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U.S. Funding for Aquaculture “Reform” and
The Demarketing of Farmed Salmon

A Presentation to the Mayor and Council of Campbell River
by Vivian Krause

13 April 2010

SLIDE #1: Title & Introduction

Your Worship, thank you for this opportunity.

I'd like to begin by recognizing that salmon farming is controversial and that council
doesn't have jurisdiction over it.

Six years ago, I worked in the industry but want to make clear that I don't speak on
behalf of the industry.  I've come here on my own nickel, as a concerned member of the
public. My hope is that I can add to your understanding of the controversy over this
important industry.

With the rise of salmon farming, the value of Alaskan salmon collapsed. From an
average of about $740 million per year during the 1980s, Alaskan salmon lost 75 percent
of its value over the 1990s.

Since 2002, the ex-vessel value of Alaskan salmon has more than tripled.  Alaskans
have acknowledged that NGO campaigns and bad press over farmed salmon has
helped to improve consumer demand for "wild" salmon.

SLIDE #2: "Antifarming Campaign"

In 2006, I unexpectedly came across this (show grant for $560,000 to SeaWeb) in the
on-line database of the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation.  As you can see here, the
Moore foundation, based in California, reported that it paid an American organization
called SeaWeb $560,000 to co-ordinate an "antifarming campaign."  This was to include
"science messages," "earned media," and "co-ordination of media for "antifarming
environmental organizations."

SLIDE #3: U.S. Tax Returns

U.S. tax returns, shown here, state that the purpose of this grant for $560,000 was to
shift consumer and retailer demand away from farmed salmon. Obviously, it wouldn't be
easy to do that while singing the praises of the salmon farming industry.  It would be
much easier to sway consumers away from farmed salmon by depicting it as toxic, dyed,
and dangerous - which is precisely what "environmental" organizations have been doing.

SLIDE #4: Two Logos

The same groups that oppose farmed salmon also promote "wild" salmon.  For example,
the Coastal Alliance for Aquaculture Reform has two programs:  The Farmed and
Dangerous campaign and Wild Salmon Supporters which promotes high-end restaurants
that sell "wild" salmon in New York, Miami Beach, Las Vegas and elsewhere.
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Promoting "wild" salmon is tantamount to promoting Alaskan salmon since in North
America, more than 90 percent of "wild" salmon is Alaskan.

SLIDE #5:  Demarketing  & Depositioning (Mac vs. PC)

In marketing, discrediting or disparaging a competitor is depositioning."  Discouraging
consumers from buying a certain product is "demarketing."

A classic example of depositioning and demarketing is the advertisements that Apple
runs about PC vs. Mac computers.

Depositioning and demarketing farmed salmon sways consumers away from it.  As we
now know, this is precisely what "environmental" organizations have been paid to do.

SLIDE #6: Demarketing Farmed Salmon

This slide shows some of the materials that have been used to "demarket" farmed
salmon in the name of "reform."

As we know, the main issues that the "reformers" have raised are contaminants,
colorants, impacts on marine mammals, waste, and of course, sea lice. The problem is,
with regards to every one of these issues, the information provided by the "reformers,"
is selective, and in some instances, its flagrantly untrue.

SLIDE #7:  Extinction Claims in Demarketing Farmed Salmon

Claims that sea lice from salmon farms put wild salmon at serious risk of extinction are
now central to the demarketing of farmed salmon, as shown in this slide.

If Alexandra Morton and David Suzuki would say that they believe, or that they fear that
sea lice from salmon farms put wild salmon at risk, I would have no doubt that what they
are saying is true.  But when they say that their research shows that sea lice
ORIGINATING from salmon farms CAUSE high levels of mortality in the wild, and put
wild salmon populations at risk of extinction, it is clear to me - for the reasons that I've
outlined in my paper - that this claim is flagrantly unsubstantiated and false.

One of Alexandra Morton's colleagues reports that more than 500 news stories have
publicized sea lice research.

At the University of Alberta - where Alexandra Morton's sea lice research was done - the
sea lice researchers reported to the administration of the university that they had a
"research partnership" with SeaWeb and that SeaWeb generated about 150 news
stories about its sea lice research.

The same foundation that paid SeaWeb to co-ordinate the "antifarming campaign" has
since admitted that it funded the sea lice research itself - through the David Suzuki
Foundation.
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SLIDE #8: The Market Intervention Program & Seafood Choices

While it was the Moore foundation that paid SeaWeb to co-ordinate an "antifarming
campaign," much of SeaWeb's funds appear to have come from the David and Lucile
Packard Foundation (the Packard foundation) and the Pew Charitable Trusts.  According
to my calculations, since 2000 the Packard foundation alone has granted more than
$20.7 million to SeaWeb.

Since 1999, the Packard foundation implements a program for Marine Fisheries as part
of its program for Conservation and Science.  This program includes a strategy called
Seafood Choices which includes MSC-certification, Large U.S. Buyers, and what they
call "Context Setting."

Since 2000, the Packard foundation, the Moore foundation, the Pew Charitable Trusts
and the Hewlett foundation (I'll call these "The Big Four") have granted more than
$US 126 Million to organizations in British Columbia - all of which are not favourable to
salmon farming.  Of that, more than $43 Million was granted to Tides Canada
Foundation alone, and then re-granted to other organizations in the name of Tides
Canada.

