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TUESDAY, OCTOBER 17, 2006
The committee met at 12:07 p.m.
[R. Austin in the chair.]

R. Austin (Chair): Good afternoon, everyone. My
name is Robin Austin. I am Chair of the Special
Committee on Sustainable Aquaculture and the New
Democratic member for Skeena in the Legislative Assembly
of British Columbia.

I would like to take this opportunity to welcome
everyone here to this committee's public hearings in
Sechelt. It's our pleasure to be in your community and
to hear directly from you on the issue that has been
referred to this all-party legislative committee.

Today's meeting of the committee is a public meeting
which will be recorded and transcribed by Hansard
Services. A copy of today's transcripts, along with the
minutes of this meeting, will be printed and will be
made available on the committees website at
www.leg.bc.ca/cmt/aquaculture.

In addition to the meeting transcript, a live audio
webcast of this meeting is also produced and is available
on the committees website to enable interested listeners
to hear the proceedings as they occur. When this is not
technically feasible, an archived copy of the audio
broadcast is still available on the committees website.

Let me also, for the benefit of all witnesses, read out
the committee's mandate. The Special Committee on
Sustainable Aquaculture was reissued the following
terms of reference by the Legislative Assembly on
February 20, 2006: that the committee be empowered to
examine, inquire into and make recommendations with
respect to sustainable aquaculture in British Columbia
and in particular, without limiting the generality of the
foregoing, to consider the economic and environmental
impacts of the aquaculture industry in B.C.; the
economic impact of aquaculture on B.C.'s coastal and
isolated communities; sustainable options for aquaculture
in B.C. that balance economic goals with environmental
imperatives, focusing on the interaction between
aquaculture, wild fish and the marine environment; as
well as to look into B.C.'s regulatory regime as it compares
to other jurisdictions around the world.

This committee is to report to the House no later
than May 31, 2007. The committee reports directly to
the House and not to the government.

The committee is unique in the Commonwealth, as an
opposition member holds the chair, while a government
private member holds the Deputy Chair position. The
majority of members hail from the opposition as well.

Accompanying this committee from Hansard are,
on my right, Karol Morris and Graham Caverhill. They'll
be recording what is said.

Joining me in a few minutes will be the Clerk Assistant
and Clerk of Committees, Craig James, and at the front
of the hall or the entrance of the hall we have the
committee's research analyst, Brant Felker, along with
Dorothy Jones, who can assist you with any questions
you may have about the work of our committee.
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I would now like to begin by inviting the members
of the committee, starting on my right, to introduce
themselves.

D. Jarvis: Good afternoon. I'm Daniel Jarvis, and
I'm the MLA for North Vancouver-Seymour.

J. Yap: Hello, I'm John Yap, the MLA for Richmond-
Steveston.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Hello, and nice to be here.
I'm Ron Cantelon, the MLA for Nanaimo-Parksville.

S. Simpson: Shane Simpson, MLA for Vancouver-
Hastings.
[1210]

G. Robertson: Gregor Robertson, Vancouver-Fairview.

S. Fraser: Scott Fraser, Alberni-Qualicum, just across
the strait.

R. Austin (Chair): Before calling the first witness I
would just like to make a couple of comments. We
have an absolutely full agenda here that takes us all the
way up to five o'clock. I would ask that the witnesses
try to keep their comments to within 15 minutes max.
That enables the members of the committee to have
time to ask questions. We've found so far that that's a
very important part of this, so if you could make sure
to keep your comments between ten and 15 minutes,
that would help.

We don't have a lot of leeway today because, unfor-
tunately with the logistics, there are floatplanes and all
kinds of stuff involved in taking all of this equipment
and us to another place, so we can't run too late today.
With that in mind, I would like to begin by inviting
Rob Hoehn from Gemini Marine Services to come up to
the witness table and make his presentation.

Presentations

R. Hoehn: Hi there. I'm a local business owner. My
name is Rob Hoehn, as stated there. We're a tugboat
company, located just north of here in Pender Harbour.
What I'd briefly like to discuss is who we are, what we
do and the economic benefits for B.C. and also locally
that we're involved with.

First of all, as stated, we are a tug and barge company.
We transport fish feed from Vancouver to destinations
north as far as Klemtu, the west coast of the island. We
do this with many vessels involved: tugboats, landing
crafts and coastal freighter. We've been involved with
the coast aquaculture here since the start — over 18
years. We started off as a one-person company. Now
we're up to over 24 employees on the coast. Aquaculture
comprises about 85 percent of our business. On average,
over the 18 years it has been 90 to 95 percent of our
business.

