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Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat "Fact Sheet"

Past Legislation 
Year Bill No, t Typ« Requested By
1987 SB 426 Critical Habitat Local.Organisations
£ 9 8 1 HB 66 State Refuge State of Alaska
1978 SB 262, HB 391 State Refuge State of Alaska

Legislative Intent of 1987 Request 
Protect fish and wildlife habitat with emphasis on the Tule 
White-front Goose;

Continue established public and private uses and assure 
continued public access to the entire area.

1988 Sponsors 
Kenai Soldotna Fish & Game Advisory Committee 
Ninilchik Fish & Game Advisory Committee 
Cooper Landing Fish & Game Advisory Committee 
Homer Fish & Game Advisory Committee 
Cook Inlet Aquiculture Association 
Kenai Trappers Association 
Kenai Peninsula Chapter, Audobon Society

Fish and Wildlife Resources.
Tule White-fronted Gooie, nesting habitat.
Waterfowl, ducks 14 species, geese 4 species, swans 2 

species; nesting & migration habitat.
Moose calving, summer range, rutting area & winter range. 
Brown & Black Bear, summer habitat.
Furbearers, 11 species; year round habitat.
Salmon, 5 species; spawning habitat.
Rainbow & Dolly Varden Trout, year round habitat.
Also raptors, .ore birds, song birds, and various small 

mai; als.

Location
West side of Cook Inlet approx. 25 miles vest of Kenai.

Senate Districts D & M 
House Districts 5 & 24

Access
By boat or light aircraft only

Permanent Residents
N o n e .

Established Uses 
Gas/oil transportation pipe line, commercial fishing, 
fisheries enhancement, guiding, big game and waterfowl 
hunting, sport fishing, trapping, general recreation.





Potential Uses
Gas/oil production, sport fishing lodges, recreational land 
disposals, tourist oriented facilities, additional fishery 
enhancement.

Land Status
Approximately 183,640 acres of poorly drained coastal marsh 
and waterways patented to the State of Alaska . Two private 
holdings totalling less than 10 acres. Leases for 47 
private cabins used for commercial fishing and recreational 
purposes. Established right of wa y  for gas/oil 
transportation pipeline.

Suggested amendments to SB 426
1. Management with a citizen advisory committee. 
Recommended by the Kenai Peninsula Borough Planning 
Commission and supported by the Kenai-Soldotna Fish and 
Game Advisory Committee.

2. Provisions for maintenance of the gas/oil pipeline. 
Recommended by Cook Inlet Pipeline Co.

3. Boundary adjustments and provisions for maintenance 
of the gas/oil pipeline. Recommended by ADF&G.



M a r c h  3 1 , 1989
PO Box 2173 
Palmer, A l a s k a  

996/t 5

S e n a t o r  B e t t v e  F a h r e n k a m p
C h a i r  of S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e
S t a t e  Se n a t e
PO B o x  V
J u n e a u ,  A l a s k a

D e a r  S e n a t o r  F a h r e n k a m p ,

P l e a s e  s c h e d u l e  for h e a r i n g  b e f o r e  your c o m m i t t e e  Sen a t e  
Bill 184 to e s t a b l i s h  the R e d o u b t  Bay C r i t i c a l  H a b i t a t  A r e a  
in the w e s t  s h ore of C o o k  Inlet.

For more than ten y e a r s  o u t d o o r s  u s e r s  and s t a t e  game 
m a n a g e m e n t  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  have s o u g h t  to p r o t e c t  s p e c i e s  in 
R e d o u b t  Bay f r o m  d i s t u r b a n c e s  on the s t a t e  lands there.
The most p r o d u c t i v e  r e s o u r c e s  of the 1 8 4 , 0 0 0 - a c r e  ar e a  are 
f i s h  and game. S a l m o n  fry d e p e n d  on the e x t e n s i v e  w e t l a n d s  
as r e a r i n g  h a b i t a t  a n d  yield t e n s  of t h o u s a n d s  of fi s h  in 
the c o m m e r c i a l  f i s h e r i e s  of Cook Inlet e a c h  year. The a r e a  
;s a l s o  p o p u l a r  for s p o r t f i s h e r m e n  and big ga m e  hu n t e r s .
The m o s t  o u t s t a n d i n g  s p e c i e s  in the p r o p o s e d  C r i t i c a l  A r e a  
is the Title Goose, a r a r e  v e r s i o n  of the W h i t e - f r o n t e d  
G o o s e ,  w h o s e  o n l y  k n o w n  n e s t i n g  a r e a  is in the R e d o u b t  Bay 
3 r1 s 3 •

The u s e r s  and m a n a g e r s  of the fish and g a m e  r e s o u r c e s  
in the R e d o u b t  Bay n e e d  the l e g i s l a t i v e  t o o l s  to control 
p o t e n t i a l l y  c o n f l i c t i n g  uses of state lands. A l t h o u g h  no 
us e s  w o u l d  be p r o h i b i t e d  in the C r i t i c a l  Ar e a  u n d e r  SB 184, 
the bill a l l o w s  the D e p a r t m e n t  of Fish a n d  Ga m e  to have a 
say in the d e s i g n  a n d  p l a c e m e n t  of d e v e l o p m e n t s  so t h e y  do 
the least d a m a g e  to b r e e d i n g  w a t e r f o w l  and o t h e r  fi s h  and 
g a m e  r e s o u r c e s .

E n c l o s e d  for your r e v i e w  is a map and fact s h e e t  on 
the p r o p o s e d  Cri t i c a l  H a b i t a t  Area. .1 w o u l d  a p p r e c i a t e  your 
s u p p o r t  of this l o n g - a w a i t e d  l e g i s l a t i o n .

S i n c e r e 1 y ,

M i k e  B r o n s o n



The Honorable Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp 
P .0.B . Pouch V 
Capitol, Room 125 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

Attached is a copy of a letter to Senator Paul Fisher, 
Chairman of the Senate Resources Committee, which urges passage of 
Senate Bill No. 184 creating the Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat 
Area.

Duck's Unlimited's Alaska membership unanimously supports the 
Bill. Please take a moment to read the letter and please vote for 
passage of Senate Bill No. 184.

Very truly yours,

Robert L. Plymire
State Chairman
Ducks Unlimited - Alaska

A L A S K A  D U C K S  . U N L I M I T E D



March 12, 1989

The Honorable Senator P’*il Visher 
P.O. Box Pouch V 
Capitol Building Room 508 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fisher:

Duck's Unlimited, Inc. of Alaska unanimously supports your 
Senate Bill No. 184 for the Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat Area. At 
their State Convention held March 4, 1989 in Soldotna, the 
membership unanimously passed a resolution authorizing me as 
Duck's Unlimited State Chairman to write you and other members of 
the resources committee stating their support of the Bill and 
urging its passage.

Duck's Unlimited is an international conservation 
organization which has developed over 6,000,000 acres of waterfowl 
habitat in the last 52 years. Nationally the organization has 
about 600,000 members and raised $59,000,000 for waterfowl habitat 
in 1988. Our Alaska organization has approximately 5,000 members 
in 39 communities around the State who raised over $500,000 in 
1988 for habitat. D.U. has spent over $480,000 in Alaska on 
habitat projects including Creamers Field near Fairbanks, the 
Palmer Hay Flats, and the Copper River Delta Dusky goose project.

Working with Alaska Department of Fish and Game and Federal 
agencies D.U. is currently looking for more Alaska Habitat 
projects in Alaska.

Several members present at the Soldotna meeting stated that 
they had objections to similar Bills introduced in prior years, 
particularly with respect to recreational cabin use. As long as 
the continued use of cabins is allowed, as reflected in the 
wording of your current Bill, these prior objections are removed.

A L A S K A  D U C K S  U N L I M I T E D  
P' 0 . S c ) y c />£,  */5bt>3



As leaders in waterfowl habitat conservation, we believe the 
Redoubt Bay Bill is entirely compatible with Duck's Unlimited's 
purposes and supports our conservation objectives and we in turn 
support its passage.

cc: Johne Binkley 
Dick Eliason 
Bettye Fahrenkamp 
Steve Frank 
Rick Halford 
Jay Kerttula 
Arliss Sturgulewski 
Fred Zharoff 
Mike Navarre 
C. E. Swaokhammer 
F. Kay Wallis

Very truly yours

Robert L. Plymire
State Chairman
Ducks Unlimited - Alaska



I n t r o d u c e d  b y: M a y o r  

D a t e :  M a r c h  21, 1 9 8 9  
A c t i o n :

V o t e :

K E N A I  P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U G H  

R E S O L U T I O N  8 9 - 2 6

R E C O M M E N D I N G  P A S S A G E  O F  S E N A T E  B I L L  1 84 E S T A B L I S H I N G  T H E
R E D O U B T  B A Y  C R I T I C A L  H A B I T A T  A R E A

W H E R E A S ,  S e n a t e  B i l l  184 e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  R e d o u b t  B a y

C r i t i c a l  H a b i t a t  A r e a  h a s  b e e n  i n t r o d u c e d  to t h e  A l a s k a  S e n a t e ;  
a n d

W H E R E A S ,  t h e  K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  

c o n d u c t e d  a p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  o n  t h i s  m a t t e r  o n  M a r c h  21, 1 9 8 8  a n d  

r e c o m m e n d e d  a p p r o v a l  o f  a  s i m i l a r  b i l l  i n t r o d u c e J  l a s t  y e a r ;  
a n d

W H E R E A S ,  t h e  K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  

c o n s i d e r e d  t h i s  m a t t e r  a g a i n  a t  t h e i r  D e c e m b e r  5i 1 9 8 8  m e e t i n g  

a n d  p a s s e d  R e s o l u t i o n  8 8 - 1 0  r e c o m m e n d i n g  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  d r a f t  

b i l l  to  i n c l u d e  a c i t i z e n  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d  to o v e r s e e  t h e
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  p o l i c i e s  a n a  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  a r e a ;  a n d

W H E R E A S ,  S e n a t e  B i l l  184 i n c l u d e s  p r o v i s i o n s  f o r  t h e
e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  a  c i t i z e n  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d ;

N O W  T H E R E F O R E ,  B E  I T  R E S O L V E D  B Y  T H E  A S S E M B L Y  O F  T H E  K E N A I  
P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U G H :

S e c t i o n  1 . T h a t  t h e  K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  A s s e m b l y  
s u p p o r t s  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  t h e  R e d o u b t  B a y  C r i t i c a l  H a b i t a t  
A r e a ,  a s  p r o v i d e d  in S e n a t e  B i l l  184.

S e c t i o n  2 . T h a t  t he K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  A s s e m b l y  
s u p p o r t s  t h e  a p p o i n t m e n t  o f  a  c i t i z e n  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d  i n c l u d i n g  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  f r o m  u s e r  g r o u p s  to o v e r s e e  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  

p o l i c i e s  a n d  r e g u l a t i o n s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  c r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  a r e a .

S e c t i o n  3 . T h a t  t h i s  r e s o l u t i o n  t a k e s  e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  
u p o n  i t s  a d o p t i o n .

A D O P T E D  B Y  T H E  A S S E M B L Y  O F  T H E  K E N A I  P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U G H  O N  
T H I S  ________ D A Y  O F _______________________________________ , 1 989.

%  ;

/ %

A T T E S T :
J o n a t h a n  W. S e w a l l ,  A s s e m b l y  P r e s i d e n t
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February 27, 1 9 8 9

Senator Bettye F a h r e n k a m p  

P.O Box V

Juneau, Alaska 9 9 8 1 1  

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp;

The Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association recently obtained a copy of Senate Bill 184, 

introduced by Senator Fisher. This bill establishes the Redouot Bay Critical Habitat Area to 

ensure the protection and enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat and populations.

The Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association recognizes the importance of maintaining and 

preserving quality habitat to ensure the perpetuation of fish and wildlife populations. W e  also 

recognize and support the need for controlled and wise use of our natural resources. Senate Bill 

1 8 4  appears to offer a reasonable balance between public use and protection of a high quality 

environment in the Redoubt B a y  area.

W e  would urge your support of this important legislation.

Sincerely

Loren Flagg 

Executive Director

cc: M i k e  Navarre, Swack S w a c k h a m m e r ,  K a y  Wallis, and Johne Binkley
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MAR 0 b 1989
A L A S K A  O U T D O O R  C O U N C I L ,  I N C .
3780 M c G in n is  d r .  ju n e a u ,  a k  99801 
(907) 789-3450

March 6, 1989

Senator Paul Fischer 
Alaska State Legislature 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

This is to advise you that the Alaska Outdoor Council has 
taken a position supporting SB 184 which would create the 
Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat Area. In fact, it is one of 
our highest priority pieces of legislation this session.

We all fully realize the importance of this area for ius 
wildlife and public use values. I believe your efforts 
and those of the Department of Fish and Game have paved 
the way for broad public support on this issue. It is 
important to us that the Kenai Borough and the Kenai 
sportsmen are fully supporting this legislative 
designation.

We appreciate your commitment and pledge to give you our 
full support in gaining passage of this legislation.

Sincerely,

Ron Somerville 
Executive Director

Affi l iated with National Ri f l e Associat ion
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PH O N E (907) 262-4441PH O N E (907) 262-4441

DON GILMAN
M A Y O R

March 22, 1989

The Honorable Paul Fischer 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, Ak 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

On March 21, 1989, the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly 
adopted Res. 89-26, "Recommending Passage of Senate Bill 184 
Establishing the Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat Area". The 
mayor and assembly asked the enclosed copy of the resolution 
be forwarded to you.

Your review is greatly appreciated.

Thank you.

Deputy Borough Clerk

ENC: (1)



I n t r o d u c e d  by: M a y o r  
Date: M a r c h  21, 1989 
A c t i o n :  A d o p t e d
V ote: 10 Yes, 5 Nc

K E N A I  P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U G H

R E S O L U T I O N  8 9 - 2 6

R E C O M M E N D I N G  P A S S A G E  OF  S E N A T E  B I L L  184 E S T A B L I S H I N G  T H E  R E D O U B T  
B A Y  C R I T I C A L  H A B I T A T  A R E A

W H E R E A S ,  S e n a t e  B i l l  184 e s t a b l i s h i n g  the R e d o u b t  B a y  C r i t i c a l  
H a b i t a t  A r e a  has b e e n  i n t r o d u c e d  to the A l a s k a  S e n a t e ;  a n d

WHEREAS, the Kenai Peninsula Borough Planning Commission 
conducted a public hearing on this matter on March 21, 1988 and 
recommended approval of a similar bill introduced last year; and

W H E R E A S ,  the K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  
c o n s i d e r e d  this m a t t e r  a g a i n  at t h e i r  D e c e m b e r  5. 1988 m e e t i n g
a nd p a s s e d  R e s o l u t i o n  8 8 - 1 0  r e c o m m e n d i n g  r e v i s i o n  o f  the d raft 
b i l l  to i n c l u d e  a c i t i z e n  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d  to o v e r s e e  the 
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  p o l i c i e s  a n d  r e g u l a t i o n s  for the area; a n d

W H E R E A S ,  S e n a t e  B i l l  184 i n c l u d e s  p r o v i s i o n s  for the 
e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of  a c i t i z e n  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d ;

N O W  T H E R E F O R E ,  BE IT R E S O L V E D  B Y  T H E  A S S E M B L Y  O F  T H E  K ENAI 
P E N I N S U L A  BO R O U G H :

S e c t i o n  1 . T h a t  the K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  A s s e m b l y  
s u p p o r t s  the e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  the R e d o u b t  B a y  C r i t i c a l  H a b i t a t  
A rea, as p r o v i d e d  in S e n a t e  B i l l  184.

S e c t i o n  2 . T h a t  the K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  B o r o u g h  A s s e m b l y  
s u p p o r t s  t h e  a p p o i n t m e n t  o f  a c i t i z e n  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d  i n c l u d i n g  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  from u s e r  g r o u p s  to o v e r s e e  the d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  
p o l i c i e s  a n d  r e g u l a t i o n s  a f f e c t i n g  the c r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  area.

S e c t i o n  3 . T h a t  this r e s o l u t i o n  t a kes e f f e c t  i m m e d i a t e l y  
u p o n  its a d o p t i o n .

A D O P T E D  BY  T H E  A S S E M B L Y  O F  T H E  K E N A I  P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U G H  ON
T H I S  71 D A Y  OF M a r rh , 1989-

'onathan W. Sewftil, Assembly President



G.S. Best 
Box 426 

S o ld o tna , A laska 99669 
(907 ) 262-7492

%

S e n a t o r  Be ttye  F a h re n kam p  
C h a irm an , S e n a te  R e s o u rc e  C om m ittee  
P O E . j x V M  S to p  3 1 0 0  
J u n e a u ,  A la s k a  9 9 8 1 1  - 3 1 0 0

R e :  S e n a te  Bill No 1 8 4  [ C S S B  1 8 4  (R E S )  ]
R e d ou b t  B a y  Critical Habitat A re a

D e a r  S e n a t o r  F a re n k am p ,

My fam i ly , fr iends and  I have  hunted and f ish ed  f rom  o u r  cab in  on  the  b a n k s  o f 
th e  Kustitan R iv e r  within the a r e a  c o v e re d  by C S S B  1 8 4  ( R E S )  s in ce  b e fo re  
s ta teh o od .  W e  wish to con t inue to do  s o  and I be l ie ve  C S S B  1 8 4  (R E S )  will p rov ide  
the  n e c e s s a r y  protection and  e n h an c em en t  to a l low  this.

In th e  past , I and  o th e r  u s e r s  o f  this a r e a  h a v e  o p p o s e d  the fo rm ation  o f  such  an 
a re a .  H ow eve r ,  C S S B  1 8 4  ( R E S )  p ro v id e s  two sign ificant e lem en ts  which I be l ieve  
o v e r c om e  pa s t  fe a rs ,  they  a re :

1. T h e  recogn ized  con t inued  u se  o f the existing hunting and  
fish ing cab in s , and ,

2 . T h e  C itizen 's Adv iso ry  C om m ittee  c re a te d  in con junc t ion  with 
the  Kena i P en in su la  B o rough .

