmon smolt can
make hatchc.-lcx more profitable
by reducing rearing time

"We've experimented with what
is called 'zero age' coho salmon,”
he said. "We raise Juvenile salmon
in warmer water than they'd ex
pcrlcncv normally in the wild, ami
accelerate their feeding schedule .”

Hesaid although smolt mortality
Isgreater,thefish are morercumo
ntcal lo raise, allowing lhe hatch-

av»- s -wi library

ery to produce up io lour timri
more zcro-agc silver smolt that
yearling smolt

Wells said fish farming It nota
big issue with commerlcal v.rr
fishermen in Prince William
Sound.

"Fishermen and halchcrlcs leal
specifically with pink salmon, utd
coho and king salmon arc lhe v
cies raised by fish farms." he stid
"PNP (private nonprofit) lurch-
cries arc not a threat to any o -
user group, because wc prorfdc
lish for all groups

"The Valdez Fishery Dmlop
menl Board ove sees the fistxrjes
corporation,” Wells said. "A vase-
ty of people serve, from tomnar
cial and sport fishermen, to
businessmen They ensure whal-i
tak Ingplace at the hatchery follows
state guidelines All of them servr
on a volunteer basts."”

Wells said the majority ol the
members on lhe hoards ol PNP
hatcheries are commercial
lishermen
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

CSSB 482 (Res) - "An Act relating to the fanning of aquatic
plants and aquatic animals; prohibiting aquatic farming of
finfish in saltwater; and providing for an effective date."

Section 1 AS 16.40 is amended by adding new sections to
read:
16.40.100 - A person may not operate or construct an aquatic

farm or hatchery (for the purpose of supplying
aquatic plants or animals to an aquatic farm)
without a permit from the Commissioner of Fish
and Game. Conditions that are necessary to
protect the public health or natural stock may be
attached to the permit.

The Commissioner of Fish and Game may not issue a
permit for the farming of, or hatchery operations
involving, finfish in saltwater.

16.40.105 - The Commissioner of Fish and Game shall 1issue the
aquatic farm or hatchery permits on the basis ot
the following -

- the biological and environmental suitability of
the site

- the ab.lity of applicant to establish the site
without adversely affecting the Department of
Fish and Game®"s management of the stock, without
requiring substantial alterations in traditional
fisheries, or without adversely affecting the
wild stocks

16.40.110 - An applicant for an aquatic farm or hatchery
permit must submit a development and
operation plan to the Commissioner of Fish and
Game.

An application for renewal or transfer must be
accompa *ed by a fee determined by the
Commissioner of Fish and Game, a report of the
disease history, and a report by the applicant on
how the site was developed.

The Department of Fish and Game may conduct a
health inspection of the farm or hatchery as a
condition of renewal.

A transferred permit maybe used only for the
purposes for which tho permit was authorized,



16.40.120

16.40.130

16.40.140

subject to the same conditions and limitations.

An aquatic farm stock acquisition permit is
required from the Commissioner of Fish and Game
before a person may acquire aquatic plants or
animals from wild stock for the purpose of
supplying stock to an aquatic farm or hatchery.

The Commissioner of Fish and Game shall specify
the expiration date of the acquisition permit and
may attach conditions relating to the tinme,

place, and manner of harvest. The commissioner
shall issue or deny a permit within 30 days after
receiving an application.

The Commissioner of Fish and Game shall deny an
acquisition permit if the proposed harvest will
impair sustained yield of the species. The
Commissioner may deny a permit if the proposed
harvest will disrupt established uses of the
resources by commercial, sport, personal use or
subsistence users.

The Board of Fisheries will act on requests for
an acquisition permit involving species that are
subject to limited entry. The Board of Fisheries
will consider any requests for an acquisition
permit denied by the Commissioner of Fish and
Game. The Board may adopt regulations.

Except for the reasons stated above for denial,
the Commissioner of Fish and Game shall 1issue an
acquisition permit if -

- wild stock is necessary to meet the initial
needs of an aquatic farm or hatchery,

- there are technological limitations on the
propagation of cultured stock,

- wild stock sought is not fully utilized, or
- wild stock is need to maintain the gene pool

Stock acquired under an acquisition pernmit
becomes the property of the permit holder.

An aquatic plant or animal may not be imported
into the state unless authorized by the Board of
Fisheries.

A private hatchery permitted under AS 16.40.100
may sell or transfer stock only to an aquatic
farm or hatchery. Stock may not be transferred



16.40.150

16.40.160

16.40.170

16.40.199

Section 2

Section 3

without notifying the Commissioner of Fish and
Game at least 30 days before the proposed date of
transfer.