The economic benefits for B.C. that we're involved
with. On average, shipyard bills total over $900,000 per
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year, which is all spent in the lower mainland. We also
constructed a new barge in 2002. This purchase was
over $2.5 million. It's used 100 percent for aquaculture.
It was one of the first barges built in B.C. for an inde-
pendent company in over 20 years. VanShip calculated
that it was about 14 years of man-labour involved to
build this barge at a time when shipbuilding was —
and still is — not strong in the province. Our fuel bills
are over $1.5 million a year. That is all purchased either
locally or in the lower mainland. Also, miscellaneous
equipment purchases are over $250,000 in the lower
mainland.

Importantly for the coasts that we're involved with,
we have a slate of about 17 to 22 employees, depending
on the time of year, with an annual payroll of over $1.2
million last year. Some 90 percent of our crew are from
the Sunshine Coast and include a good portion of
ex-commercial fishermen. Over the years we have paid
to train local people, including ex-commercial fishermen,
to be part of the tugboat industry to service aquaculture.

We also support local stores such as Pender Harbour,
which is a small village. We spend over $120,000 a year
on groceries — $40,000 for our own purposes, the
remainder to be distributed up and down the coastline.
Also, local purchases include over $200,000 a year for
miscellaneous parts and repairs in the Pender Harbour
area and north of there. We also purchase fuel and
miscellaneous lubricants from the Sechelt area here,
totalling over $75,000 per year.

Aquaculture obviously is very important to our
business, being the main part of it, and we have been
involved over the many years seeing the hurdles
involved with our transport industry. We regulate our-
selves more than just Environment Canada and Transport
Canada because this is our livelihood and also our
crewmembers'.

R. Austin (Chair): Thank you very much, Rob.

S. Fraser: Two things: fuel costs have, of course,
been an issue over the last few years. Has that had an
effect on your viability as a business? Has that been
covered by your working relationship with the industry?

[1215]

R. Hoehn: The initial fuel jumps about three or four
years ago really hindered us. Our contracts did not
have the fuel compensation clauses in them, so we ate
the costs for the first number of years with the increased
fuel rates. Recently we have adjusted our contracts,
and they do include the fuel surcharges in there. So it is
now basically a passed-on cost to the customers.

S. Fraser: If I may.... Thanks for that. You said that
85 percent of your business currently is from aquaculture,
down from up to as high as 95 percent. What's the
other, say, 15 percent now? What is that mostly made
up of, or is it a mixture?

R. Hoehn: Mostly out of that 15 percent are aggregates
coming from remote areas, either to the States or down

to Vancouver and mixed in with a little bit of miscella-
neous freight.

S. Fraser: All right. Then lastly, of the, you say, 85
percent aquaculture, is that all salmon finfish aquaculture,
or do you do work also for shellfish?

R. Hoehn: It's 100 percent with the salmon.

S. Simpson: Thank you very much for the presentation,
Rob. A couple of questions. You said that most of your
work with the fish farms relates to movement of feed?

R. Hoehn: Yes — correct.

S. Simpson: How many farms do you service, or
how does that work? Do you service to individual farms,
or do you go to distribution points and then they do
distribution?

R. Hoehn: We service to individual farms. At any
given time we service 65 sites.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Well, that covered one
question. So it's primarily feed. You're not transporting
the finished product at all.

R. Hoehn: Negative. It's a majority of feed with a
little bit of miscellaneous dry freight.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Is it principally year-
round, then, or is there a seasonal element to it as well?

R. Hoehn: It's year-round.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Right. And the other
— yeah, that covers it. Thank you.

J. Yap: Thank you for your presentation, Rob. I
understand that in the '90s there were some difficult
years for the industry, and you've been an operation
through that period. How did your company cope
when there were tough times in aquaculture?

R. Hoehn: Being a lot skinnier then. We have a very
small operation. We're not top-heavy at all. We have
very minimal management, office, etc.,, so the direct
cuts were, unfortunately, with the crew members.

We went down, at one point in time, to about three
or four crew members.

R. Austin (Chair): Thank you very much. Thanks
for your presentation.

I would now like to call Bill Vandervert from West
Coast Fishculture Ltd.

B. Vandervert: Greetings to the committee members.
I would like to thank all of you for this opportunity to
speak with you.

I am here representing West Coast Fishculture, an
independent, family-operated farm. Our principal owner,
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Ward Griffioen, sends his regrets that he cannot be
here. He has been farming salmon since 1973. Initially
he started in a research capacity, and later on as one of
the pioneers in the independent salmon-farming indus-
try.