T h an k  you  fo r  y ou r  t ime and  I lo o k  fo rw ard  to  e a r ly  p a s s a g e  o f  this im portan t 
leg is la t ion .

cc : M ike N ava rre
C .E . S w a c k h am m e r



P e r k i n s  G o i e

A  La w  Pa r t n e r s h i p  In c l u d i n g  P r o f e s s i o n a l  C o r p o r a t i o n s  

1029 W f s t T hikij AvKM'h. Si'iTi; 300 • A n c h o r a g e  A l a s k a  99S0I • (90") 2~9 H S 6 1
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March 24, 1989

The Honorable Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp 
Alaska State Legislature 
P. 0. Box V 
Juneau, Alaska 99311

Re: Senate Bill No. 184 (Redoubt Bay
Critical Habitat Area)

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

This firm represents Cook Inlet Pipe Line Company, ("CIPL), 
whicn is the owner of the oil collection and pipeline facilities 
for Upper Cook Inlet. In cooperation with the Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game my client has been monitoring and studying the 
proposal to establish a critical wildlife area in Redoubt Bay.
As you may be aware, my client's collection facility has been 
located at Drift River since November, 1967.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and CIPL request that 
the following amendments be made to S.B. 184 with regard to the 
existing oil transportation system:

Subsection (d) should be changed to read,
"the department shall permit entry within the 
Redoubt Bay Critical Bay Habitat Area for the 
exploration and development of oil and gas 
resources when it is compatible with the 
purposes for which the critical habitat area 
is established. An oil and gas lease of 
state land within the critical habitat area

Ti l i:x: 32-0319 P e r k i n s  Sk a  ■ Fa c s i m i l e  (907) 276-3108 

U e l l e v i k  ■ Los A n g k i .es * P o r t l a n d  • S e a t t l e  ■ W a s h i n g t o n , D.C.



The Honorable Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp 
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and existing pipeline rights-of-way [IS] are 
valid and continue[S] in full force according 
to [ITS] their terms."

Add a new paragraph to subsection (e) to 
read, "(e) Inspection and maintenance 
activities necessary to ensure the integrity 
of oil and gas transportation systems shall 
be permitted on existing leases and pipeline 
rights-of-way in a manner that is compatible 
with the purposes for which the critical 
habitat area is established."

As is apparent from the foregoing, these changes are 
necessary to address two separate but distinct omissions.

First, as presently written S.B. 184 recognizes the validity 
of existing land uses such as oil and gas leases, but does not 
address the existence and validity of the pipeline rights-of-way 
which are contained within the proposed habitat area.

Second, since the construction of the Drift River/Granite 
Point pipeline, CIPL has been required to perform various 
inspections, maintenance and repair operations on that 
transportation system. This is a result of controlling Federal 
and state regulations as well as the risks which are inherent in 
owning and operating a system of this nature. This ongoing 
process requires not only daily flyovers, but also land-based 
operations wit 'n the pipeline right-of-way. Without specific 
recognition ol ? inspections, maintenance, and repairs which 
are required to le pipeline, the habitat which is in need of 
protection will be in jeopardy. Any delay in response to a major
breach of the system could result in catastrophic effects to the
habi tat.

It is my understanding that the bill is scheduled first for
the Senate Resources Committee, with subsequent action to be
taken by the Finance and Rules Committees. Since the breeding of 
the Tule White-Fronted geese and other waterfowl is fast 
approaching, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game and CIPL 
request that these amendments be made at the earliest possible 
date in the legislative process.
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Page 3

I would, of course, appreciate being kept informed of the 
progress of this bill. Thank you for your cooperation and please 
contact me if you have any questions.

Best regards

GT/jcm
cc: Cook Inlet Pipe Line Company

Roland Shanks, Legislative Liaison
State of Alaska, Department of Fish and Game



P.O. 3ox 2856 
Palmer, Alaska 99645

March 22, 1989

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp

As a representative of the Alaska Frontier Trappers 
Association, I am writing in reference to S.B. 184, the 
Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat Area. We have read the bill
describing the proposed area and it's uses. We as a user
group that has strong ties to the land and what it provides
in terms of the overall enjoyment we derive from it, are in 
very strong support of this bill. I have to say that of all 
the land use bills that we have dealt with in the last couple 
of years, this one is well thought out. It preserves the area 
in it's natural state, but allows everyone to utilize the 
area without undo restrictions.

One question that might be asked is why do we need to set 
aside more land in a restrictive classification. This area is 
very important to waterfowl production within the state. With 
waterfowl populations at a 30 year low over North America,
protecting areas such as this becomes all the more vital. If 
this land is not protected, everyone will lose in the long 
run.

The Alaska Frontier T r o v e r s  Association asks you to support 
this bill very strong! . Thank you for your consideration of 
our concerns.

A
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March 20, 1989

The Honorable Betty Fahrenkamp 
Alaska State Senate 
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

I am writing in support of SB 184 which would estab­
lish Redoubt Bay as a Critical Habitat Area. This 
bill was introduced by Senator Paul Fischer and it 
Is my understanding that it will be heard by your 
Resource Committee in the near future. The Inter­
national Wild Waterfowl Association is particularly 
interested in this piece of legislation because it 
would afford habitat protection for the Tule white 
fronted goose. It is important that priorities be 
established on the management of this piece of land 
before the opportunity is lost to conflicting land 
u s e s .

The status of Redoubt Bay is of national and inter­
national interest not only because of the Tule goose 
but because of the process and philosophy that has 
evolved over this issue. Hopefully, this framework 
will streamline the next similar effort.

SB 184 is the culmination of a great deal of work by 
a large number of interested parties over the past 
ten years. It should ensure protection of this 
critical wildlife habitat and ensure continued cur­
rent uses by the public; most of whom were drawn 
to the area in the first place by the wild resource 
this bill is designed to protect.

I encourage you to support passage of this legislation,

Sincerely,

Walter B. Sturgeon, Jr. 
President



International Aviculture Resources, Inc
D a l e  &  W e n d i  S c h e n d e l  

217 Ridge Trail Road 
Bozeman, MT 59715

(406) 586-6763
March 23, 1989

Senator Betty Fahrenkamp 
P.O. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811 

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

I am writing you about SB184 which has been introduced by 
Senator Paul Fischer. The purpose of SB184 is to place Redoubt 
Bay into Critical Habitat designation; with a primary focus 
on the long term well being of the Tule goose. Since this 
area is the primary breeding ground of the Tule goose, its 
future existence may depend on the success of this bill.
Should any unforseen event untold that would place the Tule 
goose on the endangered species list, commercial interests 
would stand to lose substantially more than they would under 
SB184. Therefore, I request that you consider supporting 
this bill when it comes before your committee.

International Aviculture Resources, Inc. is a propagation 
facility located in Montana. IARI was founded by my wife,
Wendi and myself in 1981. Our purpose is to breed rare and 
endangered waterfowl. In addition to maintaining a captive 
and genetically diverse flock of each species of waterfowl 
we keep, we also provide birds from these flocks for state 
and federal transplant programs, for propagation at zoological 
facilities, and for research programs at local universities.

In 1984 and 1985, Bob Elgas and I collected Tule geese in 
Redoubt Bay; and are successfully breeding these geese today. 
Together, we have the largest flock of Tule geese in captivity.
The Tule goose has become the most sought after subspecies 
of whitefronted goose by both zoos a n d  private aviculturists 
throughout the world. The Tule goose is a high profile bird 
in countries other than the United States. I have spoken 
to some of my friends in Canada and England; and they have 
assured me that they would be watching the progress of SB184 
with a great deal of interest.

SB184 will achieve the purpose of protecting the principal 
breeding area of the Tule goose without eliminating other 
commercial and recreational interests. As a hunter, I read 
this bill carefully to see if hunting and other recreational 
activities would be adversely affected; and was glad to see 
that all aspects were considered in writing SB184. Therefore, 
passing this bill as written is a WIN/WIN situation for all 
parties involved. Speaking for myself (and for other aviculturists 
worldwide), we give this bill a strong DO PASS!

cc:Jim Faro/wildlife biologist Sincerelv,

Dale Schendel 
President
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Bob Elgas
P.O. Bex 928
Big Timber, Mt. 59011

Ms. Betty Sahrenkamp 
Chairperson Senate Resource 
committee 

State of Alaska 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau Alaska

Bear Ms. Sahrenkamp:

I am writing in regard to Senate Bill 184. This 
legislation is of very real interest to me, and I urge 
you give it your support. Passage of this bill, which 
will place the Redoubt Bay are into Critical Habitat status, 
is of the greatest importance. This bill is well thought 
out, is well supported, will provide some very critical 
wildlife protection, and has the added advantage of addressing 
existing usages and providing for continuation of those usages.

Cne of the very important things enactment of this legislation 
will accomplish is to secure the preservation of the breeding 
grounds of the Tule white-fronted goose, which, as 1 am sure 
you are aware, is one of the world's rarest wild geese. As 
a breeding species it is known only in the Redoubt Bay area
of your state no other place in the world. Passage of SB 184
will provide these rare birds with almost certain assurance for • 
continued survival. Without such protection they may well become 
lost forever. A though Tule geese are specific to your state 
they are important not only to the people of Alaska, but 
equally so to people throughout the United States, all of 
North America, and indeed the world over. You may be sure 
people everywhere will be anxiously awaiting for word of 
passage of this legislation. In asking for your support of this 
bill I speak not only for myself as an individual, but also 
on behalf of the entire membership of the International Wild 
Waterfowl Association. I respectfully ask that you give full 
support to enactment of this legislation.

Thank you for your consideration

Z ^ n c e r e l ^ v l u r s ,

D C
Bob Elgas,/president Emeritus 

ASm&ernaticnal Wild Waterfowl



March 2, 1989

Bettye Fahrenkamp 
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811 

Dear Ms. Fahrenkamp

The civics class at Cook Inlet Academy is participating in a com­
petition known as Project Wild. It is designed to familiarize 
students with both wilHlife and our state's legislative process. 
The theme for this year is "Let's Help Wildlife."

The first thing students do is find a bill that deals with wild­
life. Then, by contacting the local legislative affairs office, 

they obtain a copy of the history and the current standing of the 
bill. The next step is to write or call the primary sponsor of 
the bill and let him know that they are in support and that they 

would like to keep informed of its movement.

Our class decide.1 to use the bill concerning the Redojbt Bay 
Critical Habitat Area. It deals with the preservation of tnat 

land for the use of the many different species of animals and 
waterfowl that live there, including the nearly extinct Tule 
Geese. One of their primary breeding grounds is in the poorly 

drained area of Redoubt Bay.

The students will also be conducting an interview of some of the 

supporters of the bill and will put the results in the scrapbook 
they're creating. The scrapbook will show everything the class 
did in the competition and on April 5th they will send the book 

in to be judged.

Enclosed is the class position paper on the Redoubt Bay Critical 

Habitat Bill.

Sincerely yours

Q-OJLH-Q.- Ra/n&Jl Pv/VJLCa 

e>ntka/>u^ H

QjLCuwO- H
Cook Inlet Academy

Civics Class



CLASS POSITION CONCERN I NG_IH£
R E D O U B T  B A Y  C R I T I C A L  H A B I T A T

WE, THE C IV IC S  CLASS OF COOK INLET ACADEMY SUPPORT 
THE IDEA  THAT THE B IL L  CONCERNING REDOUBT BA Y  AREA  

SHOULD BE PASSED . WE STRONGLY BEL IEVE THAT THE 
REDOUBT B A Y  CR IT ICAL HABITAT A REA  SHOULD BE 
PROTECTED AND PRESERVED FOR THE USE OF FUTURE 

GENERATIONS. TH IS AREA  IS  V ITA L  TO THE SU R V IV A L  OF 
MANY SPEC IES OF AN IM ALS THAT M AKE THEIR ABODE 

THERE. THE TULE GOOSE, A  NEARLY EXTINCT B IR D , USES 
REDOUBT BA Y  A S  ONE OF ITS  PR IM A RY  BREEDING

GROUNDS.

ANOTHER STRONG POINT OF TH IS B IL L  IS  THAT 
RECREATIONAL RIGHTS OF THE LAND FOR THE PUBL IC  W ILL  

NOT BE TAKEN A W AY . FOR MANY 
YEARS THE PUBL IC  HAS BEEN US ING  THE REDOUBT BA Y  

A REA  FOR HUNTING, F ISH ING , TRA PP IN G ,H IK IN G , 
BACKPACKING ,CROSS-COUNTRY SK IIN G , 

SNOWMACHINC,BOATING, LANDING OF A IRCRAFT AND 
CAMPING . THE PUBL IC  NEEDS TO BE ASSURED  THAT THEIR 

R IGHTS W ILL  NOT BE TAKEN A W A Y .

IN CONCLUSION WE SUPPORT THIS B IL L  AND WHAT IT
STANDS FOR.

AEEA



KENAI PENINSULA 
AUDUBON SOCIETY, INC. ^ *, /%
P.O. BOX 3371, SOLDOTNA, ALASKA 99669

S e n a t e  R e s o u r c e  C o m m i t t e e  
P.O. Box V (SM3100)
Juneau, ftK 9 9 Q11

£ 7  March, 1989

Dear C o m m i t t e e  Members,

The K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  C h a p t e r  of t h e  N a t i o n a l  A u d u b o n  
Society, r e p r e s e n t i n g  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  £ 0 0  K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  
r e s idents, u r g e s  y o u  t o  s u p p o r t  S e n a t e  Bill 1Q4. T h i s  bill 
p r o p o s e s  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  the R e d oubt B a y  C r i t i c a l  H a b i t a t  
Area.

R e d oubt B a y  is w i d e l y  r e c o g n i s e d  as important h a b i t a t  for 
the w h i t e - f r o n t e d  t u l e  and s n o w  geese, in a d d i t i o n  to o t h e r  
w a t e r f o w l ,  s h o r e b i r d s ,  a v a r i e t y  of land m a m m a l s  and all 
five s p e c i e s  o f  P a c i f i c  Salmon, r a i n b o w  trout and d o l l y  
varderi. T h e  a r e a’s v a l u e  to t h e  p e o p l e  of A l a s k a  is e v i d e n t  
in its use by r e c r e a t i o n i s t s ,  s p o r t s m e n  and trappers. All 
of t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  d e p e n d  on m a i n t a i n i n g  t h e  h e a l t h  o f  the 
h a b i t a t  and w i l d l i f e  p o p u l a t i o n s .

L e g i s l a t i o n  s i m i l a r  t o  SB  184 h a s  be e n  i n t r o d u c e d  in t h e  
past, with t h e  s u p p o r t  of t h e  A l a s k a  Dept, of Fish and 
Game. The 1989 v e r s i o n  s p e c i f i c a l l y  g u a r a n t e e s  p u b l i c  
a c c e s s  and t r a d i t i o n a l  hunting, f i s h i n y  a n d  t r a p p i n g  
a c t i v i t i e s .

D e s i g n a t i n g  R e d o u b t  B a y  as a c r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  area will 
i n s u r e  that t h e  A D F & G  is a b l e  to o\ rsee any l o n g - t e r m  
d e v e l o p m e n t s  with p o t e n t i a l l y  d e tri ental e f f e c t s  to  t h e  
area. Th i s  a c t i o n  will benefit t h e  habitat, t h e  w i l d l i f e  
and t h e  p e o p l e  w h o  r e l y  on and e n j o y  the area.

Sincerely,

Conservation Chair
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4251 Tahoe Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99515 
27 March, 1989

Senator Betty Farenkamp 
Alaska State Legislature
P . O .  B u x  V  m a r  3 0  1989

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Farenkamp,

We have some opinions about the following legislation and 
wish to convey them to you.

j

SB184 - Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat

We strongly support this bill. People of the Kenai Peninsula 
have had major input in crafting this legislation and it is 
now time for Redoubt Bay to be given a long-term "insurance 
policy" to guarantee the future of the areas extremely 
important fish, wildlife and associated public uses.

HB124 - License Fee Increases for ADFf,G

We strongly support this bill. Although we do not believe 
the state should continue to subsidize $0.25 "low income" 
license buyers at the expense of fish and wildlife, we could 
accept a compromise of at least $5.00 for a "low income license", 
We would much prefer, however, complete elimination of this 
antiquated supposed social welfare program.

The Grouse Farming Bill

We do not know the bill number, but please kill this turkey.
The commercialization of Alaska's wildlife by game farming is
not a turn we want to make in our progressive evolution of
wildlife conservation programs in Alaska.

Thank you for considering our views and we sincerely hope you 
take the action which we have suggested.

D a n i e l  and Ka ren  Timm



K E N A I  P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U G H

144 N. B INKLEY • SOLDOTNA . ALASKA 99669 
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DON GILMAN
M A Y O R

March 22, 1989

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chair 
Senate Resources Committee 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Chairman Fahrenkamp:

On March 21, 1989, the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly 
adopted Res. 89-26, "Recommending Passage of Senate Bill 184 
Establishing the Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat Area". The 
mayor and assembly asked the enclosed copy of the resolution 
be forwarded to you.

Your review is greatly appreciated.

Thank you.

Deputy Borough Clerk

ENC: (1)



Introduced by: Mayor 
Date: March 21, 1989 
Action: Adopted
Vote: 10 Yes, 5 No

KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH 

RESOLUTION 89-26

RECOMMENDING PASSAGE OF SENATE BILL 184 ESTABLISHING THE REDOUBT 
BAY CRITICAL HABITAT AREA

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 184 establishing the Redoubt Bay Critical 
Habitat Area has been introduced to the Alaska Senate; and

WHEREAS, the Kenai Peninsula Borough Planning Commission 
conducted a public hearing on this matter on March 21, 1988 and 
recommended approval of a similar bill introduced last year; and

WHEREAS, the Kenai Peninsula Borough Planning Commission 
considered this matter again at their December 5, 1988 meeting
and passed Resolution 88-10 recommending revision of the draft
bill to include a citizen advisory board to oversee the 
development of policies and regulations for the area; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 184 includes provisions for the 
establishment of a citizen advisory board;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI
PENINSULA BOROUGH:

Section 1 . That the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly 
supports the establishment of the Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat 
Area, as provided in Senate Bill 184.

Section 2 . That the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly 
supports the appointment of a citizen advisory board including 
representation from user groups to oversee the development of 
policies and regulations affecting the critical habitat area.

Section 3 . That this resolution takes effect immediately 
upon its adoption.

ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH ON 
THIS  2Jicf_DAY OF Marrh . 1989.

y President



January 15, 1989

Preliminary Dispersal List 
Redoubt Bay Critical Habitat Area Legislation Information

Alaska Bow Hunters Assoc.
Alaska Center for The Environment 
Alaska Conservation Foundation 
Alaska Enviriomental Lobby 
Alaska Frontier Trapper's Assoc.
Alaska Outdoor Councel
Alaska Professional Hunter's Assoc
Alaska Sportfishing Assoc.
Alaska Trappers Assoc.
Alaska Waterfowl Assoc.
Alaska Wildlife Alliance 
Alexander, Gary 
Anchorage Daily News 
Anchorage Times
Audobon Society, Kenai Penninsula Chapter
Audobon, Alaska Field Office
Best, Sara
Blaylock, Walter
Blossom, Doug
Boone & Crocket
Branham, Chris
Braun, Fred
Breeden, Loretta
Brewer, Doug
California Waterfowl Habitat Owner's Assoc.
Californis Waterfowl Assoc.
Cashman, Tim
Central Peninsula Fish & Gamr Advisory Comm.
Chenault, Bill
China Poot Bay Society
Cook Inlet Aquaculture Assoc..
Cook Inlet Pipeline Co.
Cook Inlet Sport Professional Fishing Assoc.
Cooper Landing Fish & Game Advisory Comm.
Coray, Dave 
Cowan, Patrick 
Crawford, Polly 
Craycroft. Walt 
DR. Russell, Alex 
Devito, Spencer 
Downs, Bob 
Doyle, Jim 
Dr. C. Fair 
Dr Kooylarz, John 
Dr Sangster,
Dr Schulte 
Dr. Russel 
Ducks Unlimited 
Eide, Sterling



Eldridge, Bill 
Emery, Doug 
Every, Hank 
Fair, Clark 
France, Dan 
Frendshenl, George 
Geletti, Walt 
Golden, Jim 
Haas, Clifford 
Hamrick, Mike 
Heifer, Harry 
Hendrickson, Jack 
Hersch, Keith 
Hinkle, T. J.
Homer Fish & Game Advisory Comm.
Homer News 
Homer, City of
International Game Bird Breeders Assoc. 
International Moose Federation 
International Wild Waterfowl Assoc.
Isaak Walton League 
Isaak, James 
Johnson, George 
Johnson, Shelby
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society 
Keating, Dave 
Kenai Borough
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge
Kenai Peninsula Fisherman's Coo-op. Assoc.
Kenai Trappers Assoc.
Kenai, City of
Kenai-Soldotna Fish & Game Advisory Comm.
Kittleson, Larry
Knackstedt, Henry
Krohn, Ed
Link, Richard
Lofstedt, Bud
Lofstedt, Craig
Lofstedt, Vern
Logan, Sid
Me Bee, Terry
McLay, Jake
Metz, Leon
Mullins, Marge
Myrek, Walt
National Rifle Assoc.
National Wildlife Federation 
Nature Conservency 
Near, Jerry 
Nichols, Lyman
North District Setnetters of Cook Inlet 
North Pacific Fisheries Assoc.
Oregon Duck Hunter's Assoc.
Palmer, Les



Pearson, Don 
Peninsula Clarion 
Poole, Don 
Pratt Museum 
Prentis, Wayne 
Rearden, Jim 
Sherwood, Bill
Sierra Club, Alaska Field Office
Soldotna, City of
Stenga, Herman
Trefry, George
Troyer, Will
Trumpeter Swan Society
Trustees for Alaska
United Cook Inlet Drift Assoc.
Van Ray, Larry
West, Bill
Whitney, Clark
Williams, Dave
Wisecarver, Gloria
Woodfille, Frank



KENAI PENINSULA 
AUDUBON SOCIETY, INC. >Sgg
P.O . BOX 3371, SOLDOTNA, ALASKA 99669

B e t t y  F a h r e n k a m p  
P.O. Box V (SM3100) 
Juneau, A K  9 9 811

£ 7  March, 1989

D e a r  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Fahren k a m p ,

T h e  K e n a i  P e n i n s u l a  C h a p t e r  of t h e  N a t i o n a l  A u d u b o n  
Society, r e p r e s e n t i n g  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  £ 0 0  K e nai P e n i n s u l a  
r e s i d e n t s ,  u r g e s  y o u  t o  s u p p o r t  S e n a t e  Bill 184. T h i s  bill 
p r o p o s e s  d e s i g n a t i o n  of the R e d oubt B a y  C r i t i c a l  H a b i t a t  
Area.

Re d o u b t  B a y  is w i d e l y  r e c o g n i z e d  as i m p o r t a n t  h a b i t a t  for 
the w h i t e - f r o n t e d  t u l e  and sn o w  geese, in a d d i t i o n  t o  o t h e r  
w a t e r f o w l ,  s h o r e b i r d s ,  a v a r i e t y  of land m a m m a l s  and all 
five s p e c i e s  o f  P a c i f i c  Salmon, r a i n b o w  trout and d o l l y  
varden. T h e  a r e a’s v a l u e  to the p e o p l e  of A l a s k a  is e v i dent 
in its use by r e c r e a t i o n i s t s ,  s p o r t s m e n  and trapp e r s .  All 
o f  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  d e p e n d  o n  m a i n t a i n i n g  the h e a l t h  of  the 
h a b i t a t  and w i l d l i f e  p o p u l a t i o n s .

L e g i s l a t i o n  s i m i l a r  to S B  184 h a s  b e e n  i n t r o d u c e d  in t h e  
past, with t h e  s u p p o r t  of t h e  A l a s k a  Dept, of Fi s h  and 
Game. T h e  1989 v e r s i o n  s p e c i f i c a l l y  g u a r a n t e e s  p u b l i c  
a c c e s s  and t r a d i t i o n a l  hunting, f i s h i n g  and t r a p p i n g  
act i vities.

D e s i g n a t i n g  R e d o u b t  Bay as a c r i t i c a l  habi t a t  a r e a  will 
i n s u r e  that t h e  A D F & G  is a b l e  to o v e r s e e  any l o n g - t e r m  
d e v e l o p m e n t s  w i t h  p o t e n t i a l l y  d e t r i m e n t a l  e f f e c t s  t o  t h e  
area. T h i s  a c t i o n  will b e n efit t h e  habitat, t h e  w i l d l i f e  
and t h e  p e o p l e  w h o  rely on and e n j o y  the area.

S i n c e r e l y

Conservation Chair





Re: Mrs. Andy's Coho Ranch
1132 Lakeview Terrace 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 
(907) 456-4598

Andy and Pamela (Rahoi) Wescott have been Alaskan residents since 
1966 and 1955, respectively. They are in the process of raising 
-oho (silver salmon) to a 3-5 pound stage to sell commercially. 
The COho ai* raised in tanks in a heated building with a
completed market sale at 18-24 months.

Mrs. Andy’s uses a 99* recycling water system that collacts
Wastes and returns clean, oxiginaled water into the tanks. Cna- 
hal£ gallon of water is added per 1,000 gallons to keep the water 
temperature at 55 degrees F.

Mrs. Andy's received their first coho June 1, 1983. As of
December 27, 1988 they were 6 inches to a whopping 16 1/4 inches.

The coho are ted an Oregon pellet that is prepared in Washington.

Mrs. A n d y’s has had 0 deaths due to disease. Some jumped 
retaining nets and we had a system failure that we have now 
improved upon.

Andy and Pamela hope to receive financing to grow another 200,000 
coho and 2,000 Arctic Char which we will receive April, 1989. 
Once wo have these 200,000 coho and Arctic Char, we estimate they 
will create 40 jobs which include biologists, fish culturist3, 
office clerks, manager, processors, packers, delivery truck
drivers and airline and truck transport personnel.

After this initial step of 200,000 coho and 2,000 Char we hope to 
hatch our own and increase, as the demand for coho increases, to 
1,000,000 coho per year. Arctic Char is a new market and it also 
locks very promising. We also hope to create our own fish food, 
fish fertilizer and a gourmet cat food which will add more jobs 
and income to the State.

With other plants on line over the State we estimate that for 
each 200,000 fish it will require approximately 40 employees.

We have had tremendous amounts of help from the FRED Division, 
particulary Dave Parks at the Clear Hatchery, Mike Kaill in 
Juneau, Tom Kron in Anchorage and Brian Allee in Juneau.

Senators Fahrunkamp and Sturgelewski have also been extremely 
helpful and Mrs. Andy's would like to thank them.

Also supportive of Mrs. Andy’s is the Fairbanks Chamber of 
Commerce, the local news media and the Fairbanks Convention 
Bureau.

March 1989

Mrs. Andy's Coho Ranch has put a third of the silver salmon 
into their private lake because the project was going so well, 
there was no need to support the extra fish. The ones 
remaining are growing and are now larger than pan size.
Pan selling price now is 52.58 a fish. (No fish will be sold 
from this project.)
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Andy Wescott has big 
dreams for Coho Ranch
l ly  K E LLY  UOSTIAN 

S ta ff W riter

Tl i i s  w e e k , a  lo a n  
standing deba te  over 
(in fish  and m a r  k  id 
lu r e  ag a in  r i s e s  in 
Juncmi, while re|Mirls 
el a new disease surfacing in eons 

l . i l  n ia r ie u l l i i r o  o p e ra t io n s  in 
t\ a.sliingtou strikes leur into biolog 
isis and ui|uaeiiHurisls.

Meanwhile, hack at the ranch. 
Andy Wescott, sm all time In te rio r 
tisli fa rm e r , keeps d ream ing  big 
and hopes that Mrs. Andy's Coho 
Ham'll won't go belly tip.

Wescott lives at Lakeview Ter­
mer, just outside Fairbanks lo the 
smith, lie  is the only licensed finfisli 
larm  operator in the state. Two 
years ago. a m oratorium  was 
placed on aquaculture (o allow the 
stale lo look into the risks of de- 
% eloping such an industry.

W rsco lt has been un except ion 
t'i cause his sm all operation is cn 
1 1 used, as opposed (o (lie net pens in open w ater neenii liate llerle .s lie  
uses well water lliat is ree ireu la ted  
Ih iuugh two 1,200-gallon (au ks in 
Ins garage.

" i t ' s  re a lly  ju s t kind o f  a big 
aq ua rium ." he said. Wescott and 
Ins w ife , Pam ela , en joy working 
with (lie  fish urn! grow somewhat 
attached lu them, lie said. He had 
about 1,200 fish in (lie tanks until 
Iasi weekend, when lie dumped ah 
eni iliKliu the lake outside I l ls  home 
I hey were pari of nil experim ent 
and helped prove hissystcm  works 

The remaining 200 or so coho sa l­
mon w ill lie used lo  see how la rg e  lie 
i an m ake llieni in a slio rl period  of 
lim e I le  hopes they'll grow lo  3 to 5 
pounds in faur lo  eight months.

All enjoyable endeavor 
He spends his mornings in Ihe 

garage witli Ihe hum of oxygen 
pumps ami healers, feeding the 
li'h. watching them fur signs of 
change, cheeking equipment.

The Wescolts also own the L ittle 
K ld iira d o  Cold  Camp, a to u r is t  
at 11 action off I Mile E llio tt High 
way "T h a t's  basically 120 d a y s  o f 
hau l w ork , but what do you d o  Ihe 
n  >l o f the tim e?”  lie said.they started their lisli farm  op­
eration during a time of liiglt in­

terest in pure beef and pure chicken 
p roducts without ste riods . They 
looked  in ln  d iffe re n t fre sh  pro 
duets, re ad  about fish  fa rm s  in 
Canada, and decided lo  try  it on 
(heir own.

"W c just kind o f pul two am i two 
toge the r," he said “ Fish farm ing 
has worked well o il o ve r the world 
and there 's no reason why it eun'l 
work h e re ."

Despite bis status us ihe only up 
oration in (lie stale, Weseult lias 
had a hard time gelling n backer. 
Ite wants to go hig, real liig. lint he 
can't do that without money.

Politics, lie said, is a big part of 
what rs holding him hack.

P o l i t i c s  in  l i s l i
The introduction of SH I'JS. oil 

Monday, promises to spark re­
newed debate over the murieiiltiiie 
industry in Alaska, and Wescott is 
in the middle of it.

The b ill, sponsored by Hie Senate 
Itcsourccs C o in in illeo , would mi 
llw rlzc  a ll fo rm s o f Oldish fa rm ing  
under a perm it system  a fte r  the 
m o ra to rium  expires Ju ly  I . 1990. 
according to Sen Uettyc Fahrenk- 
am p , D -F a irb a n k s , c om m itte e  
chairw oman.

D iseases such as the outbreak in 
W ashington this week a re  w lia l 
people who oppose development of 
m a r i c u l t u r c  f e a r  m o s t . T h e  
Washington v iru s led two hu ll'll 
c ries to destroy 3 ti m illion fish and 
eggs, about one percent of the rn  
tire Washington state hatchery pro 
duclion , according to the Associ­
ated P ress .

There is little if any chance ef 
such on outbreak orig inating in a 
p ro jec t lik e  W eseotl's . " I t ’s  iso 
luted trom  any running w a te r," lie 
said . " I f  we have a disease out­
b reak , you just shot Hie whole thing 
down and that's it. My fish would 
have to (ra v e l through seven m iles 
o f sewer pijie before lliey come in 
contact with any o ther f ish ."

Wescott. W'liu w ill testify before 
the resources committee Monday, 
thinks news o l the Washington out­
b reak w ill hu rl S tl 195. No m atter 
what (hooutcom e, however.be w ill 
have his suy in Juneau and (but 
can ’ t hurt.Education is  a key

"1 think we'll see auuthcr mura-

K l t O M  L . IT T L .E  A C O R N S - A n d y  W e s c o t t  d i s c u s s e s  
p o l i t i c s ,  f i s l t  u ttd  e c o n o m ic s  a t  M r s .  A n d y 's  C o lt o  H u n c h ,

lu rium , which w ill mean I ' l l be the 
on ly operation (o r anutlicr couple o( 
y e a rs ,"  he said. "1 was hoping il 
would go through. It would help me 
mure if it went through, but it's not 
going to h u r l me if it doesn't.

"P eop le  in Juucau don’ t under­
stand what I'm  doing. So what I 
have to do is educate them and help 
them understand the diffcneo be­
tween net pen farm ing i.i the ocean 
mid tank fu rm ing in the In te rio r. 
The blR tiling is Hint we're p ioneer­
ing som e th in g  h e re  Hint cou ld  
m ake a big difference in the eco­
nomy o f the In te r io r.”

W h ile  in Juncnu , lie  a lso  w ill 
sp en k  to  Ih e  A la s k a  B o a rd  o f 
F ish e rie s . W hat's he ld  W escott 
tiaek m ore Hum anything, he said, 
is his inability to toil potential sup 
porte rs that lie lias o guaranteed 
supply o f new eggs each yea r. The

a  t w o - t a n k  f i s h  f a r m  h e  h a s  in  h is  g a r u n c  I I f  h a s  v i s i o n s  
o f  o n e  d a y  p r o d u c in g  5  m i l l i o n  p o u n d s  o f  f i s h  a  s e a s o n

Mike i.i Mu ,
hoard annua lly  decides whether 
Wescott can take eggs o r not.

lie  hopes that next week he will 
get the go-ahead totukceggs. " I 'm  
quite sure they'll g ive me eve ry ­
thing I need ," lie said. " I t  w ill be 
contro lled , but wc II probably come 
not with u law that says my project 
can lake  eggs fo r as long us il e x ­
ists Then, it's just a m atter o f how 
ninny and what spccicscuch y ea r .”

Wcscotl a lso  ho|x>s his testimony 
in Juncnu w ill help him gain public 
awareness and lic lp w illi bis bid fo r 
an $300,000 grant from  the Alaska 
Science and Technology Founda­
tion.

D r c u u t in g  b ig
lie  has 2oo,utx) coho sa lm on Iry  

waiting (o r him  at Ihe A laska De­
partment o f Fish and G am e hatch­
ery  u l C lear. C lear hatchery pe r­

sonnel hnve been giving him some 
techn ical ass istance and lie has 
learned quite a lo t from  helping 
them with egg-take and spawning 
operations at the ir weir, he said.

I f  he d '^sn't get Die money the 
hatchery w ill keep the cohos and 
mix them In w ith slocking p rog ­
rams.

It would take $300,000, he esti­
mates. to ge l that In itia l batch to 
market. Then the operation would 
bo o ff and running. "W e would gel 
about 600,000 pounds of fis lt ,"  lie 
said. "S e lling  a t $5.40 a pound, and 
costing $2.40 a pound to ra ise , any­
one wlio knows simple math con sec 
the p ro lit m a rg in ."

With the Rrniit money. Wescott 
would em p loy  12 people in con ­
struction and operation phases of 
the p ro jec t, he said. E ven tua lly , he 
cou ld  p ro d u c e  up to 5 m i l l io n

Ixmml.Mi! lis li a m '.im ii i and cmptn 
up hi 4u I .hi hank >ao <

He's looking lo t  mop' tr in a m a­
ke! with l la l r l ie r i i 'S  m  Mm way an 1 
Idaho, which now an- m -IIiiic  tin o
products m A laska     stun -
lie  a lso  ta lked  In a dealer in Km . . 
who said lie  cou ld lake  as much .. 
10.000 pounds n l Irvsh lis li a wci-k 
" I t  could be a g reat e\|« 'i I prndui i 
fo r  F a irb a n k s ."  Wescnll said 

Until lie lllid s  a bucket W'cxnai 
said, the grant is probably lu sooh  
chance fo r success 

tic  has ta lked lu  m a jo r seafood 
Companies In seed  (bet Would li.n V 
h im , hul has m ade no p rog re* 
"W h a t  l l l c ;  I c l l  no i s  AmI 
you 're the m il; pane in iunn I 
right now it \  i-asii-t to go Mgno- , 
liume in Canada and go in wm l 
go to Washington or Idaho and In. 
a fa rm ." i' lie y  dun'l le .d l; o f lc r  n - 
the why to r lin ts ." lie  said
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Sectional summary of SB 195; An Act relating 
to commercial finfish farming and aquatic 
farm and hatchery permits

Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp

George Utermohle^f/^
Legislative Counsel

This memorandum is a sectional summary of SB 195, as re­
quested by Tom Moyer of your staff.

Please note that a summary or analysis of a bill is not an 
authoritative interpretation of the bill. The bill itself 
is the best statement of its contents.

Section 1 of the bill amends the definition of "fish and 
game farming" in AS 16.05.940 by deleting references to 
fish, as a result only the term "game farming" would be 
defined.

Section 2 of the bill amends the conditions attached to pri­
vate nonprofit hatchery permits under AS 16.10.420.

A private nonprofit hatchery operator may resell salmon eggs 
or fry to a person who has a permit to operate an aquatic 
farm or hatchery under AS 16.40.100.

A private nonprofit hatchery operator may sell surplus eggs 
from salmon returning to the hatchery to aquatic farms and 
hatcheries.

Section 3 of the bill amends AS 16.10.450(a) in order to 
allow the operator of a private nonprofit hatchery to sell 
salmon eggs to an aquatic farm or hatchery. The operator of 
the private nonprofit hatchery must then use the proceeds 
from the transaction for the operation of the hatchery and 
for fisheries activities of the regional association.
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Section 4 of the bill amends AS 16.40.100(a) in order to al- 
low a person to construct or operate a hatchery to supply 
finfish to an aquatic farm if the person obtains a permit 
from the commissioner of fish and game.

Section 5 of the bill repeals and reenacts AS 16.40.100(b) 
in order to allow a person who has an aquatic farm or ha t­
chery permit to buy and sell stock and aquatic farm products 
used or raised at the aquatic farm or hatchery. The current 
restrictions relating to whom an aquatic farm or hatchery 
may sell shellfish stock is deleted.

Section 6 of the bill amends AS 16.40.100(c) in order to 
allow the commissioner of fish and game to attach conditions 
to aquatic farm and hatchery permits that relate to stan­
dards for treatment of discharge water from an aquatic farm 
or hatchery.

