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Chapter 6

C. Insurance for unanticipated losses will be a requirement for obtaining conventional
financing for finfish farms.

d. Growth rates and food conversion rates of farmed fish are very important factors that
influence the cost of growing fish to market size.9

e. Low water temperatures that characterize Alaska waters slow growth rates and, by
extending the time needed to grow fish to market size, may increase the debt service
cost associated with finfish farming.

f. There are economic incentives toward vertical integration in salmon farming to take
advantage of all profit centers.

g. A few small, family-owned, fresh water farming facilities exist in Washington; they
cater to specific market niches.i0

h. Net pen farms in the Pacific Northwest are, for the most part, owned by corporations
and are capital intensive.

i. For a two-acre net pen farm, it is estimated that capital of at least $1 million over
a 30-month period would be needed before a cash flow from market-sized salmon

would begin.

J. High capitalization and other costs required for finfish fanning may limit its growth
in Alaska.

k. The present poor world-wide economic climate for farmed fish will limit entry of
Alaskans into the finfish farming industry and may help avoid the boom and bust
cycle experienced by the finfish farming industry in British Columbia.

9 This finding is also contained in Chapter 7, in the section on marketing opportunities
for farmed Alaska salmon.

D This finding is also contained in Chapter 7, in the section on marketing opportunities
for farmed Alaska salmon.
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MARKETING

There have been major changes in world markets for Alaska finfish recently. In 1982,
Alaska produced 59 percent of fresh and frozen salmon (includes chinook, coho, sockeye,

and pen-reared) in the world; pen reared salmon accounted for 5 percent. In 1987,
Alaska produced 43 percent of fresh and frozen salmon; pen reared accounted for 32
percent.

Neither the potential for finfish farming in Alaska nor its impacts on the commercial
fishing industry can be properly evaluated without considering the marketing issues
involved. Nor is it possible to evaluate the impact of the industry to the state without
considering other alternatives for Alaska to respond to the widespread availability of
farmed salmon on the world markets.

MARKET POTENTIAL FOR ALASKA FINFISH FARM PRODUCTS

Concern

What is the market potential for Alaska farmed finfish?

Findings

a. Species of finfish that have been commercially reared in net pens and are indigenous
to Alaska include chinook and coho salmon, rainbow trout, steelhead, and Arctic char.

Other indigenous species with the potential for farming include sablefish (black cod),
grayling, sheefish, and sockeye salmon.

b. Black cod and halibut farming are still in the research and development phase, but
are very promising.

C. Alaska farmed finfish will have to compete in already crowded world markets.

d. There are some market niches (for example, Arctic char) that have yet to be
exploited.
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Chapter 7

e. Some finfish farmers in Washington and British Columbia have stopped raising
chinook and coho salmon (species indigenous to Alaska) in favor of Atlantic salmon
for economic reasons.

f. Feed composition can be used to modify color and nutritional quality of farmed
salmon to increase its market value.

g. At current prices, there is an estimated surplus of 100,000 metric tons (about 14
percent of demand) of salmon on world markets, resulting in continued downward
pressure on prices.

h. Prices for farmed salmon have fallen during 1989 along with the prices for wild
salmon. Salmon filling specific market niches have been able to avoid dramatic price
drops, e.g., pan-size coho salmon.

i. On the average, a faimed finfish will cost more per pound to produce than a wild
fish.

J. Production of pen-reared salmon has recently outpaced market demands for fresh
fish, and a considerable volume is now entering the frozen market. Fresh and frozen
Atlantic salmon now compete with Alaska sockeye and coho in the Japanese market.

k.  World production of farmed salmon in 1989 exceeded projections. Norway had
projected farmed salmon production of 120,000 metric tons in 1989, up from 89,000
metric tons in 1988. Norway’s actual production in 1989 is now estimated to be
150.000 metric tons.77

1 Projections for world-wide production of fanned salmon in 1990 are 186,000 to
220.000 metric tons.

m. Alaska is a price taker in a world dominated by pen-reared salmon.

n. There is presently room for expansion in the market for high quality, fresh finfish,
especially in the Midwest.

77 David Aiken, World Aquaculture. 'The Economics of Salmon Farming,” Vol. 20(3),
September 1989, p.15.



Marketing

0. Downward pressure on prices will persist as a result of increased production of both
wild and farmed salmon.

p. Currently, the demand for pan-sized (under 2 Ibs.) salmon and salmon over 6 Ibs. is
good; there is little market demand for salmon between 3 and 6 Ibs.

g. Growth, survival, and food conversion rates of farmed fish are very important factors
that influence the cost of growing fish to market size.72

r.  Small, family-owned, fresh water farming facilities exist in Washington; they cater to
specific markets.72

s. A guaranteed year-round supply of fresh Alaska salmon (wild and farmed) could
enable processors to attract and hold customers, who prefer certainty of supply from
a single source.

COMPETITION BETWEEN FARMED FISH AND ALASKA COMMERCIAL FISHERIES

Concern

Will salmon farming in Alaska tend to undermine the price of wild salmon, adversely
affecting Alaska’s existing commercial fishing industry?

Findings

a. Markets for Atlantic and Pacific salmon raised in fish farms overlap with salmon
taken in the Alaska fisheries. As production increases, competition will increase. (See

Appendix B.)

72 This finding is repeated in Chapter 6, in the section on the costs and benefits to the
finfish farming industry.

B This finding is repeated in Chapter 6, in the section on the economic viability of
finfish farming in Alaska.
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Chapter 7

b. Some market-niche fisheries have been hit harder than others; troll-caught salmon,
for example, historically have earned a premium price on fresh and quality-sensitive
markets but now face stiff competition from pen-reared Atlantic salmon.

c. Alaska has lost most of its European market for salmon for smoking to farmed
Atlantic salmon from Norway and Great Britain.

d. Alaska salmon has been displaced in U.S. fresh salmon markets east of the
Mississippi River by farmed Atlantic salmon grown in Norway and on the coast of
Maine and in Canada’s Maritime Provinces.

e. Alaska salmon has been displaced in U.S. fresh salmon markets west of the
Mississippi River by farmed Atlantic salmon grown in Washington, British Columbia,
and Chile.

f. More pen-reared salmon is appearing in frozen salmon markets; an estimated 17,000
metric tons will be sold in the Japanese frozen market in 1989. Alaska frozen salmon
sales to Japan compare at 100,000 metric tons in 1989.

g. The existence of a finfish farming industry in Alaska would preclude the use of a
marketing strategy that equates Alaska salmon with wild salmon and emphasizes its
desirability as a natural product”

h. Competition in world markets between farmed salmon and Alaska wild salmon will
continue to occur whether or not Alaska permits finfish farming.

MARKETABILITY OF ALASKA SALMON

Concern

What strategies exist for improving the marketability of Alaska salmon, especially those
species that compete with farmed salmon?

WU This finding is repeated in Chapter 6 as finding d in the section on costs and benefits
accruing to Alaska and its residents.
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Marketing

Findings

The three most important factors affecting the marketability of Alaska wild salmon
are price, consistency of supply, and quality.

Market forces will determine the price of Alaska wild salmon.

No biological strategy exists for improving the consistency of supply of Alaska wild
salmon throughout the year.

Strategies for improving the marketability of Alaska wild salmon are limited to
focusing on quality.

Alaska does not have a mandatory quality inspection program.

On world markets, Alaska salmon are perceived as not being of consistently high
guality.

Improved quality assurance and inspection programs would improve the position of
Alaska salmon in world markets.

New markets can be developed for profitable value-added finfish products such as
easy-to-prepare specialty items.

Negative public perceptions about chemical additives associated with farmed salmon
may enhance market opportunities for Alaska wild salmon.

Recommendations

1

2.

Alaska must develop a strategy to respond to its eroding market share for salmon
sales.

A mandatoiy quality assurance and inspection program for the Alaska salmon
industry that would include catcher boats, tenders, and processors should be
implemented as soon as possible.

In conjunction with improved quality, marketing efforts should be expanded to include
an aggressive, world-wide marketing program, extolling the virtues of Alaska wild
salmon.
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Chapter 8

GENERAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Throughout their deliberations, the foremost consideration of the members of the
Alaska Finfish Farming Task Force has been to ensure that Alaska’s stocks of salmon and
other species of fish and their pristine environment are not jeopardized. To this end, the
task force evaluated all of the major issues; it invited testimony from more than two dozen
individuals who are authorities on specific aspects of finfish farming (Appendix C) and
reviewed dozens of relevant documents (Appendix F). The products of these examinations
are a series of factual findings and recommendations concerning specific issues based on
these facts. The issues and recommendations are summarized as follows:

The environmental and biological impacts of finfish farming can be minimized through
careful attention to proper siting and enforcement of the conservative regulatory policies
outlined in Chapters Two and Four.

Current fisheries management techniques are designed to minimize disease and
genetic problems. Risk management of disease and genetic problems found in finfish
farms would be no different than for current fisheries management.

The State should retain ownership of its valuable finfish stocks. Ultimately, the goal
of finfish farming broodstock development is to use farmed fish as broodstock, thus
minimizing continued dependence on publicly owned broodstock. The preferred initial
source of initial broodstock is surplus hatchery eggs. Other sources include overescape-
ment, cost recovery fish from nonprofit hatcheries, and allocation by the Board of
Fisheries.

The cost of providing adequate regulation of a finfish farming industry would be high,
but successful development would bring employment and other benefits to Alaska.
Although development of finfish farming eventually might bring in enough revenue to offset
the costs to the State, costs would accrue to the State from the permitting and regulatory
programs even if the industry fails. The Legislature is the appropriate body for deciding
where to rank development of finfish farming in its funding priorities at a time when State
revenues remain low and show signs of future declines.

Current market conditions for farmed salmon are poor. However, a developing
finfish farming industry in Alaska may find some marketing opportunities.
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Chapter 8

Markets for Alaska seafood will be adversely affected by the global development of
salmon farming, regardless of what happens to salmon farming in Alaska, and a long-term
strategy to improve the marketability of Aaska salmon should be developed.

As directed by .he enabling legislation, the task force examined various finfish farming
activities. It has determined that risks differ among these farming activities. When
compared to marine pens, the impacts of upland enclosed systems are greatly reduced by
isolation, species limitation, and fewer potential user conflicts.

The potential genetic and socioeconomic impacts of rearing non-salmon species of
finfish in marine net pens also appear to be less than those involved with salmon net pen
culture, although farming of most of these species is still in the research and development
phase.

The task force did not address some of the specific concerns expressed in written
public comments on the draft report, because these issues are already covered by existing
regulations (e.g., disposal of dead fish in hatcheries, use of antibiotics and food additives,
and treatment of diseased fish).

The task force concludes that the findings, Aaska’s unique position as a leading
seafood producer, and the broad range of potential types of finfish farming activities do
not support an unequivocal "yes" or "no" as to whether any particular type of finfish
farming should be permitted. That is a political decision that will have to be made by the
Legislature. Further study and debate are unlikely to change significantly the task force’s
findings of fact; consequently, there is no reason to extend the current moratorium beyond
its expiration date of July 1990. . Therefore, the task force’s final recommendation is as
follows:

The Legislature should resolve the issue of finfish farming by statutoiy
permission or prohibition before the moratorium expires.

If the Legislature decides to allow finfish farming, it is imperative that the necessary
regulatory framework be in place in advance of any farming activity. If this caveat is
satisfied, the task force concludes that fish farming would have little or no adverse effect
on wild stocks in the environment. Most of the necessary regulations can be adapted or
extended without change from those that are already in effect for the State’s ocean
ranching and hatchery programs, but additional funding must be provided to extend them
to fish farming.
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General Findings and Recommendations

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Chapter 2

Disease

1.  The finfish farming industry can be accommodated without significant: threat of
disease to wild and hatcheiy stocks if the State continues to meet its responsibilities
in fish disease control and if monies are provided for additional health services or
private pathological services are created.

2. Current policies prohibiting importation of live salmonids, including gametes, should
be placed into statute and rigorously enforced.

3. To ensure adequate control of disease in the finfish farming industry, the State will
need to provide for the development of private pathology services or increase staff
and funding for existing State services.

4. If the State allows private pathology services, there should be a licensing or
certification process.

5. Water discharged from upland marine and fresh water facilities should be screened
and the effluent treated.

Genetics

1. The existing State genetics policy is adequate to protect the genetic integrity of the
state’s fisheries and should be rigorously applied to fish farming.

2. Current policies prohibiting importation of live salmonids, including gametes, should
be placed into statute and rigorously enforced.

3. The State should not permit the siting of finfish farms within a 20 kilometer radius
from the mouth of a stream *hat has significant production of the same species.

4. The task force concurs with the Alaska Chapter of the American Fisheries Society
resolution on genetic sanctuaries:
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Chapter 8

One recommendation for the protection of wild stocks in the Genetic
Policy is the establishment of wild stock sanctuaries. These sanctuaries
would be areas in which no enhancement activity is permitted except
gamete removal for broodstock development. Populations of fish in these
areas would represent "gene banks" of wild-type genetic variability.
Sanctuary status could also be a conservative use status for the protection
of particular significant or unique wild stocks.

5. The State should form an ad hoc committee to determine whether the State is strictly
adhering to its genetics policy.

Chapter 3
Ownership of Broodstock
1.  The State should not permit private ownership of broodstock.

2. All finfish gametes should remain in the ownership of the State by requiring that
hatchery production for finfish farming be done under State permit and authority.

3. All hatcheries within Alaska should be operated under nonprofit status.

4. A new permit allowing the cultivation of eggs and the sale of smolt to the finfish
farming industry should be required. Existing hatcheries may be limited or precluded
from participation by the conditions of their existing permits.