Presently West Coast Fishculture operates a salmon
farm in Lois Lake, which is a hydro reservoir. For
nearly 20 years we have been licensed as a freshwater
salmon- and trout-rearing operation. Our principle
production has been the rearing of smolts under
contracts for other companies as well as steelhead trout
for the market sales.

We presently employ about 20 people who work at
various jobs within the company. Some of these employees
and their families have been with us for 15 years.
Through the years we have employed many students
during the busy summer months.

Lois Lake is a very deep reservoir with an excellent
water exchange. Continual water quality monitoring
has shown no major effects or increase in the phosphate,
nitrate and potassium levels of the reservoir. Looking
at the wild-faring local kokanee salmon and trout
populations in the lake, it may be concluded that the
presence of the farm has had a positive ecological effect
on this otherwise nutrient-low reservoir.

[1220]

Our company is not just net pens in a reservoir. In
order to stay competitive, we have developed a land-
based hatchery for early egg- and fry-rearing and a
small, licensed processing facility for cleaning and
shipping our products.

West Coast Fishculture has explored numerous
new technologies for rearing salmon in freshwater
environment. We have found that we have some research
advantages over the larger companies in that we are
flexible for doing the small, short-term projects.

For example, we were the first company in B.C. to
test closed-containment rearing, and found that for our
situation it would be uneconomical and environmentally
unsound. We were also one of the first companies in
B.C. to test and apply recirculation technology as a tool
to aid our hatchery program. Our steelhead growing
operation is done by implementing organic standards,
and we are working as a member of the Pacific Organic
Seafood Association toward getting a certified organic
label for our products.

We have always been a small, independently
owned Canadian company. However, it is becoming
extremely difficult to stay independent with the present-
day desire by government to control and regulate the
salmon-farming industry. It comes as no surprise to us
that the large numbers of small Canadian-owned aqua-
culture companies have been forced to sell, as our
government prefers to deal with the larger and well-funded
operations.

The few large, well-financed aquaculture companies
left in B.C. have extensive staff, expertise and associated
consultants who specialize in responding to the increased
demand on biological, social and economic regulations
as well as the increase in demand for more detailed
scientific information and reports.

On the other hand, we as a family-run operation
are financially limited. We would appreciate it if this
committee would consider West Coast Fishculture's
survival when you draw up the new set of recommen-
dations and regulations after these hearings. An extensive
demand for more regulations may well be the undoing
of the few small, salmon-farming, family operations
left on the coast.

In conclusion I would like to ask this committee to
remember that not all of the aquaculture companies
represented in these meetings are large multinational
companies. There are a few small aquaculture companies
such as West Coast Fishculture that depend on this
industry to be both environmentally and economically
sustainable. We at West Coast Fishculture would
like to pass this heritage of salmon-farming to the
generations to come.

S. Fraser: Thanks, Bill, for clueing us in to the issues
around being a small independent. We've seen that
challenge before with.... I know some of the shellfish
operations are ma-and-pa kinds of operations. The
regulatory regime is the same regardless, so it can be
daunting, and I hear that message loud and clear.

A question about organic certification. That's a
pretty bold step to make, and I know it's a difficult one.
I don't know of anyone else in the industry, even shellfish
or finfish, that have received that designation yet. This
is with steelhead, first of all, in particular?

B. Vandervert: Yeah.

S. Fraser: Do the steelhead get fed a similar feed?
What do you have to do to get that organic certification
that would be different than you would otherwise have
to do?

B. Vandervert: Well, presently there is no organization
that gives organic certification for farmed salmon in
B.C. That's what the POSA is working toward —
developing that so there is a certification standard. The
things that would be required in it are the sustainability
of the process for rearing the steelhead, the feed that
goes into them, the animal husbandry, the humane
treatment of the animals, both during rearing and harvest-
ing, and looking at the sources from where they come.

S. Fraser: All right. Thank you, and good luck with that.

D. Jarvis: Thank you very much for your report.
Could you tell me: on the steelhead aspect of it, how
many other hatcheries are there out there that are in
competition with you — off the top your head, say, in
your area that you're marketing to?

B. Vandervert: Not very many have specifically
targeted that, so we have a niche market that we can
approach.

D. Jarvis: So you potentially have been able to control
the market, to some degree, that you're selling to.
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B. Vandervert: That's right.
[1225]

D. Jarvis: What is onerous in the rules and regula-
tions that have been set up that you would recommend
changing?

B. Vandervert: Well, streamline the process, for one
thing, so that we aren't dealing with so many agencies
over the units. If we find ourselves going into the same
things more than once, dealing with the same agencies,
that becomes difficult. We would like to see some of
the information simplified so that the small companies
don't have to deal with the consultants at these huge
costs in order to be able to grow and develop even
further than they exist right at present.

