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Biofouling, ubiquitous in the marine environment, 
continues to plague aquaculture operations globally, 
costing the industry millions of  dollars a year. Bio‑
fouling also negatively impacts the growth, condition 
and survival of  cultured organisms.

During the past three years, several potential non–tox‑
ic release coatings were tested for preventing biofoul‑
ing in a series of  trials at aquaculture sites around 
the world. The goal was to develop a low–cost, 
environmentally friendly, water–based and bio–based 
biofouling release coating with a six– to eight–month 
efficacy that would reduce biofouling by 80–90 per 
cent by weight. Various coatings were also tested for 
possible anti–predator qualities.  

Further, we sought to improve best management 
practices, reduce costs by reducing fouling, and evalu‑
ate the feasibility of  a promising new technology. Test 
materials included experimental coatings as well as 
commercially available coatings purported to thwart 
biofouling that were suitable for aquaculture.  

Experimental coatings included silicone–based re‑
lease coatings, fluorinated epoxy release coatings, and 
photoactive release coatings. These coatings were ap‑

plied to PVC test panels and aquaculture gear, includ‑
ing bags, cages, nets and trays. Deployments ranged 
from months to a year. This allowed us to assess 
coating adhesion and rates of  dissolution and wear.  

As the weather warms and growers 
begin to gear up for another grow‑
ing season, I am making plans to 
herd a troop of  growers through 
the halls of  Congress, where 
they’ll meet their elected repre‑
sentatives and tell them about the 
issues of  concern to our industry. 
We have great stories to share with 
them—of expanding production, 
job opportunities and sustainable 
seafood production. 

This year I have high hopes that our Jones Act carve–
out will gain traction, potentially bringing relief  to 
any grower who is either double–paying to insure 
their workers or is fearful of  the specter of  an unlim‑
ited liability lawsuit. (More on page 10)  We will also 
be asking our congressional appropriators to support 
funding for genetics research so we can continue to 
develop improved lines of  disease–resistant, fast–
growing oysters.

We had hoped that trade with the EU would have 
opened up by this time, but various forces conspired 
to push that opening back. The milk lobby raised 
concerns about process; the U.S. trade representative 
raised concerns about a trade imbalance in processed 

shellfish products; and the government was shut 
down for 35 days. 

Current estimates suggest that trans–Atlantic trade 
could start some time this summer, unless new chal‑
lenges come up. We expect that the FDA will list the 
new rule in the Federal Register in April or May, de‑
scribing how firms in Massachusetts and Washington 
State can apply to get on a list of  approved exporters. 

Once the EU accepts that list, and reciprocates with 
a list of  approved exporters, then product can start to 
move. Each batch of  shellfish will require a Seafood 
Inspection Service Health Certificate ($90 fee). The 
question of  how soon other states can join the fun 
remains unanswered.

In this issue we share some highlights of  several 
reports showing positive trends for our community. 
Oyster production continues to show strong growth. 
Despite regional and seasonal price pressure, we con‑
tinue to mark steady growth in price for both clams 
and oysters. I look forward to seeing the results of  the 
USDA’s Census of  Aquaculture this fall.

Importantly, we are also making plans to attend the 
biennial Interstate Shellfish Sanitation Conference 
(ISSC) meeting in San Diego, October 5–10, 2019. If  
you have a regulation that is driving you nuts, now 
is your chance to try and get it fixed. Proposals to 
change the Model Ordinance language must be sub‑
mitted by early May, so don’t delay. 

Talk to me soon so we can start the process well be‑
fore the deadline.

The Mouth of the Bay
Hope Springs Eternal: Jones 
Act and EU Trade on the Cusp

Executive Director
Bob Rheault
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Putting a Dent In Biofouling

Test panels submerged on an experimental site in Chile for 
5.5 months in 2014-15 showing tunicate growth.  Rack of 

panels on the left was coated with experimental anti-fouling 
compounds, while rack on the right was uncoated. 