A notice of transfer must be accompanied by a
report of a health inspection of the stock. The
Department of Fish and Game may restrict or
disapprove a transfer if the Department finds
that the transfer would present a substantial
risk of spreading disease.

An aquatic farm or hatchery permit holder shall
notify the Department of Fish and Game of an
outbreak or incidence of disease among the stock.
The Department shall order the quarantine or the
destruction of stock when necessary to protect
the wild stock.

The holder of an aquatic farm or hatchery permit
shall allow the Department of Fish and Game to
inspect the farm or hatchery. The cost of this
inspection shall paid by the Department.

The Department of Fish and Game shall develop a
disease management and control program for
aquatic farms and hatcheries. The Department can
contract with a state or federal agency or a
private state-certified provider to conduct the
health 1inspections.

The Commissioner of Fish and Game may adopt
regulations necessary to implement this statutes.

A person who violates these statutes is guilty of
a class B misdemeanor.

The following terms are defined: aquatic farm,
aquatic farm product, aquatic plant, aquatic
animal, commissioner, hatchery, positive control,
shellfish, and stock.

AS 03.05.011(Ca) is amended to read:

The Commissioner of Environmental Conservation
may adopt regulations regarding the standards and
conditions of operating an aquatic farm or
hatchery including the restrictions on the use of
chemicals and the requirements necessary to
protect the public from contaminants that pose a
risk to health.

AS 03.05.020(a) is amended to read:

The Commissioner of Environmental Conservation



Section 4

Section 5

Section 6

Section 7

Section 8

Section 9

shall adopt regulations regarding the labeling of
aquatic farm products as aquatic farm products
and shall monitor aquatic farms to ensure
compliance with the requirements of the national
shellfish sanitation program manual.

AS 03.05.040(a) 1is amended to read:

The Commissioner of Environmental Conservation
may 1inspect an aquatic farm or hatchery.

AS 03.05.100 is amended to read:

The definition of an aquatic farm and aquatic
farm product have the meanings given in
AS 16.40.199.

AS 16.05.050 1is amended by adding a new paragraph
to read:

The Commissioner of Fish and Game has the
authority to permit and regulate aquatic farming
in the. state.

AS 16.05.251 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

Except for taking action on acquisition permits
regarding species subject to limited entr_" and
regulating the importat:lon of an aquatic plant or
animal for the purpose of supplying stock to an
aquatic farm or hatchery, the Board of Fisheries
may not adopt regulations regarding an aquatic
farm permit or an aquatic farm acquisition
permit.

The regulations adopted by the Board of Fisheries
under AS 16.05.251 do not apply to a harvest
under an acquisition permit.

AS 16.05.330(a) 1is amended to read:

The reference to farming of fish is removed from
existing statutes.

AS 10.05.930 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

The statutes regarding licensing of sport fishing
and hunting and the licensing of commercial
fishing crewmembers and vessels do not apply to
an activity authorized by an aquatic farm permit
or an aquatic farm stock acquisition permit.



Section 10 - AS 16.05.940(14) 1is amended to read:

The reference to fish farming is deleted from the
definition section of this chapter.

Section 11 AS 16.10 is amended by adding a new section to
read:

16.10.269 - The statutes regarding purchase of fish from
permit holders and possession of permit and
identification by seller do not apply to the
purchase or sale of aquatic farm products from a
holder of an aquatic farm permit or an aquatic
farm stock acquisition permit.

Section 12 AS 16.10.400 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

The statutes regarding existing salmon hatcheries
do not apply to the construction or operation of
a private hatchery that has an aquatic farm
permit.

Section 13 AS 16.43.140 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

The statutes regarding entry permit systems does
not apply to activities authorized under an
aquatic farm permit or an aquatic farm stock
acquisition permit.

Section 14 AS 16.51.180(5) 1is amended to read:

The definition of "seafood"™ in the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute chapter is amended as not to
include aquatic farm products.

Section 15 AS 38.05 is amended by adding a r.ew section to
read:

38.05.083 - The Commissioner of Natural Resources may offer
for lease a site that has been developed for
aquatic farming or hatchery operations. Before
offering the site to the public, the Commissioner
shall offer the site to the permittee.

The site shall be leased for not less than the
appraised fair market value of the lease. The
value of the lease shall be reappraised every
five years.

The lease may be assigned, but if the assignee
changes the use of the site the lease reverts to
the state.
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38.05.856

Section

section
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The lessee shall post a performance bond or
provide other security to cover the costs to the
Department of Natural Resources of restoring the
leased site in the event the lessee abandons the
site.