D. Jarvis: Steelhead — just a quick thought — are
pretty much in demand right at the moment, because
we're losing that fishery too. There seems to be no end
to that. Is there not a big demand, then, for your...?

B. Vandervert: At present there is, yeah. That's true.

D. Jarvis: Are you financially making any money
on what you're doing now, or do you think that the
rules and regulations are causing you a hardship in
that sense?

B. Vandervert: No. It's further expanding of the
company, because a lot of what we're finding is that it's
more difficult to compete as a small company with our
cost of overhead. You have to be at a certain level of
production to do that.

J. Yap: I missed your figure. How many employees
do you have?

B. Vandervert: We have 20 employees at present,
some part-time.

J. Yap: Right. I think I heard you say that you tested
closed containment farming and found it to be uneconomic.
Would you please tell us a bit about that experience
and the highlights of what you tried and why it didn't
work?

B. Vandervert: Initially we looked at the closed
containment for environmental controls within the lake
for rearing the smolts that we were dealing with. It was
a joint-venture project with the company that initiated
it. We put the process in, and it required that we keep a
generator on site out in the water along with the
hydraulic pack that services it.

The things that came up for us.... We were concerned
that we would have problems with the material that
the bag was made of initially, so we had nets installed
as well as the containment. We found that the material
did rip, so we didn't have the confidence for what we
wanted in there in that kind of situation. Luckily, that's
kept things under control.

When you have a generator that's out on site.... It
required us to shuttle fuel back and forth, and we have
no service industry that can meet us on a lake situation
in that reservoir, so we had to do that ourselves. We
found it onerous and a risk to be continuing to run that
amount of fuel back and forth.

J. Yap: So the system you were testing was a closed
bag in the lake, and the fuel was required for the power
todo...?

B. Vandervert: To run the pumps to keep the....

J. Yap: To run the pumps for the water to be
pumped through.

B. Vandervert: Yeah.
J. Yap: How long did you run this test?

B. Vandervert: We ran the test for about four
months, and after six months we pulled it out and
reviewed it and thought at that time it was not sustainable
for us. The risk was too great, and economically it
wouldn't pay. We felt it was more of a risk.

J. Yap: Since then have you looked at other closed
containment technologies to see if they could work for
you?

B. Vandervert: After that initial try, about two
years later we tried it one more time on a smaller scale
where we could run it from an electric source on shore.
We continued with that for about two and a half
months, but at the same time it was a trial, a test program.
We found that for us it doesn't work. If we were on the
grid, possibly, and for somebody else, it may. But for
us it was too expensive.

S. Simpson: I have a couple of questions, but I
want to pick up for a moment on John's questions
around closed containment.

[1230]

We've had a lot of people talk to us about it, pro and
con. We've had people who are looking for changes in the
industry who, obviously, have said closed containment,
particularly floating closed containment — it seems
most people appreciate that the energy costs around
land-based are pretty extreme — needs to be looked at
seriously, and people in the industry who have told us
that they don't think it is commercially viable. You've
made those kinds of comments yourself.

As somebody who is in the industry and looking at
the options, one of the things that's part of the discussion....
I think there's a group called Agrimarine. There are a
couple of people out there who are looking at piloting
models to see if they can be done in a commercially
viable way, depending on how they approach them.

I guess the question I'd have for you as somebody
who is in the industry is: do you think there would be
value in the government looking at maybe working
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with companies like Agrimarine that want to do that —
maybe with some of the universities that could provide
some of the analysis — to see whether this actually is a
viable option in terms of a pilot where information
could be provided to the industry and to the public
who have an interest?

I'd be very interested in your comments about it, as
somebody who has at least explored the idea of closed
containment a little bit.

B. Vandervert: I think, just as a personal view, that
the closed containment has some flaws in it that we tend
not to agree on. It has to do with the risk management
and keeping everything without risk or very minimal
risk as compared to net pen culture. Yet we substitute
the confidence that we have in this risk for increased
energy costs, so we talk of Kyoto on one term, and then
we talk about adding fuel costs to this kind of a
production.

As far as a government looking at it, that would
probably be a decision for you guys to make over it.
But for industry, I would say that it would be better to
collaborate with the industry for those who have tested
it and find the results that have come out there. It's not
a matter of not wanting to do something; it's a matter
of finding something that works. For us at this point it
hasn't worked. Research is always valuable if the
government wants to pursue that.