Sections 7 - 1 1  of the bill amend certain sections of 
AS 16.40 in order that finfish are treated the same as 
aquatic plants and shellfish for the purposes of permits 
issued under AS 16.40.100 - 16.40.199.

Section 12 of the bill amend AS 16.40.140(a) in order that a 
private hatchery may sell or transfer stock to the Depart­
ment of Fish and Game and to a private nonprofit hatchery as 
well as to aquatic farms and hatcheries under AS 16.40.100 - 
16.40.199. This subsection is also amended to allow a 
hatchery under AS 16.40.100 - 16.40.199 to sell finfish to 
an £.quatic farm or related hatchery outside of the state.

Sections 13 - 15 of the bill amend the definition of "aqua­
tic farm product", "hatchery", and "stock" by adding finfish 
to the li^t of organisms included within each definition.

Section 16 of the bill is the affective date section. This 
bill takes effect on July 1, 1990, which is the termination 
date of the current moratorium on finfish farming.

GUtkb 
wkk2/118
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S e n a t o r  B e t t y e  F a h r e n k a m p  
C h a i r m a n ,
S e n a t e  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  
B o x  V
J u n e a u ,  A K  9 9 8 1 1  

D e a r  B e t t y e ;

A s  w e  m e n t i o n e d  t o  y o u  o n  t h e  p h o n e  w e  w o u l d  l i k e  to d o  a 
d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t  o n  g r o w i n g  s a l m o n  in s a l t w a t e r  p e n s  h e r e  
in s o u t h c e n t r a l  A l a s k a .  W e  h a v e  d o n e  a l o t  o f  r e s e a r c h  o n  
s a l m o n  f a r m i n g  a n d  b e l i e v e  it h a s  e n o r m o u s  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  
state. T h e  o n l y  w a y  to  r e a l l y  k n o w  h o w  w e l l  f i s h  f a r m i n g  w i l l  
d o  h e r e  is t o  t r y  it a n d  see. O n e  o r  m o r e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  
p r o j e c t s  a r o u n d  t h e  s t a t e  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  a l o t  o f  g o o d  
i n f o r m a t i o n  w i t h o u t  h a r m i n g  a n y t h i n g .  W e  b e l i e v e  it is 
a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  t o  t a k e  t h e  r i s k  a n d  
d e m o n s t r a t e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  o f  t h i s  t e c h n o l o g y .

O u r  i n t e r e s t  is i n  t e s t i n g  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  p e n  r e a r i n g  
s a l m o n  i n  s o u t h c e n t r a l .  O u r  r e s e a r c h  h a s  f o u n d  t h a t  t h e  S e w a r d  
a r e a  is w e l l  s u i t e d  f o r  t h i s  test. W e  p l a n  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  s m o l t  
f r o m  t h e  state, p a y i n g  a r e a s o n a b l e  f e e  f o r  them. W e  a r e  
l o o k i n g  a t  a p r o d u c t i o n  l e v e l  o f  100 t o  150 m e t r i c  t o n s  p e r  
year, w i t h  t h e  p r o j e c t  l a s t i n g  t h r o u g h  t w o  h a r v e s t  c y c l e  >.
A f t e r  t h e  f i s h  a r e  h a r v e s t e d  f r o m  t h e  s e c o n d  cycle, t h e  p r o j e c t  
w o u l d  b e  s h u t  d o w n  a n d  all e q u i p m e n t  r e m o v e d  f r o m  t h e  w a t e r .

W e  w o u l d  b e  w i l l i n g  t o  m a k e  all i n f o r m a t i o n  c o l l e c t e d  f r o m  t h e  
p r o j e c t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  St a t e .  W e  w o u l d  a l s o  b e  w i l l i n g  to  
a s s i s t  t h e  State, t o  t h e  e x t e n t  p o s s i b l e ,  in c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a  
t h a t  it f e e l s  w o u l d  b e  n e e d e d  to  b e t t e r  a n a l y z e  t h e  p r o j e c t .
T o  c o v e r  t h e  c o s t  t o  t h e  S t a t e  f o r  p e r m i t t i n g ,  o v e r s i g h t ,  
a n a l y s i s ,  etc. o n  t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  w e  w o u l d  b e  w i l l i n g  to  p r e p a y  
t h e  r a w  f i s h  t a x  o n  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  p r o d u c t i o n  f r o m  t h e  p r o j e c t .  
T h i s  w o u l d  a m o u n t  t o  s o m e w h e r e  a r o u n d  $ 7 0,000. W e  w o u l d  a l s o  
b e  w i l l i n g  t o  p o s t  a bond, s a y  a r o u n d  $ 2 5,000, t o  g u a r a n t e e  
t h a t  all e q u i p m e n t  is r e m o v e d  a n d  t h e  a r e a  c l e a n e d  u p  a f t e r  t h e  
p r o j e c t  is over.

W e  h a v e  p r e p a r e d  a p r e l i m i n a r y  f i n a n c i a l  a n a l y s i s  o n  t h e  
p r o j e c t  a n d  w o u l d  b e  h a p p y  t o  s e n d  y o u  a c o p y  if y o u  a r e

907 • 276 2222
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i n t e r e s t e d .  It is o u r  d e s i r e  t o  h a v e  t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h i s  
p r o j e c t  a c c r u e  t o  A l a s k a n s  a s  m u c h  as p o s s i b l e .  W e  h o p e  t o  
r a i s e  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  f u n d i n g  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  i n  st a t e .  W e  p l a n  
t o  b u y  a s  m u c h  o f  t h e  e q u i p m e n t  as p o s s i b l e  f r o m  A l a s k a n  
b u s i n e s s e s .  T h e  f i s h  f e e d  w e  p l a n  t o  u s e  ( a b o u t  4 0 %  of  t h e  
t o t a l  c o s t  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t )  w i l l  b e  m a n u f a c t u r e d  in s t a t e  and, 
s i n c e  t h e  p r o j e c t  w i l l  o f f e r  y e a r  r o u n d  e m p l o y m e n t ,  w e  w i l l  b e  
e m p l o y i n g  A l a s k a  r e s i d e n t s .

It a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  m o r a t o r i u m  w i l l  n e e d  t o  b e  a m e n d e d  
t o  a l l o w  f o r  s u c h  a d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t  o r  p r o j e c t s .  In 
a d d i t i o n ,  w e  b e l i e v e  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  s h o u l d  c o n t a i n  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g ;

* If  t h e r e  m u s t  b e  l i m i t s  o n  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  p r o d u c t i o n  a l l o w e d  
f r o m  a d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t ,  m a k e  it n o  l e s s  t h a n  2 0 0  
m e t r i c  t o n s  p e r  y e a r .  A  p r o j e c t  w o u l d  h a v e  t o  b e  l a r g e  
e n o u g h  t o  p a y  f o r  i t s e l f  a n d  o f f e r  e n o u g h  p o t e n t i a l  p r o f i t s  
f o r  i n v e s t o r s  t o  b e  w i l l i n g  to  t a k e  t h e  r isk. It  w o u l d  
a l s o  n e e d  t o  b e  t h i s  l a r g e  in o r d e r  t o  g i v e  a r e a s o n a b l e  
i n d i c a t i o n  of  h o w  a fu l l  s c a l e  f a r m i n g  o p e r a t i o n  w o u l d  
w o rk.

* P r o j e c t  d u r a t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  n o  l e s s  t h a n  t w o  h a r v e s t  c y c l e s  
t o  a l l o w  a d e q u a t e  e v a l u a t i o n  of t h e  p o t e n t i a l .

* A l l o w  t h e  s m o l t s  t o  b e  p u r c h a s e d  a t  a r e a s o n a b l e  f e e  f r o m  
P N P  h a t c h e r i e s  o r  f r o m  S t a t e  h a t c h e r i e s .

* P e r m i t t e e  w o u l d  b e  f r e e  t o  u s e  a n y  s a l m o n  s p e c i e s  d e s i r e d  
f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t .

* K e e p  t h e  p e r m i t t i n g  p r o c e s s  as s h o r t  a s  p o s s i b l e ;  h o p e f u l l y  
n o  l o n g e r  t h a n  60 d a ys. O u r  p l a n  is t o  g e t  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  
a p p r o v e d  t h i s  s e s s i o n ,  a n d  to  p u t  s m o l t  in  t h e  p e n s  i n  t h e  
s p r i n g  o f  1990. T o  a c c o m p l i s h  t h a t  w e  w o u l d  n e e d  t h e  
n e c e s s a r y  pe.-mits in  h a n d  b y  S e p t e m b e r ,  1 9 8 9  s o  t h a t  w e  c a n  
m a k e  a c o m m i t m e n t  o n  p u r c h a s i n g  t h e  sm o l t .  S i n c e  t h i s  is a 
d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t  o f  s h o r t  d u r a t i o n ,  it  d o e s n ' t  a p p e a r  
t h a t  a n  e x t e n s i v e  p e r m i t t i n g  p r o c e s s  w o u l d  b e  n e c e s s a r y .

* If n e c e s s a r y ,  w e  w o u l d  b e  w i l l i n g  t o  h a v e  a b o n d i n g  
r e q u i r e m e n t ,  a t  a r e a s o n a b l e  d o l l a r  f i g u r e ,  a n d  p r e p a y m e n t  
o f  t h e  r a w  f i s h  t a x  o n  e s t i m a t e d  p r o d u c t i o n  i n c l u d e d  in  t h e  
bill.

Bettye, w e  w o u l d  r e a l l y  a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  c o m m i t t e e ' s  d e c i s i o n  to  
g e t  i n v o l v e d  w i t h  s u c h  a p r o j e c t .  B o t h  o f  u s  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  
c o m e  t o  J u n e a u  o r  d o  w h a t e v e r  e l s e  y o u  t h i n k  w o u l d  b e  h e l p f u l  
t o  g e t  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  p a s s e d  t h i s  s e s s i o n .  P l e a s e  l e t  us  
k n o w  w h a t  y o u  t h i n k  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  is f o r  g e t t i n g  t h i s  t h r o u g h  
t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  t h i s  s e s s i o n ,  a n d  w h a t  w e  c a n  d o  t o  help.
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O u r  s t a t e  w i l l  m a k e  a s e r i o u s  m i s t a k e  if w e  d o n ' t  a t  l e a s t  
e x p l o r e  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  f i s h  f a r m i n g .  It 
a p p e a r s  t h a t  N o r w a y ,  S c o t l a n d ,  Canada, Chi l e ,  N e w  Z e a l a n d  a n d  
W a s h i n g t o n  s t a t e  a r e  a l r e a d y  u p  t o  s p e e d  a n d  s e r i o u s l y  
c o m p e t i n g  w i t h  A l a s k a ' s  s a l m o n  r e s o u r c e .  I f  f i s h  f a r m i n g  c a n  
be  e s t a b l i s h e d  h e r e  t o  c o m p e t e  w i t h  them, w e  w o u l d  e v e n t u a l l y  
h a v e  a s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  w o u l d  h e l p  t h e  s a l e  o f  b o t h  t h e  w i l d  a n d  
fa r m  r e a r e d  fish. W e  c o u l d  c o v e r  t h e  e n t i r e  s p e c t r u m  o f  t h e  
market.

W e  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  t a k e  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  risk, a l l  w e  a s k  is t h a t  
the l e g i s l a t u r e  g i v e  u s  t h e  r i g h t  t o  try.

Sin c e r e l y ,



March 16, 1989

Senator B e t tye  Fahrenkamp 
P.O. Box V 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senato r Fahrenkamp,
Thank you f o r  the oppo rtun ity  to  comment on the fu tu re  o f  m a r ic u ltu re  in 
A laska , and s p e c i f i c a l l y  on f i s h  fa rm ing .
I  and members o f  my fam i ly  a re  a l l  n a t iv e  born A laskans and were ra is e d  in 
Southeast A la ska . Wp hair© boon in  the cuus iiu cc ion  business f o r  many years 
and c lo s e ly  a s so c ia ted  w ith the timber in d u s t ry .  Our bus iness has headquartered 
out o f  Anchorage f o r  the past twelve y e a rs .
As I  and my fam i ly  lo o k  to  A la s k a ’ s fu tu re  and seek to  expand our business 
i n t e r e s t  in t o  a reas  compatib le w ith what A laska o f f e r s  n a t u r a l l y  and what we 
th in k  we know how to  do o r  cou ld  le a rn  to do, two a reas  th a t  we cons ide r most 
a p p rop r ia te  a re  m a r ic u ltu re  and tou rism . Looking a t  A la s k a 's  n a tu r a l  a s se ts  and 
the e x is t in g  su cce s s fu l sea food in d u s t ry ,  le ad s  us to conclude tha t farming 
aquatic  p la n t s  and an imals  makes sense . The experience o f  o th e r c oun tr ie s  
con firm s these ob se rv a t ion s .
Assuming th a t  A laska would e v e n tu a l ly  d i v e r s i f y  i t s  e x i s t in g  seafood indus try  
beyond ga the r ing  and hunting a c t i v i t i e s ,  we began to  in v e s t ig a te  the f e a s i b i l i t y  
o f  f i s h  farm ing about ten yea rs  ago. Along w ith our c on s t ru c t io n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
p r im a r i ly  in  Southeast A laska , we c o l le c t e d  in fo rm a t ion  and g ra d u a l ly  narrowed 
ou r op t ion s  to a s p e c i f i c  s i t e  which we purchased fo u r  yea rs  ago. In  1984, with 
the a s s is ta n c e  o f  the Farmers Home A dm in is t ra t ion  under t h e i r  A g r ic u l tu re  Loan 
Program, we purchased a la rg e  p a rc e l  o f  land in  Copper Harbor nea r Hydaburg on 
P r in c e  o f  Wales I s l a n d .  We purchased th i s  land s p e c i f i c a l l y  to develop i t  f o r  a 
f i s h  farm .
We began a cqu ir ing  the necessary perm its  f o r  the farm in  1986. A f t e r  su rvey ing , 
the b u i ld in g  s i t e  was c le a red  and le v e le d .  C ons truc t ion  was scheduled to begin 
in  the Spring  o f  1988. We were aware tha t i n i t i a l l y  on ly  " land  locked " farming 
would be a l low ed  and tha t the i n i t i a l  spec ies would be t r o u t .  These were the 
cond it io n s  o f  our perm it from the Deparment o f  Revenue (F ish  and Game L icens ing ) 
which w i l l  e x p ire  a t  the end o f  1990.
B e fo re  c on s t ru c t io n  cou ld  beg in , a one year moratorium was imposed by the 
L e g i s la tu r e  to  a l low  a study o f  the i s s u eC s l .  However no ac t ion , was taken and no 
s tu d io s  'were condoned"; i n  i s  was fo l low ed  by a two yea r moratorium , again to "s tudy 
the i s s u e ( s ) .  Almost two yea rs  have passed s ince  the f i r s t  moratorium and s t i l l  no 
s tud ie s  have been conducted o r  commissions have been se t  up .
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The Ferguson fam i ly  i s  f in d in g  i t  exceeding d i f f i c u l t  to  con tinue w ith i t s  p lans 
under the moratorium . The " s ig n a ls "  seem c le a r  tha t the S ta te  does not want 
f i s h  fa rm ing .Imposing moratoriums so tha t s tud ie s  can be conducted i s  lo g ic  that 
a bus iness man can understand, however when no s tud ie s  a re  conducted and the 
moratorium i s  extended, the s ig n a ls  seem c le a r  tha t A laska e i t h e r  cannot make up 
i t s  mind what to do and i s  u nw i l l in g  to p rov ide  the re sou rces  and d i r e c t i o n  so 
that meaningfu l s tud ie s  can h e lp  r e s o lv e  the lectio .
We have been and a re  s t i l l  w i l l i n g  to  work w ith thp S ta to  government lo  conduct 
s t u d l e a  end demonstrations tha t  w i l l  le ad  to sen s ib le  r e g u la t io n s .  The. S ta te  
has proven by i t s  own aquacu ltu re  program tha t modern day, s t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  f i s h  
c u ltu re  techno logy , and p rope r a t t e n t i o n  paid to gene t ic s  and d isease  qu ide lin es  
w i l l  le ad  to su cce ss fu l programs. Ju s t  th is  past summer, the f i s h  re tu rn in g  to 
P rince W il l iam  Sound h a tch e r ie s  con tr ib u ted  an a d d i t i o n a l  $32 m i l l i o n  to the 
commercial salmon f i s h e r y . These "ha tche ry " f i s h  comprised 46% o f  the t o t a l  salmon 
re tu rn  to  the Sound and turned what would have been an average yea r in t o  a reco rd  
b reake r . In  f a c t  the hatchery c o n t r ib u t io n  a lo n e ,  t h i s  l a s t  y e a r  in  the Sound, 
exceeded the t o t a l  v a lu e  o f  the e n t i r e  1986 salmon run f o r  the re g io n .
We want to  work w ith  the government to develop the p rope r q u id e l in e s  and re g u la t io n s  
that w i l l—a l low  m a r ic u ltu re  endeavors the same measure o f  success th a t  the S ta te ' s  
and P r i v a t e  N onp ro f i t  Program has en joyed . We need a fa v o r a b le  bus iness c l im a te , 
we need re g u la t io n s  tha t make sense and tha t  w i l l  g ive th i s  new sea food endeavor 
a chance to  mesh w ith  the e x i s t in g  sea food in d u s t ry .  Th is  i s  p a r t  o f  the reason 
f o r  s e le c t in g  the s i t e  we d id , south o f  Hydaburg. Hydaburg has e t ra in ed  la b o r  
fo rc e  f o r  h i r e  in  the o f f  season tha t knows the f i s h  p rocess ing  \ u s in e s s .  Hydaburg 
has a c o ld  s to rage and t ra n s p o r ta t io n  in f r a s t r u c t u r e  th a t  a l r e a  .y i s  developed 
working w ith seafood p roduc ts .
In  our d iscu ss ion s  w ith  the Department o f  F ish  and Game and the Department o f  
N a tu ra l Resou rces , we f in d  agencies w i l l i n g  to  be h e lp fu l  to the ex ten t that 
th e i r  re sou rces  and r u le s  w i l l  a l lo w .  But w ithou t s p e c i f ic  d i r e c t i o n  and resources 
from the L e g i s la t u r e ,  these agencies cannot en te r  in t o  new s tu d ie s  and coope ra t iv e  
p ro je c t s  w ith  us. We a re  w i l l i n g  to  work w ith you to  f in d  the answers. We a re  
not reques t ing  f i n a n c ia l  a s s is ta n c e  from the S ta te .  We do request tha t you p rov ide 
the re sou rces  and the s p e c i f ic  d i r e c t i o n  to the S ta te  agencies so tha t they w i l l  
have c le a r  d i r e c t i o n  as to what you want accomplished. We want to work with 
A laskan s to c k s ,  using Alaskan techno logy developed by the S ta te  and Fede ra l 
Agencies and the U n iv e r s i t y .  I t  i s  our in te n t  to p rov ide  jo b s  f o r  A laskans and to
use the e x i s t in g  seafood i n f r a s t r u c tu r e  to the ex ten t p o s s ib le .  We w a n t -  p r o p o r  a n .< j___
rpasrmablo q u ld c i in c o .  Himl we need most o f a l l  i s  you r c le a r  d i r e c t i o n .  I f  you 
want m a r ic u ltu re ,  i f  you want f i s h  farm ing and i f  you want to c re a te  a c l im a te  f o r  
success and to  mesh th i s  budding indu s t ry  w ith A la sk a 's  e x i s t in g  seafood in d u s t ry ,  
then p rov ide  s p e c i f ic  and c le a r  d i r e c t i o n  w ith adequate re sou rce s  to the agencies 
charged with the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .
F in a n c ia l ly  we cannot continue to hang on yea r by y e a r ,  from moratorium to  
moratorium.
Thank you f o r  the oppo rtun ity  to express my views.