5. The State should create a new statutory authorization for the operation of finfish
farming hatcheries.

6. There should be a statutory ban on the export of indigenous finfish stocks.

Sources of Broodstock

1. Al finfish gametes should remain in the ownership of the State by requiring that
hatchery production for finfish farming be done under State permit and authority.
Cultivation and in-state sale of broodstock and smolt by finfish farmers should not

be prohibited.



2. The finfish farming industry should develop its own stocks under new State provisions
for nonprofit finfish hatcheries.

3. New private nonprofit hatcheries under State authority would be required to rear
broodstock for finfish fanning operations.

4, The preferred initial source of broodstock is surplus hatchery eggs. Other sources
include overescapement, cost recovery fish, and allocation by the Board of Fisheries.

Chapter 4

Environmental Impacts

User

The State should use existing siting guidelines to develop a set of criteria specifically
applicable to finfish net pen farming in Alaska. These include the State of Washing-
ton’s Recommenced Interim Guidelines for the Management of Salmon Net-Pen
Culture in Puget Sound and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources’ Etolin
Island Area Mariculture Pilot Project. Guidelines for siting should also reflect the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s disease and genetics policies.

The State should use the Consistency Review Process of the Alaska Coastal Manage-
ment Program in permitting finfish farm sites. The Alaska Coastal Management
Program provides "a framework for local and public participation in State decisions,
and a mechanism for the resolution of conflicts between government agencies,
individuals, and local communities." However, special provisions for public notice of
finfish farming permit applications, including requirements for newspaper display ads
with location maps and direct agency notification to interested parties, should be
developed to encourage the greatest degree of public involvement.

Only nonlethal predator control measures, such as bird and mammal exclosure nets
and electric fences, should be allowed for finfish farming.

Conflicts

Area planning represents the best method of determining consistency of uses.
However, where area plans do not exist, the consistency review process must allow
for expanded public review to ensure consistency with activities that do not require
State permits.

35



Chapter 8

2. Fish farms and ancillary use of adjacent uplands must be compatible with zoning and
designated uses of the uplands. No finfish farming should be permitted in waters

adjacent to State and federal parks.

Chapter 5

1 The State should reduce iSs regulatory expenses by encouraging the use of private
pathology services.

2. The finfish farming industry should pay economic rent for use of public resources.
Forms of rent include local and state property taxes, state income taxes, sales taxes,
permit fees, tideland leases, and a raw fish tax of three percent of the farm gate
value.

3. Special provisions for public notice of finfish farming permit applications, including
requirements for newspaper display ads with location maps and direct agency
notification to interested parties, should be developed to encourage the greatest

degree of public involvement. Applicants should bear the cost of these public notice
provisions.

Chapter 6
Costs and Benefits Accruing to Alaska and its Residents

1 The State of Alaska should not subsidize finfish farming beyond the amount needed
to regulate the industry.

Chapter 7
Marketability of Alaska Salmon

1. Alaska must develop a strategy to respond to its eroding market share for salmon
sales.

2. A mandatory quality assurance and ‘r.spection program for the Alaska salmon

industry that would include catcher boats, tenders, and processors should be
implemented as soon as possible.
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General Findings arJ Recommendations

3. In conjunction with improved quality, marketing efforts should be expanded to
include an aggressive, world-wide marketing program, extolling the virtues of Alaska
wild salmon.

Chapter f

1 The Legislature should resolve the issue of finfish farming by statutory permission or
prohibition before the moratorium expires.
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APPENDIX A

PRODUCTION SCENARIO FOR A 200 METRIC TON CHINOOK SALMON FARM

Appendix A presents a scenario for the operation of a hypothetical salmon farm
in Alaska if enabling legislation were passed in 1990. The scenario is composed of 1)
estimated timelines for the development of a marine net pen salmon farm and a fresh
water hatchery; 2) an overview of the production of salmon, including a growth/mortality
model, a production schedule, and a feeding and marketing model; and 3) an economic
review, including a cash flow/operating expenses model and a brief discussion of the
economic returns to the state.

The scenario assumes that the most economically viable finfish farm in Alaska
would be a saltwater net pen salmon facility with the following characteristics:

a. The size of an individual farm site, whether a family-operated farm or a
corporate farm, would be between one and two surface acres. It would
produce between 200 and 400 metric tons annually (100,000 to 200,000
fish), depending on the size of the fish and production.

b. The farm could be operated by a family with some part-time labor or by
a corporation with three to five full-time employees.

C. Major infrastructure for a 200 metric ton farm includes six to eight 15x15
meter steel or plastic net pens, nets for each pen, anchors and lines for
the farm, work boat, and a storage facility for supplies and fish feed.

| ESTIMATED TIMELINE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF m ; HINOOK SALMON
FARM IN ALASKA

Table 1 provides an approximate timeline for the major steps in the development
of a salmon farm, assuming that legislation providing for finfish farming is enacted in the
1990 legislative session. It includes the time frame for the development of the marine
pen facility and for the development of a fresh water hatchery to serve the farm.
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Table 1 TIMELINE FOR ESTABLISHING AN ALASKA FINFISH FARM

ACTIMITY TIME

Finfish Farming Legislation enacted into law’ July 1990

Finfish Mariculture Regulations Adopted?2 January 1991

Potential Applicants Identify Farm Locations, July 1990 - April 1991
Broodstock Sources and Permit Paquirements

DNR Publishes Notice of Districts Open for Applications3 Prior to April 1, 1991

State Agencies Accept Consolidated Finfish Farm Applications April 1, 1991 - June 1, 1991

State Review of Applications June 1, 1991 - Dec. 1, 1991

All Necessary Permits Issued December 1, 1991

Secure Supplier of Smolts (State or PNP Hatchery)4 Winter/Spring 1992

Smolt Supplier Begins Fresh Water Growth of Eggs/Fry Fall 1992

Net Pens Placed in Water5 Spring 1993

Smolts Delivered to Marine Farm Site6 April - June 1993

Harvest/Sales Begin7 November 1994

"Assumes legislation enacted at the beginning of new fiscal year. Could be earlier depending on
effective date of enabling legislation.

2Assumes agencies can promulgate regulations (similar to existing Aquatic Farm Regulations) in six
months.

3Assumes finfish farming permit process to be similar to existing Aquatic Farm permit process.

4Assumes smolt production to be contracted out to an existing State or PNP hatchery. Eggs could
be surplus to the hatchery, from cost recovery fish, or egg take from surplus wild stock.

5If surplus smolts were available, pens could go into the water as early as spring 1992.
sAssumes one year of fresh water growth for smolt before going into salt water. Another operation
is to use 'zero-checklsmolt (no over winter of fish in fresh water, instead fry are placed directly into salt

water).

7Sales begin after 19th month in marine growout facility and continue into the 25th month.



TABLE 1. (CONTINUED)

ACTIVITY TIME

Development of Fresh Water Hatchery Facility:

Identify Source of Fresh Water and Location of Hatchery8 July 1990 - January 1991
Application for Fresh Water Hatchery Permits January 1991

Pennits for Finfish Farm Hatchery Issued November 1991

Eggs Placed into Hatchery9 July - October 1992
Smolt from Finfish Farming Hatchery Placed into Salt Water Pens April - June 1993

Egg Take from Captive Broodstock July - October 1995, 1996

8Assumes the fish farm company will develop its own fresh water hatchery at the same time as it
develops the marine growout facility.

9Assume sources of eggs to be from one of the following: surplus eggs from existing hatcheries,
cost recovery fish from PNPs, or wild egg take.
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1. PRODUCTION OVERVIEW

The production cycle includes the following:
-egg take or purchase of fertilized eggs,
-incubation of eggs and the production of fry,
-fresh water rearing of fry to smolts,
-marine growout of juvenile salmon to market size, and
-marine growout of mature salmon for broodstock.

1 EGGS AND SPAWNING

Initial sources of eggs before a farm develops its own broodstock include
purchase of either surplus eggs or eggs from cost recovery fish from existing State or
private nonprofit hatcheries. A farm that produces 200 metric tons annually will require
100.000 smolt. Fifty-seven female chinook salmon would be required to produce
100.000 smolt, assuming 2,500 eggs per individual salmon and a 30 percent mortality
rate from egg to smolt. [100,000 smolt/(2,500 eggs/female x 70% survival rate.]

Assuming a conservative male/fema'e ratio of 1:2, a 200 metric ton farm will
require about 85 chinook salmon. Thus, for a 10,000 metric ton industry, 4,250 adult
chinook salmon are needed for broodstock annually.

2 SIZES OF FISH

When fry emerge from the substrate and start feeding, they average about 0.4
grams each and are transferred into a freshwater raceway. At an average weight of
twelve grams, they are transferred to the growout net pens in sea water. When they
reach six to eight pounds, they are slaughtered and sold.

3 SCHEDULING THE PRODUCTION CYCLE

Scheduling is based primarily on the physiological activity of the fish in the
different phases of operation and secondarily on economic considerations (e.g., when
to harvest). Table 2 provides an outline of one complete production cycle. This table
can be cross-referenced with Tables 3 and 4 to determine the sizes and the biomass
of the production at various stages of the production cycle.
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TABLE 2. PRODUCTION SCHEDULE FOR A SOUTHEAST ALASKA CHINOOK SALMON FARIV

—YEAR1— — YEAR2— — YEAR 3-------- -YEAR 4—
TASK JASONDJFMAMJ JASONDJFMAMJ JASONDJFMAMJ JASONDJFMAMJ

FRESH WATER GROWTH
*EGG TAKE1
*SPAWNING
*FERTILIZATION
*HATCHING2

*FRY EMERGE

FROM INCUBATOR3
*TRANSFER TO PONDS
*START FEEDING

*SMOLTING
*TRANSFER TO SALT

WATER CAGES4

SALTWATER GROWTH
* FEED FISH
* SEPERATE BY SIZE
* MAINTAIN PROPER
DENSITY
* MAINTAIN FARM

HARVEST/SALES STARTS5 F

BROODSTOCK

* SFAWNING

* FERTILIZATION

* INCUBATION IN FW

NOTES

1 Wild egg take or purchase from existing hatchery (state or PNP) until development of own broodstock
2 50 to 75 days after fertilization (900 Temp. Units)

3 100 to 150 days after fertilization

4 Smolting occurs 60- 150 days after emerge from incubator

5 Sales begin after 19th month in marine growout facility



4. GROWTH AND MORTALITY MODELS

Growth and loss patterns are presented in Table 3 for the freshwater rearing
stage and Table 4 for the salt water rearing stage. These tables can be used to aid in
planning management strategies for stocking, transferring and grading farmed fish,
installation of net pens, and timing sales. The tables assume a strategy of getting the
largest smolts possible into saltwater as early in the year as possible to take advantage
of seasonally warming ocean waters. The strategy also times sales in the winter
months when wild salmon are in short supply.

The data in Tables 3 and 4 are based on the following assumptions:

a. The average SL9 of fry is 0.4 grams when "buttoned up," during the month of
November, and they are transferred to salt water as 12-gram (average) smolts.

b. The farm will experience a monthly mortality rate of one to two percent (fresh
water cumulative mortality of approximately six percent and a salt water
cumulative mortality of about 34 percent).

C. The average water temperature is approximately 12 degrees C for fresh water
growth, and in salt water, the average temperature is 10 to 15 degrees C during
summer months and above 6 degrees C in winter. (These temperatures were
taken from data for mean monthly sea surface temperatures in southeast Alaska.)

d. Salt water growth rates for Chinook salmon are based on actual rates
experienced in northern B.C. and at the NMFS Little Port Walter station in
southeast Alaska.

e. Mortalities assume fish losses due to disease, precocity, predation, algae blooms,
and unknowns. The model uses a B.C. industry-wide standard of two percent
average mortality per month. Column 10 in Table 4 presents the cumulative
mortality expressed in percentage of the original number of fish.



TRES.  GOMHHHORIALTT ML FOR FRESH VAR FEZRES

MICA. OF A 100,000 FISH SALMOI FARH
BOITBS Il MOBRR OF AYG HEIGHT DAIL? GBOSTH X MORTALITY

MCHTB FOID FIH FIH@ SAE (Assuied)
Boreiber (start feed) 0 113000 0.1 0.000 0
Deceiber 1 110710 11 0.04 2
Januarj 2 100033 2.7 0.030 1
February 3 108536 5.0 0.0 1
Narch | 107451 8.0 0.016 1
April 5 106376 120 0.014 1

TABLE GROHTHAMORTALITT MCDEL FCR BARIBE GROW Q0T
MCDEL OF A 100,000 FISH (IHITIAL) PACIFIC SAHH FARM 1B SOUTHEAST ALASIA

MCRTIS 1B BOBBER OF  AY. HEIGHT/ DAILY GRONTH  BIQVASS  MORTALITY  BOBBR BIOBASS (CDSOLAT:

CBTH/TE GHHOT  FIH FIH (Ibs.) RATE (X) (bs) X Assuied FIH LOST  LOST X MORTAL
Jactary (Tear 1)

February

March

April 0 100000 0.06 2600 0 0 8

Bay 1 95000 0.051 2.26 4845 5 5000 % 3B
Jre 2 150 0.100 2.204 @15 3 2850 25 2
Jly 3 91229 0.1% 2.26 1770 1 7] 10 -1
Auyst 4 316 0.381 2.2 310 1 a2 ¥8 57
Septeiber 5 8413 0.510 0.972 4501 1 € &l

Cctober 6 88519 0.601 0.547 5300 1 84 537 m
Boreiber 7 87634 0.702 0.518 61519 1 8% 21 04
Deceiber 8 86757 0.801 0.440 6498 1 8’ ™ e
Jarary (Tear 2) 9 85022 0.90 0.38 7650 2 17% 152 15
February 10 8332 1.001 0.3% 83406 2 1700 170 57
March il 82489 1.200 0.607 9060 1 83 1001 15
April © 81664 1.450 0.628 18412 1 &5 13% 12
Bay B 80847 1.80 0.721 14565 1 817 1470 12
Jure “ 2.60 1.26 208100 1 a8 212 20
July 15 79238 3.64 1.083 28574 1 00 2685 213
August 16 7763 430 0.6:? BITR 2 15% 634 22
Septeiber 7 =24 4.8% 0.32 36181 3 210 1MA 13
October 8 73817 5.4 0.32 306983 2 1506 343 262
Boreiber (Sales Begin) 19 73079 5.95 0.33 435187 1 78 3% 25
Deceiber D 7238 6.057 0.0657 4314 1 71 45 27
January (Tear 3) 2 70001 6.206 0.081 440014 2 144 380 211
February 2 63774 6.36 0.053 362 3 227 1341 312
Barch 3 63087 6.406 0.053 43163 1 68 4406 3W
April 2 66725 7.007 0.29 467541 2 132 %642 313
Bay 5 66053 7.88 0.31 515773 1 667 5210 s



5. FEEDING AND MARKETING MODEL

The feeding and marketing model presented in Table 5 projects feed
consumption, weight of fish, and sales revenue over the production cycle. It can be
used to plan feed purchases, storage capacity, and sales revenue.