S. Simpson: I think that's fair comment. One of the
things that we've heard from people in the industry is
that it hasn't been done over a period of time. Nobody's
done it commercially at a viable level, so that's obviously
the concern that industry has — and understandably
so. They're saying: "We're not sure it's viable no matter
what you do with it."

Part of the question is: do we have to take a good,
hard look at whether it is? You talked about a number
of the risk factors — whether they're environmental or
economic risks or whatever, to determine: okay, are
those risks real? Where are they? How do you measure
them and determine whether they're worth taking?
Everything's a risk. I appreciate that.

The other question I had.... You talked about
streamlining processes, the regulatory regime, and about
having to engage different departments or regulators
around different aspects of what you do. Would it be
beneficial if at the regulator's side — the government's
side as regulator — those processes, which still all need
to be dealt with, went through one shop, where you
could deal with a single shop on all of these items
rather than dealing with different regulators in different
places who may or may not be talking with each other?

B. Vandervert: I wish I could give you a straight
answer on that. Ward is really the one who deals directly
with those issues, and he was the one who had brought
this to my attention. For him it was.... I can't answer
you. I'm not sure on that.

S. Simpson: That's fair enough.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Again going back to
closed containment and your experience. Just to be
clear in my mind, it was for smolts only. You weren't
raising fish to maturity, and then you went onshore
with that same technology. Is that ultimately what
happened? Or are you just doing hatchery now, not
smolts?

B. Vandervert: I'm not quite sure. We originally did
the bag for smolt production, and that's what we tested
it with. Then we did another pilot project with smolts
again, but that was generated from power. Then we
have a hatchery that we use for smolt production,
which is a research hatchery.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Okay. To qualify it,
then, you said it was uneconomical. By what factor was
it uneconomical?

By what percentage did it raise your costs? And
was that component principally energy costs, then?

[1235]

B. Vandervert: It was principally energy costs.
Even though they were able to carry more fish in the
containment, we also, at a point, had to bring in other
things like oxygen in order to generate it. So our costs
went up from that as well. But I can't give you the
figure on that, as to how much. I don't remember the
numbers on the tip of my tongue.

R. Austin (Chair): Thank you very much, Bill, for
your presentation.

I would now like to call David Lane of the T. Buck
Suzuki Environmental Foundation to come to the witness
table, please.

D. Lane: My name is David Lane, and I'm the
executive director of the T. Buck Suzuki Environmental
Foundation. I would just like to point out that our
membership largely does come from the commercial
fishery — the salmon fishery, largely — commercial
fishermen and plant workers. They have a stake in our
wild salmon stocks and are very concerned about any
impacts that there could be in the future.

Our organization has worked on this issue for the
last 20 years, actually. I was looking through our files,
and I found a publication that we had done in 1988
called Journey to the Future. It was from when we
launched a fact-finding mission to Norway to look at
what was going on at the time with salmon farming in
Norway and what problems they were encountering. I
was very curious to find in here direct conversations
with the executive director of what was their environment
ministry, which is called the Directorate for Nature
Management, who was saying: "We're finding big
problems that have to be dealt with, particularly sea
lice and disease."

That was 18 years ago. A lot has been done in
Norway since then, looking at what those particular
problems mean and looking at different management
to deal with that. But we find it quite astounding that
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18 years later a lot in B.C. are still in denial of the
particular environmental problems that we think are
well proven at this point.

Personally, I've been involved in the issue for the
last 17 years. I've been involved as a representative of
the environmental sector in the main advisory body
that was set up by the provincial government, the
Salmon Aquaculture Implementation Advisory Committee.
I was an environmental rep to the Aquaculture Research
and Development Committee that was looking at funding
science experiments, studies that would look at
environmental impacts from salmon farming.

The theme that I would like to put forward today
is: looking at how government formulates policy and
regulations, how government involves affected parties
and stakeholders, and how government resolves conflicts
and looks for solutions. In the main, in my direct
experience over many, many years, I have found that
provincial government policy and the processes and
regulations and discussions have consistently favoured
the salmon-farming industry with little regard for wild
salmon, environmental impacts or input from wild
salmon conservation groups or affected stakeholders.

I want to go through some very specific examples
of that, that I've been directly involved in. They've
been initiatives purporting to deal with environmental
problems and seeking dialogue with stakeholders, but
in fact, in my opinion, they did little environmentally
or were constructed in such a fatally flawed manner
that the job just wasn't done. I think there are lessons
that need to be learned from this, and we need to look
at how we move forward in a different manner.