Anchorage, Alaska 99508
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SB 195 Bill Analysis 

BACKGROUND/LEGISLATIVE INTENT

Senate Bill 297, which became law during the 1987 legislative 
session, placed a moratorium until July 1, 1988 on authorizations 
for commercial finfish farming and also provided the Commissioner 
of ADF&G with the authority to issue permits for the collection of 
bivalve spat for use in connection with an aquatic farm. In 
response to this, the Commissioner, under a delegation from the 
Board of Fisheries, developed regulatory amendments to 5 AAC 
41.001-41.100 (regulations governing the transportation, 
possession, and release of live fish) to establish a permitting 
system for commercial shellfish farming.

Aquatic farming legislation passed during last years' session 
(Chapter 145, SLA 1988) provided for the farming of shellfish, 
shellfish hatcheries, and the farming of aquatic plants as part of 
a statewide mariculture program. The legislation also extended the 
moratorium on finfish farming until July 1, 1990. In response to 
this, the department has drafted a new set of regulatory amendments 
for aquatic plant farming which are currently out for public 
review. These draft amendments are designed to incorporate changes 
into the shellfish farming section of the current regulations 
necessary for the farming of aquatic plants.

Senate Bill 195 proposes amendments to private nonprofit hatchery 
program statutes (AS 16.10.420, AS 16.10.450) and statutes created 
by the implementation of Chapter 145, SLA 1988 (AS 16.40.100 — AS 
16.40.199) for aquatic farm and hatchery permits related to 
shellfish and aquatic plants.

ANALYSIS OF BILL/PROGRAM EFFECTS 

Importation

As currently drafted, the provisions in SB 195 concerning the 
importation of Atlantic salmon and other finfish lack the strict 
prohibition necessary to ensure that finfish farming can proceed 
in a way that is prudent from a disease and genetics standpoint.

On page 5, lines 4-7 the bill provides that "A person may not 
import into the state an aquatic plant, finfish. or shellfish for 
the purposes of supplying stock to an aquatic farm or hatchery 
unless authorized by a regulation of the Board of Fisheries." 
(Emphasis added.)

This language implies that under certain circumstances there might 
be a reason to allow the importation of Atlantic salmon or other 
finfish species from outside the State of Alaska.

The A laska Department o f  F is h  and Game (ADF&G) has th e  e x p e r tise



and ability to manage finfish farming if the correct restrictions 
are in place and the genetics and disease policies are followed.

SB 195 could meet these standards if the phrase "unless authorized 
by a regulation of the Board of Fisheries" was deleted as it is 
currently applied to finfish.

Definition

Page 1, Section 1. Fish would be eliminated from the current 
definition of fish or game farming under Title 16 definitions. 
This definition has been subject to various interpretations from 
members of the public, ADF&G, and the Attorney General's Office in 
the past. This change may reduce the amount of confusion which has 
occurred.

Policy Issues

Page 1, Section 2. The amendments to AS 16.10.420 would allow PNP 
hatchery operators to sell eggs, fry or smolt to private fish 
farming ventures. The concept of Private Nonprofit (PNP) hatchery 
operators selling stock to private fish farming ventures is a new 
one which is not consistent with the regulations which implement 
the program or with the intent (legislative) of the PNP program, 
which is to provide fish to the common property fishery. 
Currently, 29 PNP hatchery permits have been issued by ADF&G and 
22 are in operation. These hatcheries were developed and now 
operate as users of a public resource for a common good. For the 
same reason, the current ADF&G policy is to not allow the export 
of eggs, fry or smolt out of the State of Alaska for propogative 
purposes.

Since the common property fishery harvest is regulated by the 
Alaska Board of Fisheries, it follows that availability of eggs, 
fry or smolt is part of the allocation process. The Legislature 
would need to clarify this public policy issue of resource 
allocation between private for profit and common property 
fisheries.

Disease Control and Genetics

ADF&G would require that the disease and genetics policies as 
currently applied to the ocean ranching program be applied to the 
proposed finfish farming program.

Page 3, Section 6. Disease control standards are clearly an ADF&G 
responsibility, but water discharge and pollution of fish and 
wildlife habitats are currently DEC responsibilities. ADF&G can 
recommend water effluent disinfection standards for each location. 
AS 16.40.100 (c) requires further detail to clarify agency
responsibilities.



General

Sections 4 through 16 merely insert the concept of finfish into the 
aquatic farming statutes from the 1988 aquatic farming legislation 
(Chapter 145, SLA 1988).

Proper siting of these facilities should be done in a manner that 
will protect fisheries and wildlife habitats from adverse impacts.

This bill, if passed, would require an additional set of amendments 
to the ADF&G regulations in existence for shellfish farming and 
currently out for public review for aquatic plant farming. The 
development of comprehensive regulations and a permitting system 
for finfish farms would require at least six months of staff time.

Fiscal impacts will be outlined in a draft fiscal note and provided 
at a later date as suggested.



Mariculture may provide substantial economic benefits to our 
coastal communities and help diversify and stabilize our 
economy if it is developed in an orderly fashion which
provides the maximum benefit to Alaskans while ensuring 
protection for our fisheries resources, other resource users 
and the environment. In order to accomplish these object­
ives, any legislation authorizing a mariculture industry 
must satisfy the following principles:

1. The mariculture industry must benefit Alaskans.

The mariculture industry must be developed in a manner
which does not result in unfair competition with
existing fisheries or cause undue economic displacement 
in our coastal communities. Legislation should, to the 
extent possible under the law, provide for local hire 
at mariculture facilities and give preferential access 
to mariculture permits and mariculture related tide- 
lands leases to Alaskans.

2. The mariculture industry must pay for itself and the
state should get a fair return for the use of state
resources.

Legislation should contain provisions for recovering 
administrative and other state costs associated with 
managing the industry. The legislation should also 
ensure that the state gets a fair return for the use of 
tidelands and other resources.

3. The development of the mariculture industry in Alaska 
should be done in an orderly fashion which encourages a 
stable, dependable industry.

Legislation should provide general criteria which will 
lead to the development of a regulatory program which 
discourages speculation on permits and tidelands 
leases, encourages sound financial planning, and 
provides for a diverse industry ranging from 
"Mom and Pop" ventures to larger corporate operations.

4. The mariculture industry must meet all state and 
federal requirements for human healch, product quality 
and sanitation.

Legislation should ensure that mariculture facilities 
meet all state and federal requirements for human 
health, safety, and sanitation. Legislation should 
also require that mariculture products meet or exceed

all state and federal product quality and human health 
standards, and provide the means to ensure that state

Cowper A d m in is tr a t io n  P o s i t i o n  on M a r ic u l tu r e



regulators can protect human health and product 
quality.

Mariculture activities must be managed to ensure 
protection of the biological integrity of natural plant 
and animal stocks. "

Legislation must address the issues of pathological and 
genetic protections for natural sea vegetable and fish 
stocks.

Mariculture activities must be managed in a manner 
which ensures adequate environmental safeguards and 
habitat protection.

Legislation must ensure that mariculture facilities are 
sited, designed and operated to protect air and water 
quality, to provide for proper disposal of wastes, and 
to minimize adverse effects- to important fish and 
wildlife habitat.

Mariculture facilities must be sited to minimize 
land-use conflicts, maintain navigation and ensure 
access to upland areas.

Legislation should provide guidance for siting facil­
ities to minimize conflicts with other tidelands users, 
reducing visual and aesthetic impacts, maintaining 
navigation and ensuring access across state tidelands.

Broodstock acquisition for mariculture purposes should 
be carefully regulated, especially for species subject 
to limited entry fisheries.

Legislation should contain provisions limiting the 
acquisition of broodstock for species subject to 
limited entry fisheries. Legislation should grant the 
Department of Fish and Game the authority to regulate 
the acquisition, transport, and propagation of mari­
culture broodstock, and provide the Board of Fisheries 
the ability to resolve allocation decisions regarding 
broodstock acquisition if necessary.
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

» to: Fisheries Cabinet date: January 12, 1988

FILE NO:

F R OM: Int
w

Mariculture

TELEPHONE NO: 465— 4100

su b jec t : Report on Activities
Conducted During the 
Legislative Interim

The Interagency Mariculture Workgroup is pleased to present 
to you this report on our activities conducted over the 
legislative interim. The products contained in this report 
are in response to the tasks the Cabinet outlined last May. 
In the report you will find eight issue papers on a variety 
of biological, land-use, water quality and product quality 
issues which are central to the mariculture debate. Other 
products include a matrix summarizing how four other areas 
address these subjects, a description of the on-going 
socioeconomic studies, and the uniform shellfish permitting 
system we developed. Additional information is contained in 
the appendices.

Background

Last legislative session, the issue of authorizing expanded 
mariculture in Alaska received considerable attention. In 
particular, the prospect of pen-rearing salmon in Alaska 
became one of the hottest topics in the state. The market 
success of the Norwegian salmon farming industry, and the 
growth worldwide in fish farming generally have spurred 
interest in all forms of mariculture in Alaska. During last 
year's session of the Alaska State Legislature, bills were 
introduced to legalize expanded mariculture activities, 
including salmon pen-rearing. Senate Bill 106 and House 
Bill 108 would "encourage the establishment and growth of an 
aquatic farming industry" in Alaska. The bills would 
establish a permit system which would be administered by the 
Department of Commerce and Economic Development for aquatic 
farms and private-for-profit hatcheries.

In response to this action in the Legislature, Governor 
Cowper directed the Fisheries Cabinet to review the 
mariculture issue and prepare a recommendation to him. The 
Cabinet, after careful consideration, prepared for the 
Governor a set of criteria for judging any authorizing 
legislation. The Governor approved these criteria, which 
were then presented to the Legislature.

Late in the session it became apparent that authorizing 
legislation was not going to pass. All parties became 
concerned that the questionable legal status of pen-rearing
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salmon could lead to speculation on tidelands sites and a
"gold rush" mentality similar to the situation which
developed in British Columbia. The resulting confusion and 
inevitable litigation would not be to anyone's advantage, so 
a carefully crafted moratorium bill was introduced and 
passed in the waning hours of the session. This bill.
Senate Bill 297, placed a moratorium which expires July 1, 
1988 on issuing permits for most finfish farming. It also 
authorized shellfish farming and limited finfish farming in 
fresh water.

The Fisheries Cabinet met on May 19, 1987 to develop a plan 
of action for addressing the mariculture issue over the 
legislative interim. At that time the Cabinet identified 
two general tasks which needed to be performed.

First, the administration needed to develop a uniform
approach to permitting shellfish mariculture. This has been 
done. The staff workgroup reviewed existing authorities and 
permitting procedures, and developed the consolidated permit 
application form to establish a uniform application process. 
In conjunction with this, the Department of Fish and Game 
prepared regulations authorizing a shellfish farm permit, 
and a Fish Transport Permit for holding and transporting
shellfish for commercial farming purposes. This cleared the 
way to allow expanded shellfish mariculture activities.

The second task identified by the Cabinet was to
systematically address the issues raised during the 
legislative hearings. Senator Eliason and Representative 
Herrmann presented us additional questions which needed to 
be addressed as well. The issue papers, matrix, and the 
socioeconomic studies are the products we prepared to 
address this task.

The issues papers are designed to briefly discuss and
summarize a number of biological, land-use, product quality, 
and water quality issues which are central to the
mariculture debate. The matrix briefly summarizes how 
British Columbia, Maine, California, and Washington address 
many of these same issues. The socioeconomic studies, which 
are in progress, will address the questions regarding 
markets and cost of production.

Also included in the appendices are copies of SB 297, the 
issues lists from Senator Eliason and Representative 
Herrmann, a list of the staff on the workgroup, and Governor 
Cowper's Position on Mariculture.



LAND USE 
Department of Natural Resources

ISSUE:

How will the state encourage the development of tide and 
submerged lands through mariculture while at the same time 
minimize conflicts with existing uses?

DISCUSSION:

Mariculture is a new and expanding industry in Alaska, and 
may become a significant long-term use of tide and submerged 
lands. Currently, mariculture activities are being 
permitted on a case-by-case basis with little or no 
comprehensive planning. Notable exceptions include the 
Prince Wi'.liam Sound Area Plan and the Prince of Wales 
Island Plan. The state needs a comprehensive approach to 
planning for mariculture activities in order to ensure the 
stable growth of this new industry and to minimize conflicts 
with existing uses. Such an approach should provide 
guidance to minimize conflicts on individual proposals and 
address the potential cumulative impact of numerous mari­
culture developments taking place over time.

Some of the potential land use problems associated with 
mariculture include: displacement of public uses such as
recreation and subsistence; conflicts with other commercial 
uses of tide and submerged lands; land speculation; impacts 
on adjacent land holders; and cumulative impacts over time 
from the incremental expansion of mariculture activities.

Displacement of Public Uses such as Recreation and 
Subsistence

Mariculture sites may block or inhibit public access to 
important recreation and subsistence use areas. The expec­
tation and desire for seclusion when recreating in rural 
Alaska is highly valued by residents and visitors. If the 
sense of seclusion is lost, an important part of the aesthe­
tics of many bays is lost, and the recreational experience 
is less valuable. A mariculture facility, particularly with 
caretaker facilities located in a smaller cove, will essen­
tially eliminate that sense of seclusion for recreational 
users other than the permit holder. In essence, the 
tendency will be for traditional recreational users of the 
cove to try to find other secluded and aesthetically 
pleasing areas.

Subsistence is an important activity in most of the areas 
where mariculture may occur. Conflicts between 
mariculturists and subsistence users could occur as more and 
more facilities are developed over time. This could entail



direct competition for subsistence resources as new 
residents enter rural areas, or loss of subsistence 
opportunities if mariculture facilities are placed in 
important subsistence resource areas. Siting criteria can 
minimize most of these problems.

And finally, the mariculturist may not want any intrusions 
into his or her area. There could be concerns over 
pollution, theft, damage, interference, or just the loss of 
privacy. This could lead to conflicts between, the farmer 
and other users, in the end excluding other uses of the 
coastal area.

Conflicts with Other Commercial Uses of the Tide and 
Submerged Land

The best sites for mariculture facilities may often be the 
best sites fir other uses such as mineral or timber transfer 
and support facilities, log storage, commercial fishing 
grounds or anchorages, or commercial recreation development. 
Although mariculture is a new industry in Alaska, experi­
ences in British Columbia and Washington have demonstrated 
there can be conflicts with other uses. The potential for 
such conflicts has already surfaced in Kodiak, Prince 
William Sound, and Southeast.

Besides the need for space, water quality standards for 
mariculture may preclude the use of favored sites for other 
commercial or industrial facilities. Forcing more stringent
mitigation measures or alternative siting for timber or
mineral transfer or tailings disposal could reduce or 
eliminate the economic viability of the resource extraction 
industry in a given area.

Conversely, mineral or timber transfer, log storage, and 
floating camps associated with resource development activi­
ties may limit the space available or degrade water quality 
for mariculture facilities, thus making mariculture develop­
ment more difficult and less likely.

Land Speculation

British Columbia experienced a dramatic rush for Section 10 
permits prior to 1986. These permits allow the holder to
enter and occupy a site to conduct research for up to one
year. It appears that these permits were being issued for 
large areas of land with little regard for potential impacts 
to the public. This created a gold rush image which 
resulted in a great deal of public concern, and subsequently 
a moratorium was imposed. Alaska does not have an
investigative permit similar to the Section 10 permit but we 
could experience land speculation in other forms, most 
notably by applying for tidelands and leases to tie-up a 
site.



Land speculation in this case is described as obtaining land 
use rights with the intent of not using the land for the 
proposed use but selling those rights for a profit. This 
problem is not unique to mariculture and it can occur in any 
use of state land. Speculation can be greatly reduced by 
close monitoring of development schedules and writing 
conditions in the land use document that would allow the 
state to revoke that document if the development is not 
proceeding as proposed.

Impacts on Adjacent Land Owners

Mariculture can impact adjacent land owners in a variety of 
ways: loss of tidelands access or boat moorage, loss of
view, noise and loss of privacy, loss of habitat or water 
quality. This has been a significant issue in Washington 
and British Columbia, and may become a matter of concern in 
Alaska as well.

The adjacent land owner has a number of ways to influence 
the siting of mariculture facilities. They can participate 
in development of state land use plans, coastal zone manage­
ment plans, and local comprehensive plans. The adjacent 
owner or owners are notified by mail of pending applications 
and are given an opportunity to comment on the project. A 
30-day public notice pursuant to AS 38.05.945 is required 
for leases and the local government or regional native 
corporation is also notified if the project is within their 
boundaries. The local government or regional native 
corporation may hold public hearings if necessary. The 
Department of Natural Resources reviews all of these 
comments and weighs the use and enjoyment of the adjacent 
owner against what is considered to be the state's best 
interest. These determinations are made on a case-by-case 
basis and may or may not include consideration of cumulative 
impacts.

Cumulative Effects of Expanding Tidelands Use

The vast majority of the tide and submerged lands in Alaska 
are owned and managed by the State of Alaska. The remainder 
is owned by the federal government or by individuals and 
first class cities that acquired the land pursuant to 
AS 38.05.820.

The State of Alaska allows the development of its tide and 
submerged lands by granting leases and permits. The sale of 
tide and submerged land to a private entity is presently not 
legal. AS 38.05.045 excludes tide and submerged land from 
the public land that can be sold.

Tideland permits may be issued for a term not to exceed 5 
years (11 AAC 62.720). This permit allows the use of tide 
and submerged lands for mariculture but does not provide the



security of a lease and does not constitute a preference to 
a lease.

Leases for tide and submerged land are issued in two ways, 
by public auction or negotiation. Leases may be negotiated 
for a term up to 55 years to an adjacent upland owner or 
upland lessee if the lease is for water transportation or 
another water-dependent purpose (AS 38.05.075(c)). Leases 
may also be negotiated for a period of no more than 10 years 
if the appraised value of the transaction is $5000.00 a year 
or less (AS 38.05.070(b)). All other tideland leases are 
offered at public auction and anyone may bid on the lease 
parcel (AS 38.05.075(a)). The procedures for processing a 
tideland lease in each case is the same with the exception 
of the negotiated leases which do not have a public auction 
prior to the issuance of the lease.