AS 38.05 is amended by adding a new section to
read:

The Commissioner of Natural Resources may issue a
tideland or land use permit for the establishment
and operation of an aquatic farm or hatchery for
not less than the appraised fair market value of
the site. The value shall be reappraised every
five years.

A tideland or land use permit issued for an
aquatic farm or hatchery is valid for five years
and the permit may not be transferred.

The Commissioner of Natural Resources shall
provide a copy of the application to the media
for a public service announcement or shall
provide paid notice of the application to the
newspaper or radio once each week for three
successive weeks. The Commissioner of Natural
Resources shall hold hearings to take testimony
before issuing or renewing a tideland or land use
permit.

Based on the testimony or other good cause, the
Commissioner of Natural Resources may deny the
application for issuance or renewal.

The permittee shall post a performance bond or
provide other security to cover the costs to the
Department of Natural Resources of restoring the
permitted site in the event the permittee
abandons the site.

The Commissioner of Natural Resources shall adopt
regulations establishing criteria for the
approval or denial of permits and for limiting
the number of sites to protect the environment
and natural resources of the area.

AS 16.05.340(a)(14) is repealed.

The current fish farming biennial license of 3$200
is repealed.

Except for the grandfather clause in Section 20,
the Commissioner of Fish and Game may not 1issue
an aquatic farm permit or an aquatic farm stock
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acquisition permit under regulations have been
adopted.

Except for the grandfather clause in Section 20,
the Commissioner of Natural Resources may not
issue a lease, a tideland, or land use permit for
an aquatic farm or hatchery until regulations
necessary for the implementation of the program
has been adopted.

A person who is lawfully operating an aquatic
farm or hatchery may obtain an initial lease or
permit under AS 38.05.083 or 38.05.856, but as a
condition of obtaining the lease or permit the
person must agree that during the term of the
lease or permit the person will not expand
operations beyond the scope allowed under the
existing permit.

This Act takes effect immediately.
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

CSSB 482 (Res) (3/28/88 5-1806N version) - "An Act relating
to the fanning of aquatic plants and aquatic animals?
prohibiting aquatic farming of Pacific salmon in saltwater?
and providing for an effective date."

Section 1

Section 2

16.40.100

16.40.105

16.40.110

FINDINGS AND POLICY are listed

AS 16.40 is amended by adding new sections to
read:

A person may not operate or construct an aquatic
fann or hatchery (for the purpose of supplying
aquatic plants or animals to an aquatic farm)
without a permit from the Commissioner of Fish
and Game. A hatchery may sell shellfish spat to
an aquatic farm or related hatchery outside of
the state.

Conditions that are necessary to protect the
natural stock may be attached to the permit.

The Commissioner of Fish and Game may not issue a
permit for the farming of, or hatchery operations
involving, Pacific or Atlantic salmon in
saltwater. A permit may be 1issued for freshwater
farming of, or hatchery ope-ations involving,
finfish other that Atlantic salmon in a privately
owned freshwater body that has no outlet to a
state-owned body of water.

The Commissioner of Fish i .d Game shall issue the
aquatic farm or hatchery permits on the basis of
the following -

- uhe physical and biological characteristics of
the location

- the farm may not unreasonably affect the
management of natural stocks

- the farm may not adversely affect fisheries,
wildlife or their habitats

- farm plans must demonstrate technical and
operational feasibility

An applicant for an aquatic farm or hatchery
permit must submit a development and

operation plan to the Commissioner of Fish and
Game.



16.40.120

An application for renewal or transfer must be
accompanied by a fee determined by the
Commissioner of Fish and Game, a report of the
disease history, and a report by the applicant on
how the site was developed.

The Department of Fish and Game may conduct a
health inspection of the farm or hatchery as a
condition of renewal.

A transferred permit may be used only for the
purposes for which the permit was authorized,
subject to the same conditions and limitations.

An aquatic farm stock acquisition permit 1is
required from the Commissioner of Fish and Game
before a person may acquire aquatic plants or
animals from wild stock for the purpose of
supplying stock to an aquatic farm or hatchery.

The Commissioner shall specify the expiration
date of the acquisition permit and may attach
conditions relating to the time, place, and
manner of harvest. The commissioner shall issue
or deny a permit i.ithin 30 days after receiving
an application.

The Commissioner shall deny an acquisition permit
if the proposed hcrvest will 1impair sustained
yield of the species. The Commissioner may deny
a permit if the proposed harvest wi.1l1l disrupt
established uses of the resources by commercial,
sport, personal use or subsistence users.