Elizabeth von Brand

http://www.ecsga.org
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Although we focused our efforts on shellfish 
farms due to their easy access for carrying 
out the experiments, some testing was carried 
out on major salmon farms. Nevertheless, the 
experimental results apply to fish, shellfish and 
algal aquaculture globally.

The aquaculture industry has been very recep‑
tive to this research. Once preliminary results 
became known, several growers contacted us 
regarding availability of  materials and indi‑
cated their willingness, indeed eagerness, to 
become engaged in the testing protocols. While 
the original grant proposals called for testing in 
three U.S. states, additional testing was under‑
taken at 23 additional sites encompassing the 
U.S., Canada, China, Chile, Australia, New 
Zealand, Norway, Brazil and Hong Kong. 

Several optimized test coatings were virtually 
biofouling–free after six months of  exposure at 
several test sites. Over the course of  the experi‑
ments, we made improvements to biofouling 
resistance and release through chemical modi‑
fications to the polymers used to formulate the 
coatings.

Not surprisingly, we encountered geographi‑
cal differences in the performance of  coatings 
and in the biofouling species encountered and 
repelled. Coatings are extraordinarily efficient 
at preventing the settlement of  tunicates (both 
colonial tunicates and solitary tunicates com‑
monly known as sea squirts), but inefficient at 
repelling barnacle settlement. 

One commercial company has used one of  the 
coatings for anchors, and a commercial aqua‑
culture farm in Maryland coated oyster bags. 
A company in Massachusetts is using one of  
the coatings for their floating upweller system 
(FLUPSY). A pearl farm in Australia has done 

farm–scale testing and found they could reduce 
their biofouling control effort by one–third: an 
annual savings approaching AU$1 million.  

Some of the more significant results
❑ No toxicity was noted when salmon smolt 

(juveniles about to make the transition to 
seawater) and scallop larvae were exposed to 
experimental coating materials; 

❑ Oysters and scallops grew significantly 
larger in treated bags and trays over a three–
month grow–out period than they did in 
untreated bags;

❑ Treated gear required less maintenance 
and could be reused without cleaning; and

❑ To date, the most promising product is 
NETMINDER®, a photoactive release coat‑
ing that can provide significant cost savings 

to producers. Further studies are 
underway, and there is some hope 
of  incorporating an anti–predator 
component in the coatings.  

This work was generously funded 
by grants from the Northeast 
Regional Aquaculture Center 
(NRAC) #2014–38500–22228 
and Saltonstall–Kennedy (NOAA) 
NA15NMF4270258.

It would not have been possible 
without the assistance of shellfish 
growers and colleagues world-
wide. Too numerous to list here, 
we are grateful to all of them for 
their continued support and inter-
est. The photographs presented 
here represent a small fraction of 
the results. 

For more information or to obtain 
full copies of the reports, contact:

Sandy Shumway,  
sandra.shumway@uconn.edu or

Alex Walsh,  
awalsh@smart-paint.com

Putting a Dent in Biofouling

Flip bags at an oyster farm in Lamoine, Me., were in 
the water from June to August 2016.   

Bags in top photo were not flipped; bag on left was 
coated, bag on right was uncoated. 

Bags in bottom photo were flipped; bag on left was 
coated, bag on right was uncoated.

Carter Newell

Hanging trays submerged for three months at Ward 
Aquafarms in North Falmouth, Mass., shown in 
October 2016 after hauling gear for the season.  

Trays on left were coated with Netminder® 
trays on right were uncoated. 

Dan Ward

http://netminder.us
mailto:sandra.shumway%40uconn.edu?subject=ECSGA%20April%20newsletter%20biofouling%20study
mailto:awalsh%40smart-paint.com?subject=ECSGA%20April%20newsletter%20article%20on%20biofouling
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“The design process started with defining cus‑
tomer requirements. Using our background de‑
signing automotive machinery, we transformed 
the requirements into performance criteria for 
oyster handling, oyster grading, hygiene, safety, 
quality, durability, throughput, maintenance 
and cost,” said Jiranek. “Pearlception 2.0 has 
satisfied our performance criteria, passed rigor‑
ous testing, and it is ready for market.”

