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Testimony Presented To the Connecticut Environment Committee by the 

Connecticut Department of Agriculture 

3/20/15 

 

Committee Bill No. 5722 AN ACT AUTHORIZING THE TAKING OF CERTAIN OYSTERS THAT ARE 

TWO AND ONE-HALF INCHES IN LENGTH. 

In each of the past two legislative sessions, the Department of Agriculture has provided 

information documenting that Connecticut oystermen face increasing competition in the 

market place from the smaller size, “boutique” oyster harvested in adjoining states to the 

members of the Legislature. 

The large majority of the 20 licensed oystermen invited to meetings held by the Department 

and the Governor’s staff during 2013 and 2014 supported a smaller legal size for a marketable 

oyster.     

However, it has been exceedingly difficult for the Department to write or comment on 

legislation such as this which is intended to expand the Aquaculture industry in Connecticut, 

when producers have failed to be honest with the Department, the Governor’s staff, and with 

the legislature about their actual practices in terms of the size of oysters that they are 

harvesting and selling.    

During 2013 and 2014, the vast majority of oyster harvesters were selling oysters less that the 

legal 3.0” size limit.   The Department performed two separate two-day field inspections (July 

2013, June 2014) at the dealer level and found noncompliance with the existing 3.0” minimum 

size restriction at 12 of 13 oyster harvesters inspected (up to 80% noncompliance by one 

harvester) at the initial inspection(see attached report).   

The Environment Committee Chair, members of the General Assembly, members of the 

Administration, and Department staff met with invited oystermen at three meetings held 

during 2013 and 2014 by the Governor’s staff.    At these meetings, oyster producers were 

asked to share their thoughts on what the legal size limit for oysters should be in Connecticut, 

and a consensus was not able to be agreed on by those invited to the meetings.   

However, as the Environment Committee may recall, it raised a bill to authorize the harvest of a 

2.75 inch oyster, which the house passed by a 124 to 8 margin.   At the end of the session the 

bill was not called for a vote in the Senate. It is important for the committee to note that those 

lobbying against the proposed reduction in size were also identified as selling sub-legal sized 

oysters.      

What is the potential impact of proposed bill 5722 on the oyster industry in Connecticut? 
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All oysters harvested in Connecticut have been cultivated in some manner, regardless of 

whether or not they spend any time at all in a confined apparatus.  The Department of 

Agriculture strongly supports and encourages cage cultivation of oysters as well as bottom 

cultivation of oysters. 

As written, the language in this bill if passed could have several unintended consequences: 

1) This bill places growers who do not utilize cages prior to harvest at a competitive 

disadvantage; 

2) This bill would promote practices that discourage bottom cultivation of shellfish, a 

practice  which the Department fully supports and encourages and which is practiced by 

90% of our industry;  

3) The bill may encourage producers to utilize cages when their operation would otherwise 

have no need for them, again with no associated environmental benefit; 

4) The bill as written does not specify a length of time that an oyster needs to have spent 

in a confined apparatus before being sold at the smaller size limit; there is no 

environmental benefit to allowing a smaller oyster to be harvested only because it has 

spent some amount of time in a cage; 

5) The bill as written is unenforceable, as there is no visible difference between an oyster 

that has time in a cage and those that have been bottom cultivated.  

The proposal as written cannot be enforced at the wholesale or retail level and therefore the 

Department would be unable to take any administrative or criminal action against suspected 

violators.  
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