The Board of Fisheries will act on requests for
an acquisition permit involving species that are
subject to limited entry. The Board of Fisheries
will consider any requests for a" acquisition
permit denied by the Commissioner of Fish and
Game. The Board may adopt regulations.

Except for the reasons 3tated above for denial,
the Commissioner shall ir3ue an acquisition
permit if -

- wild stock is necessary to meet the initial
needs of an aquatic farm or hatchery,

- there are technological limitations on the
propagation of cultured stock,

- wild stock sought is not fully utilized, or



16.40.130

16.40.140

16.40.150

16.40.160

16.40.170

16.40.199

- wild stock is neea to maintain the gene pool

Stock acquired under an acquisition pernmit
becomes the property of the permit holder.

An aquatic plant or animal may not be imported
into the state unless authorized by the Board of
Fisheries.

A private hatchery permitted under AS 16.40.100
may sell or transfer stock only to an aquatic
farm or hatchery. Stock may not be transferred
without notifying the Commissioner of Fish and
Game at least 30 days before the proposed date of
transfer.

A notice of transfer must be accompanied by a
report of a health inspection of the stock. The
Department of Fish and Game may restrict or
disapprove a transfer if the Department finds
that the transfer would present a substantial
risk of spreading disease.

An aquatic farm or hatchery permit holder shall
notify the Department of Fish and Game within 48
hours after the discovery of an outbreak or
incidence of disease among the stock. The
Department shall order the quarantine or the
destruction of stock when necessary to protect
the wild stock.

The holder of an aquatic farm or hatchery permit

shall allow the Department to inspect the farm or
hatchery. The cost of this inspection shall paid
by the Department.

The Department shall develop a disease management
and control program for aquatic farms and
hatcheries. The Department can contract with a
state or federal agency or a private
state-certified provider to conduct the health
inspections.

The Commissioner of Fish and Game may adopt
regulations necessary to implement this statutes.

A person who violates these statutes 1is guilty of
a class B misdemeanor.

The following terms are defined: aquatic farm,
aquatic farm product, aquatic plant, aquatic
animal, commissioner, hatchery positive control,
shellfish, and stock.



Section 3

Section 4

Section 5

Section 6

Section 7

Section 8

AS 03.05.011(a) is amended to read:

The Commissioner of Environmental Conservation
may adopt regulations regarding the standards and
conditions for the operation and siting of an
aquatic farm or hatchery including the
restrictions on the use of chemicals and the
requirements necessary to protect the public fronm
contaminants that pose a risk to health. The
Commissioner shall monitor aquatic farms to
ensure compliance with the requirements of the
national shellfish sani”~tion program manual.

AS 03.05.020(a) 1is amended to read:

The Commissioner of Environmental Conservation
shall adopt regulations regarding the labeling of
aquatic farm products as aquatic farm products.

AS 03.05.040(a) is amended to read:

The Commissioner of Environmental Conservation
may 1inspect aquatic farm product or aquatic farm
sites.

AS 03.05.100 is amended to read:

The definition of an aquatic farm and aquatic
farm product have the meanings given 1in
AS 16.40.199.

AS 16.05.050 is amended by adding a new paragraph
to read:

The Commissioner of Fish and Game has the
authority to permit and regulate aquatic farming
in the state.

AS 16.05.251 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

Except for taking action on acquisition permits
regarding species subject to limited entry and
regulating the importation of an aquatic plant or
animal for the purpose cf supplying stock to an
aquatic farm or hatchery, the Board of Fisheries
may not adopt regulations regarding an aquatic
farm permit or an aquatic farm acquisition

permit.

The regulations adopted by the Board of Fisheries
under this section do not apply to a harvest
under an acquisition permit.
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16.10.269

Section

Section

Section

Section
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AS 16.05.330(a) 1is amended to read:

The reference to farming of fish is removed from
existing statutes.

AS 10.05.930 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

The statutes regarding licensing of sport fishing
and hunting and the licensing of commercial
fishing crewmembers and vessels do not apply to
an activity authorized by an aquatic farm permit
or an aquatic farm stock acquisition permit.

AS 16.05.940(14) 1is amended to read:

The reference to fish farming is deleted from the
definition section of this chapter.

AS 16.10 1is amended by adding a new section to
read:

The statutes regarding purchase of fish from
permit holders and possession of permit and
identification by seller do not apply to the
purchase or sale of aquatic farm products from a
holder of an aquatic farm permit or an aquatic
farm stock acquisition permit.

AS 16.10.400 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

The statutes regarding existing salmon hatcheries
do not apply to the construction or operation of
a private hatchery that has an aquatic farm
permit.