The East Coast Shellfish Growers Association 
anticipates that the demand for high–speed, 
resilient equipment to support oyster farming 
will continue to grow.

“Over the past five years, aquaculture has en‑
joyed impressive growth in oyster production, 
and as firms grow in scale it will be important 
to be able to mechanize some of  the more 
menial tasks like sorting and counting,” said 
ECSGA Executive Director Robert Rheault. 
“The development of  innovative tools like 
Pearlception is critical to the maturation of  our 
industry.”

Also key to aquaculture’s technological growth 
and capabilities is the need for rapid, responsive 
service to the mostly rural areas where farmers 
operate.

“As an oyster farm, we understand growers’ 
needs, the desire for more innovative equip‑
ment and the importance of  customer service,” 
said Chris Wyer, Hoopers’ senior manager for 
equipment and sales. “Whether a farmer needs 
trouble–shooting, programming or technical 
support, we can respond immediately and have 
an equipment specialist on site within 24 hours 
at most locations in the United States.”

For information on Pearlception 2.0 or to ar-
range a demonstration, contact Chris Wyer at 
410-397-3664 or cwyer@hoopersisland.com.

Pearleption 2.0 Processing System

hoopers   island
After emerging from the singulator, oysters are 

graded and sorted by highly accurate laser sensors.

hoopers   island
Oysters move up a conveyor with integrated flights, 

down a cross-feed and into the singulator tube .

lines to your cages with about 85–percent re‑
tained rope strength. A bowline retains about 
70–percent rope strength, and a square knot 
only around half  the strength. If  you need to 
join two lengths permanently and can’t splice 
them, learn the double fisherman’s knot. 

Although bridling the corners of  lobster traps 
and aquaculture gear with a sling for hoisting 
is common practice, this could cause prob‑
lems if  done improperly. When using slings 
or bridles on aquaculture cages there is an 
angularity factor that can result in extreme 
rope–loading forces that could cause failure, 
injury at sea or the crushing of  your gear. 
When lifting a load of, say, 2,000 pounds 

with a single rope, the load is 2,000 pounds; 
using two evenly spaced vertical ropes reduc‑
es the load by half, to 1,000 pounds each. 

However, if  you switch to a long bridle, in‑
stead of  the two ropes being at right angles to 
the lift, they are now tilted to an inside angle 
of  each leg being 60° up to the center of  the 
bridle. The load on each leg with 
the angularity factor is increased 
to 1,154 pounds. Flatten the bridle 
angle to 30° and the load per leg is 
increased to 2,000 pounds. Con‑
tinue to flatten the bridal to 10° and 
each leg is loaded to 5,759 pounds, 
putting an inward crushing force of  
more than 11.5 times the weight of  
the vertical load on your gear.  

At Ketcham’s we have had irate 
customers bring us traps crushed 
by extremely flat bridles complain‑
ing of  “weak” steel; in the end it 
became a lesson in physics and 
leverage. Don’t be penny wise and 
pound foolish trying to save a few 
cents in rope costs with overly short 
bridles. In the rigging business a 
good rule of  thumb says that an 
inside angle any flatter than 30° is 
dangerous and should be avoided.

Bob Ketcham is a retired ECSGA 
director who founded and ran 
Ketcham Supply in New Bedford, 
Mass., from 1975 through 2016. 
The chandlery division of the 
business became, and still is, a 
principal supplier of cordage, in 
all sizes, to the commercial  
marine industry.