[1240]

First of all, there was a committee set up by the
provincial government, looking at how to implement
some of the changes recommended in the 1997 salmon
aquaculture review. This was called the Salmon Aquaculture
Implementation Advisory Committee.

I sat there with Laurie MacBride from the Georgia
Strait Alliance as environmental representative, and we
found that it was extremely difficult to get environmental
issues just on the table. There were discussions driven,
I think, a lot by staff, a lot in the back room, that ended
up with debates about visioning and generalized principles,
when we saw that there were very distinctive problems
flagged by the salmon aquaculture review — whether
that be waste issues, sea lice, disease or escapes — and
we wanted to tackle those head-on.

We wanted to tackle that in a knowledgable way as
an advisory committee to government. We wanted to
be able to have adequate information on the table to
have clarity on the issues and look forward at discussing
some policies that people could all agree on, which
could move forward to better environmental protection.
That didn't happen.

In fact, the regulations that were being put forward
by government at the time were done without input
from the committee. The main regulations that were
put in place were put in without our knowledge. It was
at the point that the government moved to lift the
moratorium on new sites, without even coming to the

committee to have a discussion about that, when we
decided that our participation as environmental groups
in that committee was futile. We resigned in protest.

On the issue of information, it's crucial to have adequate
information in order to understand environmental
impacts and formulate policy and have public debate.
This was something that was sorely lacking not just at
SAIAC as a committee but also in general as far as the
public getting access to information that government has
in order to understand and formulate recommendations.
I'll give you one very specific example.

We asked government for many years for the sea
lice data that they were gathering as they went auditing
salmon farms on the B.C. coast, which would give us
some indication of the incidence of sea lice in particular
areas and give us some idea about the prevalence in
different geographic regions — whether density of
farms was a factor. Government had this information.

We asked repeatedly for several years and got nowhere.
We were stonewalled, and we finally did a formal freedom-
of-information request that was stymied at every level
within the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands. To this
date, two years after filing that formal request, nothing
has been put forward. No data that we requested has
been forthcoming from government. It's just one indicator
of the kind of closed-mindedness that I think stymies
public debate and stymies us from moving forward.

A third example. There was a pilot program for
alternative technology in 2000-2001. I was involved in
some of the discussions on what could be funded and
what eventually did get funded. On the positive side,
this was a program that did get a closed-containment
land-based facility up and running. It got a couple of
these Future SEA bag projects up and running. Some
things were tested, but overall there was first a desire
from the conservation sector that it be a major program.
Government had decided that there should be ten pilot
alternative technologies tried. In the end, only three
were closed containment. Two were other kinds of
technologies that I don't think helped us move along
very much, and the five other proposed test pilots
were just dropped. No other word since then as to that
program being dumped — an opportunity lost, in our
opinion.

The fourth example was a fish farm relocation pro-
gram that was launched because of farms being poorly
sited in many circumstances earlier on in the history of
the salmon-farming industry. It was strongly advanced
by government as being an environmental measure to
improve siting. But when you look back at the program
and the farms that were actually moved, very few were
moved for actual environmental reasons or reasons that
would improve the environment.

[1245]

There were a couple of dozen farms that were
relocated. If I give you some examples from the relocation
list as to why they were flagged for being relocated:
conflicts with upland owners; production limited by
occurrence of harmful algae blooms; site inactive due
to poor flushing; company seeks to relocate for economies
of scale; and high water temperatures limit production....
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I could go down the list. There were some that did
have environmental implications, but the majority, in
the main, were sites that just weren't very good for
production or did have some conflicts with first nations
or upland owners.

Overall, it was not a program that moved us forward
environmentally. The biggest thing that was lacking
was some understanding of the initiatives in Norway,
where they realized that sea lice were a problem and
that they needed some programs to deal with that and
come up with some relocation mechanisms. They have
done so — finding some fjords that are important
migratory routes for wild salmon — and have started
moving farms out of them and have a whole intensive
program to deal with the impacts on wild salmon.

The fifth and last example I want to give is the B.C.
Aquaculture Research and Development Committee —
the acronym is BCARDC. It was set up when the mora-
torium on new salmon farm sites was lifted, and it was
viewed as a fund for looking at environmental impacts.
It was a way to say: "Well, we still know there are
environmental impacts. We're lifting this moratorium,
but we're pledged here to do further environmental
study and hopefully move forward with better environ-
mental management." The stated goal of the fund was
to do research to enable adoption of sustainable man-
agement and operational practices as well as to address
questions of public interest and policy.