AS 16.43.140 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

The statutes regarding entry permit systems does
not apply to activities authorized under an
aquatic farm permit or an aquatic farm stock
acquisition permit.

AS 16.51.180(5) 1is amended to read:
The definition of "seafood"™ in the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute chapter is amended as not to

include aquatic farm products.

AS 38.05 1is amended by adding a new section to
read:



38.05.083

Section 17

38.05.855

38.05.856

The Commissioner of Natural Resources may offer
for lease a site that has been developed for
aquatic farming or hatchery operations. Before
offering the site to the public, the Commissioner
shall offer the site to the permittee.

The site shall be leased for not less than the
appraised fair market value of the lease. The
value of the lease shall be reappraised every
five years.

The lease may be assigned, but if the assignee
changes the use of the site the lease reverts to
the state.

The lessee shall post a performance bond or
provide other security to cover the costs to the
Department of Natural Resources of restoring the
leased site in the event the lessee abandons the
site.

AS 38.05 is amended by adding new sections to
read:

The Commissioner of Natural Resources shall
identify districts within which sites for aquatic
farms or hatcheries may be selected. A 60-day
period shall be scheduled in which a person may
submit an application for a permit.

After consulting witn the commissioners of Fish
and Game and Environmental Conservation, the
Commissioner of Natural Resources shall make a
preliminary decision regarding the site
applications.

After public notice is given and a hearing is
held, the Commissioner shall issue a final
finding.

The Commissioner of Natural Resources may issue a
tideland or land use permit for the establishment
and operation of an aquatic farm or hatchery.

The permit is valid for three years and may not
be transferred.

The Commissioner may not issue a permit for
tideland or land that borders a federal
designated wilderne. s area that was designated
before the effective date of this bill.

Before renewing a permit, 1interested persons
shall be allowed to submit testimony concerning
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the renewal to the Commissioner within 30 days
after the notice.

The Commissioner shall consider all relevant
testimony and may deny the application for
issuance or renewal for good cause.

The permittee shall post a performance bond or
provide other security to cover the costs to the
Department of Natural Resources of restoring the
permitted site in the event the permittee
abandons the site.

The Commissioner of Natural Resources shall adopt
regulations establishing criteria for the
approval or denial of permits and for limiting
the number of sites to protect the environment
and natural resources of the area. The
regulations shall provide for the consideration
of upland management policies and whether the
proposed use of a site is compatible with the
traditional and existing uses of the area 1in
which the site 1is located.

AS 38.05.945 (a) 1is amended to read:

The notice requirements of this section apply to
the preliminary finding and the subsequent public
hearing held concerning a tideland permit for an
aquatic farm or related hatchery.

AS 38.05.945 is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

Regional fish and game councils and coastal
resource service areas are to be notified at
least 30 days before the preliminary finding and
the subsequent public hearing occurs.

AS 38.05.946 1is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

The Commissioner shall hold a public hearing
within 30 days after reaching a preliminary
decision concerning sites for aquatic farms or
related hatcheries.

AS 16.05.340(a)(14) 1is repealed.

The current fish farming biennial license of $200
is repealed.

Except for the grandfather clause 1in Section 24,
the Commissioner of Fish and Game may not issue
an aquatic farm permit or an aquatic Tfarm stcck
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acquisition permit under regulations have been
adopted.

Except for the grandfather clause in Section 24,
the Commissioner of Natural Resources may not
issue a lease, a tideland, or land use permit for
an aquatic farm or hatchery until regulations
necessary for the implementation of the program
has been adopted.

- A person who 1is lawfully operating an aquatic

farm or hatchery may obtain an initial lease or
permit under AS 38.05.083 or 38.05.856, but as a
condition of obtaining the lease or permit the
person must agree that during the term of the
lease cr permit the person will not expand
operax.ions beyond the scope allowed under the
existing pernmit.

This Act takes effect immediately.
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Original sponsor: Resources Committee
IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 482 (Resources)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the farming of aquatic plants and

aquatic animals; prohibiting the aquatic farming of
Pacific salmon 1in saltwater; and providing for an
effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. FINDINGS AND POLICY. (a) The legislature finds that
(1) aquatic farming in the state would
(A) provide a consistent source of quality food;
(B) provide new jobs;
©) increase state exports;
(D) create new business opportunities; and
(B) increase the stability and diversity of the state’s
economy; and
(2) development of aquatic farming in the state would 1increase
the availability of fresh seafood to Alaskans and would strengthen the
competitiveness of Alaska seafood 1in the world marketplace by broadening
the diversity of products and providing year-round supplies of premium
quality seafood.
(b) It is the policy of the state
(1) to encourage the establishment and responsible growth of an
aquatic Tfarming 1industry 1in the state; and
(2) that allocation of aquatic Tfarming sites must be compatible
with established and ongoing activities in an area.