The model assumes an average conversion rate (pounds of feed required to
produce one pound of salmon flesh) of 1.7, with a range of 1.3 to 1.9. This rate is
based on actual data from the NMFS Little Port Walter research.

The model utilizes feed cost assumptions for extruded feed from Moore-Clark in
LaConner, Washington. Extruded feed is more expensive than dry feed ($.46/Ib. versus
$.32/Ib. FOB Sitka, Alaska).

The model assumes sales occur after the fish reach a six pound average to
obtain maximum value for the crop. Thus, sales begin in November (the 19th month)
of the second year in salt water and continue at a rate of 15 percent of the bicmass

through May (25th month).

Ill.  ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS AND BUDGET ANALYSIS

Cash flow requirements for a 200 metric ton southeast Alaska Chinook sairnuii
farm are presented in Table 6. Growth, mortality, and feed conversion rates and sales
are from Tables 2, 3, and 5.

CAPITAL EXPENSES

Pens. The analysis assumes the use of premanufactured steel net peris,
assembled and installed by the supplier. Two 15x15 meter net pens, necessary for
initial smolt growth and required for the first year, cost $19,000 each. A total of four of
these pens are required by the start of the second year. Two large 33 x 33 meter pens
valued at $38,000 each are needed during the second year. Cost data are f.om Viking
Pacific Seacage Systems (Oppdrett Service Canada LTD) in North Vancouver, B.C. The
cost includes the cost of anchoring the cages. Also included in the model are two 15
x 15 meter wooden net pens in the second year to be used as mobile enclosures to
transfer fish from one pen to another and for grading fish.

Nets. Nets for smaller pens are assumed to cost $3,000 each; the larger pens
require nets assumed to cost $10,000 each. A space net is planned for each size. The
cost also includes the price of a predator net. Nets have a life expectancy of five years.
Replacement costs are included.

Power Plant. The model includes the purchase of a 20 kilowatt generator. Cost
of maintaining and rebuilding it are included.

Boat. The model assumes a work boat is needed at a cost of $14,000 for boat
and motor. Another $5,000 is needed every two years for motor replacement. A
replacement boat is planned for year six.
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THES.  FECHAHRETH HIL

HCDEL OF A 100,000 FISB (IHITIAD) PACIFIC SALHOX FABH IE SOOTBEAST ALASIA

FED OQOHOLAYIVE  FEED QOST/  COHDLATIZS  EDHBRR GROSS
HETES IE  BIOBASS  COETEBSICE COESDEPTICE FHD BCHTB FED OFFIB AL HEIH/ RIE  SAES
HORTR/TB GKOXODT (Ibs.)) BAE (Ibs./ionth) QOESDEPTICE (J0.16/1b)  QOST D FIS (Ibs.)) (Ih) RETEHOES
January (Tear 1)
February
Harch
April 0 2,600 0 0 0 0 N 0 0.03 ©.0 Ny
Hy 1 4,845 13 2,919 2,919 1,33 1,33 0 0.06 0.00 0
Jdure 2 9,215 15 6,55 9,474 3,015 4,338 0 0.10 0.00 0
Jduly 3 n,7.9 15 12,62 2,36 5,916 10,274 0 0.2 0.00 0
August 4 34,410 15 24,981 47,267 11,468 21,743 0 0.38 0.00 0
Septeiber 5 45,601 16 17,04 66,171 8,236 29,91 0 0.51 0.00 0
October 6 53,200 16 12,159 77,30 5,58 3,572 0 0.60 0.00 0
Boreiber 7 61,519 16 13,310 90,640 6,123 41,64 0 0.7 0.00 0
Deceiber 8 09.4%3 17 13,56 104,1% 6,2%6 47,930 0 0.60 0.00 0
Janvary (Tear 2) 9 76,520 17 11,946 116,142 5,4% 53,45 0 0.9 0.00 0
February 10 83,406 17 1,76 127,847 5,34 58,810 0 1.00 0.00 0
Harch n 99,069 17 26,628 154,475 12,249 71,000 0 120 0.00 0
April 2 118,412 17 2,884 187,39 15,127 8,186 0 145 0.00 0
Hy 13 145,55 18 48,802 236,161 2,49 108,634 0 1.8 0.00 0
Jdure 4 208,100 18 112,636 348,797 51,813 160,447 0 2.60 0.00 0
July 5 25,54 18 139,53 433,251 64,149 224,5%5 0 3.8 0.00 0
August B [, 18 RB,9R 532,243 43,2%6 27,832 0 4.3 0.00 0
Septeiber 7 36LW 18 43,409 625,693 19,987 287,819 0 4.8l 0.00 0
October B 38,93 18 66,698 692,386 30,61 318,498 0 5.4 0.00 0
Eoreiber (Sales Begin) B 35,63 19 83,990 776,366 3,631 37,128 10,000 5.% 206 $12,673
Deceiber 0 37,690 19 58,42 834,858 26,906 334,056 10,000 6.06 2.4 145074
Janvary (Tear J) 2 26,95 19 8,21 843,149 3,814 337,849 10,000 6.2 2.77 171906
February 2 190,143 19 8,780 81,99 4,09 301,807 10,000 6.31 2.77 174609
Harch YA 127,197 19 3,85 85,73 1,/ 38,647 10,000 6.41 2.1 177446
April 2 66,277 19 2,001 87,75 el 34,57 10,000 7.00 2.1 194004
Hay 5 0 1.9 0 87,75 0 ™A%/ 9,4% 7.81 2.77 26282
TOTAL 877% 34,57 89,49 1203023

Note: Sales are assuied to begin in Noveiber of the second year (19th «onth) and continue at a
rale of 10,000 figvioth through Hay of year 3 (25th lonth).
Sale prices are for roud fish sold  processors. f ,

TI.U .ndrl "« Intended In renr”enl the rn.nlele .rnu-nnl e.ele nr n,r "I e



TAStg 6 . CAPITAL AN"™ OPERATING COSTS AND
YEARLY CASH FLOW PROJECTIONS
FOR 200 METRIC TON ANNUAL PRODUCTION

(Thousands of U.S. Dollars)

CAPITAL COSTS: 1st Year 2nd Year Year 4th Year 5th Year Oth Year TOTAL
Pens 76 g 0 162
pens : 5 é 1 0
Anchoring 5 i
Automatic TfTeeders 1 1

Power plant 1% g 2?
Equipment 1 1
Accomodations 1?2 0 6 166
Boat 0
Miscellaneous 20 16 g g g ag
Depreciation 19 29 29 29 29 29 164

TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENSES 268 177 49 47 52 83 676

OPERATING EXPENSES:

Smolts ($0.50 each) 50 50 50 50 50 50 300
Feed 48 340 395 395 395 395 1968
Labor 104 104 104 104 104 104 624
Management 50 50 50 50 50 50 300
Insurance 6 52 93 93 93 93 430
Medicine/Vet. 8 8 8 8 8 8 48
Maintainance & Fuel 16 16 16 16 16 16 96
Contingency 24 24 24 24 24 24 144

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 306 644 740 740 740 740 3910

TOTAL EXPENSES 574 821 789 787 792 82" 4586
SALES REVENUE 0 441 1203 1203 1203 1203 5253
NET REQUIREMENT ($574) ($380) $414 $416 $411 $380 $667
CUMULATIVE NET REQUIREMENT ($574) (%$954) ($540) ($124) $287 $667

Return on 1investmont = nelL req ,/*totul* investment



EQUIpment. This category cove.s everything from diving gear and hydraulic
winches to water testing equipment and rain gear.

Accommodations. The model assumes the farm will conduct support activities
from a barge attached to the net-pen structure. The facilities include living quarters,
storage_shed for feed, work shop, lab, and office. It is budgeted to cost $100,000.

DepreCIatlon. Net pens, accommodations, power plant, and boat are
depreciated at 10 percent per year for a ten-year useful life.

OPERATING EXPENSES

SMoltS. The model assumes the farm will initially purchase smolts until its own
broodstock mature. The cost per smolt is assumed to be $.50.

Feed CoStS. costs are based on quotes from Moore-Clark’s Washington plant
for container shipments from Seattle, with freight rates for delivery in Sitka provided by
Lynden Transfer.

Lahor. The cost of a farm manager is budgeted at $50,000.The salaries of five
production employees (production supervisor, two culturists, and two laborers) are
budgeted at $104,000 per year. The culturist and laborer positions are budgeted at $8
per hour. For both the laborer and culturist positions, one eight-hour shift per day is
required during the six months of reduced daylight, and two eight-hour shifts per day
are required for the other six months. Supervisor wages are budgeted at $10 per hour
and the position is full-time year round.

INSUrance. insurance coverage for fish stocks is calculated at four percent of
the market value of the fish held in net pens, which is the B.C. industry standard.

Medicine/Veterinarian. This $8,000 is based upon the expenses of a B.C. farm
for vaccinations and pathology sen/ices performed by private veterinarians and
pathologists.

ales revenue. The model assumes a farm site price of $2.77 per pound round

weight.
ECONOMIC RETURN TO THE STATE OF ALASKA

The state will receive economic rent from the finfish farming industry in the following
ways:

Aquatlc farm pFOdUCt tax for finfish. This revenue is estimated to be three
percent of the farmgate value (gross sales). This tax is similar to the raw fish tax. For
a farm that produces 200 metric tons annually, the estimated annual gross sales
revenue is $1,203,000 (from Table 6, assuming the farm is operating at capacity). Thus,
the aquatic farm product tax for a 200 metric ton farm would be $36,090 annually. For
a 10,000 metric ton industry (fitty 200 metric ton farms), the total annual farm product
tax is estimated at $1,804,500. Note that the revenue from this tax is split evenly
between the local municipality or borough and the State.
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Tideland lease from the State. Currently, there are no tideland leases from the
State for shellfish farms; as 4 result, no estimates are available. However, the revenue
to the State from the tideland lease is based on the appraised fair market value. An
average farm of two surface acres would lease the amount of tideland utilized, which
includes the area up to location of the anchors. Thus, depending on depth, current,
and location, the area of the lease would range from approximately 10 to 20 acres per

farm.

Permit fees. current fees include a $50 filing fee, $100 annual permit fee, and
a $50 per acre fee if utilizing a permit rather than a lease for tideland use.

Corporate Income tax. Estimated at $4,500 up to the first $90,000 of net
income, plus 9.4 percent of all net income over $90,000.

Local property faX. varies depending on the municipality or borough in which
the farm is located.

Local sales tax or raw fish tax. This revenue varies depending on whether the
local taxing authority has a sales or raw fish tax, and whether the farm is located inside
a local taxing authority (municipality or borough).
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APPENDIX B

IMPACT OF FARMED SALMON PRODUCTION ON SALMON PRICES

Increased worldwide production of farmed salmon has put downward pressure on the price of
Alaska wild salmon. Alaska’s salmon fishermen are concerned that production of Alaska farmed salmon
will further this price erosion. With available data, we can estimate a range for the lost revenue to
Alaska commercial fishermen resulting.from an increase in the production of fanned salmon.

In Appendix A, the operation of a 200 metric ton salmon farm is described. The task force has
envisioned that over a period of 5 to 15 years from the date finfish farming may be permitted, the
industry will grow slowly from 10 to 100 fully productive farms of about 200 metric tons each.

Recent estimates of the elasticity pf demand for pacific salmon can be used fora rough estimate
of the effect that a farmed salmon indgstry in Alaska could have on the price of Alaska wild salmon.

It is difficult to provide an accurate estimate of the elasticity for salmon since demand for salmon
is increasing and the composition of Production is changing with more farmed salmon on the market
Also, the elasticity of demand for salmon depends on the markets in which it is sold. The results
provided here should be considered ballpark estimates.

From elasticities provided in Andeison (1988), assuming our maximum estimate of 100 farms each
producing 200 metric tons, and assuring a world production of 568,000 metric tons with an exvessei
price of %3.00 per pound, we get a range of loss to the Alaska commercial fishing industry due to a
decline in price of $15-51 million (See Table 1).

The lower end of this range would occur if wild and farmed salmon competed mostly in the
Japanese market, a likely scenario. The hi?(h end assumes competition only in the expensive seafood
restaurant market, less likely since thiswnarket could not absorb more than a small fraction of the total
production of wild salmon,

These estimates are based on mostly negative assumptions. Itis unlikely that the Alaska salmon
farming industry would produce 20,0Q0 metric tons for many years to come. Also, most farmed salmon
fills market niches that do not competewith wild salmon. Also, the markets that would be targeted by
Alaska farmed salmon producers would likely be filled by another producer if Alaska does not permit
finfish farming.