Now, just using the one example of research on sea
lice, a huge amount of debate within the committee —
which I sat on — was on what kind of research should
be done on impacts from sea lice. During 2003-2004
there was more than $800,000 spent on sea lice research,
and I would say the majority did not go at all towards
looking at the main problem that had been identified,
which is the probability that small, juvenile, emerging
pink salmon, in the Broughton Archipelago in particular,
were being devastated by sea lice generated from
salmon farms in that area. That was the hypothesis that
needed to be tested. Hardly any of the funds went to
actually looking at that subject.

To give you an example: instead of looking directly
at the most probable cause, research was funded to
look at overwintering wild chinook in February as a
potential reservoir for sea lice. In fact that was funded.
It went ahead. They found hardly any overwintering
chinook. If you were to compare the number, a couple
of hundred that they found, to the millions of farm
salmon in the area that have lice on them, any average
person would think, "Well, that settles the matter," but
no. The committee funded yet another research pro-
gram identical to that, going back again in November
to do exactly the same thing, as if to find some elusive
thing — anything other than salmon farms — as the
cause for the sea lice problem in the Broughton.

There were other programs funded that specifically
didn't look at the smallest juvenile — the most vulnerable
pink salmon that are at question here. Their design was
to look at larger fish that are not flagged as the problem.

In the main a million dollars went to sea lice research,
and the biggest travesty of all of it is that there is no

public record of what those studies produced. The
studies aren't public. There is no public debate about
what it means or what management changes should
come of it, because, literally, all of the information
that's been collected and all of the studies that were
done with that money are not in the public domain.
[1250]

I'd just like to leave with some recommendations
that, I believe, flow out of this — four specific recom-
mendations. First is that the provincial government
needs to establish meaningful democratic forums for
public debate on issues related to environmental impacts
on salmon farming, with the objective to bring together
affected parties to work towards solutions.

With the lack of government initiative doing that,
those of us who have been working in a number of
environmental groups on the issue have been sitting
down with Marine Harvest Canada to do that, without
government assistance or involvement. I think you're
all aware that we have been doing that for more than a
year — having discussions directly with the largest fish
farm company on the coast. We've had some very
productive discussions, and we think that that's a way
to move forward.

That kind of discussion with one company doesn't
solve the problems of the coast and doesn't deal with
getting everybody in the room and having the kind of
discussion that we need. We believe that that needs to
happen, and it needs to be constructive.

Second, we believe that given the environmental prob-
lems, sea lice in particular, we need to have a program,
an interim measure, to re-establish a salmon-farming
relocation program, similar to measures in Norway, to
start removing farms from important juvenile salmon
migration corridors. We believe that this is a golden
opportunity to use the precautionary principle on the
north coast and to say that the Skeena salmon stocks
and the north coast wild stocks are too important to be
gambling with. We should just simply have no farms
on the north coast as part of that program.

Third, based on the weight of evidence to date, we
believe that a transition to closed containment technologies
is the only clear way to prevent disease and sea lice
transfer to wild stocks. We believe that that should be a
five-year transition strategy — helping the industry to
make that transition.

Fourth, we believe that there needs to be a provincially
funded, interim program to encourage commercial-
scale, large-scale, closed containment trials to hone that
technology — to make it practical, make it viable and
deal with the risks. We don't want to see salmon farmers
put at risk by technology that doesn't work. As the last
speaker said, we need technology that works. Let's find
it, and let's move ahead.

R. Austin (Chair): Thank you, David. I'll open the
floor up for questions.

G. Robertson: You mentioned a trip in the late '80s
to Norway to look at what they were doing then. Do
you have more trips to draw on to share your findings
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and conclusions, based on what changes they made to
the industry there to make it more environmentally
responsive and to improve their market access?

D. Lane: No, we haven't been able to afford another
trip. I think that would be a very good opportunity. I
think a joint delegation of affected parties would be
an interesting notion. I take your point. It would be a
good follow-up to compare to what the circumstance
is now.

G. Robertson: The committee is hoping to have
video conferencing with people in Norway and Scotland
to learn from their mistakes and from their experience
in terms of making the industry as sustainable as possible.
It's something we're scheduled to do but, again, some-
thing we'll throw out there for anyone who comes up
who has some experience and connection with those
countries.

I'll pass the torch.

S. Fraser: In your reference to BCARDC — I think
that was the acronym — that's the committee that...

D. Lane: The Aquaculture Research and Development
Committee — yes.
[1255]

S. Fraser: ...has designated funds towards things
like overwintering chinooks and that sort of study.
Then you referred to a million dollars spent of that
money that was not available to the public — the
results of that. Do you know who did the decision-
making and the oversight for that committee? How
was that handled?