Its important to note that the resources of The Big Four are vast: these four American
foundations alone have assets worth $US 21 billion (as of fiscal 2007).  The Big Four
alone give about $1 BILLION dollars a year.  If they decide to crush an industry, they
probably can.

I want to make clear here that I'm not against American funding.  I do believe that it
should be out in the open.

SLIDE #9: $US 75 Million for "Market Intervention"

According to my calculations, since 2000 the Packard foundation has granted about
$US 75 million for projects specifically to sway market demand for fish - especially
salmon.

When studies of both PCBs in farmed salmon, and sea lice, were published in the
journal SCIENCE, the Editor-in-Chief was a trustee of the Packard foundation.  The
current Editor-in-Chief is a trustee of the Moore foundation.

The $75 million included about $57 million to support the Marine Stewardship Council,
and promote "sustainable seafood" and MSC-certified fish through Seafood Choices and
the so-called "sustainable seafood movement" and about $16 million for aquaculture
"reform."

Until very recently, more than 80 percent of MSC-certified fish was Alaskan, and more
than 60 per cent of MSC-certified products were Alaskan salmon.

If Alaskan salmon truly is wild and sustainable, surely it should be marketed as such.
But the fact is, about one third of Alaskan salmon is hatched in a plastic tray.  These
salmon aren't wild.  These salmon are fed pellets, grown in tanks and raised in net pens
before they are put in the wild. In 2008, Alaskan harvested about 48 million "ranched"
salmon - about twice as many as British Columbia.
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Of the $9 million specifically for Seafood Choices, $8.5 Million was granted specifically to
SeaWeb, the organization paid to co-ordinate the "antifarming campaign."

As it appears to me, Seafood Choices and the "antifarming campaign" are related:  one
is to promote MSC-certified products - many of which are Alaskan salmon - which the
other is to sway consumers and retailers away from the competition.

SLIDE #10: Year-to-Year Funding from the Packard Foundation

This figure shows that Packard funding for marketing-related projects has increased
substantially over the years - especially for aquaculture "reform" and for work directly
with Wal-Mart and other so-called "Major Buyers."

SLIDE #11: Examples of Packard Grants

Examples of specific grants from the Packard foundation include:

• $762,000 to the David Suzuki Foundation for the project that produced the brochure,
“Why You Shouldn’t Eat Farmed Salmon.

• $346,000 to initiate CAAR and a further $1 million for the Farmed & Dangerous
campaign - that’s not including further funds that may have been granted through
Tides Canada.

• About $7.8 million to the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) to set aquaculture
standards and to encourage Wal-Mart’s to preferentially source and sell MSC-
certified "wild" fish. When Wal-Mart announced - at the behest of Packard-funded
organizations - that it would transition to MSC-certified fisheries, 95 percent of the
initial volume was Alaskan.

• Last year, the Packard foundation paid Greenpeace $300,000 to lead a North
American retailer campaign.”  Earlier this year, Greenpeace applauded a large
U.S. retail chain when it removed farmed salmon from store shelves in favor of
Alaskan salmon.

So what we see here is a pattern in which farmed salmon is being demarketed on the
basis of flawed science and false claims, published nonetheless in prestigious journals
which have been created by U.S. foundations or are edited by individuals who are
affiliated with or funded by these same foundations.

Slide #12: Conclusion

• If sound science, properly peer-reviewed, shows that sea lice from salmon farms
put wild salmon at risk, I would agree that salmon farms should be closed. But this
is not what sea lice research actually shows.

• Aquaculture "reform" and the demarketing of farmed salmon has been heavily
funded by U.S. foundations as part of a strategy to manipulate market demand in
favour of select commercial fisheries, most of which are Alaskan. So-called "wild"
fish are being promoted in the name of sustainability meanwhile the competition is
thwarted in the name of "reform."
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Its easy to see how this helps to protect the communities and companies whose lifestyle
and livelihood hinges on market demand for wild fish. That's important.  But how does
this protect the fish and their ecosystem - which is what environmental organizations
claim to do.

Closed containment, advocated by environmental organizations, would actually worsen
the environmental impacts of salmon farming increasing carbon pollution equivalent to
putting thousands of cars on the road.  When environmental organizations advocate an
environmentally flawed "solution," something's fishy.

Slide #13: What Can Be Done?

What is truly needed are environmental solutions for environmental problems and market
solutions for market problems.

It would be to grow market demand for fish in general - without dividing the producers -
and their communities - into winners and losers.  To that end, an important first step is
to begin a dialogue directly between the big aquaculture companies and the big U.S.
foundations: Hewlett, Packard, Moore and Pew.  Until that happens, I think that it is
reasonable to expect that the "reformers" will do what they are paid to do, aquaculture
will be thwarted, and communities - including Campbell River - will lose out on tax
revenues and job opportunities that are badly needed.

If Council and others could help by bringing together the CEOs of salmon farming
companies, and the CEOs of the American foundations, AND the Alaskans, that would
be a tall order …. and a huge step in the right direction.

More information is at www.fair-questions.com