The contribution of salmon farms to the economy may be larger than the negative effects. Refer
to Appendix A for information on the economic benefits of salmon farming.
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TABLE 1
IMPACT OF ALASKA FARMED SALMON ON ALASKA PRICES

ELASTICITY CURRENTWORLD ALASKA HYPOTHETICAL RESULTING LOSS TO
PRICE ~ PACIFIC CATCH ALASKA FARM  PRICE CHANGE AK COM.

PER LB. SALMON QUTPUT PER LB. FISHING
(- m (MM
N.E. SUPERMARKETS -169  $300 568000 200,000 200 0 $275,023
N.E. FISH STORES 219  $300 568000 200,000 200 000 $212232
EXPENSIVE SEAFOOD <09 $300 568,000 200, 200 000 $516432
JAPANESE TRADERS 31 $3.00 568000 200, 200 000 $149932
N.E SUPERMARKETS -169  $300 568000 200, 1,000 0. S$1,375,115
N.E FISH STORES 219 5300 568000 200, 1,000 000 *1,061,161
EXPENSIVE SEAFOQOD -09 $3.00 568000 200, 1,000 001 ($2,582,160
JAPANESE TRADERS 31 $3.00 568000 200,000 1,000 000 ($749659
N.E. SUPERMARKETS -169  $300 568000 200,000 10,000 0 $13751,146
N.E. FISH STORES 219 $300 568000 200,000 10,000 002 $10,611,615
EXPENSIVE SEAFOOD 09 $300 558000 200,000 10,000 006 $25,821,596
JAPANESE TRADERS 31 $300 568000 200,000 10,000 002 (87,496,592
N.E SUPERMARKETS -169  $300 568000 200000 20,000 006 $27502,292
N.E FISH STORES =219 $300 568000 200,000 20,000 0 $21,223230
EXPENSIVE SEAFOOD -09 $3.00 568000 200, 20,000 . $51,643192
JAPANESE TRADERS 31 $300 568000 200, 20,000 0 $14,993185

() FROM WORLD MARKETS FOR SALMON: PEN REARED SALMON IMPACTS*

ELASTICmMES ARE FROM P.189.
PACIFIC SALMON PRODUCTION IS FOR 1987 P.73.

THESE IMPACTS ASSUME ALASKA FARMED SALMON COMPETES ONLY WITH PACIFIC SALMON AND DOES NOT ACCOUNT
FOR INCREASING DEMAND cOR SALMON.

TO THE EXTENT THAT ALASKA FARMED SALMON COMPETES WITH ATLANTIC SALMON AND AS DEMAND INCREASES, THE
IMPACT ON ALASKA COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY DIMINISHES.
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY OF TASK FORCE ACTIVITIES
CREATION OF THE TASK FORCE

The Alaska Finfish Farming Task Force was created by the Alaska Legislature
under Chapter 145, SLA 1988; the effective date of the act was June 9, 1988.

Under Ch. 145, SLA 1988, the task force was charged with providing an interim
report, due by January 30, 1989, and a final report, due by January 30, 1990, to the
Legislature addressing "finfish farming in fresh water, in marine environments, and in
tanks or other enclosed structures that contain marine water and that are located on
land." The task force was also to consider related hatchery operations.

The legislation directed the task force to examine;

1) whether the farming of finfish can be conducted in a manner that protects
the health of the state’s fishery resources;

(2) criteria for the siting of finfish farms to minimize land use conflicts and to
protect the environment;

) net economic costs and benefits of finfish farming in the state to state
residents, including jobs created or lost for state residents, tax revenue (assuming an
appropriate tax rate), cost of State regulation and monitoring, and effects on markets
for salmon caught by the state’s commercial fishing fleets;

4) the cost of providing adequate regulation of finfish farming to protect wild
stocks, the environment, public health, and existing beneficial uses of the state’s coastal
water and land, and the role of the private sector in providing pathological and other
services;

5) identification and analysis of appropriate sources of supply of stock for
finfish farms, including but not limited to private nonprofit hatcheries, private for-profit
hatcheries, and wild stocks, and their likely effect on existing state policy; and

(6) strategies for improving the marketability of Alaska salmon, particularly
those high-value species competing with farmed salmon for domestic and export sales.

No funds were appropriated for task force operations until the 1989 legislative
session. As a result, the original deadline for the interim report passed before the task
force was established.

Following the 1989 legislative session, the Office of the Governor began
organizing the task force. For administrative purposes, the task force was located in
the Office of the Governor, Division of Administrative Services. A project coordinator

was hired in late June.



TASK FORCE MEMBERS

In late July 1989, Governor Cowper appointed the following task force members:
Ken Castner, representative of commercial salmon fishermen; Mary Lou Cooper, public
member; Gordon Harrison, private economist; Theodore Merrell, fisheries biologist; and
Brent Paine, aquatic farming advocate. Mary Lou Cooper was designated chairman.

In August 1989, Gordon Harrison resigned from the task force to take a job as
director of the Legislative Research Agency. Under Ch. 145, SLA 1988, State
employees were not permitted to serve as task force members. John Weddleton was
appointed as Mr. Harrison’s replacement in September 1989.

On October 16, 1989, Mary Lou Cooper resigned as chairman while continuing
to serve on the task force. Theodore Merrell was elected chairman by unanimous
consent of the task force.

FUNDING

During the 1989 session, the Legislature appropriated $50,000 to the task force.
Of this, $16,600 was appropriated for FY 89 and $33,400 was appropriated for FY 90.
Because task force activity did not commence until after July 1,1989, the appropriation
for FY 89 lapsed.

In September 1989, the task force received $10,000 from the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development through a reciprocal service agreement (RSA).
In early November 1989, the Legislative Council awarded $10,000 to the task force. In
total, the task force had $53,400 to spend on its efforts.

TASK FORCE MEETINGS

The task force held a series of meetings for the purpose of collecting information
and developing its report to the Legislature.

The meetings are briefly described below. A list of persons testifying at each
meeting is provided. For additional information, see the minutes of the meetings in
Appendix D.

July 31. 1989. Juneau

Topics: Review enabling legislation and budget; develop goals and objectives; plan
future activities.

Individual Testifying:

Deborah Greenberg, Special Assistant, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

C-2



September 6 & 7. 1989. Anchorage
Topics: Disease, genetics, and broodstocks; report format.

Note: While in Anchorage, task force members also attended various sessions of the
American Fisheries Society Convention concerning aquatic farming and related
issues.

Individuals Testifying:

Conrad Mahnken, National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest and Alaska
Fisheries Center

Dr. Lee Harrell, National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest and Alaska Fisheries
Center

Dr. Brian Allee, Director of Fisheries Rehabilitation, Enhancement and
Development, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Alex Wertheimer, National Marine Fisheries Service, Auke Bay Laboratory

September 27 & 28. 1989. Juneau

Topics: Siting and marketing; presentation from Tim Kennedy, Cordova fisherman
and part owner of fish farms in Washington and British Columbia;
presentation from Bill Heard, with the National Marine Fisheries Service,
Auke Bay Laboratory.

Individuals Testifying:

Laura Dameron, Southeast Alaska Conservation Council

Rodger Painter, Alaska Mariculture Association

Diane Mayer, Office of the Governor, Division of Governmental Coordination
Janet Burleson, Department of Natural Resources, Division of Land and Water
Management

Brian Allee, Department of Fish and Game, FRED Division

Sonja Corazza, United Fishermen of Alaska

Tim Kennedy, commercial fisherman and salmon farm owner

Paul Peyton, Department of Commerce and Economic Development, Division of
Business Development

Bill Atkinson, Private Consultant on Japanese markets for seafood (by
teleconference)

Bill Heard, National Marine Fisheries Service, Auke Bay Laboratory



October 16 & 17. 1989. Juneau

Topics: Review of previous findings; broodstock ownership, siting, disease,
genetics; and commercial fisheries economics, regulation, and
management

Individuals Testifying:
Dr. Anthony Gharrett, University of Alaska and National Marine Fisheries Service
Gale Good, Alaska Trailers’ Association

Sonja Corazza, United Fishermen of Alaska (by teleconference)
Ken Parker, Director, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of

Commercial Fisheries
Rodger Painter, Alaska Mariculture Association

November 5 & 6. 1989. Juneau

Topics: Regulating finfish farming; costs and benefits of a finfish farming industry;
marketing issues; findings and recommendations.

Individuals Testifying:

Chip Toma, private citizen
Rick Harris, Sealaska Corporation

December 5. 1989. Work Session by Teleconference

Topic: Review of draft report and p''Hie comments received.

December 18. 19 & 20. 19fo>

Topic: Finalize report to Legislature.

ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES

September 24 - 26. 1989. Tour of Puget Sound Fish Farms
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On September 24, 25, and 26, task force members Ken Castner, Mary Lou
Cooper, Theodore Merrell, and Brent P«ine toured finfish farms in the Puget Sound
area. Also present on the tour were Rick Harris, Sealaska, Tom Moyer, Legislative Aide
to Sen. Bettye Farhenkamp, and Jon Sherwood, project coordinator for the task force.

On the afternoon of September 24, the task force visited the Squaxin Island
marine pen fish farm and ocean ranching facility and viewed the proposed site of
Swecker Farms marine pen fish farm, both in south Puget Sound.

On the morning of September 25, the task force visited Swecker Farms’
processing facility in Olympia and its fresh water tank farm and hatchery facility in
Rochester. That afternoon, the task force visited the Sea Farms Washington marine pen
fish farm at Port Angeles. In addition, the task force conducted an aerial inspection
of several marine pen operations in north Puyat Sound,

On the evening of Septemh/'r 25, the task force met with representatives of the
Marine Environmental Coalition, a group opposed to most aquatic farming in Puget
Sound.

On the morning of September 26, the task force met with several members of the
University of Washington faculty, addressing to them questions on disease, genetics,
broodstock development, environmental impacts and research activities.

The faculty members were Dr. Ken Chew, Dr. Marsha Landolt, Dr. Bilf
Hershberger, Dr. Bob Stickney, and Dr. Donald Weston.

The trip to Puget Sound was hosted by Sealaska Corporation. The task force
paid for its airfare to and from Seattle and for its food and accommodations. Sealaska
Corporation paid for transportation within Washington and for the rental of a meeting
room at the University of Washington campus for the morning of September 26. (An
ethics report is on file with the Department of Law.)

November 17. 1989. Draft Report Released

On November 17, the task force released its interim report, including the draft
version of its final report, to the Alaska Legislature. By November 20, copies of the
report were mailed to the 130 people on the task force’s mailing list, as well as all of
the Legislative Information Offices.

A press release announcing the release of the report was also sent out. The task
force received additional requests for the report. Eventually, a total of
approximately 300 copies of the report were distributed to interested parties.

The task force received over seventy separate written comments on the draft
report.

Throughout its existence, the task force gathered relevant information on finfish
farming. Individual task force members collected data on various related topics, and
information sent the task force from any source was distributed to the task force or (in
the case of a few lengthy documents) summarized for the task force by the project
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coordinator or a task force member. (See Appendix F, Bibliography, for a complete
listing of sources.)

The task force developed a mailing list numbering approximately 150, including
legislators, state and federal officials, various advocacy groups, and interested members
of the press and public. Anyone who asked was put on this mailing list. After each
meeting, the task force sent out letters summarizing the meeting and setting forth
upcoming task force activities.



MINUTES OF MEETINGS



ALASKA FINFISH FARMING TASK FORCE
July 31, 1989

MINUTES
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 by Mary Lou Cooper,
Chairperson of the Task Force. Task Force members present were:
Mary Lou Cooper, Ken Castner, Gordon Harrison, Ted Merrell, and
Brent Paine.. No members were absent.

Mary Lou Cooper introduced the members of the task force and staff
to the audience. Members of the audience 1identified themselves.

Mary Lou Cooper reviewed the rules and methods of operation of the
Task Force.

Jon Sherwood, project coordinator for the Task Force, provided a
brief overview of the legislation authorizing the Task Force. He
explained that the Task Force is to produce an interim report by
December 1, 1989 and a final report by January 15, 1990. He also
reviewed the Task Force®s budget. The Task Force 1is funded for
$33,000.

Task Force members then engaged in a discussion of their goals and
how they would like to achieve them. Ted Merrell stated that the
American Fisheries Society was holding its annual meeting 1in
Anchorage in September and there would be a symposium on pen
rearing salmon at the meeting. The Task Force decided to meet in
Anchorage during the AFS meeting to take advantage of the expertise
that would be available there.

Deborah Greenberg, Special Assistant with the Department of Fish
and Game, addressed the Task Force on the legislative history of
aquatic farming in Alaska. She then explained the Cowper
administration position on mariculture. She also summarized the
issue papers on finfish farming prepared by the interagency working
group on mariculture. The issues included land use, water quality,
disease, brood stock, habitat protection and product wholesomeness.

Ted Merrell asked whether minutes of the meetings would be
provided. The Task Force decided that minutes indicating who
spoke, the general topics, any formal decisions, and a list of
observers should be kept.

The Task Force held a discussion of the topics for consideration
included in its authorizing legislation. Members asked questions
and exchanged 1information on finfish farming. Much of this
discussion focused on the issue of minimizing land use conflicts.
The task force identified a number of people to contact for
additional information on this 1issue.

At 12 p.m., the Task Force adjourned for lunch.
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The meeting was reconvened at 1:20 p.m. The task force members
continued their discussion of the issues contained in the
authorizing legislation. As each issue was discussed, contact

persons were identified.