For most of coastal Alaska, mariculture facilities will be 
permitted on an individual basis. The impact from one or 
two farms may be minimal, but the cumulative effects of 
numerous farms on existing uses may be dramatic. Under 
current statutes, management and area plans provide a 
process for resolving use conflicts on a regional basis, and 
the best interest finding required under AS 38.05.035(e) 
provides a mechanism for resolving conflicts on individual 
permits/leases. Although a regional perspective is 
preferred, the cost of management and area plans prohibits 
their use as a routine method of sorting out problems and 
resolving conflicts. This lack of a regional perspective 
could lead to significant conflicts over time and is one of 
the major problems with the existing system.

In developing statewide guidelines, Alaska should evaluate 
what British Columbia experienced during its initiation to 
finfish aquaculture. They had an immediate need for coastal 
planning because they were seeing a loss of access, a loss 
of anchorages, impacts on upland owners, and impacts on 
recreation and tourism. British Columbia placed a 
moratorium on leases and licenses for finfish farming and 
began an inquiry into finfish aquaculture and its impacts. 
The inquiry was completed in 1986 and many of their 
recommendations could be applied to Alaska. Some of the 
recommendations that apply to land use in Alaska are as 
follows:

1. The government should develop an aquaculture policy 
which clarifies direction, agency roles, and the 
responsibilities of both government and the private 
sector for the industry. The inquiry indicated that a 
clear policy would alleviate public concerns over lack 
of controls and lack of protection of the public 
resource. It would also serve to offset creation of 
the image of an uncontrolled land rush, which has



generated misunderstanding and suspicion about 
government objectives.

2 . Initiate land use studies that would identify sites of 
high value for other important ccastal interests. Use 
these studies to direct aquaculture away from major 
resource and user conflict areas.

3. Local governments should be encouraged to develop or 
revise local zoning laws to address mariculture within 
their boundaries. This would also involve modifica­
tions of local coastal zone management plans.

4. The land management agencies should review their 
practices involving advertising and notification for 
proposed aquaculture facilities. This includes notifi­
cation to local governments. The inquiry recommended a 
60-day review period.

/
5. The land management agencies should require a commit­

ment bond to reduce speculation and a clean-up bond in
the event of abandonment.

6. The aquaculture industry should be encouraged to 
institute a program to provide anchorage, access, and 
emergency assistance to other coastal users.

7. Establish a minimum distance separation guideline for 
farms as a means of reducing impacts on upland owners 
and other resource users.

Fees

Current statutes and regulations provide only two methods to 
collect fees for use of state land. AS 38.05.085 provides
for a percentage of the fair market value as determined by
appraisal. The parcel is not reappraised for 25 years.
There are fees attached to permits which may be set by the 
regions. These fees may not provide a fair return to the 
state for the use of its resources. Options to consider for 
legislation may include: 1) a percentage of gross receipts;
2) revise lease terms to require reappraisal every five 
years (private sector norm).

Preference

Current statutes provide only a preference for adjacent 
owners. Any preference for Alaskan's would require a change 
in statutes.

Other statutory changes might include a lottery for new 
sites or a negotiated lease as well as the high bid method 
currently available.



SUMMARY:

It appears that most land use problems associated with 
mariculture can be resolved through state land use plans and 
the permit review process. The most comprehensive procedure 
to determine areas of public use is to develop state land 
use plans, such as the Prince of Wales Island Area Plan and 
the Prince William Sound Area Plan. Developing 
comprehensive area plans is desirable but time consuming 
(2-3 years) and expensive. A streamlined process needs to 
be developed and implemented which evaluates land-use 
issues, including the cumulative effect of multiple 
mariculture operations. Such a process should include 
provisions for strong local participation and be designed to 
meet the needs of reconciling land-use conflicts in a timely 
manner.

While the land use plans address siting considerations they 
do not resolve current statutory restrictions such as: how
fees are charged; should and can Alaskans be allowed a 
preference to lease tide and submerged land.



WATER QUALITY 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

Division of Environmental Quality

ISSUE;

Ensure that high water quality is maintained during 
mariculture operations and that measures are taken so that 
preexisting uses and activities can continue without 
adversely affecting mariculture activities.

DISCUSSION;

Mariculture requires clean water. Water quality in areas 
surrounding the culture facility, however, can be affected 
by both the mariculture activity itself and by other nearby 
uses or activities. The state - needs to ensure that water 
quality is adequate for mariculture, that high water quality 
is maintained during culture operations, and that measures 
are taken so that preexisting permitted uses and activities 
can continue.

Two key water quality issues associated with mariculture 
are;

1. Changes in water quality caused by mariculture 
operations; and

2. Potential siting conflicts with other uses or 
activities.

1. Changes to water quality from mariculture operations

Mariculture facilities can have significant impacts on local 
water quality and habitats if not properly sited, operated, 
and monitored. The impacts on water quality can be in three 
areas; 1) the creation of water quality and environmental
conditions unfavorable for the growth and survival of
cultured species; 2) a reduction of water circulation near 
culture facilities; and 3) the introduction of toxic or 
deleterious substances to the water.

One of the major concerns with mariculture operations is the 
unfavorable changes in water quality and environmental 
conditions that may develop during normal facility
operations. Specific changes that may occur include;

a) increased concentrations of particulates and organic 
matter (feed and fecal material) as byproducts of the 
culturing activity which accumulate as organic-rich
deposits beneath culture facilities;

b) increase in fecal coliform bacteria and ammonia due to 
increased production of waste; and



c) decrease in dissolved oxygen due to increased oxygen 
demand by the cultured organisms and the bacteria that 
feed on their waste.

DEC has developed water quality criteria applicable to 
aquaculture operations (18 AAC 70.020). These criteria 
specify standards that must be met and maintained for 
aquaculture activities to take place. Specific criteria 
concern: fecal coliform bacteria, dissolved gas, pH,
turbidity, temperature, dissolved inorganic substances, and 
sediments, among others. Mariculture operations, however, 
generate substantial amounts of waste products, unconsumed 
food and other debris which can settle, accumulate and 
affect nearby water quality and the benthic substrate.

The amount of organic matter which is produced and can 
subsequently accumulate below culture facilities is 
dependent upon several factors including the size of the 
mariculture facility, its production level, and 
environmental factors such as water depth, current velocity, 
flushing, and bottom topography at the facility site. This 
accumulation of wastes and sediments can also induce 
chemical and biological changes in the natural bottom 
habitat and water column.

An extensive accumulation of waste would stimulate the 
bacterial decomposition process. The biochemical oxygen 
demand (BOD) of this accumulated material can deplete 
dissolved oxygen in the water column, causing stress for the 
cultured organisms. Salmonids, for example, have a high 
dissolved oxygen requirement, 5.0 « 7.0 mg/1, which must be 
maintained in a crowded culture situation. Water quality 
criteria for aquaculture also specify that dissolved oxygen 
concentrations 'may not be less than 4.0 mg/1 at any point 
beneath the water surface, and not greater than 17.0 mg/1 in 
any location.

Another possible problem resulting from the deposition of 
excess food and feces is a change in the benthic 
macroinvertebrate community. Species unable to tolerate 
organic enrichment may disappear, and other more tolerant 
species b e c o m e 'dominant. These changes may persist for the 
duration of the culture activity and for at least several 
years following its cessation.

Most, if not all of the unfavorable changes in water quality 
and environmental conditions can be avoided by properly 
siting mariculture facilities. Water quality problems would 
be anticipated only in areas of limited flushing or 
intensive culturing activity. Field studies rarely have 
shown organic deposition or dissolved oxygen to be a problem 
around culture facilities in well-flushed areas.



The second concern is that the culturing structure itself 
may reduce water circulation in the local area, particularly 
in the down-current direction. A number of variables can 
affect this flow reduction including flow rate, density of 
water, enclosure size and shape, degree of fouling, mesh 
type and material, and stocking density. This reduced
circulation can also reduce dilution and dispersal of waste
products from the culture facility. A reduction of this 
sort in water circulation, combined with an increased level 
of nutrients in the water from excess feed and feces, can 
promote phytoplankton blooms. This may be a particular 
problem in water bodies with naturally low levels of 
nutrients which normally result in nutrient-limited 
phytoplankton production. Some types of dinoflagellate 
blooms are associated with paralytic shellfish poisoning 
(PSP) and may pose a health hazard to humans who consume 
shellfish. Other dinoflagellate blooms can directly affect 
fish health and growth rates. These and other phytoplankton 
blooms also compete with cultured organisms for available 
dissolved oxygen, which could exacerbate problems of low 
oxygen stress. These water quality problems would be most 
likely to occur in areas of inadequate flushing or intensive 
culturing activity,

The third concern for water quality is that toxic or 
deleterious substances could be introduced during 
mariculture operations. The major problem substances 
include, but are not limited to, antibiotics, anti-fouling 
agents, and pathogens and parasites that could affect 
product quality and be transmitted to consumers. Chemical 
usage is highly regulated but also needs to be closely
monitored. The accumulation of chemicals or pathogens in 
the cultured product must also be carefully monitored. 
Additional concerns regarding regulation of antibiotics, 
antifouling agents and shellfish pathogens are covered in 
the issue paper prepared by the Division of Environmental 
Health on the use of chemicals and additives.

Research has shown that properly sited and operated
facilities will avoid many of the water quality problems
described above. The state needs to develop siting criteria
and guidelines to use in permitting these facilities. 
Specifically, criteria for tidal volumes, flushing action, 
currents, and water depth need to be developed. Certain of 
these criteria will need to be specific to the species being
cultured, as environmental requirements may vary. It is
also vital to have adequate information about the proposed 
facility during the permit review so that potential water 
quality problems can be avoided.



2. Potential siting conflicts with other uses or 
activities "

The most suitable sites for mariculture facilities often are 
the most suitable sites for other water-dependent and 
water-related activities. Because mariculture facilities 
need clean water to operate, they may be incompatible with 
other activities in the surrounding area. Proper siting of 
the mariculture facility and subsequent monitoring of 
activities that occur arcund them are critical. A 
mariculture facility proposal may be submitted for an area 
which has historically been used for other activities, and 
these activities may not easily coexist. For example, some 
preexisting activities could have a discharge that would be 
detrimental to the cultured organisms. Non-point sources of 
pollution (e.g., sediment runoff from upland activities) may 
also affect water quality of embayments suitable for 
mariculture facility siting.

Another specific area of potential conflict with mariculture 
operations is the discharge for sewage from upland 
development, caretaker facilities associated with the 
mariculture project, and boat traffic. Shellfish are filter 
feeders and thus easily concentrate fecal coliform bacteria 
and heavy metals in their bodies. The National Seafood 
Sanitation Program has set strict standards for fecal 
coliform levels and heavy metal concentrations in shellfish. 
Currently, all shellfish growing areas in the state must be 
certified by DEC, Division of Environmental Health. In 
addition, all shellfish that will be marketed must also be 
certified by the Division of Environmental Health to ensure 
the the product is within safe limits. The State of Alaska 
Water Quality Standards also specify the levels of allowable 
fecal coliforms that are required by designated water use. 
These levels vary depending on the use under consideration. 
For example, in waters designated for industrial use, the 
allowable level of fecal coliforms (FC) is not to exceed 200 
FC/lOOml, based on a minimum of five samples taken over a 
period of 30 days* The allowable level of fecal coliforms 
for harvesting and consumption of raw mollusks or other 
aquatic life is 14 FC/lOOml. Since all marine waters are 
classified to protect all uses, the most stringent use 
requirements prevail (e.g., 14 FC/lOOml).

Siting conflicts arise when an area has historically been 
used for something other than mariculture and mixing zones 
have been established which allow fecal coliform or other 
water quality parameters to be above acceptable limits for 
an adjacent proposed mariculture operation. The 
determination before the department is whether to reduce the 
size of mixing zones for existing uses to allow mariculture 
facilities in the vicinity, or whether to find that the area 
is unsuitable for mariculture. DEC also needs to determine 
how long fecal coliforms persist in marine waters and the
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size of contaminated areas. Information of this sort will 
give us an idea of the necessary separation distance between 
mariculture facilities and sewage discharges. it is 
essential information for the responsible permitting of 
mariculture facilities.

Summary

Mariculture requires clean water. Two key water quality 
issues associated with mariculture are changes in water
quality caused by mariculture operations and potential
siting conflicts with other uses and activities. The
impacts on water quality can be in three areas: 1) the
creation of water quality and environmental conditions 
unfavorable for the growth and survival of cultured species; 
2) a reduction of water circulation near culture facilities; 
and 3) the introduction of toxic or deleterious substances 
to the water. Most, if not all of the unfavorable changes 
in water quality and environmental conditions can be avoided 
by properly siting and operating mariculture facilities. 
The state needs to develop siting guidelines to be used in 
permitting these facilities.

The most suitable sites for mariculture facilities often are 
the most suitable sites for other water-dependent and 
water-related activities. Because mariculture facilities 
need clean water to operate, they may be incompatible with 
other preexisting activities. The state needs to take
measures to ensure that preexisting permitted uses and 
activities can continue.



DISEASE 
Department of Fish and Game 

Division of Fisheries, Rehabilitation, 
and Development

ISSUE:

Protect native and hatchery stocks from potential disease 
arising from salmon farming operations.

DISCUSSION:

All populations of fishes, whether in saltwater or fresh, in 
the wild or in captivity, at some time contain disease 
agents such as bacteria, viruses, fungi, and invertebrate 
parasites. In Alaska, endemic disease agents are present 
throughout wild stocks and the marine environment. Many are 
opportunistic, causing disease primarily when the fish are 
crowded or stressed. However, it is extremely important to 
recognize that populations of fishes differ in the disease 
agents they carry, and that diseases newly introduced to 
fish populations can be very devastating.

To control disease in the ocean ranching program, Alaska set 
in place stringent regulations that govern the movement of 
salmon and their gametes within the state, and prohibited 
the import of any fish species or their gametes for 
aquaculture purposes. These regulations have applied for 
some 16 years and include requirements for thorough 
broodstock screening for disease agents, routine treatment 
of eggs to prevent disease outbreaks, annual inspections and 
strict reporting requirements, and the destruction of stocks 
if the state finds that this is necessary to control 
disease. The state's prohibition on importing species 
ensures that no new diseases are introduced into the state. 
For example, many chinook salmon stocks in Washington and 
Oregon carry IHN virus. Importing these fish could 
introduce new strains of IHN virus to indigenous stocks. 
Similarly, importing Atlantic salmon would bring the risk of 
importing exotic viral and bacterial diseases not found in 
Alaska. This could have serious impacts on the health of 
existing native and hatchery stocks, and must be avoided.

To maintain adequate protection of existing fishery 
resources, any future fish farming industry must be governed 
by the same fish health regulations currently governing 
Alaska's ocean ranching program. The species made available 
for farming should be from native or hatchery stocks having 
complete and acceptable disease histories. Prohibitions on 
importing species including Atlantic salmon must be 
maintained. This way, any diseases would be those already 
present in wild populations, not exotic diseases which could 
cause serious tiarrr. *;o the native stocks. All transport and 
possession of fishes and their gametes needs to be closely



controlled through Fish Transport Permits, and strict 
reporting and inspection requirements need to be enforced.

However, extending the Department of Fish and Game's fish 
health services to this new industry cannot be accomplished 
without the addition of new staff and monies to support 
these activities. Private sector fish health practitioners 
could pick up some of this additional workload. Such 
private practitioners would need to be certified by the 
state and monitored on a routine basis to ensure acceptable 
performance, but presently there are no private sector fish 
health practitioners currently operating in-state.

SUMMARY:

Assuming that imports of Atlantic salmon or other fish 
species to Alaska ’remain prohibited, that the state 
continues to meet its responsibilities in fish disease 
control, and that monies are provided for additional fish 
health services, this new industry can be accommodated 
without the threat of disease to existing native and 
hatchery stocks of fish.



GENETICS 
Department of Fish and Game 

Division of Fisheries Rehabilitation, 
Enhancement, and Development

ISSUE:

Ensure that salmon farming does not impact the genetic 
integrity of existing natural and hatchery stocks of salmon 
and trout.

DISCUSSION:

Preserving the genetic diversity of Alaska's fishery 
resources has been recognized as an important fisheries 
management goal. This is especially true for the state's 
enormous salmon resources.

Alaska, in maintaining the health and perpetuity of its 
salmon resources, subscribes to the theory that identifiable 
units of salmon (populations, stocks, races) have through 
natural selection become adapted to the particular watershed 
that serves as home. This adaptation is preserved in the 
genetic make-up (gene pool) of the stock. State fisheries 
managers have sought to maintain stock diversity to ensure
the long-term health of our salmon populations. Loss of
stock diversity can occur through dilution brought about by 
interbreeding with other stocks. For these reasons, Alaska 
at the outset of its salmon ocean ranching program set in 
place stringent regulations that govern the movement of 
salmon and trout within the state and prohibited the import 
of salmon and trout for aquaculture purposes.

The Department of Fish and Game's genetics policy prohibits
the importation of live salmonids (salmon family) into the
state, and does not allow stocks to be transported between 
major geographic areas, such as Southeast, Kodiak Island, 
Prince William Sound, Cook Inlet, Bristol Bay, and 
AYK/Interior. The policy has been adopted in order to 
protect Alaska's diverse natural salmon and trout stocks.

Any new aquaculture venture, such as salmon farming, must be 
governed by the same policy, transport regulations, and 
statutes that have applied to the salmon ocean ranching 
program for the past 16 years. This is particularly true 
for provisions prohibiting the importation of exotic 
species, such as Atlantic salmon. Atlantic salmon are 
acutally a trout and are the ecological counterpart of 
Alaska's indigenous or native steelhead trout. Since these 
species have not evolved together and thereby have not 
developed mechanisms to avoid competition with steelhead



trout or other trout, there is a concern about negative 
impacts on Alaska's indigenous trout.

Therefore, the genetics policy advocates the use of locally 
adapted stocks of salmon and trout of natural or hatchery 
origin because this will maintain the state's genetic 
diversity. This is important in the event of escape or 
"leakage" through holes in nets or other damage. The 
magnitude of impact on natural stocks is a function of 
numbers of fish that escape and that survive to spawn. It 
is assumed that low levels (less than 5 percent) of escapees 
can be managed by properly designed net-pen rearing units. 
Impacts on natural stocks from salmon farming would be 
minimized because of the policy of using locally adapted 
stocks.

SUMMARY:

Assuming that imports of exotic species such as Atlantic 
salmon or other fishes remain prohibited, that current 
regulations and policies remain in place, and that "leakage" 
of fish from the pens is kept low, salmon farming can be 
accommodated without the threat of impact to the genetic 
integrity of native and hatchery stocks of salmon and trout.