Twisted Rope

https://www.bankersinsurance.net
mailto:cwyer%40hoopersisland.com?subject=Pearlception%20as%20seen%20in%20ECSGA%20April%202019%20newsletter
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The NOAA Fisheries Lab in Milford, Conn., 
recently hired a highly qualified permanent 
curator to maintain the microalgal culture col‑
lection, renewing its long–term commitment to 
providing microalgal cultures to industry, along 
with training on their use. The lab will continue 
this service to the shellfish aquaculture industry 
following the retirement of  Jennifer Alix, who 
maintained the culture for 25 years. 

Algologist and Culture Curator Lisa Guy 
joined the Milford Lab in September 2018 after 
10 years with the Horn Point Oyster Hatch‑
ery in Cambridge, Md., where she served as 

head algologist for the last four years. Her role 
directly supports the shellfish aquaculture in‑
dustry and research community: in 2018 alone, 
Milford sent out more than 375 starter cultures.

The Milford Microalgal Culture Collection is 
both a resource to support shellfish research 
and an extension service. The lab provides 
starter cultures in vials with growing instruc‑
tions to shellfish hatcheries and the commer‑
cial aquaculture community throughout the 
United States. The lab’s extension activities 
also include convening the Milford Microalgal 
Culture Workshop, which trains participants to 
manage stock and production cultures, scale up 
cultures for feeding in the hatchery, and decide 
how much of  each type of  algae to produce to 
feed broodstock, larvae, and post–set shellfish. 
The workshop is free of  charge, but partici‑
pants are responsible for their own travel. It has 
been on hiatus since Alix’s retirement, but will 
resume in the near future. 

Guy said, “I’m excited for the opportunity to 
work closely with the aquaculture industry 
through providing quality starter cultures. I’m 
looking forward to learning from and engaging 
with the Northeast shellfish community.”

The Milford Microalgal Culture Collection, 
like the lab itself, has a rich history. The col‑
lection was first established by Dr. Robert R.L. 
Guillard in the mid–1950s, and built by Dr. 
Ravenna Ukeles from the 1960s through the 
1980s. Over 230 algal strains are archived in 
the collection currently; all are perpetuated by 
periodic, serial subculture in enriched seawater, 
artificial seawater, and semi–solid media. The 
collection includes representatives from most 
of  the major microalgal classes and essentially 
all strains used in aquaculture world–wide.

For more information, visit  
www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/Milford

NOAA Milford Lab  
Recommits to Microalgal 
Starter Culture Services 

Lisa Guy, the new curator of the Milford  
Microalgal Culture Collection.

George Sennefelder/NOAA Fisheries

The Milford Microalgal Culture Collection.
Kristen Jabanoski/NOAA Fisheries
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From 1984 to 
2013, world 

bivalve production 
increased nearly 

four-fold from 3.8 
million tons to 14.1 

million tons

Over that same 
time period, the 

proportion of 
bivalve production 
originating from 

aquaculture nearly 
doubled, from 

50.6% to 90.2%
Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO) 

Using media analysis to 
scope priorities in social car-
rying capacity assessments: A 
global perspective, by Kluger, 
Filgueira, and Byron. 

https://www.oystertracker.com/
https://www.abtl.com/
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/Milford/
https://reedmariculture.com/product_lpb_frozen_shellfish_diet.php?utm_source=ecsga-newsletter&utm_medium=print&utm_term=na&utm_content=pa-halfpage-lpb-frozen-sd&utm_name=lpb-frozen-sd-2019
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0308597X18303981
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0308597X18303981
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0308597X18303981
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0308597X18303981
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In early March I attended the World Aquacul‑
ture Society’s (WAS) triennial meeting in New 
Orleans. (Every three years WAS, the National 
Shellfisheries Association, the Fish Culture 
Section of  the American Fisheries Society and 
the National Aquaculture Association meet 
together). This year’s conference enjoyed re‑
cord attendance and posted a record number of  
trade–show exhibitors, which is a great reflec‑
tion on the growth of  our industry, both glob‑
ally and in the U.S.