The issue of broodstock was addressed briefly. The task force then
returned to their discussion of land use conflicts and siting.

Mary Lou Cooper raised the cost-benefit 1issue. Gordon Harrison
stated that it would be a major task and depend on the assumptions
made by the task force. Task force members discussed loss of jobs
in the fishing industry, market niches, reasons for farming

finfish, the cost of regulation, taxation of finfish farming, and
the need to look at the three possible types of farming operations:
freshwater, upland tanks, and marine pens.

Jon Sherwood handed outtravel authorization forms for
reimbursement of travel and per diem costs. He also passed out an
article on salmon farming provided to the task force by Frank
Homan, of Senator Sturgulewski®s staff.

The task force discussed the cost of regulation issue contained in
the authorizing legislation. Ken Castner said that this 1issue
duplicated parts of the <cost-benefit issue, except that it
addressed the role of private sector in regulation. He stated that
this role 1is a policy question. A brief discussion was held on

this issue.

Mary Lou Cooper raised the issue of broodstock sources. Ken
Castner suggested that the task force should review the debate
before the Board of Fisheries in December of 1988. Brent Paine
stated that he had put together papers on broodstock supplies while
working for the Legislature. The task force discussed the
practical and policy 1issues associated with supply of broodstock.

The task force discussed the issue of improving the marketability

of Alaska salmon. Ken Castner suggested calling the producers of
the Seafood Report radio program in Kodiak for the name of a good
marketing person. Mary Lou Cooper mentioned ASMI as a possible
resource. Ted Merrell suggested contacting the Alaska Trollers

Association.

Ken Castner commented on how the task force members should conduct

themselves 1in public. He said he did not want to see the task
force members be perceived as public experts, and suggested that
task force members keep their comments private. He stated that he

did not want to do anything to poison or damage the quality of the
task force"s report.

Following the discussion of the issues, it was decided to divide
the topics for consideration into five subjects: siting, cost-
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benefit analysis, the amount and cost of regulation, broodstock-
genetics-disease .

The task force discussed how to proceed. It was decided that each
member would take one topic and work with Jon Sherwood to prepare
a presentation for one of the meetings.

Ken Castner stated that he would like to teleconference with the
other task force members for an hour or so before the next meeting.
The task force agreed to do so, acknowledging that Gordon Harrison,
and possibly Ted Merrell, would be unavailable to participate.

Mary Lou Cooper offered to take the marketability 1issue, Brent
Paine the broodstock-genetics-disease issue, Gordon Harrison the
cost-benefit analysis, Ted Merrell the siting 1issue, and Ken
Castner the cost of regulations.

The task force briefly discussed the structure and intent of the
marketability 1issue.

The task force decided to address the regulation and broodstock-
genetics-disease issues at the next meeting. It was decided that
the siting and marketing issues would be addressed at a meeting 1in
the last week 1in September, and the cost-benefit issue would be
addressed in an October meeting.

Ken Castner stated that he would like to have Jon Sherwood begin
working on early drafts of the report soon. He said that the task
force should devote 25 percent of its time to discuss writing.

The task force members updated their addresses and phone numbers
for one another. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 5:30

p.m.

List of persons in attendance

Greg Erickson
Deborah Greenberg
Rick Harris
Sheila Helgath
Frank Homan

Eric King

Karl Ohls

Sandy Perry

APPROVED 9/7/89



ALASKA FINFISH FARMING TASK FORCE

September 28 & 29, 1989

MINUTES

The meeting was called to order at 8:35 a.m. on Thursday, September
28, by Mary Lou Cooper, Chairman. All task force members were
present: Mary Lou Cooper, Ken Castner, John Weddleton, Ted
Merrell, and Brent Paine.

Members of the task force introduced themselves to the new task
force member, John Weddleton. Jon Sherwood introduced Fran Armon,
who assists Jon in the office, providing administrative support for

the task force.

Ken Castner reviewed the task force"s past activities for John

Weddleton. He listed the five catagories of issues under
consideration: broodstock, genetics, and disease; siting; cost of
regulation; markets/marketing; and benefits and costs. Brent Paine

reviewed the minutes from the last meeting for John Weddleton to
provide a general idea of what the task force has accomplished to

date.

The task force discussed siting 1issues, 1including local control,
conflict minimization, environmental concerns, and the Washington

interim guidelines for siting.

The task force members 1identified questions for Bill Atkinson, a
fish marketing consultant, to be faxed to Atkinson so he would be
prepared to answer them during the conference call on Friday.

Laura Dameron, with SEACC, spoke with the task force stating her
concerns: impacts of the coastal environment and socio-economics
and lifestyle impacts. SEACC opposes all fish farming because of
upland impacts, pollution, water demands, and the potential 1loss
of desire for habitat protection.

Rodger Painter, with the Alaska Mariculture Association, spoke with
the task force on the need for rational policy guidelines for
siting of finfish farms*. He pointed out that state regulations for
shellfish farming provide for local control and that the Washington
interim siting guidelines address important siting criteria. He
also offered his thoughts concerning the economic viability of
finfish farming and how state regulation might affect it.

The task force adjourned for lunch and reconvened at 1:30 p.m.
Diane Mayer, with the Division of Governmental Coordination,

discussed the state®"s Project Consistency Review procedures for
use of coastal waters.



Janet Burleson, with the Division of Land and Water Management,
discussed how the state > permitting process works for aquatic

farms.

The task force addressed several questions to Brian Allee, Director
of the FRED Division, Department of Fish and Game..

Sonja Corazza, with United Fishermen of Alaska, discussed negative
impacts of finfish farming. Her concerns were that pens change the
habitat of wild fish, that fish escape in large numbers, and that
marketing farmed salmon on Alaska wild salmon quality 1is wrong.
She also addressed siting 1issues, stating that area planning is
very important. She suggested requesting mapping positions with
the Department of Natural Resources and the Department of Fish and
Game to consolidate habitat and use charts for public use.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

The meeting was reconvened Friday at 8:30 a.m. by Ken Castner.
Due to illness, Mary Lou Cooper was not present; all other members
were present.

The task force approved the minutes of the Jlast meeting with
amendments. They then discussed the draft of the report"s
introduction and health of the fisheries section and suggested
changes to be incorporated by the project coordinator.

Tim Kennedy, commercial fisherman and salmon farm owner, spoke with
the task force. He stated that Alaska finfish farming would not
be economically viable without raising Atlantic salmon, and noted
that he would not start a fish farm up here.

Paul Peyton, with the Division of Business Development, discussed
the economics of fish food production and addressed the outlook
for salmon in world markets.

The meeting was adjourned for lunch at 11:25 a.m. and reconvened
at 12:45 p.nm.

The task force reviewed the siting issues discussed the previous
day.

Bill Atkinson, expert on Japanese markets for seafood, was
contacted via a conference call. Atkinson addressed several
questions on Japanese markets for seafood and the impacts of farmed
salmon on these markets.

Bill Heard, with the National Marine Fisheries Service at Auke Bay
Laboratories, addressed research in raising salmon at Osprey Bay.
He stated that indigenous species could be raised successfully,
although he could not speak about the economic viability.



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

Minutes approved October 17, 1989

List of persons in attendance:

Brian Allee, Department of Fish and Game

Susan Bradley, Coastal Zone Management

Janet Burleson, Division of Land and Water/Department of Natural
Resourses

Sonja Corazza, United Fishermen of Alaska

Laura Dameron, Southeast Alaska Conservation Council

Bill Heard, National Marine Fisheries, Auke Bay Laboratories

Sheila F. Helgath, Legislative Research

Frank Homan, Senator Sturgulewski's staff

Bill Janes, Environmental Conservation

Tim Kennedy, Fish Farm Owner

Amy Kruse, Environmental Conservation

Diane Mayer, Division of Governmental Coordination/Office of the
Governor

Robert Mikol, Northern Deep Sea Fisheries, Inc.

Rodger Painter, Alaska Mariculture Association

Sheila Peterson, Senator Eliason®s staff

Paul Peyton, Commercial Fisheries Development/Department of
Commerce and Economic Development

Rick Reed, Habitat Division/ Department of Fish and Game

Lana Shea, Habitat Division/ Department of Fish and Game

John S. Thiede, Department of National Resources
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The meeting was adjourned at approximately 5 p.m.



ALASKA FINFISH FARMING TASK FORCE
October 16 & 17, 1989

MINUTES
The meeting was called to order 1in Juneau at 8:34 a.m. on
October 16 by Mary Lou Cooper, Chairman. Task force members
present included Ken Castner, Mary Lou Cooper, Ted Merrell,

Brent Paine, and John Weddleton.

Ms. Cooper announced her resignation as chairman and asked

for the selection of a new chairman. By unanimous consent,
the members approved Ted Merrell as the new chairman of the
task force. Brent Paine took ever as chairman of this day"s
meeting.

Jon Sherwood, project coordinator cf the task force, ap-—
prised the members that state eohics requirements compel the
members to report the services they received from Sealaska

Corporation during the September meeting. Although the
services do not constitute a conflict of interest, each
member must report receipt of those services. Jon Sherwood

will submit the required report on behalf of task force
members.

Mr. Castner presented an Alaska Native Brotherhood resolu—
tion opposing finfish farming and a 1987 study cn how
commercial fishing affects Homer.

After reading various materials, the members discussed the
format of the task force report. They reviewed a series of
questions to ask Dr. Anthony Gharrett, a biologist with the
University of Alaska Southeast Auke Bay Laboratory and the
National Marine Fisheries Service. Mr. Gharrett made
comments concerning the destrction of discrete genetic peels
in the Pacific Northwest and encouraged the task force to
prevent that occurence 1in Alaska.

Mr. Merrell recounted his interviews with state officials
regarding the relationship among state resource agencies,

the permitting process, siting 1issues, and the establishment
of sanctuaries. The members talked about these 1issues, the
role of infrastructure for the economic survival of maricul —
ture, and the question of public versus private ownership cf
broodstock.

The task force then discussed siting. Mr. Castner stressed
the importance of this 1issue by stating that "siting 1is
everything 1in this game"™ and that any legislation authoris—
ing finfish farming should contain a fiscal note that
reflects the costs of siting. Mr. Paine agreed and said
that conflict and confrontation can be diffused if siting is

set up properly.
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Members concurred that the proper siting cf finfish farms
should address the transference of disease, genetic inter —
ference with wild stocks, environmental degradation, aes—
thetic degradation, conflicts with existing users, avoidance
of marine mammals, avoidance of water-borne organisms lethal
to the farmed stock, and avoidance of conflict with
designated uplands or neighborhood uses.

Members also wanted to include mention of the state of
Washington®s interim guidelines for siting and cf the Alaska
Coastal Zone Management Plan®"s permitting process for
resolving siting issues.

Mr. Paine suggested that siting and the permitting process
should be addressed as two separate 1issues. Mr. Merrell
suggested that the Alaska Coastal Zone Management Plan®s
permitting process he used as a model Tfor the finfish
farming permitting process. Ke then asked for clarification
on the structure of the task force report. Mr. Sherwood
outlined the distinctions between conclusions and findings.
Conclusions, he explained, should be statements of public
policy. Findings should be points of agreement among the
task force members on matters of fact.

Members then discussed the permitting process. Ms. Cooper
and Mr. Merrell supported the inclusion of maps 1in the
public notification process. Questions then arose about the

adequacy of the state®s inventory of sites.

At 10:30 a.m., Dr. Anthony Gharrett discussed disease and
genetics among salmon, the homing habits of various salmon
species, siting, how the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
enforces 1its genetics guidelines, the genetic differences
that exist among lakes within the same area, patentable
gamete production, and the aquaculture research by Japan and
the Soviet Union. He distributed a proposal calling for the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game to implement its genetic
policy by establishing, on a regional basis, sanctuaries for
wild fish populations. Mr. Gharrett entertained questions
from the members until 11:35. Discussion then returned tc

siting and permitting.

After lunch, the task force members heard testimony fronm
Gale Good, member of the Alaska Trollers®™ Association. Mr.
Good described his industry and voiced his opposition to
finfish farming.

The members spent the rest of the day discussing findings
and conclusions relating to siting. Specific issues ad-—
dressed were: water quality; effluents; water circulation;
the use of uplands; predation; disease; aesthetics;
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pollution; wuser conflicts; having finfish farmers produce
annual performance reports to governmental agencies; the
distinctions among marine pens, marine upland tank facil—
ities, and freshwater upland facilities; distances between
farms and wild anadromous streams; distances between farms;
and, the incremental implementation of finfish farming.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:14 p.m.

The task force reconvened at 8:45 a.m. on October 17. John
Weddleton presided over the day®s meeting. Task force
members present included Ken Castner, Ted Merrell, Brent
Paine, and John Weddleton. Due to illness, Mary Lou Cooper
was absent.

The members adopted, with corrections, the minutes from the
September 28 and 29 task force meeting and briefly discussed
broodstock issues.

At 9:00 a.m., the task force members listened to United
Fishermen of Alaska®s Sonja Corazza®"s testimony on the
history of the Alaska fishing industry, the limited entry
program, the ocean ranching program, and the implementation
of the 200-mile limit. She pointed out that in Anchorage
alone, 3900 fishermen contributed $126 million to the

economy . Because of the underfunding of the Alaska Depart—
ment of Fish and Game, she claimed that errors 1in fisheries
management have 1incurred losses to fishermen. She ended her

testimony by voicing her opposition to finfish farming.

After listening to Ms. Corazza“"s testimony, the members
resumed their discussion on broodstock selection for en—
closed freshwater systems, the 1importation of eggs, the use
of Atlantic salmon 1in the Pacific Northwest, the selling of
smolt, and other broodstock issues.

