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(b) The amount of the increase shall be equal to not more than
one and one-half per cent compounded for each year of retirement.
Increases accrue from the first of July next following the effective
date of retirement and shall be paid beginning the first of July of
each year.

Sec. 6. AS 14.25.220(5) is amended to read:

()] "membership service" means service as a teacher in a
public school within the State of Alaska under the supervision and
control of the Department of Education, the school board of any borough
school district, incorporated city, incorporated school district,
independent school district, or the Board of Regents of the University
of Alaska, or any period during which the teacher is on an approved
sabbatical leave granted in accordance with AS 14.20.310 or is
receiving a disability retirement salary ["MEMBERSHIP SERVICE"™ IS ALSO
SERVICE AS A TEACHER IN A "NONPUBLIC™ SCHOOL WHICH MEANS A SCHOOL
ESTABLISHED BY AN AGENCY OTHER THAN A STATE OR ITS SUBDIVISIONS WHICH
IS PRIMARILY SUPPORTED BY OTHER THAN PUBLIC FUNDS, AND THE OPERATION
OF WHOSE PROGRAM RESTS WITH OTHER THAN PUBLICLY ELECTED OR APPOINTED
OFFICIALS, AND WHICH OFFERS GRADES KINDERGARTEN THROUGH 12, OR ANY
COMBINATION OF THEM, AND IS STATE APPROVED OR ACCREDITED];

Sec. 7. AS 14.25.220(8) is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(D) a full-time elementary or secondary teacher in an
approved and accredited non-public school in Alaska.
Sec. 8. AS 14.25.220 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(22) "average base salary” means the highest average base
salary during any three of the last 10 years of membership service or
the member®s total period of membership service, whichever period of
service is less. Tie base salary in any school year for which the

member receives less than two-thirds of a year of credit shall not be
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included in the determination of the average. |If two-thirds or more
a year of service credit is granted, the full year®s salary shall be
included in the determination of the average.

* Sec. 9. Sec. 2 of this Act is retrospective to July 1, 1970.

* Sec. 10. This Act takes effect July 1, 1971.
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JUNEAU ALASKA

TO: George Hohman, Chairman
House Finance Committee

FROM: J. H. Hogan, Fiscal Analys

DATE: March 31, 1971

SUBJECT: SENATE BILL NO. 177

SENATE BILL NO. 1~7 makes the following major changes in provisions
of the teachers®™ retirement system:

1) teachers with 30 years of creditable service may retire
irrespective of their age - a reduction in normal retirement age;

Cost factor .34 #

2) $300 is established as the minimum pension;
Cost factor .20#

3) a teacher 1is made eligible for deferred vested benefits
after five years (as opposed to ten years) of membership service;

Cost factor 15#

4) re-employed teachers get retirement benefits increased
from one and one-half percent of base salary to two percent. Cost
calculated in last year"s packages - not broken out separately;

5) the cost of living increases are authorized on a compounded
basis;

6) other changes seem to exist but it would take further time
to be specific about it.

The fiscal impact of the three costed items totals .69# or an increase
of $221,9C3 as the state"s matching share. The total cost for one
fiscal year for the state and the school districts would be $443,966.



COST ANALYSIS

Teachers®™ Retirement System
Recommended Legislation

1971

Cost for present Plan

Cost for Reduction in Normal Retirement Age

Cost for Minimum Pension C$300 per month

Cost for five-year vesting

Projected 1971- 72 payroll used by Actuary

Projected Employer Matching Rate

Projected State Matching Rate

Projected State Matching Requirement

/. CrfS

3/967,8&-"5

9.23% A .0

34% 7/ . Jil

.20%

. 15% o
9.92% MV -

$64,342,895.00

96%

1>»

4._.96%

% 3,191,407.74 m
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JoSGT"li ?2.r I;,C'wrl, Cce.IHiVitiOilsVv
mcp- . r - cf A jinii Aefler.
liiRy:  Patrick I.. IkuT, b.lroctroly .-) DATE January 2.8, 19V.L
Bivisiofj of PersoRnel gV -;“r
FROM! \ IS‘I SUBJECT: SEC.T.T-.n"Jau Legislation
ffery-Je.au Lfec-.n-rood
Benefit Supervisor )
Division of P.".0R;.-..1
Upon, receipt of the actual valuation cuti cost analysis of the various
proper-sic presorted to the Alaska Teachers* Retirement System by education
groups, retired teachar» associations, etc, > I recomiwnd that fchs ifellovirs
provisions be supported during the current legislative session:
1. Reduction of normal retirement sge. 7. roron.mon.-1 that hide; section be
th/\lj.]’ amended to provide that ncrinaX retirement shall be paid 1) upon age CO \
L™ = vith .15 var.r:; of creditable nervi.es, or 2) upon completion of 30 years bryt-"*
V. i-y>» of creditable service* t/hichever is earlier.
r- j. ¢ LI
\] ?, NMd.T:7" pension. | recoprasact that the minim-on benefit payable to nr.y