I was somewhat surprised by the choice of  the 
conference plenary speaker: Peter Cook from 
the University of  Western Australia, who is 
a current member and past chairman of  the 
Supervisory Board of  the Aquaculture Stew‑
ardship Council (ASC). Most producer groups 
that I talk to are not very fond of  sustainability 
certification programs, and personally, I have 
never been a big fan. 

In case you are not familiar with sustainability 
certification, here’s an overview. According to 
SeafoodSource’s newly released Seafood Certi‑
fication Guide, “129 certifications, eco–labels, 
and assessment schemes” related to seafood 
currently exist. They generate income by cer‑
tifying that producers adhere to a set of  stan‑
dards, mostly related to environmental impacts, 
such as drug, chemical or antibiotic use; fish–

oil use; and farm–effluent or waste impacts. 
Most certifications also include standards ad‑
dressing labor issues, such as minimum wage, 
child labor, worker safety and training. Fisher‑
ies certification systems address issues such as 
regulations, enforcement, stock assessments, 
by–catch and overfishing.

In general these standards follow broad guide‑
lines established by the UN Food 
and Agriculture Organization 
(FAO). Most entail independent, 
third–party inspections and allow 
qualifying producers to use a logo 
that brands their product as 
sustainable. Producers also 
need to adopt chain–of–custo‑
dy traceability mechanisms to 
ensure that product substitu‑
tion is not an issue. Invariably 
these third–party inspections charge 
producers significant fees, either as 
a one–time cost or a proportion of  
sales.

In principle, I support the idea of  incentiviz‑
ing sustainable production practices by assur‑
ing consumers that a fishery or aquaculture 
producer is environmentally sustainable. The 
theory is that consumers should reward these 
producers by paying a higher price, and that 
certified producers will gain access to certain 
environmentally conscious buyers. In an ideal 
world, adherence to standards can reduce oper‑
ating costs and enhance a firm’s social license 
to farm.

Several years ago I volunteered to serve on the 
team that established global standards for sus‑
tainable bivalve farming for the World Wildlife 
Fund, (standards that later became the basis for 

ASC certification). I wanted a seat at the table 
to make sure that any standards they devel‑
oped were rational, attainable and affordable. I 
felt confident that most shellfish farms should 
easily qualify as sustainable producers, and my 
belief  was confirmed by an international team 
that included a dozen scientists, growers and 
environmentalists.

Our team looked at ways that 
shellfish farms might create 
environmental problems, and we 
developed standards to ensure that 
growers would work to minimize 

their ecological footprint. 
Compared to the teams look‑
ing at farmed salmon, 

 (Asian catfish), tilapia 
and shrimp (or wild fisheries) 
we had an easy task. You 

really have to look hard to find 
significant environmental impacts 
associated with shellfish farming.

Nevertheless, I have many issues 
with sustainability certification—not with ASC 
specifically, but certification in general. First of  
all, in 25 years of  selling shellfish I never once 
had a customer ask me if  my product was sus‑
tainably farmed. About 15 years ago, a survey 
of  American consumers found that only a tiny 
fraction even knew what “sustainable seafood” 
meant. The concept has certainly gained more 
traction in recent years, and there is little doubt 
that sustainability is more highly valued in Eu‑
rope, but even an ASC survey of  global seafood 
consumers showed that people care far more 
about price and taste than sustainability.

My main problem with certification is that 
the various certifiers refuse to harmonize 

around one set of standards. 
You might need one certification 
to sell to Darden’s or Walmart, 
but a different one to sell to 
Whole Foods. Each of  these cer‑
tifications carries hefty fees, and 
the inspections can take days of  
precious time away from impor‑
tant farming duties. I understand 
that some of  the certifying orga‑
nizations are currently working 
on bringing standards into har‑
mony, and I’m hopeful this will 
lead to a welcome consolidation. 