Broodstock 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Division of Fisheries, Rehabilitation,
Enhancement and Development

ISSUE:

Availability of salmon eggs, fry, and smolts for salmon 
farming.

DISCUSSION:

The current form of salmon aquaculture in Alaska is ocean 
ranching. In this system, adult salmon return to their 
point of release after undergoing and extensive marine 
migration and contribute to the commercial, sport, 
subsistence, and personal-use fishery. This ocean ranching 
program is made up of public and private nonprofit (PNP) 
freshwater hatcheries and estuarine, juvenile net-pen 
rearing facilities. Enabling legislation created the public 
system in 1971, and in 1974, legalized the PNP Program.

Ocean ranching is not only the most successful form of 
aquaculture in Alaska, it is the largest program in North 
America and about the third largest in the world being Japan 
and Russia. The combined public and PNP ocean ranching 
harvest to the common property fishery in 1987 was in excess 
of 16 million salmon; this is projected to grow to 34 
million for and estimated gross value of approximately $78 
million by 1993. In terms of evaluating the economic impact 
of the statewide ocean ranching program on the Alaskan 
economy, it represents $75 million in resident-only personal 
income and 2,030 jobs for alaskans. It is in the context of 
a successful and building ocean ranching program that we 
need to evaluate the availability of salmon smolts for the 
proposed salmon farming industry.

When salmon farming is initially legalized in Alaska, a 
major factor limiting development will be the availability 
of smolts for these saltwater farms. The current public and 
PNP ocean ranching program produces salmon smolts which, as 
adults, contribute to the common property fishery. Since 
the common property fishery harvest is regulated by the 
Alaska Board of Fisheries, it also follows that the 
availability of smolts is also part of the allocation 
process. The principle reason salmon smolts would be 
surplus to the common property fishery is that the present 
ocean ranching program is operating below capacity due to 
funding constraints. However, if the salmon smolts are 
determined by the Board of Fisheries to be surplus to the 
common property fishery, then they could be sold by the 
Commissioner. Under existing law, only the state through 
the Commissioner of the Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) 
can sell eggs, fry, or smolts. The PNP hatcheries are



prohibited from selling eggs, fry, or smolt except to 
another PNP hatchery or to the state. therefore, a change 
in the law would be required in order to extend the sales 
opportunity to the private sector. Once the private 
for-profit salmon farming industry begins to evolve, there 
will be a demand to have private for-profit freshwater 
hatcheries to produce smolts for the mariculture industry. 
These will come from either eggs taken by permit from 
natural salmon stocks, or by purchase of eggs from public or 
PNP hatcheries, or eventually from private broodstock 
produced from the saltwater farming operations. The latter 
will represent the preferred source of eggs because of the 
need to develop domesticated broodstock. This will take ate 
lease one generation, 4-5 years for chinook salmon to 
provide eggs, but generally three generations to initiate 
change towards domestication. Therefore, in the interim, 
the availability of eggs for salmon farmers with freshwater 
hatcheries or smolts for those with only saltwater farms 
will need to be addressed.

On the one hand, sale of eggs or smolts could assist in the 
financial health of the salmon ocean ranching program which 
benefits the common property fishery. This dilemma 
represents the heart of the public policy debate; 
specifically, the allocation of resources from an 
established common property fishery to a proposed private 
for-profit industry. This issue clearly belongs in the 
legislative arena, but it needs to be resolved so that 
agencies such as ADF&G know how to allocate eggs, fry, or 
smolts to the potentially new salmon farming industry.

SUMMARY;

The availability of eggs, fry and smolts for the salmon 
farming industry is an allocation decision, and is central 
to the public policy debate regarding allocation of 
resources from the common property fishery to the private 
for-profit farmer. Under the current law, the Board of 
Fisheries would probably make the determination of whether 
or not eggs, fry, or smolts are surplus. If the Legislature 
legalizes salmon farming and the Board of Fisheries 
determines that a surplus exists, then eggs, fry or smolts 
could be sold to potential salmon farmers by the 
commissioner of ADF&G.



HABITAT PROTECTION 
Department of Fish and Game 

Division of Habitat

ISSUE:

Ensure protection of important habitat through proper siting 
and design of mariculture facilities.

DISCUSSION:

Floating mariculture operations can result in one or both of 
the following environmental effects: (1) accumulation of
organic-rich sediments on the benthic substrate beneath the 
facility, and (2) changes in water quality.

Proper siting of mariculture facilities is essential if
there is to be minimal environmental effect from a 
mariculture operation. If not properly sited, the 
accumulation of organic-rich sediments in the form of
wastes, uneaten food, and shell debris below the facility 
can cause physical and chemical changes in the natural 
bottom sediments. Included in these changes are increased 
oxygen consumption within the sediment; and increased 
concentrations of total volatile solids, total organic 
carbon, sulfides, nitrogenous compounds, and phosphates.

Accumulation of such sediments and resultant oxygen
depletion in the interstitial water can have effects upon
the infaunal invertebrate community in the immediate area. 
Loss of species that are intolerant of organic enrichment 
often occurs in these areas. In addition, if such 
accumulation occurs in an area of extensive bottom 
vegetation such as eelgrass beds, important habitats can be 
lost. It should be noted, however, that wastes generated by 
the farming operation generally are not similar to city 
wastes which can contain detergents, heavy metals, and other 
contaminants. The wastes referred to here are purely 
organic in nature.

In order to prevent organic-rich sediments from building up 
on the benthic substrate and affecting infaunal 
invertebrates and important habitats, facilities should be 
sited in areas known to be well flushed in water with 
adequate depth. Facilities should not be sited in sensitive 
habitats such as eelgrass beds, herring spawning areas, or 
mouths of anadromous fish streams. Siting over eelgrass 
beds or other marine vegetation can result in degredation of 
these habitat types by sediment accumulation or possibly 
shading. Likewise, if these habitat types are providing 
substrate for herring spawn, additional impacts would result 
from their loss. The mouths and intertidal areas of 
anadromous fish streams serve as feeding and marine



accumulation areas for outmigrating fry and smolts. Such 
areas should be avoided to minimize impacts to these 
sensitive areas and prevent possible disturbance to 
returning adults.

High concentrations of marine mammals and waterfowl can 
result in increased predation problems. In addition, 
disturbance to important wildlife could occur from increased 
human activity in the area. To minimize such problems, 
k.nown concentration areas such as haulouts, nesting areas, 
cind marine mammal or bird feeding areas should be avoided 
when possible.

SUMMARY;

Mariculture facilities could have a significant impact on 
important habitat areas if improperly designed and sited. 
These problems can be minimized by implementing proper 
siting and design criteria.



PREDATION 
Department of Fish and Game 

Division of Habitat

ISSUE;

Minimizing Predation and Bear/Human Conflicts 

DISCUSSION;

Predation is a common problem with mariculture operations. 
The list of predators includes all types of fish or 
shellfish-eating mammals, fish and birds. Generally, the 
most serious problems with predator control involve mammals 
and birds. In Alaska, these categories can be expected to 
include seals, sea lions, mink, marten, otters, and various 
birds. If shore-based facilities are involved, improperly 
disposed garbage and wastes will attract bears and result in 
confrontation problems.

The problem of predation can be reduced by installation of 
screening or netting, and attempting to avoid known 
concentration areas such as bird nesting areas, marine 
mammal haulouts, or heavily used bird or mammal feeding 
areas. The department will consider mariculture facilities 
to be "attractive nuisances" to predators and would not 
favor destruction of predators under 5 AAC 92.410/-O (2),
defense of life or property. The Department of Fish and 
Game is working closely with the Department of Environmental 
Conservation and the U.S. Forest Service to address the 
problem of bears and garbage, and garbage and wastes at 
shore-based facilities must be disposed of properly.

SUMMARY;

Predation could be a significant problem at mariculture 
facilities, but with proper design and siting predation can 
be minimized or prevented altogether.



PRODUCT WHOLESOMENESS 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

Division of Environmental Health

ISSUE:

Ensure product wholesomeness through site certification and 
by regulating the use of chemicals in mariculture
operations.

DISCUSSION:

Currently, Alaskan seafood products have a world-wide 
reputation for quality and wholesomeness. The state has 
invested considerable resources in this reputation, through 
DEC'S seafood inspection program and Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute's promotional efforts. It is important 
to ensure the safety and wholesomeness of any seafood
produced through a mariculture industry. The Department of 
Environmental Conservation believes that safe and wholesome 
mariculture products can be produced if the department is 
given the authority to regulate certain aspects of the 
industry.

The Department of Environmental Conservation needs 
additional authorities to develop standards and regulation 
for the certification of mariculture sites and for the 
control of chemicals used to treat the product or their 
environment.

Chemical Usage

Currently the use of chemicals in mariculture operations is 
regulated by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The FDA regulates 
the use of medicines and food colorings, and the EPA 
controls the use of chemicals such as anti-fouling compounds 
and parasiticide.

These chemicals must be registered with the appropriate 
federal agency. The manufacturer for registration submits 
scientific data supporting claims for efficacy and safety 
and identifying any environmental hazards. If the 
regulating agency finds the data to be adequate, the agency 
issues a label for the product, including instructions for 
use and safety precautions.

The regulatory agencies have established, for some of these 
chemicals, required minimum time periods between the time 
when the chemicals are applied to food products and the time 
when the food product may be marketed. For some chemicals, 
there are restrictions on levels allowable in the tissues of



the product when it is sold. If label instructions for 
these chemicals are followed, use of these products should 
be safe and not present any harm to the consumer.

Chemical compounds are used as anesthetics to reduce trauma 
to the animals during handling; disinfectants are used to 
remove pathogens from gear and equipment; food colorings are 
used to alter the color of the animal's flesh; and 
antiseptics, antibacterials, viricides, fungicides, and 
parasiticide are used to control disease organisms.

The potential problem with the use of chemicals is ensuring 
that they are being applied according to the label 
instructions. Currently, the FDA and EPA are responsible 
for monitoring their use. However, both agencies have 
limited resources available for surveillance in Alaska. To 
maintain consumer confidence in the safety of mariculture 
products, the Department of Environmental Conservation needs 
specific authority to develop regulations to control the use 
of chemicals and authority to conduct inspections to confirm 
application according to label instructions. State 
regulations adopted pursuant to such statutory authority 
would refer to federal regulations so that federal labels 
would be accepted by the state. The purpose of monitoring 
would be to confirm that the chemicals were used properly. 
Regulations would likely include requirements for training 
and certification of applicators of these chemicals and 
requirements for record keeping and testing.

Site Certification

In order for any state's shellfish to be sold in interstate 
commerce, it is necessary for the state to have a shellfish 
site certification and processing inspection program that 
meets the requirements of the federal Food and Drug
Administration. The Department of Environmental
Conservation administers an Alaskan shellfish program which 
has been approved by the FDA. Under this program, all 
shellfish growing areas in Alaska must be certified, and 
harvesters and processors must be permitted by the
Department of Environmental Conservation.

The Department of Environmental Conservation surveys growing 
areas for sources of pollution and extensively samples and 
tests the water quality to determine if it meets regulatory 
requirements. Sampling and testing is also conducted to 
determine levels of paralytic shellfish toxins.

If the site is acceptable, then it is certified by the
Department of Environmental Conservation. Only shellfish
from certified growing areas may enter commerce. The 
specific requirements for growing area water quality and 
site surveys are contained in the National Shellfish



Sanitation Programs Manuals which are referred to in 
Department of Environmental Conservation's regulations.

Legislation should give the Department of Environmental 
Conservation the authority to develop a certification and 
permitting program for other mariculrure species similar to 
the one presently in place for shellfish. Mariculture sites 
should be surveyed and certified. The site certification 
program would ensure that Alaskan mariculture products were 
free from exposure to pollutants and contamination in the 
growing site. The site certification program would prevent 
mariculture products from being raised in areas which are 
subject to pollution.

Labeling

DEC is responsible for ensuring that seafood produced in 
Alaska is safe and wholesome. DEC also assists the Alaska 
Seafood Marketing Institute in developing programs to 
produce and promote quality products. It is important to 
ensure the safety and wholesomeness of any seafood produced 
through a mariculture industry. Current statutes and 
regulations would not require any differentiation in 
labeling between wild products and farmed products. It 
might be helpful to consumers to distinguish mariculture 
products from "wild" products. The Department of 
Environmental Conservation would enforce such requirements 
if they are instituted.

SUMMARY:

The production of safe and wholesome mariculture products 
and the preservation of Alaska's seafood product's 
reputation for quality can be maintained and enhanced by 
giving the the Department of Environmental Conservation's 
Division of Environmental Health the authority necessary to 
regulate the use of chemicals and insure that mariculture 
sites are free from contaminants which might affect public 
health.



Summary of Mariculture Requirements
(British Columbia, Maine, California, Washington)

The following chart is a compendium of information from four separate systems o f implementing 
mariculture programs. For detailed information regarding actions taken by each program, please refer 
to the corresponding footnotes.
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General
Mariculture Requirement Footnotes

1. Finfish: An environmental assessment of site suitability must be completed for every potential 
net pen site. Possible requirements, in addition to a site plan (location and boundaries), include: 
depth contours, current patterns, maps of sub-tidal vegetation, invertebrate studies and 
pre-installation water quality data. A SCUBA survey is required in areas where water depth is 
less than 20 meters to describe substrate, vegetation and faunal presence. In areas deemed 
"sensitive", may also require: seasonal assessment of oceanographic characteristics, 
identification of other effluent discharges in the same area, measurements of background water 
quality and sediment, quality characteristics, vegetation mapping, and compilation of fisheries 
resources information.

Other species: The culture of molluscs, crustaceans and marine plants may also have 
significant environmental impacts. Site survey information required may vary depending on the 
proposal. Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) offices should be contacted. Information 
required may include certain of the survey elements required for finfish culture.

2. No requirements at present. Maine is in the process of developing standards for siting and 
other criteria for management of mariculture activities.

3. No standardized site survey requirements. The Sanitary Engineering Branch o f the Department 
of Fish and Game studies and decides on the acceptability of all shellfish areas. Applicants are 
required to provide preliminary water quality data (no specifics listed) to evaluate the areas for 
pollution. Also, the application for the lease of state water bottoms for aquaculture must 
include, when available, high and low tide lines.

4. Finfish: Prior to permit application, an initial site characterization survey is required, 
Requirements vary by facility size (i.e. Gass I = production capacity less than 25,000 lbs/year; 
Gass II = production capacity greater than 25,000 lbs/year but less than 100,000 lbs/year; 
Class HI = production capacity greater than 100,000 lbs/year). Requirements for all classes: 
recommended consultation with state and local authorities, bathymetric survey, hydrographic 
survey (i.e. current and velocity), and diver survey of biological resources done April thru 
September. Gass IH additional requirements: drogue tracking, vertical hydrographic profiling 
(as part of hydrographic survey), sediment chemistry sampling and benthic infauna sampling.

Other species: Site survey requirements vary; are dependent upon local SEPA (State 
Environmental Policy Act) requirements.

5. Mandatory public hearings after 20 day notice in newspaper and trade journal.

6. Mandatory public hearings after 90 day notice in newspaper.

7. $25

8. $100

9. $25

10. Annual health report required by the Fish Transport Committee, Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans (DFO). Operational log with monthly or quarterly production figures required. Water 
quality monitoring report specified on a site-specific basis.

11. Yearly registration with the California Department of Fish and Game required.

12. Annual report must be submitted to the Department of Natural Resources which distributes it to 
other resource agencies. Facilities with less than 20,000 lbs/year production are exempt Those 
with productions of 20,000 to 100,000 lbs/year must submit benthic dive survey only. 
Facilities with production greater than 100,000 lbs/year must submit complete report (benthic 
survey, water quality survey and hydrographic survey).



Land U s e __________________________________________________________

13. 5 acres per lease with a maximum acreage of 200 acres per person.

14. Maximum of 40 acres per oyster farm, salmon farms are divided into Class I, Class n  and 
Class E l farms depending on the carrying capacity of the site. The class determines how many 
thousands of pounds can be produced at the site.

15. Lease or license of occupation issued, section 10 permit used for one year to allow site 
research.

16. Leases issued up to 10 years, negotiated if there is no competitive interest

17. Leases issued for up to 25 years auctioned.

18. Leases issued for 5  to 10 years.

19. First to the state, second to riparian owner of the intertidal area within the lease area, third to 
fisherman who have traditionally fished in or near the lease, fourth to the riparian owner within 
100 feet of the lease area.

20. To adjacent upland owner.

21. Based on type of use.

22. Auction amount plus privilege tax charged for amount of product sold.

23. Fair market value plus value of existing edible shellfish within the lease.

24. Paper plat tied to existing upland monuments.

25. Paper plat tied to existing upland monuments.

Water Q uality______________________________________________________

26. Minimum distance between operation lease boundaries must be at least 5 km to minimize risk 
of disease transfer and minimize potential cumulative water quality impacts.

27. No spacing or size limits; many sites are contiguous. The size and location of allotments is
decided by the Department of Fish and Game on a case-by-case basis as they work with the
applicants.

28. No specific distance limits, however, may limit fish production due to local water conditions 
(i.e. they restrict production in areas with chronic water problems due to dissolved oxygen and 
nitrogen concentrations). Washington also limits maximum production to 1,000,000 
lbs/year/square nautical mile.

29. The Ministry of Environment, Waste Management Branch, has draft regulations that exempt 
finfish farm effluent (feces and feed) from waste management permit requirements. Shellfish 
farms are also exempt Sewage facilities associated with farm facilities are required to get a 
waste management permit for water .discharge, although this permit requirement has not been 
strictly enforced. B.C.'s main waste concern at this time is dead fish and possible disease 
transmission from disposal in open water. They are hoping a multi-collection and disposal 
service can be arranged.

30. Regional Water Quality Boards ( 9  in state) issue water quality discharge permits - NPDES 
permits. Water quality discharge standards are the same as the federal standards.



31. A NPDES permit is required for the'discharge of pollutants into surface waters of the state by a 
point source. Both aquaculture activities and processing operations require permits. For 
aquaculture, this includes "Concentrated Aquatic Animal Production Facilities" such as ponds, 
raceways, or similar structures which produce 20,000 pounds per year of cold water species or 
more, and which feed 5,000 pounds per month of feed or more, and which discharge at least 
30 days per year. Permits for such facilities require sedimentation basins for cleaning 
wastewater and require monitoring of effluent quality. Also incluo«*d are in-water aquaculture 
projects in which a discharge of pollutants is used to grow aquatic organisms. Washington has 
water quality and effluent standards that all discharges must m eet Also, any activity or action 
which would cause short-term violation of the state's Water Quality Standards requires a Water 
Quality Standards modification from the State Department of Ecology.

32. For finfish; Pens must be anchored in not less than 10 meters of water at zero tide. Minimum 
of 2 meters between bottom of pen and ocean floor. Net pens should be located in areas of 
good circulation and tidal flushing. No direct sewage discharge from living quarters on the 
lease site.