* Sec. 2. AS 76.40 1is amended by accinc r.ev sections to read:

CSSB 482(Res)
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ARTICLE 2. AQUATIC FARMING.

Sec. 16.40.100. AQUATIC FARM AND HATCHERY PERMITS. (@) A
person may not, without a permit from the commissioner, construct or
operate

(1) an aquatic farm; or
(2) a hatchery for the purpose of supplying aquatic plants
or aquatic animals to an aquatic farm.

(b) A permit 1issued under this section authorizes the permit—
tee, subject to the conditions of AS 03.05 and AS 16.40.100 -
16.40.199, to acquire, purchase, offer to purchase, transfer,
possess, sell, and offer to sell stock and aquatic farm products
that are used or reared at the hatchery or aquatic farm. A hatchery
that holds a permit under this section may sell or offer to sell
bivalve shellfish spat to an aquatic Tfarm or related hatchery out—
side of the state.

©) The commissioner may attach conditions to a permit 1issued
under this section that are necessary to protect the natural stock.

(d) Notwithstanding other provisions of law, the commissioner
may not 1issue a permit under thissection for the farming of, or
hatchery operations involving, Pacific salmonin saltwater or Atlantic
salmon.

(e) The commissioner may 1issue a permit under this section for
the freshwater farming of, or freshwater hatchery operations
involving, finfish other than Atlantic salmon only in a privatelv
owned freshwatex- body that has no outlet to a state-owned body of
water.

Sec. 16.40.105. CRITERIA FOR [ISSUANCE OF PERMITS. The commis—
sioner shall 1issue permits under AS 16.40.100 on the basis of the

following criteria:

CSSB 482(Res) -2-



D) the physical and biological characteristics of the
proposed farm or hatchery location must be suitable for the farming of
the aquatic animal or aquatic plant proposed;

2 the proposed farm may not unreasonably or adversely
affect management of natural stocks, and must not require alterations
in traditional fisheries or other existing uses of fish and wildlife
resources?

(3) the proposed farm may not affect fisheries, wildlife,
or their habitats in an adverse manner; and

©)) the proposed farm plans and staffing plans must demon—
strate technical and operational feasibility.

Sec. 16.40.110. PERMIT APPLICATION, RENEWAL, AND TRANSFER. ()
An applicant for an aquatic farming or hatchery permit required under
AS 16.40.100 shall apply on a form prescribed by the commissioner. An
application for a permit must include a plan for the development and
operation of the aquatic farm or hatchery, which must be approved by
the commissioner before the permit 1is issued.

(b) An application for renewal or transfer of a permit must be
accompanied by fees required by the commissioner, a report of the
disease history of the farm or hatchery covered by the permit, and
evidence that satisfies the commissioner that the applicant has com—
plied with the development plan required under (a) of this section.
The commissioner may vrequire a health inspection of the farm or
hatchery as a condition of renewal. The department may conduct the
inspection or contract v:ith a disease diagr.rsticier, to conduct the
inspection.

(c) A person to whom a permit is transferred may use the pernmit
only for the purposes for which the permit was authorized to be used

by the transferor, and subject to the sane conditions and limitations.
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Sec. 16.40.120. AQUATIC FARM STOCK ACQUISITION PERMITS. () A
person may not acquire aquatic plants or aquatic animals from wild
stock in the state for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic
farm or hatchery required to have a permit under AS 16.40.100 unless
the person holds an acquisition permit from the commissioner.

(b) An acquisition permit authorizes the permit holder to ac—
quire the species and quantities of wild stock in the state specified
in the permit for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic Tfarm or
hatchery required to have a permit under AS 16.40.100.

(c) The commissioner shall specify the expiration date of an
acquisition permit and may attach conditions to an acquisition pernmit,
including conditions relating to the time, place, and manner of har—
vest. Size, gear, place, time, licensing, and other Jlimitations
applicable to sport, commercial, or subsistence harvest of aquatic
plants and aquatic animals do not apply to a harvest with a pernmit
issued under this section. The commissioner of fish and game shall
issue or deny a permit within 30 days after receiving an application.

()] The commissioner shall deny or restrict a permit under this
section upon finding that the proposed harvest will 1impair sustained
yield of the species. The commissioner may deny or restrict a pernmit
under this section upon finding that the proposed harvest will disrupt
established uses of the resources by commercial, sport, personal use,
or subsistence users. The commissioner shall forward to the Board cf
Fisheries for action permit applications for species that support
commercial fisheries subject to limited er.try under AS 16.43. A
denial of the permit by the commissioner must contain the factual
basis for the findings.