At 10:10 a.m., the members heard testimony from Ken Parker,
Director of the Division of Commercial Fisheries, Alaska
Department of Fish and Game. Mr. Parker presented a fiscal
history of his division and described its duties. He
provided information about the catches and ex-vessel values
among various fisheries; the number of fisheries permits,
licenses, and processors and buyers. He showed the rela-—
tionship between receipts and expenditures for commercial
fisheries management before entertaining questions from the
members.
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Mr. Parker®s testimony ended at 11:15 a.m. The members
continued their discussion on broodstock 1issues.

At 11:35 a.m., Rodger Painter, President of the Alaska
Mariculture Association addressed the task force, urging
support for the development of finfish farming in Alaska.

In addition to handing out the latest edition of the "Alaska
Mariculture Report” (Volume 3, No. 6), he distributed a
paper responding to concerns relating to the permitting
process, the ability of regulatory agencies to deal with
finfish farming issues, the impacts on wild stocks, disease
control, support of adequate funding for regulatory pro—
grams, the demands on Alaska®s environment by every industry
— from tourism to logging, public use issues, Alaska“s
declining market share of salmon, and the obtaining of
salmon eggs for mariculture. He also addressed the role cf
private non-profit groups 1in the cultivation of broodstock.
Citing his past experience at the Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute, he noted how the state still has a poor quality
assurance progranm.

After the lunch break, the task force members discussed
their agenda, the testimony they had received, developing
strategies for retrieving Alaska®s 1988 market share of
salmon, and issues relating to quality, allocation, habitat,
broodstock, costs/benefits, recapitalizing the fishing
fleet, permit costs, and marketing.

After a brief break at 3:00, the members established the
following meeting dates and deadlines:

November 5 & 6 ......... Task Force Meeting 1in Juneau
November 17 ... ... oiiioiei... Release of Draft Report
December 5. .. .. ... ... .Work Session on Draft Report
December 13 ... .......... Deadline for Public Comments
December 17 & 18...... Task Force Meeting 1in Juneau

Citing previous testimony, the members summarized their
findings on marketing 1issues.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:35 p.m.

* * * * * * * * * *

The following people attended the task force meetings:

Sonja Corazza, United Fishermen of Alaska*
Laura Dameron, Southeast Alaska Conservation Council
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Dr. Anthony Gharrett, Biologist, University of Alaska
Southeast Auke Bay Laboratory and the National Marine
Fisheries Service

Gale Good, Alaska Trollers®™ Association

Deborah Greenberg, Special Assistant, Alaska Department of
Fish and Game

Sheila Helgath, Legislative Research Agency, Alaska State
Legislature

Frank Homan, Aide, Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Michael Kaill, Biologist, Fisheries Rehabilitation,
Enhancement, and Development Division, Alaska Depart—
ment of Fish and Game

Dale Kelly, Alaska Trollers®™ Association

Eric King, Alaska Trollers®™ Association

Richard Lauber, Pacific Seafood Processors”™ Association

Lynn Morley, Teleconference Moderator, Legislative Affairs
Agency, Alaska State Legislature

Dave Moses, Aide, Senator Paul Fischer?*

Karl Ohls, Aide, Senator Fred Zharoff

Rodger Painter, President, Alaska Mariculture Association

Ken Farker, Director, Division of Commercial Fisheries,
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Sheila Peterson, Aide, Senator Dick Eliason

Chip Thoma, Observer

* Participated via teleconference

Minutes were approved 12/19/89.



ALASKA FINFISH FARMING TASK FORCE
November 5 & 6, 1989

MINUTES

The meeting was called to order in Juneau at 9:45 a.m. on
Sunday, November 5, 1989 by Ted Merrell, Chairman. Task
force members present included Ken Castner, Ted Merrell,
Brent Paine, and John Weddleton. Mary Lou Cooper was absent.

Jon Sherwood, project coordinator of the task force, dis—
tributed copies of a required "ethics"™ report on task force
activities and the draft report of findings and
recommendations dated October 29, 1989. He discussed the
maintenance of task force records and announced that on
Friday, November 3, the Alaska State Legislature®s
Legislative Council approved $10,000 additional funding for
the task force.

The members discussed task force staffing and agreed to have
Mr. Sherwood on contract to testify on behalf of the task
force before committees during the upcoming legislative
session. They also discussed hew to distribute the draft
report, the press release that would accompany the report,
and what an interim report should contain.

Mr. Merrell announced that Mary Lou Cccper spoke to him about
the possibility of her resigning from the task force and that
he had requested that she not do so. Members concurred with
having her remain on the task force.

At 10:20 a.m., Chip Thoma addressed the task force. He
voiced his strong opposition to allowing Tfinfish farming in
Alaska. He stated that finfish farming would undermine the
marketing of Alaska salmon as a "pure, fresh, cold”™ commodity
that would benefit from the "increasing trend in consumer
buying and eating habits [by] stay[ing] away from raised or
harvested foods that are linked with pesticides, toxins, or
additives..."

The task force then discussed the costs of regulation caused
by the introduction of finfish farming to Alaska. Mr. Paine
cited fiscal notes from earlier legislation authorizing
finfish farming. The members discussed this, the fiscal
demands of siting requirements, the number of possible
permits to administer, the fiscal impact on other resource
programs with the introduction of finfish farming, and the
spin-cffs cf those new demands tc ether regulatory agencies
such as the Board of Fish.

Discussion then resumed on the draft report the task force
planned to release on November 17. Several members voiced
their concern abcut the public misconstruing the document as
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Dr. Anthony Gharrett, Biologist, University of Alaska
Southeast Auke Bay Laboratory and the National Marine
Fisheries Service

Gale Good, Alaska Trollersl Association

Deborah Greenberg, Special Assistant, Alaska Department of
Fish and Game

Sheila Helgath, Legislative Research Agency, Alaska State
Legislature

Frank Homan, Aide, Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Michael Kaill, Biologist, Fisheries Rehabilitation,
Enhancement, and Development Division, Alaska Depart—
ment of Fish and Game

Dale Kelly, Alaska Trollers®™ Association

Eric King, Alaska Trollers®™ Association

Richard Lauber, Pacific Seafood Processors® Association

Lynn Morley, Teleconference Moderator, Legislative Affairs
Agency, Alaska State Legislature

Dave Moses, Aide, Senator Paul Fischer*

Karl Ohls, Aide, Senator Fred Zharoff

Rodger Painter, President, Alaska Mariculture Association

Ken Parker, Director, Division of Commercial Fisheries,
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Sheila Peterson, Aide, Senator Dick Eliason

Chip Thoma, Observer

* Participated via teleconference

Minutes were approved 12/19/89.
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being conclusive or as representing each individual member®"s
position.

Mr. Sherwood suggested having a cover letter accompany the
draft report, 1in which the task force could solicit public
comment while emphasizing that the document 1is only a draft.

After 1lunch, the task force discussed costs/benefits issues,
including: the volatility of salmon prices; market niches
for farmed and wild salmon; the history and purpose of the
limited entry program and its conservational and economic
repercussions; marketing strategies; the threat finfish
farming poses to the livelihood of fishermen; the effects on
the market of price, quality, and consistency of supplies;
the possible losses to wild salmon stocks from using gametes
to start farming operations; finfish farming as an allocation
issue; having hatcheries profiting from the sale of smolts;
the possible benefits of sharing facilities between finfish
farmers and ocean ranchers; 1incremental start-up of finfish
farming; establishing genetic reserves; and, the production

of fish meal.

At 4:25 p.m., Rick Harris, of Sealaska Corporation, spoke in
support of allowing finfish farming in Alaska and 1its possi-

ble benefit to coastal areas. He argued that finfish farming
can help market Alaska salmon as a commodity that is avail—
able year-round. Mr. Harris suggested that one form of

economic rent would be the servicing of a remote site net pen
for common property benefit. The fish would be provided by
the state or non-profit hatcher. The finfish farmer would
beed the fish until their release and provide and faintain

the pen facility.

After a brief break, the task force members resumed their
discussion of costs/benefits.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:10 p.m.

* % ¥ *x % % *x *x % *

The task force reconvened on Monday, November 6, 1989, and
was called to order at 8.43 a.m. by Chairman Ted Merrell.
Task force members present were Ken Castner, Ted Merrell,
Brent Paine and John Weddleton-. Mary Lou Cooper was absent.

The task force began discussing the profile of finfish
farmers and the role they would play in the various aspects
of the fishing industry. Mr. Castner was concerned that they
might not defend the issues that affected the commercial
fishing industry, but rather look after only their personal
interests. Mr. Paine disagreed, stating that good
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The task force adopted the November 2, 1989 draft labeled
"Draft with Ted"s Changes"™ for purposes of discussion.

It was decided that costs and benefits needed to be broken
into two categories: 1) State of Alaska; and 2) the indus—
try. It was determined that a time line to show the
development of a fish firm to market stage was needed for

inclusion in the report.

Mr. Castner requested that duplicate references under a
heading be footnoted, for purposes of cross-referencing.

The task force decided that the costs associated with the
beginning of the industry (insurance, markets, etc.) needed
to be included in the report. Time frame estimates were
predicated on a 1991 allocation, leaving site approval for
1991, with smolt and fish availability in 1992.

After a brief break, the task force discussed marketing.
Findings were clarified and regrouped. The task force
decided that separate findings were required for fresh and
frozen markets,

The task force discussed: competition between farmed and
wild salmon; improved marketing of wild salmon through
quality assurance programs; and marketing wild salmon as
natural, chemical-free salmon.

The task force recessed for lunch at 12:18 p.m. and
reconvened at 1:30 p.m.

The task force briefly returned to its discussion of quality
assurance.

Mr. Castner recommended that the report introduction contain
a section on the make-up cf the task force. He also thought
definitions were needed on mariculture, aquaculture and

finfish farming.

Several findings in the draft report v/ere amended to provide
clarifying language.

Having completed its review of the draft report, the task
force verified the November 17, 1989 release of the draft

report.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:22 p.m.

iekickicicic'k'kicit'k'k
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The following people attended the task force meetings:

Laura Dameron, Southeast Alaska Conservation Council

Deborah Greenberg, Special Assistant, Alaska Department of
Fish and Game

Rick Harris, Sealaska Corporation

Frank Homan, Aide, Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Tom Moyer, Aide, Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp

Sheila Peterson, Aide, Senator Dick Eliason

Kate Tesar, Aide, Representative Fran Ulmer

Chip Thoma, Observer

Minutes v/ere approved 12/19/89.



ALASKA FINFISH FARMING TASK FORCE
December 5, 1989
WORK SESSION

MINUTES

The work session teleconference was called to crder at

2:30 p.m. on Tuesday, December 5, 1989, by Ted Merrell,
Chairman. Task force members present were Ted Merrell, Mary
Lou Cooper, Ken Castner, Brent Paine and John Weddleton.

Opportunities for public comment and participation were
discussed. A request by Chuck Piedra, of EIfin Cove, to
expand the public comment period and testimony methods, was
noted. It was decided to continue the same comment
procedures as in previous meetings of the task force. No
written comments relative to substantive changes in factual
findings in the draft report had been directed to the task
force as of the December 5 meeting. The task force
reiterated that written comments on the draft report should
be received by December 13, 1989, to ensure consideration.

The task force reviewed and edited the final chapters of the
draft report. Jon Sherwood, project coordinator, discussed
the format and content of the final chapter of the report.

The work session was adjourned at 4:42 p.m.

The following people observed the task force meeting:
In Juneau-

Chip Thoma, Observer
Mary McDowell, Aide to Senator Dick Eliason
Frank Homan, Aide to Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Gordy Williams, Angoon
Karl Ohls, Aide to Senator Fred Zharoff

In Anchorage-

Valerie Brown, Alaska Wildlife Alliance

Jay Nelson, Aide to Representative Cliff Davidson
Eryce Edgemon, Aide to Representative George Jacko
Charles McKee, Observer

Minutes were approved 12/19/89.



ALASKA FINFISH FARMING TASK FORCE
December 18-20, 1989

MINUTES

The Alaska Finfish Farming Task Force meeting was called to
order on December 18, 1989, in Juneau, at 1:19 p.m., by Ted
Merrell, Chairman. Members present were Ted Merrell, Mary Lou
Cooper-Elton and John Weddleton. Brent Paine and Ken Castner
were absent due to weather and eruption of Redoubt Volcano
causing flight cancellations.

Format and appendices of the final report were discussed.

Mr. Merrell noted patterns to the public comment received.
Members felt that comments from the public sector about the
draft report indicated a need frr clarification of numerous
points, but no significant changes in format or content.
Minutes of October 16-17, November 5-6, and December 5, 1989
meetings were reviewed and corrected. Final approval was
postponed pending Mr. Castner®s approval.

Brent Paine arrived at 2:28 p.m. The task force recessed at
2:30 p.m., returned at 3:29, and adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

* ¥ % ¥ *x % *x % * % * *x % *x * *x * *x * *

Ted Merrell called the task force to order on December 19, 1989
at 8:53 a.m. Members present were Ted Merrell, John Weddleton,
Mary Lou Cooper-Elton and Brent Paine. Ken Castner was absent
but arrived later at 9:34 a.nm.

Members began reviewing the revised draft on an item by 1item
basis, starting with the Cost of Regulation (Ch. 5). The
consensus was that the actual costs will depend on the
legislation that 1is passed.

Discussion of regulatory costs continued, including taxation and
public notice costs. A recommendation limiting predator control
to non-lethal methods was adopted. The task force addressed the
compatibility of wilderness areas and national monuments (Ch. 4)
with finfish farming, and modified the recommendation on that
subject.

The task force recessed for lunch at 12:30 p.m. and reconvened
at 1:45 p.m.

Minutes of October 16-17, November 5-6 and December 5, 1989
meetings were approved as corrected.