33. No preconceived rules or standards. Decisions are made on a case-by-case basis. The proposed 
area must have good flushing.

34. For finfish: Required minimum depth between pen bottom and ocean floor ranges from 20 to 
60 feet, depending on the size of operations and local currents.

35. Monitoring of approved net pen operations may be required to provide information on substrate 
quality, water quality (distribution of dissolved and suspended solids, nutrients, pathogens, 
chemicals), accumulation patterns of organic deposits, alterations in vegetation distribution 
patterns, change in benthic structure or other site-specific information. Once a site has been in 
operation for some time, reporting requirements may be required if there is increased 
production, negative impact on the environment, or as part of a general coastwide aquaculture 
impact assessment program. Sample measures, replicates and frequency are specified on a 
site-specific basis.

36. The Department of Marine Resources may conduct an annual review of each aquaculture lease 
if the operation has been conducted in a manner injurious to marine organisms.

37. Operators are required to provide on-going water quality data as deemed necessary to evaluate 
the area and ensure year-round protection of the shellfish consumer. The amount of sampling 
required depends on the location and susceptability of harvest sites to pollution problems. At 
any time the state may obtain water samples.

38. Annual monitoring requirements vary by facility size. Class I = none; G ass II = Benthic 
survey/diver survey; Class IK = Annual summer monitoring to include benthic/diver survey, 
sediment chemistry, benthic infauna, water quality sampling, current velocity and direction.

Fish and Wildlife ___________________________________________________

39. Eggs obtained from surplus eggs at federal hatcheries or purchased from private hatcheries.

40. Broodstock purchased from commercial sources (commercial license holders or registered 
aquaculturists). If no commercial supply available, then broodstock can be collected from wild 
stocks under permit from the California Department of Fish and Game (CFG). The broodstock 
remains the property of the state, but the progeny belong tc the applicant

41. Eggs must be certified as disease free by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). Fish 
Health Protection Regulations (DFO) apply.

42. Covered by Aquaculture Disease Control Regulations of the CFG.



.43.. Requires permit from the Washington Department of Fisheries (WDF) for transportation or 
import of live fish or viable scxu il parts.

44. DFO and Provincial Ministry of Environment require approval for transport of eggs, smolts, or 
fish over 50km.

45. Any fish planting requires approval of the CFG.

46. Covered by fish transport permit (WDF).

47. All salmonid importation must comply with Federal-Provincial Policy for the importation of 
live salmonids into British Columbia.

48. All importation, transportation, and planting of fish is controlled by the CFG.

49. Covered by fish transport permit (WDF).

50. Must be licensed by DFO.

51. Controlled by CFG regulations.

52. Federal-Provincial importation policy for salmonids.

53. Importation, transportation, and planting of fish is controlled by the CFG.

54. Site location controlled by Interim Guidelines of the Department of Ecology. WDF and the 
Washington Department of Game review site locations.

55. Location approval by DFO. Detailed dive survey required. No finfish pens located within 1km 
radius of the mouth of anadromous fish streams. No net pens in "sensitive habitats" as defined 
by Sec. 31(5) of the Fisheries Act

56. Applicant cannot unreasonably interfere with ingress and egress of riparian owners, 
navigation, fishing or other uses of the area (Department of Marine Resources regulation).

57. Leasee may not unreasonably impede public access to state waters, but may limit public access 
to the extent necessary to protect facility (CFG regulations). CFG reviews location of sites.

58. Interim guidelines do not allow siting over "habitats of special significance" (determined by 
WDF) in waters 75 feet or less in depth.

Product Quality and Wholesomeness________________________________

59. Siting criteria is considered one of the most important criteria for aquaculture development. 
Information may be required for current patterns, sub-tidal vegetation mapping, invertebrate 
studies, and water quality parameters

Net pens are restricted by distance from shellfish operations and from other lease operations. 
This restriction prevents contamination of shellfish or other fish from transfer of pathogenic 
organisms and chemicals.

60. No information on product quality or wholesomeness available from materials on hand.

61. Requires an actual on-site inspection by a representative before a permit is given. Aquaculture 
proposals are required to include a description of plans and maps showing locations of 
proposed harvesting areas. They also must include a description of type and location of any 
facilities to be used for handling, packaging, or string products within the state.



62. Applicants must have submitted a site assessment prior to the application process which 
included 1) a bathymetric survey 2) a hydrographic survey and 3) a dive survey of biological 
resources.

Washington has also divided the coastline into "habitats of special significance" which identify 
1) areas important to commercial or sport fisheries, 2) those of critical ecological importance 
and 3) those especially sensitive to degradation by culture activities.

63. They are looking into effects of anti-foulant and antibiotic use on net pen farms. Initial 
indications show that oysters accumulate chemicals that are used to treat nets with the result of 
reduced growth and poisonous flesh. No research available yet on accumulation in farm fish of 
anti-foulants. Because of this, distance restrictions are in place for proximity of net pens to 
shellfish and other fish farms. From literature, it does not appear that B.C. has any definate 
restrictions or '■ j.ieral guidelines regarding the use of chemicals or additives.

64. Use of chemicals was not mentioned in material available.

65. Applications for aquaculture must go through an environmental assessment by submitting an 
operations plan which includes chemical and anti-foulant use. Also as a guideline, Washington 
has determined that TBT should not be used as an anti-foulant agent Use of other anti-foulants 
must be reviewed on a case-by-case basis and reported to the Washington Department of 
Ecology.

Only antibiotics licensed by PDA are allowed to be used at the present time. This limits use to 
oxytetrecycline, sulfamerizine, and Romet 30. These should be used sparingly on a short-term 
basis (there did not appear to be minimum time and dosage requirements for this).

Annual monitoring report includes types of antibiotics used and frequency of use over past 
year. Also includes types of anti-foulants used and frequency of net treatment

66. Fish crossing provincial lines must have proof of coming from registered facility. This is also 
true for exporting Fish.

67. Department of Health Services, Food and Drug Branch sets requirements for proper packaging 
and labeling of fish and shellfish moved in commerce.

68. No information on labeling from information available.



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

DIVISION OF GOVERNMENTAL COORDINA TION i

STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

CENTRAL OFFICE 
P.O. BOX AW
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99311-0165 
PHONE: (907) <65-3562

SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OT'RCE
431 NORTH FRANKLIN 
P.O. BOX AW. SUITE 101 
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-0165 
PHONE: (907) 4650562

SOUTHCENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE
2600 DENAU STREET 
SUITE 700
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503-2796 
PHONE: (907) 274-1581

NORTHERN REGIONAL OFFICE
675 SEVENTH AVENUE 
STATION H
FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701-4596 
PHONE: (907) 4560084

Dear Applicant:

The Shellfish Farm Application is designed to help you 
obtain most of the authorizations you will need from the 
State of Alaska Departments of Natural Resources (DNR), Fish 
and Game (ADF&G), Environmental Conservation (DEC), and 
Division of Governmental Coordination (DGC) in order to 
begin your shellfish mariculture project. A Coastal Project 
Questionnaire, which is available from any of these agency 
offices, must also be submitted with your application to 
help determine which specific permits must be obtained prior 
to constructing your project.

Please read this application carefully. A fully completed 
application will help the state agencies to process your 
request promptly. Incomplete or incorrect information may 
result in requests for additional information, processing 
delays, or the application may be returned to you for
resubmission. You will receive a notice and processing 
schedule for the state coastal zone consistency review from 
DGC when your application has been accepted for processing. 
Your permits will also be processed on this schedule.

If you need technical assistance in completing this 
application, please refer to the list of agency
representatives provided at the back of this application
packet. If you have questions about this application 
process, or you are not able to determine which agency can 
best answer your technical questions, contact the Division 
of Governmental Coordination in Juneau at 465-3562, 
in Anchorage at 274-1581, or in Fairbanks at 451-2818.

Additional Permits
In addition to the permits and approvals which you are
applying for in this consolidated permit application, you 
will also need to separately apply for and obtain a Fish



Transport Permit from ADF&G to obtain and hold broodstock; 
and a Growing-Area Certification and a Harvester's Permit 
from DEC in order to sell your product. These permits are 
not covered by this application since they are required for 
later phases of your project.

A Fish Transport Permit is required by ADF&G in order to 
hold, transport, and raise live fish including shellfish. 
You will need this permit before you can obtain, hold, or 
begin raising your product. We encourage you to contact the 
Fisheries Rehabilitation, Enhancement and Development (FRED) 
Division in Juneau at 465-4160 or in Anchorage at 267-2157 
as early as possible in order to apply for and obtain a Fish 
Transport Permit.

You should contact DEC regarding area certification 
requirements so that you can be reasonably sure that your 
site will qualify. We recommend that you apply for growing 
area certification and a harvester's permit at least six 
months before you intend to harvest shellfish. To obtain 
more information on certification requirement please contact 
DEC in Anchorage at 272-1561 or in Juneau at 465-2609 or 
465-2696.

jbak87122401DMF



Consolidated Shellfish Farm Permit Application

General Instructions

1. Fill in the blanks on the form provided.

2. If additional space is needed to fully answer a particular question, attach 
additional pages marked with the corresponding number in the application.

3. Applications must be typed or printed clearly in in k .

4. Applications must be signed by the applicant or an authorized representative.

5. The application should be forwarded to the appropriate regional office of the 
Office of Management and Budget's Division of Governmental Coordination for 
the region in which the farm is to be located (see attached map for regional 
boundaries).

Southeast Reginal Office 
431 North Franklin Street 
P.O. Box AW, Suite 101 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0165 
(907)465-3562

Southcentral Regional Office 
2600 Denali Street 
Suite 700
Anchorage, Ak 99503-2798 
(907)274-1581

Northern Regional Office 
675 Seventh Avenue 
Station H
Fairbanks, AK99701-4596 
(907) 451-2818

6. Please note: This application is for a specific mariculture project. You will 
need to submit a new application if you change any of the following:

A. The species to be piopogated
B. The size or design of your operation
C. The location of your operation
D. Request a long-term tidelands lease for a previously permitted site



PERMIT APPLICA
State of Alaska Consolidated Shellfish Farm

APPLICANT INFORMATION

1. Name

Mailing Address
city
Phone

2., Business Name (i f applicable) 

Business Address

City
Phone

'Su te

PROJECT INFORM ATION

Zip Code

State Zip Code

3 .. Authorized Agent (i f applicable)
Address

"City---- "Sute Zip Code
TEons

1. Provide a brief description of the facility and your overall proposal. Include upland facilities as well as tide 
and submerged land facilities.

2. What experience, expertise, and other resources do you have available for this project?

PROJECT LOCATION
1. Is the Project on: (please mark with ✓ )

State Land   Federal Land  ________ Private Land ■ Municipal Land
2 . Township , Range  Meridian —  Section ----------
3. Number of acres applied for:

Uplands  Tidelands----------
4. Provide the names and addresses of the landowners of adjacent uplands and tidelands.

Uplands Tidelands

A       A ---------------------- ---------------------------------
B ___________________________________________________________  B--- --------------------------------------------------

5. Attach topographic maps (U.S.G.S. Scale 1; 63360) and nautical charts to this application that show 
the site location and general area. Gearly indicate the site location on the charts and maps.



1. Provide a site plan drawn to scale (no less than 1" = 501) which shows tho layout and location 
of the following:

A. The rafts or other production facilities employed (please include size and nun her).
B. Anchoring systems and shoredes.
C. Docks, floathomes, or caretaker facilities, including source of freshwater for domestic use and 

processing water, wastewater disposal systems, and solid waste storage and disposal
 ̂ D. Any freshwater discharges,
j E. Roads or air strips.

F. Other upland or tideland facilities at the site associated with the farming operation.
G. Fuel and chemical storage.

i H. Property lines referenced in #4 o f the previous section.
2. On the site plan, draw lines and identify the tide level at the following stages:

•  Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW)
•  Mean Higher High Water (MHHW)
•  Mian High Water (MHW)

3. Diagram surface tidal current speed and direction at maximum tide flow on the site plan or nautical chart

4. Water depth at the site of culture gear at MLLW would be:___________

S ITE  SU ITA B IL ITY

1. Physical and Biological Characteristics
A. Have you conducted an on-site investigation? yes  no _

B. Provide any information you may have regarding tidal flushing, water temperature, salinity, and 
turbidity/sedimentation at the site. Include the dates these data were obtained.

C. Describe the bottom type composition at the site (if more than one type, indicate percent).

sand mud rock gravel eelgrass____

other      ________

D. Describe winter conditions at the site (temperatures, icing, storms, etc.).



E  Do anadromous fish (e.g. salmon) use any streams in the area for spawning? yes no .

If yes, indicate which streams are. used and label them as such on the site plan.

F. Is the target species naturally present in the area? yes no.

If yes, describe abundance condition.

G. Describe measures you would propose to control predation by marine mammals, seabirds, or 
other potential predators.

W A T E R  Q U A L I T Y

NOTE TO APPLICANT: Sewage or industrial discharge(s) may accumulate in, or harm the growth or consumptive use 
of your shellfish product. Oysters, mussels and scallops are filter feeders and may accumulate fecal coliform bacteria from  
sewage discharges- If a caretaker facility is located near the culturing operation there may be a risk of contaminadon. DEC 
will require that Lhe wastewater treatment systems used on caretaker facilities meet Alaska State Water Quality Standards 
criteria tor harvest or consumption o f raw mollusks or other aquatic life.

A. Were there any sources of past pollution at the site, such as a shorcbased seafood processor, 
Industrial facility, or a town or village? yes n o  _

If you answered yes to the above, identify:

•  The type of previous use (Le, mine, village, seafood processor).
•  The last known date of use ■
•  The distance from site of previous use to your project site

B. An: there any currently active sources of human or industrial pollution in the area? 
yes   no____

If yes, please describe:

•  Tlie type of discharge^) .„  ------------------------------------------
•  The location and distance from your site

•  The name of the dischargers), if known



C. If there is a caretaker facility proposed for the site, please identify:

•  The sewage treatment method to be used----------------------------------------------------------------------

•  The expected volume of seawater and greywater--------------------------------------------------------------- -

•  The location of the created sewage's discharge point ---------------------------------------------------

CURRENT LAND USE S T A T U S ________

Describe the type and intensity of all present uses of the project site and the surrounding area 
(e.g. commercial development, mining, timber harvest or transfer, sheltered anchorage, subsistence, 
recreation, commercial fishing, sport fishing, or residential use, etc.).

FARM OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT______________________ __________________________________________
1. Species to be raised:

Species Annual Production Goal
a ____________________________________________________ _______________________________________________

B        — _____________________________
C _______________________________________  __________________________________ ___

2. Please provide a timetable showing approximate dates for installation of spat collection gear, placement 
of production facilities, date of first sale, and a schedule for reaching expected maximum production.

3. Donor Stock

Have you submitted a Fish Transport Permit application to the Department of Fish and Game? 
y e s _ « _

If yes, date of application ______________

Certification Statement
I certify that all of the information contained herein is true and complete to the best of my knowledge.
I also understand that I must separately apply for and hold a Fish Transport Permit from the Department 
of Fish and Game in order to hold, transport, and raise shellfish, and a Growing Area Certification and 
a Harvesters Permit from the Department of Environmental Conservation in order to sell my product.

i Signature of Applicant or Agent Date



TITLE 5.
FISH AND GAME 
CHAPTER 41.

TRANSPORTATION, POSSESSION, A N D  RELEASE OF LIVE FISH

ARTICLE 1.
SCOPE OF REGULATIONS

R e g i s t e r  , _____  1988 F I S H  A N D  G A M E  5 A A C  41.001
5 A A C  41.100

5 AAC 41.001 is amended to read:

5 A A C  41.001. APPLICATION O F  THIS CHAPTER. The provisions 
of this chapter govern the transportation, possession, or 
release of live fish transplanted for or cultivated for human 
consumption or sport fishing purposes, or as part of an 
aquaculture program for scientific, educational or propagative 
purposes, and the transportation and possession of shellfish for 
commercial purposes in conjunction with a shellfish farming 
operation.

(In effect before 1988? am __/__/88, Register __ )

Authority: AS 16.05.251(a)

ARTICLE 3.
GENERAL PROVISIONS

5 AAC 41.100 is amended to read:

5 AAC 41.100. DEFINITIONS. In addition to the definitions 
set. out in AS 01.10.060 and AS 16.05.940, in 5 AAC 41.001—  
5 AAC 41.100

(1) "completed application" means a form, series of forms, 
letters or other documents which provide all of the information 
necessary for the commissioner or his authorized designee to 
issue, condition or deny a permit;

(2) " d e p a r t m e n t  r e g i o n a l  o f f i c e "  m e a n s  t h e  A l a s k a  
D e p a r t m e n t  of F i s h  a n d  Game, F i s h e r i e s  Rehabilitation, 
Enhancement and Development Division offices located as follows:

Region I - Southeastern Region
Island Cental- Building
P. O. Box 2-
Douglas, Alaska 99824-0020

Region II - Central, Westward and
Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim Region
333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

1



<§
R e g i s t e r 1988 F I S H  AND GAME 5 A A C  41.200

(3) "fish pathology section" means the Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game, Fisheries Rehabilitation, Enhancement and 
Development Division, Fish Pathology Section, located at 333 
Raspberry Road, Anchorage, Alaska 99502, telephone (907) 344-
0541;

(4) "ornamental fish" means a fish commonly known as 
"tropical fish," "aquarium fish," or "goldfish" which are 
imported, cultured, or sold in the state customarily for viewing 
in aquaria or for raising in artificial systems, and not 
c u s t o m a r i l y  used for sport fishing or human consumption 
purposes;

(5) "permit" means a fish transport permit, including any 
amendment or condition issued or approved by the commissioner or 
h i s  a u t h o r i z e d  d e s ignee, which has not been suspended, 
terminated or expired?

(6) "permittee" means the holder of a permit and includes 
anyone employed, contracted, or assigned by the parson to whom 
the permit was issued.

(In effect before 1988; am __/__/88, Register __ )

Section
200. Applicability of Regulations 
210. Permit Required
220. Shellfish Farm Permit Application
230. Additional Information
240. Review and Determination
250. Permit Conditions
260. Inspection of a Farm
270. Annual Report
400. Definitions

5 A A C  41.200. A P P L I C A B I L I T Y  OP R E G U L A T I O N S .  The 
provisions of 5 AAC 41.200 —  5 AAC 41.400 govern the permit 
application process for shellfish farm permits, and establish 
guidelines and procedures regarding the operation of permitted 
shellfish farms. (Eff. / / , Reg. )

Authority; AS 16.02.251(a)

5 AAC 41 is amended by adding a new article;

ARTICLE 4. 
SHELLFISH FARMING

Authority: AS 16.05.020
AS 16.05.092 
AS 16 ̂ 05.251 

AS 16.05.340(b)
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