(¢) The Board of Fisheries may adopt regulations for the conser—

vation, maintenance, and management of species for which an



acquisition permit is required.

@) Except as provided in (d) of this section, the commissioner

shall 1issue a permit if

¢H) wild stock 1is necessary to meet the 1initial needs of
farm or hatchery stock;

2 there are technological limitations on the propagation
of cultured stock for the species sought;

(3) wild stock sought is not fully utilized by commercial,
sport, personal use, or subsistence fisheries; or

4) wild stock 1is needed to maintain the gene pool of a
hatchery or aquatic farm.

@ Aguatic plants and aquatic animals acquired under a permit
issued under this section become the property of the permit holder and
are no longer a public or common resource.

Sec. 16.40.130. IMPORTATION OF AQUATIC PLANTS OR AQUATIC ANIMALS
FOR STOCK. A person may not import into the state an aquatic plant or
aquatic animal for the purpose of supplying stock to an aquatic Tfarm
or hatchery unless authorized by a regulation of the Board of Fisher—
ies.

Sec. 16.40.140. LIMITATION ON SALE, TRANSFER OF STOCK, AND
PRODUCTS. (a) A private hatchery required to have a permit under
AS 16.40.100 may sell or transfer stock from the hatchery only to an
aquatic farm or other hatchery that has a permit issued under AS 16.-
40.100. V)

()] Stock may net be transferred to or from an aquatic farm cr
hatchery required to have a peruit under AS 16.40.100 without prior
notice of the transfer to the commissioner. A notice cf transfer
shall be submitted at least é;?ans before the proposed date of trans—

fer.
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©) A notice of transfer must be accompanied by a report of a
health 1inspection of the stock. The department shall conduct the
inspection or contract with a disease diagnostician to conduct the
inspection. The cost of inspection shall be borne by the department.

(d) The department may restrict or disapprove a transfer of
stock if it finds that the transfer would present a risk of spreading
disease.

(e) A person may not sell, transfer, or offer to sell or trans-—
fer, or knowingly purchase or receive, an aquatic farm product grown
or propagated in the state unless the product was grown or propagated
on a farm with a permit issued under AS 16.40.100. The permit must be
in effect at the time of the sale, transfer, purchase, receipt, or
offer.

Sec. 16.40.150. DISEASE CONTROL AND INSPECTION. (@) The de—
partment shall order the quarantine or the destruction and disposal of
diseased hatchery stock or of aquatic farm products when necessary to
protect wild stock. A holder of a permit issued under AS 16.40.100
shall report to the department an outbreak or incidence of disease
among stock or aquatic farm products of the permit holder within 48
hours after discovering the outbreak or incidence.

(b) A holder of a permit issued under AS 16.40.100 shall
the department to inspect the permit holder®s farm or hatchery during
operating hours and upon reasonable notice. The cost of inspection
shall be borne by the department.

(c; The department shall develop a disease management and con—
trol program for aquatic farms and hatcheries.

()] The department may enter into an agreement with a state cr
federal agency or a private, state-certified provider to provide ser—

vices under (b) and (c) of this section, or inspections under

allo



AS 16.40.110(b).

Sec. 16.40.160. REGULATIONS. The commissioner nay adopt regu—
lations necessary to implenent AS 16.40.100 - 16.40.199.

Sec. 16.40.170. PENALTY. A person who violates a provision of
AS 16.40.100 - 16.40.199, a regulation adopted under AS 16.40.100 -
16.40.199, or a tern or condition of a permit 1issued under AS 16.40.-

100 - 16.40.199, 1is guilty of a class B nisdeneanor.

Sec. 16.40.199. DEFINITIONS. In AS 16.40.100 - 16.40.199
(¢D) "aquatic aninal” neans shellfish or finfish;
2 "aquatic farn" neans a facility that grows, Tfarns, or

cultivates aquatic farn products in captivity or under positive con-—
trol ;

(3) "aquatic farn product"™ neans an aquatic plant or
aquatic aninal, or part of an aquatic plant or aquatic aninal, that 1is
propagated, farmed, or cultivated 1in an aquatic farm and sold or
offered for sale;

4 "aquatic plant” neans a plant indigenous to state water
or that 1is authorized to be imported 1into the state under a pernmit
issued by the commissioner;

(5) "commissioner"™ means the commissionerof fish and game;

(6) "hatchery"™ means a facility for the artificial propa-—
gation of stock, including rearing of jJuvenile aquatic plants or
agquatic animals;

@) "positive control"™ means, for mobile species, enclosed
within a natural cr artificial esrape-procf barrier: fcr species with
limited or no mobility, such as a bivalve or an aquatic plant, "posi—
tive control” also includes managed cultivation in unenclosed water;

€)) "shellfish” means a species of crustacean, mollusk, or

other invertebrate, 1in any stage of its life cycle, that 1is indigenous



to state water or that 1is authorized to be 1imported into the state
under a permit issued by the commissioner;

(9) "stock"™ means live aquatic plants or aquatic animals
acquired, collected, possessed, or intended for use by a hatchery or
aquatic farm for the purpose of further growth or propagation.