I personally believe the whole 
process is being driven not by 
consumers, but by aggressive, 
strong–arm tactics that coerce 
the big seafood buyers to demand 
certification from their suppliers 
in order to avoid boycotts and 
bad press.

Peter Cook acknowledged that 
producers will rarely be able to 
recover the cost of  certification 
by charging a higher price. He 
also acknowledged that small 
producers are often unable to 
afford certification, and that pro‑

Sustainability Certification 
Opinion:
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http://www.oshoyster.com/
https://www.seafoodsource.com/educational-resources/seafood-certifications-guide
https://www.seafoodsource.com/educational-resources/seafood-certifications-guide
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ducers from developing countries 
may never qualify because of  inad‑
equate regulation, enforcement or 
governance. Some certifiers have 
attempted to compensate for these 
systemic problems by relaxing 
standards for developing countries. 
To me this seems to defeat the 
whole purpose of  standards and 
tilts the playing field. It should be 
noted that ASC has steadfastly 
resisted the pressure to relax their 
standards for developing countries.

Cook acknowledged that the 
primary benefit of  certification 
for producers is gaining access to 
certain markets. One of  the ques‑
tions I have is, 

 

If  Greenpeace or some other 
NGO were to someday make 

the charge that a certain certify‑
ing group’s standards are too lax, 
will that certifier pay for a media 
campaign to counter the charge, 
or will producers still effectively be 
subjected to boycotts instigated by 
an NGO?

Cook also claimed that certifica‑
tion would lead to improved social 
license to farm. I have to wonder 
though, whether the homeowners 
in the waterfront mansions who 
are suing to block shellfish farm 
applications in their view‑ 
scapes are concerned about 
whether or not those farms are 
environmentally friendly. If  they 
really cared about the environment 
they would stop dumping fertilizer 
on their lawns.

I have always said that farmed 
shellfish is sustainable, but from a 
marketing standpoint I maintain 
that you will get better traction 

with consumers by using terms 
like, “fresh, delicious, locally 
farmed and nutritious” than you 
will with “sustainably certified.” 

Obviously, some producers dis‑
agree with my calculus. ASC 
alone has certified 139 shellfish 
farms and has another 76 in the 
process of  assessment. If  you 
count fish and shrimp farms, the 
number climbs to 816 certified 
producers globally. I welcome ef‑
forts to make fisheries and aqua‑
culture more sustainable, and I 
will celebrate the day when one 
certification works for all the big 
buyers. I hope that consumers will 
come around and reward certified 
producers financially for their ef‑
forts to improve their practices. 

When that happens, sign me up!

Note: Again, this is just the opin-
ion of the author and does not 

reflect that of the ECSGA board or 
membership. We welcome rebut-
tals and will print the best one in 
our next newsletter. The rest will 
be posted online.

Certification Standards

http://www.pkgprod.com/
https://www.seafoodsource.com/educational-resources/seafood-certifications-guide
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A few weeks ago I accepted the 
challenge of  explaining our Jones 
Act carve–out bill in two or three 
minutes. It is complicated and 
wonky, but here goes nothing.

The Merchant Marine Act of  1920 
(widely known as the Jones Act) 
was enacted in an effort to pre‑
serve our domestic shipbuilding 
industry for times of  war. Most 
of  the act deals with “cabotage 
provisions,” setting the propor‑
tion of  U.S. steel that must be in a 
U.S.–flagged vessel and establish‑
ing that only U.S.–flagged ships 

can carry goods between U.S. 
ports without triggering tariffs. A 
small part of  the bill was written 
to protect sailors on the high seas 
to make sure they were taken care 
of  if  they were injured on the job. 
If  you are going from state to state 
or country to country you can’t 
exactly be covered on a state work‑
ers compensation plan, so this new 
insurance plan was created.