The task force continued its review of public comments on the
draft report and adopted many changes 1in wording to clarify the
findings and recommendations.

Brent Paine®s Production Model draft and timeline of a typical
finfish farm was discussed. The task force agreed that a clear
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description of a finfish farm should be included 1in the
production model section.

The Health of Fisheries (Ch. 2) was taken up next. Disease
transmission, genetics and risks were clarified. A consensus
was reached on content and format of the final chapter cf the
report: All recommendations 1in the body of the report should be
repeated; the facts do not support an unequivocal "yes"™ or '"no"
to finfish farming in Alaska; the legislature should "not extend
the current moratorium; and finfish farming could be done
without harming fishery resources if strictly regulated.

Ted Merrell agreed tc prepare a draft of the chapter for review
by the task force next morning.

The task force was adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

*x k x *x *x % % % % % % * * *x %

Ted Merrell reconvened the task force at 8:15 a.m. on
December 20, 1989. Members present were Ted Merrell, John
Weddleton, Ken Castner, Brent Paine and Mary Lou Cooper-Elton.

The task force completed Chapter 8, General Findings ana
Recommendations. Costs and Benefits (Ch. 6) were considered and
clarified. Marketing (Ch. 7) was discussed and it was decided
that it needed to be revised and expanded to reflect numerous
comments by the public. John Weddleton agreed to rev/rite this
section and return a revised draft to Jon Sherwood as soon as
possible.

Jon Sherwood will prepare a final draft of the task force's
report, incorporating all the changes that were adopted and the
additional sections from Brent Paine and John Weddleton. This
draft will be sent to task force members for approval by the
first week of January, 1990.

No further meetings of the task force will be necessary, but a
final teleconference to approve any changes in the report to the

legislature, may be required.

The meeting was adjourned by Chairman Ted Merrell at 1:05 p.m.
"KkkTkUkUKkTKTkTkTkUk k' kK" k

The following people attended the task force meeting:

Rodger Painter, Alaska Mariculture Association

Mary McDowell, Aide to Senator Dick Eliason

Frank Homan, Aide to Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Sheila Helgath, Legislative Research Agency

Kate Tesar, Aide to Representative Fran Ulmer

Barnaby Dow, Aide to Representative Mike Davis

Chip Thoma, Observer

Gordon Williams, Selt/Aluf: a TroT* ers/Angoon F&G Adv. Committee
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"An Act relating to easements or rights-of-way within a state park or
recreational facility.”
and recommended:
[ ] same title
[ ] replace with [ 3 new title
[ ] or adopt [ ] technical
title change
] attached amendment(s) (HB only)
letter of intent adopted
C]/ do pass
[ ] do not pass
[ ] no recommendation
[ ] individual recommendations
[ ] further referral to
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(S): APPROVES PREVIOUS:
Dept/Date: Dept/Date:
[ ] fiscal note(s) [ ] fiscal note(s)
[ 3 zero fiscal note(s) rvk~rzero fiscal note(s) m R
[ 3 appropriation-no fiscal note [ ] Governor's bill w/fiscal note

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:



House Bill 450

An Act relating to easements or rights-of-way within a state park unit

The purpose of this Ie%islation_ 15 to grant authority to the Department of
Natural Resources to allow C!onvate proEe_rty owners to have a guaranteed
access across state park land to reach tneir property. The Committee
Substitute language Is supported by the Department, and allows them to
grant easements as long as they remain oloen_ to the public, do not unduly
affect park resources, and are In the public interest.

This legislation was introduced at the request of the Gateway Homeowners
Association in Eagle River. This subdivision is located in the Eagle River
Valley, behind the Eagle River Visitor Center. The subdivision was part of
the John Barclay homestead and the access road has been in place since the
earlg 1960's. Chugach State Park purchased the visitor center property in
1980, and this land purchase also included the road access to the
subdivision located beyond the visitor center.

At present, the Division of Parks has granted homeowners a revocable park
use permit. This type of permit does not satisfy lending institutions when
people want to sell their homes, because there Is no guarantee they will
continue to have access to the property. The Department of Natural
Resources does not presently have the authority to grant rights-of-way for

these property owners.
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SAM COTTEN
Speaker of the House

October 24, 1989

Commissioner Lennie Gorsuch
Department of Natural Resources
400 Willoughby Avenue

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Commissioner:

I have been advised by the Gateway Homeowners Association of
the problem they are having regarding access to their homes.
The subdivision is located behind the Eagle River Visitors
Center and the homeowners must travel through a portion of
Chugach State Park to reach them. (See enclosed map)

I would like to know who has the authority to grant them a
permanent right-of-way through the park in place of the
temporary permit they have received from the Division of
Parks. I have enclosed a copy of that temporary permit.

Please advise me as to the most expeditious manner we can
assist these homeowners 1in obtaining an easement to their
properties. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Representative Sam Cotten
Speaker of the House

SC/jmk

cc: Stu Hirsh, President
Gateway Homeowners Association
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STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

PO BOX 107005

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES PO BOX 107005
PHONE: !»7) .561—2020
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

November 21, 1989

Re: Gateway Homeowners®™ Association

The Honorable Sara Cotten

Alaska House of Representatives
P.0. Box 770296

Eagle River, Alaska 99577

Cotten:

The department has been working with the Gateway Homeowners®" Association for
several years now in an attempt to resolve their concerns about 1legal access

across state park land near the Eagle Riviv Visitor Center.

The route has a complicated land status problem 1involving private land, state
park land and BLM land managed by the park but under the authority of BLM.

To establish permanent access, the existing access route needs to be realigned
and platted as a public right-of-way through the Municipality of Anchorage
under AS 29.40.070 and AS 40.15.070. State Parks does not have the authority
to grant a permanent, exclusive, private right-of-way. Under 11 AAC 18.010,
Parks can only provide a revocable park use permit that does not convey away

any interest in land.

The Municipality has a reimbursable cost program for developers to recover
the cost of constructing subdivision roads and the establishment of road service

districts.

Of course, the legislature could also fund construction of a public road and
make it a public right-of-way.

We do not believe that the existing access route 1is safe tince it directs
traffic through the Visitor Center parking lot and 1is 1in conflict with visitor
activity. If you are interested, we could provide you an engineering cost

estimate on the road realignment.

Sincerely

Lennie Gorsuch
Commissioner

CC: Neil C. Johannsen



Neil Johannsen, Director 8, 1990
Division of Parks and Outdoor
Recreation

draft

276-3550

Eagle River Visitor
Center Access Road

Kenneth C. Powers
Assistant Attorney Genera

This memorandum responds to the Division of Parks
request for legal assistance to determine what options are
available to the division to respond to the Gateway Homeowners'
Association's request for a permanent right-of-way or easement for
vehicular access across a portion of Chugach State Park land at the

Eagle River visitor center,

In our opinion, the Division of Parks does not have the
authority to grant a private easement or right-of-way for recurring

or permanent motorized access across state park land. Moreover,
even if a private right to use state land for access existed 1 or
were created, it would still be subject to reasonable regulation
by the state, including a permit requirement under the existing

park regulations.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Gateway Homeowners' Association represents a group
of private landowners Jliving in a subdivision in the Eagle River

valley beyond the Eagle River visitor center, Both the wvisitor
center and the private homes are located on land that was
homesteaded by John Barclay in the 1960°'s. Barclay received a
federal patent to the property in the 1960's. In 1980, the state

purchased the visitor center property from Barclay's successor in
interest, Alaska's Paradise Haven Lodge, Inc. Under AS 41.21.121,
the visitor center property automatically became part of Chugach
State Park when it was acquired by the state.

We have not sought to determine whether the homeowners have
an existing right of access across the visitor center parking lot.
According to a June 3, 1988 letter in the file from Veronica
Gilbert to the Bureau of Land Management, the road was built across

federal public lands without authorization. If that is the case
then the homeowners probably do not have an existing right of
access. Prescriptive -easements (grandfather rights) cannot be

created against either the state ofZthe federal government. Thus
the historic use of the road for access would not have created any
legally enforceable right to continue to do so.
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Our understanding of the situation 1is that the members
of the Gateway Homeowners®™ Association have been driving through
the parking lot at the visitor center for access to their homes.
Under 11 AAC 18.019(a)(9), the Division of Parks has issued the
homeowners a permit authorizing the use of park land for recurring
motorized access to private land. The homeowners want to receive
a permanent, 1irrevocable right-of-way or -easement vrather than
continuing to operate under the park use permit system.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

Our analysis 1is based upon the special status of the
Eagle River Visitor Center land as part of Chugach State Park and
provisions 1in the Alaska Constitution and statutes governing the
creation and administration of state parks. Art. VIII, sec. 7 of
the Alaska Constitution authorizes the Alaska legislature to
reserve special areas of the state from the public domain and
"provide for their administration and preservation for the use,
enjoyment, and welfare of the people.”™ Pursuant to that authority,
Chugach State Park was established by the legislature in 1970. AS
41.21.121.

The grant of an 1irrevocable right-of-way or easement
constitutes a disposal of an interest in land. 1980 Inf. Op. Atty
Gen. (Dec. 22, 1980). As part of an art. VIII state park, the
Eagle River visitor center property 1is not subject to the general
state lawsconcerning management and disposal of state land 1in
Title 38 of the Alaska statutes. 1985 Inf. Op. Att"y Gen. 177,
185-86. (Feb. 21, 1985). 2 Thus, the provisions of Title 38
authorizing the Department of Natural Resources to grant access

easements and rights-of-way do not apply. 1d.

Even 1if the grant of an access easement could be

construed as something other than a disposal of land (which it
cannot), the Division of Parks would still lack the legal authority

Although state statutes generally applicable to state land
do not apply to park land, there are a number of constitutional
provisions applicable to the use and disposal of state land or
interests which apply regardless of the status of the area as park
land. For example, art. VIIlI. sec. 2 of the Alaska Constitution
requires that the natural resources of the state be utilized,
developed and conserved Tfor the maximum benefit of 1its people.
Unless the public was adequately compensated, a grant of an
interest in state land for the exclusive use of a group of private
homeowners could run afoul of that provision. Furthermore, any
disposals or leases of interests in state land would need to comply
with the public notice requirements of art. VIII, sec. 10 of the

Constitution.
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to grant one. The constitution requires that parks be administered
and preserved for the use, enjoyment, and welfare of the people.
Based upon that provision, this office has concluded in previous
opinions that the Division of Parks does not have the authority to
grant a private group the privilege of exclusive use of a state
park or a portion of that park. See 1982 Inf. Op. Atty Gen. 55,
56 (Jan. 22 1982) . As we understand the situation in Eagle River,
the homeowners want the access road into their subdivision to be
maintained as a private road, excluding public use. Since a grant
of exclusive use of park land for private access 1is not permitted
under art. VIII, sec. 7, the division cannot grant the homeownersl

request. 3

Although a private easement cannot be granted, we believe
there 1is another avenue available to the division to provide the

homeowners with the guaranteed access they seek. Under AS
41.21.122, the Division of Parks has specific authority over
highway access in Chugach State Park. The division also has the

authority to develop alternate and additional routes of public
access into the park under its general authority for managing the
park. As part of an agreement with the homeowners that would
provide guaranteed public access into the park on the portions of
the road that cross the homeowners®™ land, we believe the division
could agree to guarantee motorized access to the homeowners on the
portions of the road crossing the state park land. The agreement
would effectively establish the road through the visitor center
parking lot and the subdivision as a public road.

Both public and private use of any road or right-of-way
that exists or is created across park land would remain subject to

3 We understand that a bill has been 1introduce 1in the
legislature which would delegate to the Division of Parks the

statutory authority to grant private easements. H.B. 450, 16th
Leg., 2nd Seas. (Alaska 1990). There is some question whether such
a statute, if enacted, would be valid. In art. VIIl, sec. 7 of the

Alaska Constitution, the people of the state granted the
legislature the authority to create state parks by reserving areas
of special importance from the public domain. The legislature was
also granted the authority to "provide for their administration and
preservation for the use, enjoyment and welfare of the people”.
Based upon that provision, this office has previously opined that
"the constitution simply did not authorize disposal of park land
or resoxirces.” 1985 Inf. Op. at 186 n.6. A statute seeking to
grant authority to a state agency to dispose of an interest 1in
constitutionally designated park land could be construed to violate
the requirement in art. VIIl, sec. 7 that the legislature provide
for the "administration and preservation” of park lands. of
course, the legislature could choose to remove the area from the

park.



DRAFT

File |h_(laagrgh48f 1990

appropriate park regulation. For example, the division could close
the road to motorized vehicle use by the general public while
leaving it open to motorized vehicle use by the homeowners. Under
the current park regulations in 11 AAC 18.010(a) (8) , the homeowners
would be required to obtain a permit that would regulate recurring
vehicular access even if they had a right of access. Cf. United
States v. Vogler, 859 f.2d 638, 642 (9th Cir. 1988) (upholding
government®s authority to regulate use of public highways within
parks); State v. Miller, No. #3AN-88-10139 Civ. (Alaska Super. Ct.
Feb. 26, 1990) (decision on summ. judg. upholding right of parks
to regulate private use of RS 2477 public right-of-way for access

across park lands, citing Vogler).

We hope that this memorandum has provided the guidance

you requested regarding the grant of a private right-of-way across
state park [land. IT you have any further questions or need for

assistance, please feel free to contact us again.

KCPtbli
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 400 WILLOUGHBY AVE
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-179%

PHONE: (907) 465-2400
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

March 16, 1990

The Honorable Curt Menard
Alaska State Representative
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Menard:

Subject

House Bill No. 450, An Act relating to easements or rights-of-way
within a state park or recreational facility.