Sec. 3. AS 03.05.011(Ca) 1is amended to read:

() To carry out the requirements of this title, the commi
sioner of environmental conservation may issue orders, regulations,
permits, quarantines, and embargoes relating to

¢)) examination and inspection of premises containing
products, articles, and commodities carrying pests;

(2) establishment of quarantines for eradication of pests;

(3) establishment of standards and labeling requirements
pertaining to the sale of meat, fish, and poultry;

@)) tests and analyses which may be made and hearings which
may beheld to determine whether the commissioner will issue a stop
order or quarantine;

(5) cooperation with federal and ot”er state agencies;

(6) regulation of fur farming; for purposes of this para-—
graph, "fur farming"™ means the raising of and caring for animals for
the purpose of marketing their fur, or animals themselves for breeding
stock;

@) examination and inspection of reat, fish, and poultry
advertised for sale or sold to the public;

(E) enforcement cf quality assurance plans developed m
cooperation with appropriate industry representatives!

12l)  establishment of standards and conditions for the

gPeratlpn .and .siting <f esuatie, farms and related hatcheries, inc”ud-
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1A1 r_estriction.s_on.the use_of_chemica.ls; and
Hi __ requirements, to protect. _the public from contamir
nated aquatic farm products that pose a risk to health?

HOJ monitoring aquatic farms and aquatic farm products to
ensure compliance, with this .chapter and with the requirements of the
national shellfish...sanitation .program_manual_of operations published
b¥ the Food and Drugq_Administration.

Sec. 4. AS 03 05.u4u(q) 1is amended to read:
(&) The commissioner shall

D) require routine inspection of food animals, fish,
poultry and derivative food products, to protect the public against
fraud, disease and spoilage, and 1in this connection adopt wuniform
regulations establishing standards of identity and composition of
these Tfood products and minimum standards of sanitation and handling
methods as to all phases of slaughtering, processing, storing, trans-—
porting, displaying and selling of these food products;

2 issue orders or cause the orders to bo issued by an
authorized veterinarian prohibiting transportation and sale of food
products intended for human consumption which do not meet the minimum
requirements established under (1) of this subsection, and limiting
their use and disposal 1in conformity with protection of the public;

(3) adopt a schedule of fees or charges, and credit pro-—
visions, for services rendered by state veterinarians to farmers and
others at their request in caring for livestock and poultry, and ell
the fees shal* be transmitted to the ccrrisjitrtr for deposit ir. the
state treasury;

(4) designato points of entry for admission of livestock or
poultry into the state, and arrange inspection at those points with or

without collaboration and assistance of the federal government, and



bar entry of stock or poultry not shipped under a valid permit or not
free from contagious or infectious disease;
(5) adopt, repeal, and amend regulations consiste
existing law for
(A) the labeling and grading of milk and milk products
and standards of cleanliness and sanitation, to at Jleast the
minimum of current recommendations of the United States Public
Health Service, for the operation of dairies selling, or offering
for sale, milk or milk products;
) the production and sale of ice cream and allied
frozen desserts;
© the production and sale of imitation milk and
imitation milk products!
) the 1labeling of acruatic farm products as acruatic
farm products.
* Sec. 5. AS 03.05.040(a) is amended to read;

(2) Onany business day during the usual hours of business the
commissioner or an authorized inspector may, Tfor the purpose of in—
specting agricultural”®. [OR] fisheries, or acruatic farm products or
acruatic farm sites subject to regulation, enter a storehouse, ware—
house, cold storage plant, packing house, slaughterhouse, retail store
or other building or place where those products are kept, stored,
processed or sold.

* Sec. 6. AS 03.05.100 is amended to read:

Sec. 03.05.10C. 25FXKX7XCKS. In this chapter,

(¢)) Tagricultural products” does not include fish or fish—
eries products;
(2 -.ogyfltlg- farm.__and "aquatic farm product”” have the

EffIDIngf mgiven In AS 15.40.199;