Under the Jones Act an injured 
seaman can sue his employer for 
“maintenance and cure.” Em‑
ployers can purchase insurance, 
typically a Jones Act endorsement 
for each employee that gets tacked 
on to the Property and Indemnity 

policy for each vessel. 
Depending on the state, 
these endorsements can 
cost anywhere from 
$2,000 to 3,000 a year, 
providing insurance for 
the first $500,000 to $1 
million of  a court settle‑
ment. Unfortunately, if  
an employee is seriously 
injured, a lawsuit might 
run to several million 
dollars, and this would 
bankrupt most small 
farms. (Our last survey 
of  members revealed 
that 80 percent of  shell‑
fish farms have fewer 
than 10 employees).

What’s worse, in many 
states shellfish growers 
are forced to pay into 
state workers compensation plans, 
so many growers are paying twice 
for their employees’ coverage. 
Invariably, if  an employee gets 
hurt and goes to the hospital for 
stitches, the nurse asks if  it was 
a work–related injury and state 
workers compensation takes care 
of  everything.

We believe that since aquaculture 
workers are farmers who never 
leave state waters and always 
work in the same spot every day, 
often from small skiffs in shal‑
low waters, we would be better 
off  covered under a state workers 
compensation plan. Our bill, the 
Shellfish Aquaculture Improve‑
ment Act, simply clarifies that 
aquaculture workers are not 
considered “seamen” under the 
Jones Act in states where state 
workers compensation is available. 
This is the exact same exemption 

language that Congress used to 
exempt aquaculture workers from 
the Longshore and Harbor Work‑
ers Compensation Act in 1986.

We have obtained the endorse‑
ment of  the Seafarers Interna‑
tional Union and the American 
Maritime Partnership because 
both organizations realize that in 
an industry dominated by small 
firms, the best way to ensure that 
workers get the maintenance and 
cure they deserve is to cover them 
with state workers compensation. 
It’s obvious that a bankrupt firm 
can’t cure anyone. 

Our bill is short and non–contro‑
versial. We have not yet found 
anyone who opposes our efforts. 
The bill has bi–partisan sponsor‑
ship and I am confident that if  we 
can educate enough lawmakers 
about this issue we can get this 
done in the 116th Congress.

Explaining the Jones Act  
in Two Minutes or Less
f} Vsfivx Vlieypx0  
IGWKE I|igyxmzi Hmvigxsv

The Jones Act was designed to insure seamen 
working on the high seas, like this fishermen on a 

crab boat in the Bering Sea—a far cry from shellfish 
farmers working in skiffs in shallow, inshore waters. 

Corey Arnold/Instagram

http://www.industrialnetting.com/
http://www.shellfishtagslc.com/
http://vitsab.com/en/startpage/
https://www.instagram.com/arni_coraldo/


http://www.maineoysterfarm.com/
http://www.4cshellfish.com/
http://myoysterknife.com
https://oystercommon.com/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/webdam/download/84654724
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/webdam/download/84654724
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/webdam/download/84654724
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Although cormorants and sea birds are 
a constant nuisance for the aquaculture 
industry, until now there has not been a 
viable 24/7 solution to keeping them away 
from gear.  The BirdAway system changes all 
that, from the floating platform all the 
way to the “hawk” itself.   
Our ruggedly built system 
delivers a practical, low–
maintenance, economical solution 
that drastically reduces birds on your site.

Unlike other bird–scaring devices, the 
OysterGro BirdAway hawk is a self–launching 
system that creates an ever–changing aerial 
threat to silently repel birds.  It varies its 
manifestation by altering its flight pattern, 
speed and altitude, depending on the 
strength of the wind.  As a result, the birds 
never become accustomed to the BirdAway.
This commercial–grade product consists of a 
telescopic, flexible, 7–meter (23–ft) pole with 
a specially designed kite attached to the pole 
on a durable plaited line.  Whether it’s fixed in 
the field, mounted to a building or integrated 
with our specially–designed, stabilized 
floating system, setup is complete in a matter 
of minutes!