Background

Access to private lands within state park units has been granted

through the vehicle of a revocable park use permit. The grant of
an irrevocable right-of-way or easement constitutes a disposal of
an interest in land. Under Title 41, the Division of Parks and

Outdoor Recreation lacks the legal authority to dispose of land
and the provisions of Title 38 authorizing the Department to
grant access does not apply to park land administered under
Article VIIIl, Section 7 of the Alaska Constitution.

The Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation does have the
authority to establish public roads within park areas for park
purposes. Through reciprocal agreements with private inholders,
a park road could access private land if it also served a public
purpose, 1i.e. provided access through private land to adjacent
park land thereby improving the public®s access; resolved a
resource management problem; or provided greater control over
public access. In this manner, access across park land would be
regulated and a landowner would be guaranteed access although a
disposal of interest in park land would not occur.

Effect of HB 450

As written, HB 450 would constitute a disposal of an interest in
park land which is not contemplated under Article VIIlI, Section 7
of the Alaska Constitution. HB 450 also implies an exclusive



grant of land without any statutory authority for a public
interest finding or compensation (although the constitutional
provision would apply under Article VIII, Section 2 which refers
to maximum benefit (compensation) to the people, and Article
VIIl, Section 10 which requires public notice).

Need for HB 450

HB 450 attempts to provide to a private landowner a dedicated
public or private right-of-way to their property through park
land rather than utilize a park road under reasonable regulation.
This need is in part motivated by financing and title concerns.
Communication between the lending institution and the division
has in all past cases resolved concerns about the revocability of
a park r Frmit and continued use of a park road.

The Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation has the existing
authority to establish public roads for park purposes. If road
access to private land does not meet the standard of park
purposes then access may be denied or accomplished by a revocable
permit in order to regulate the access in the public interest.

Department Position

Although there may persist a question of the constitutionality of
disposing of an interest in park land through an easement or
right-of-way, the legislature may define by statute the limit of
what title rights in park land it grants. In order to better
define the public interest, the following amendments to HB 450

are suggested.

Section 1. AS 41.21.020 1is amended by adding a new
subsection to read:

(c) The department may issue a public easement or
public right-of-way within a state park [or recreation
facility] unit for access to private property when such
an action is determined to not unduly 1impact park
resources and serves the public interest. The
commissioner may regulate the access and require
compensation for the access.



Representative Curt Menard -3-

Sincerely,

Lennie]Gorsuc
Commissioner

cc: Representative Cotten
House Resources Committee
Bob Evans, Legislative Liaison
Office of the Governor

March 16, 1990
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Sunday,January 7,1990

The Honorable ?am Cotton
Alaska House Of Representatives

Eagle ?elver %\%aska 99577

Re:  Gateway Homeowners Association
Request for Rignt-Of-Way

Dear Senator Cotton:

| have had se\feral conversan%ns with A Miners of Chugach Slate Park
regarding our legal access proolems.

AJ advises meﬂﬁt Chug ch State Parkd snot have the uthon t0 convey
proPerty rights In gac Stal Par gﬁrtg Heasoa VI s that no
a ncy nthe rtment Natura Resou ce th aut Orl%
aren y onl e State eglsaturecanconve ts In Chligach
StaePar "This situation.a arent |sares It feg ntent
eipressed in the statue wh creat the Park.

A |ng|cate(fl that there may b awa to resplve our a%parent Impasse. . This
oul Involve the execution o som %Pr? contract for_easeme tfPr rlght

|sr estln ano Inion f Attorney General's 0
qheV\f Xsm |s a rnatl e. | support %Ts e?{ortg In this regard.

|-|owever Ip]ave afeelin t]at the Gatewa Homeowners Assoma%lon IS not
alone with t raccess o over stat (ﬁ) Jgp rtg For ason, it
Feemstomat tourﬁ 06SS Iemssh ul é&% Bss mwwoje\/a”

arcer Blcture ﬁglca tsems fo me that t IVISIR ?
I\/I agement |nt r? tmergt of Natural Resources should be empowere

{0 ISS0E €3S LAY acT0eS Lt DAk DIODErty & Thek aG
A AL y park property & they

As | have, rﬁ)rewously mentioned to )(ou the roperty QWNers,in our area are
experiencl lgerather significant me ems In ||n8 and/or refinancing their
properties fecause thére Is no legal access. This toes not seem to beTair or



%ﬂuitable since the access road that we use predates the establishment of
ugach State Park.

SRR gy e s

' emfower the Divisign of La}nd and Water Management to issue
easements and/or rights-or-way over state park property., or

o | isl?tiv\el\l)/ convey an access road easement on the existing
traveled way to the Gateway Homeowners Association.

We very muchwauld appreciate vour assistance in this matter. Please
adsnse Pfyou nee8 any gﬁ(ﬁtlonam n?ormaﬂon Or assistance.

Sincerely,

Stu Hirsh, President o
Gateway Homeowners Association
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December 17, 1989

The onorable ?am Cotton
Alaska House or Representatives

PO. Dai 770296
Eagle erver Alaska 99577

Re Gatewa%/ Home vvners Assocratron
Request for Right-of-W.

Dear M. Cotton:

Jtﬂlre Kraft of your staff has krndlz provige Jme WrthacoP f Department
Naturﬁ Resources Commission rLennre Gorsucn's Iette 0 Nov mber 21,
This etter res onds to your ear ler re estasto Ich agency In
De artment of Natura| Resour Ce]s has eca authority to (Igrant asement or
to -way over and across Chuoach State Pa\ 8 vB ty 10 the atevvay
mowne hecsecratron The easement or rignt- ouldg%rde
members teway Homeowners Association legal’access to thelr

homes and properties.
After havrn({g reVIEW ﬁd the IEFer It s aPSparent to me that Commissioner

Gorsuchan her staff do not fully understand the srtu tron reg(aggén OHave

rob ems over Chua State Park Property an g
een e to reso Therefore, 1 helleve tht comments
eire or the sake 0 carrt {0 Set the recor strar tastar as
t acts t rs matter are concern

W irst concern Is tnat the Com ssr ner did not answer, Lhrbaﬂc

qustron regarding the agen r[%/\/gartment

authority to'grant™an eas me tor rr ht over ate Park
r(?pert t0 the Gateway omeovvne ASso aron er s on
ndicating. that Chugach State \F,’\%rk d%es qet ave this aut rity. She did not
OWever, identity the agency which has this authority

grr]at there are a laind statu ISSUeS rnvolvrn? ederal

She ls cr()rrect I statr
satean i elating to our situation. T erss eS are no ove

TTB licat J rv§1eé r%na S0 crrect, Up to a E)Oln’[ I‘] sagrng at the F nt

as heen working wit S nana empt f0 Tesolve OUraccess pro
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IS ot correct, in a nt1mber of her assert\ons regarding alternatives available
to the parties to resolve our access problems,

Piease keep the followin |nfﬂrmat|on In mind ?unn my subsequent
response to issues raisedt’in the Commissioners lette

» The Chugach State Park Pr N wo ol edb e River
Vpspi or%% ?Pejo}lm arc ay Home tea E|

purchased ytwaS P|O s

' The road now used b ¥ members of the Gateway Homeowners
Assoclation to accgss he]lr mes and %ropef’]tlesw art of the John
Barcla omeste and een d oy Johp Barclay and his
F £s50rs In tit fﬂraccesstote om%steﬁq (and Ia er to Eemdentlal
ts SIPCG 963. The seventeen years t road Was Used as private
g/ [p%nergy ers exceedst e statuto penﬁd under
|c prescnptlv Ignts for acoess can accrue to the Users of the road.

hile our does ingleed frogg e]deral state pnvate 10 er} ,
eonI that IS Can should e the concern of t egra é)
Wﬁtura esour es an Lgach State Park Is that section of the roa

Ich, crosses the five acre tract of Chugach State Park propert
occupied by the Eagle F%IVEF \%s}torCe? PIOpETTy

Over the ast three ars the G te owner]s Aﬁsomat on haﬁ
beenw ngﬁt])r %velslega pro ems. 10 this en e have
accomp |she owmg

We have entered Into a recl roc Wag agr eement with the
United States Am nc t ‘1 gure Lan Manage ent for
%vo Ve eement involves the

aC0ess across the rederal [a
United States fqrantlng angrbt O-way to the Way omeowners

Association fol” access across the federal lands, mgolved Four of our
rIvate gropert OWNers ave ranted the United States access across

e private properties involve

The four private owners In our area have ranted the Gatewa

Homeowners OCIatIOB pnv %FI%S ease entF acroyss their
RrO ertles SO that mem ers or the SOCIatIO have GP access to their

S and ogertles These egs(ements which were ecorded on
Oct? er 6, 1989 are private and do not create any rights for the general
public to Use our access road
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under stand that under 11 AAC 18.010 farkscanonly rovhde the

atewa Homerrgrers Assoclation a Orevoca‘be Use permit;_Fr t
reason, We a oranaccessrP rr?hto -Wa tot eDrvrsron of
Lan Water Management garlier thfs su

reecte on the_groun éhat d<;|nr:e our n%ht nrmw %88 te

A éjlon Was
ugac StateP K, Land and Water Ma agementYacked Jurisdiiction.,

The only outstandin ISSUe t0 be resolved rnvelves acquisition of
%ermanent 80085 ACT0SS the B%ach State Park

[ VISILOr
entey. property Interim olution to our ro@ Ugach
ate Pgrk% Bﬁsrnten ent Pete Panarese nas oﬁer&atl% l\fva W

omeowners Assoclatio arevoca le use permit ewa;/ accept
fhrs permit with the un ersta{r mg fhatr 1S Interim 1n.nature for
ong s It takes to permanently resolve our access proolem.
* The Gateway Homeowners Assoclation deannexed from. the Eagl e Ver
Rural Roagag/ennce Drstncte ctf]ve Janua 1188 This means that
astar atf e unrcrpalr%o Anchorage IS ncemed, our access roa 1S
essentially a private roa

Commbssloner orsrrr]:b (rpakes se elral statement In her letter wﬂrch leads
me to believe that she does not fully understand or appreciate the access

ISSUE.

First, she indlicates that in order to establrsh permanent 300ess, "the existing

ccessro te needs fo latted as a public right-of-wa
rought el\/IunrcrpaPtey ?rorageIo Thisisn tcorrec%J y

h Homeown s ocr tronn ?(Iahelthe dicated easem ora

ia rant fom tteo nr&galr orage
rs 0 rnvo e Inour are any on yvrrtueo ate revrous
ice DIS n

|one e%hnexahon on] tE le'River R urI Road Se
ermore a0 Sateﬁ DES not desire t ato raocegs 103
ecome [pu ic a }/ ave srrrr ned our aceess 103 epa f from
the Visitor Center parking ot as a private road for authonzed venicles only.

unicipal opst ¢ mbu ent program for developers to cns
%CM sronproa S an esta[f a0 1030 sehace 8rstncts| not pchaE)Ile In this

srt atlon Since, as previously stated, our area Is not inar dRenice dstric
eMunrcrpalf3 il Mﬂ)waél strict to berorme Becaise th oa

5 pnva e,
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Seoond Iegrslatrve funding for a public road and the creation of a public

right-of-way is not appropriate to our situation since the portion of our
g c? ¢ ﬁ?]p \Pshtor Center park| nﬂ ot I aﬁrearo)l public anda

||8 n '[C(g?iNSIggaCI’OSSt € remarn%rlero % Isjtor Cerfter rr%pergl
B R WL e

ThrLd tne Commissioner a arently é ot awaethat the Vi |t Center
ar rng ot was redesigne ve ung esummero
reviotsly, ouraccess 0a wen rou Visitor Center par rn lot
ich admitted| tY vrrasnot nl unsafe or Parlﬁvrsﬁors ut also cfeated a
azardous srtua on for our ho eowrlersaswe e redes nan aving of
the pa rngf t [ast summer nas res drnatvvo ﬁne alon te
east the \Bﬁr rnn% ot ong hic parkin rohrb
new a rnme[(r t perfect greatly mini wrt vrsrtor
activi Par Su errnten ent Pet P narese ané IS sta S0 are. now able
{0 be proactive | agrn parkrg unn
and e e

Very coopeyativ Ive In keeping The &g 6 aenovar h;r\rlre okrreren
y Ja reaF%nment at this point would progeﬁy Xt ecoste ective

and S reaIIy not Necessary.

The foregoing drscussan sr} l#]d put our sifuation into the tErro er

aersloec ve, It 1s our belier that our re alnl gaccess [ﬁo le scoulr?

resolved rather eas! %d conve |ent8( ar¥t rtment of Natura

Resources, thro e rvrsro Land and Water Management, grantin ﬁ
ateway Homequmers Association along't

easement or the
exrstrng alrgnn%]entwhrc?y ﬂows the east edge o(f the Visitor Center parking

From the f oregorngchrt seems that the GateYrgX J—I CWeo ers Associ( }io is'ln

i 2 3'%%%%8%9&8%% AL oY Sl K co I
r | W

11 %n o? ar¥d er Mana men ﬁrcf c Pna It Ia&s utrhonty

{0 act ecause t e lands are ocate tate k Yet (?t
encies are under the Depart m o ur esources um rellaan nrs 1S

tfe er[)artment |c aﬂes tate Ian are In aquandary s to how

{0 resolve oUr access pro

Given the f oregorn e feel we have no other alternative than to
[es ec%ully (3 e t that ou continug to intercede with the Commissioner
on ur enalf. We very uch appreciate your continuing assistance and
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stand read¥ to 8rowde any additional in ﬁrmatlon dp/r to Dprowde a
’\?gres?nta Ve rstp esman to meet with you and/or Department of
tural Resource start to re’Mve this Issue.

Sincerely,

Stu Hirsh, President