D. Lane: The money was provided by the provincial
government — more than $3 million. It's gone to other
kinds of research as well as sea lice. It was passed on to
the Science Council of B.C. and an advisory committee
that was set up, very much with provincial government
discussion as to the makeup of that committee, which
was the oversight body for that fund.

S. Fraser: Does the body still exist? Do you know?

D. Lane: It still exists. I sat on it for a couple of
years myself. At a certain point — when it seemed
like every single initiative I put forward was voted
down by the committee and decisions were being
made in, I believe, a very unfair manner and, also, not
on the basis of a scientific direction that was getting at
the real answers — I resigned from that committee in
protest.

I believe most of the funds have gone now.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Thank you for coming.
I don't want you to take my question the wrong way,
because certainly, we're open to the entire public. I'm just
trying to know if I'm hearing local opinion or a broader
corporate opinion. Are you from the area here, David?

D. Lane: No. Our organization is coast-wide. Our
office is in New Westminster. I'm a North Vancouver
citizen myself. I had applied to the Vancouver hearing
in August, and it was full.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Don't take me wrong.
Your opinions are certainly welcome, and we encour-
age them. I just wanted to know if it was locally based
or not.

What sort of membership would you have here in
the Sechelt area?

D. Lane: In Sechelt probably 40 or 50.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): You mentioned that
there are some studies. Are you not aware of what the
Pacific Salmon Forum is doing? I understand that
they've got about 15 studies, or in that range, on the
Broughton sea lice issue currently underway. The
Chair and I attended a forum — I guess you might
have resigned before that got going — where they
debated what issues are to be debated.

They have a number of studies that will be public.
Are you aware of those or what's going on there?

D. Lane: I'm aware of those. I'm glad that the forum
has taken over with some funding to back that up.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Exactly.

D. Lane: I hope the right direction is taken, as far as
getting at the real questions that need to be answered.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Well, it was certainly
a lively debate, but we won't go into that.

The other question I have, though, is.... We've
heard a lot about containment, and the questions keep
coming forward. You heard our other member of the
panel ask. Suzuki is a worldwide foundation. Are you
aware of any commercially operating closed containment
facility anywhere in the world that we could learn more
about before we take that leap of faith and invest
provincial money to do it?

D. Lane: First, a minor clarification: we're not asso-
ciated with the David Suzuki Foundation.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Oh. I made that leap
of faith. Thank you for clarifying that.

D. Lane: T. Buck Suzuki, who the organization is
named after, was a Japanese Canadian commercial
fisherman who was active in conservation issues back
in the '50s and '60s. We've been around for 25 years,
actually.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): Thank you for that
information.

D. Lane: As far as internationally, there is some work
being started in Iceland, I believe. But overall, this
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technology does need some more trials. That's why we
think there needs to be a provincial government pro-
gram — we think the federal government should be
kicking in as well — that will look at the best available
technology and get that out there in trial runs that will
prove what does work and what works the best.

R. Cantelon (Deputy Chair): So specifically, you're
not aware of any commercially viable operation so far.

D. Lane: I'm not aware of any. The ones that have
been tried in B.C. were pilots only.

S. Simpson: [ want to come back to this BCARDC,
the B.C. Aquaculture Research Development Committee.
You're saying that this was established in 2001-2002 or
sometime in there. When was it established? Do you
know?

D. Lane: The date was September of the year that
the moratorium was lifted. I believe that was 2002.
[1300]

S. Simpson: I think it was 2002 that the moratorium
was lifted.

They have spent upwards of a million dollars, I
think you said, on sea lice research and some of the rest
of what was a $3 million budget on research? And you
said that you've not been able to access this research?

D. Lane: For the sea lice research, there is no public
access to the results at this point.

S. Simpson: And you've asked for it?

D. Lane: The program was constructed in such a
way that the fund itself did not have access to the
results. They just gave out the money to scientists, who
did the research and will do what they want with it. So
there's no public record. You can't go on their website
and find a list of the studies, the results of the studies.

S. Simpson: I just want to make sure that I get this
right. The government put in upwards of $3 million —
a million or so into sea lice research — without any
requirement that what the public paid for actually be
available for the public to see.

D. Lane: That's right, in the case of the sea lice. There
are some other issues where reports are available, but
on sea lice, basically, there was no mechanism put in
place to make sure that the research became public
documents or was peer reviewed in any way by the
fund.

S. Simpson: Also, then, I take it that not