BBI GROUP 
PO Box 2162 
Bouctouche, NB, E4S 2J2 
(506) 743 5455
www.oystergro.com

http://oystergro.com/en/
http://www.oystergro.com 
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Thanks to the wonders of  open–source publish‑
ing, it’s now possible for anyone to afford this 
great new book, Goods and Services 
of  Marine Bivalves, edited by noted 
experts Aad C. Smaal, Joao G. Fer‑
reira, Jon Grant, Jens K. Petersen, and 
Øivind Strand.  Contributors make 
up a veritable  of  shellfish 
experts from around the world.

A recent survey of  our members re‑
vealed that their number–one priority 
was explaining and documenting the 
many tangible ecosystem goods and 
services provided by shellfish aquacul‑
ture. This team has done a great job of  
bringing all the recent literature into 
one place and compiling it into a well 
organized and readable format that anyone can 
understand.

Dr. Sandra Shumway said it best in her fore‑
word to the book: 

“Bivalves are key to the development, 
functioning, and sustainability of coastal 
environments. Molluscs have long 
been revered for the beauty of their 
shells, culinary attributes, and as the 
basis for many successful aquaculture 
ventures. Long overdue, however, is 
wider recognition and understanding 

of their extraordinary abilities to 
shape, control, and improve their 
environments. As highly efficient 
filter feeders, bivalves facilitate 
benthic–pelagic coupling, influence 
sediment processes, provide 
structure, and contribute to habit 
diversity and biodiversity. While 
the term ‘ecosystem services’ is 
relatively new, the role of molluscs 
in performing those services has 
been recognised for centuries. 
Only in recent decades, however, 
have these attributes been studied, 
quantified, modelled, and put forth 

as integral to ecosystem development, 
maintenance, and sustainability….

“Integration of the individual efforts of 
these scientists, their collaborators, and 
contributors to this volume has moved the 
importance of mussels, oysters, and other 
bivalves to new levels of understanding 
and acceptance. 

“As the field moves forward, their 
efforts will serve as a template for new 
investigators, as a valuable resource for 
managers, and as a launch pad for as–yet 
undefined and integrated studies. It is a 
dynamic future ahead.”

The book is organized into sections based on 
service type: Provisioning (food, jobs), Regulat‑
ing (nutrient removal, filtration and habitat), 
Cultural (community and societal impacts) 
and Assessment (modeling and measurement).  
Downloading is easy and fast, and anyone can 

quickly get lost in the exhaustive 
list of  shellfish–related works.

We have long made the argument 
that shellfish farming is good for 
the environment. Now all the 
science needed to back up that 
claim can be found in one, free, 
easy–to–access publication that 
didn’t cause the death of  any trees 
and won’t even take up any shelf  
space.   —

Free Book on Bivalve  
Ecosystem Services  
Available for Download

Framework for the integrated assessment and 
valuation of ecosystem functions, goods, and 

services. (de Groot et al. 2002)

Jennifer Kornegay   
On Feb. 22–23 the 3rd annual Oyster South Sym-
posium, held in Orange Beach, Ala., brought to-

gether a record number of attendees. More than 
235 producers, gear suppliers, distributors, chefs, 

food writers, vendors, researchers, students 
and managers from the Southeast region met 

to discuss pressing issues and relevant, practical 
research on oyster aquaculture. Organizers were 
thrilled with the level of enthusiasm and support 
of the Southern farm–raised oyster community.  

Shown above, the Friday night Friends and Farm-
ers reception at Fisher’s Dockside Restaurant at 

the Orange Beach Marina.
Oyster farming and the culture that accompa-

nies it is the heartbeat of Oyster South, a 501 (c)
(3) non–profit whose mission is to cultivate a 

South that encourages successful farms, healthy 
waters and the birth of new traditions.

http://fish-news.com/ffn/
http://www.godeepintl.com/
https://ziptie.com/
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-319-96776-9
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-319-96776-9
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-319-96776-9
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https://hoopersisland.com/