VA
/

teacher who retired vith at least 25 yearn of cj.i.vdifable. service be
increased from 0300 e waatli to $3C0 a north.. | farther rcccrreencl that
if the teacher relLizec: under an curly vchirer:r:..r. benefit provision or
) elected a reduced annuity :fu lieu of payin"™* their arrcar.vp.e indebtedness
that the Sc"tw. perccatoge reduction applicable ho their tnrly retirement
benefit cr dollar aw-erat reduction applicable ho their arrearage inisbtedncas
i‘continue on tlia increcsed base.

This increase v.i.H alleviate some of tbs problems which have hr.-.core artar.co.t
due to i"iJiretnvwo in the cost of Xivir.yf. Although it dee.Bust alleviate i:hs
problem for future rctireais, t.uch a prevision vould be onacted without
adversely offer.tier tbs prnsont fundiny of tha Plan.

bu'CvJ.vsrls to.;:fits. | retrofi'vevic! th.-rf r.urvivor” bancfit be o:;t-v to r
c.aper.cbnt child rci'.«v#f.«lenu c£ cga \bt> dicrb.IVvJ prior tc r.tesci:iiX;,;' v .jr-rj.hy
for the life time of the child, provided hiv:; chili is yr.v;cv.r..:lly sal totally
disabled,

rriv-"tc echoum:- X i:ccuvnr.end th.it th..: b;." he niv.-nlo-i to provide Eh:". c.IL
private ccocol vh*® ;p:Lcr to fbo hfei:- tTrsf i crivate rchocl hr.cv. m

S | : mi» ap fa difi “fr'.aeh0i*3r Retir "mmi” "Vt: h« Co;,-1d .iv™*
cat.;ids :emvie;-. J oia.r.< ...1 & f priyata :v , y baC:.* 0

v " J;oacye v 3w felir "recivo; . ; ofee on a,

ben.v?, y.LtU, < vice. Amc to fhvciv.ectiv -; tT tin c =11 boin-;
cor.*.7 i i>mmm 'in tvFri'm«



Joseph 1. 1iCTiii, Coj.cuicslor.cr
January 23, 1971
Page 2

Teaching in a private school, other than in an institution of higher
learning, van not creditable until legislation vcs panned during the
1970 .session which provideo that teaching in n private school outside *
of the State is creditable oataice service era coachlLug a private
school within the State is creditable rowbovthip service. There lino
beer, no method by which thiu Department could require a private school
to submit contributions to the Retirement Syc tat-. Dovevev, a toucher
in the school is entitled to service credit even though no contributions
ware paid. In discussions with the Alaska Pnucaticn Association, vc
were advised that the intent of the 1970 awiZ--:+sfc uus to rensit
teachers to claim credit for private cchcol teaching* Therefore, the
Sictliod stated above would, be axcc-pCable to the idueafcioa /.ssocistion
and would carry out the intent of the .1970 legislation.

5. Venting. | recorssend that the mcvber.-ihlp service requirement for a
vested benefit be reduced from ten years of ;e ibercliip to five, years or
F1Ine.vbership. This would permit any teacher who fcanchsa in the State five:
cf-, years to be guaranteed a benefit upon ror.vnl retiven-int ace. Such a
1 prevision has been rccor.v.cr.uud by the iTaticn.ci Ccr.".cil on Teacher
Re;:itevent mid established in model teacher retirement sets.

6. Reduction of rtaisbership service requirement for eligibility. 1 recoraunr.r!
that the l.av be arnanded to permit any teacher who can complete 15 years
creditable service, five of which are in mvnbership, to be included i:

>V the*. Alaska. Tcncheral Letirc.xent System. At the present tire, tea years

/> 0i1V'f membership ccivi.cc is require:!'. T 1is provision in Included in Sanita
" )ills 31 and 39.

1
The effect would ba that coma Ko.r.bm.vs currently excluded fvc-m c. ea.hermd-ip
would be brought I%Ja.r the Alaska Teachers ” Pativom.ant Systerm*.* J.ov.ov.::,
ciiice they would have a eetroectlve contrfinition indebte.mi;.a for all
tievbcirohip seivj.ee suiseaum.nt to July, 193°A the cost effect or. the fund

would be negligible.

At the lowr.dic-r leacherr:" Retirement Ilv-nrd tjcci/ng- tlv? Pcard rocot-mendod
logic! ncicn uhich would require n toucher to batch t-.w*thirds of n oahoi.l year
in crier for that year®"s rm.l-ry to I tm.md in cruw/:.rl.:it; ih: svetaja bases

/mjrry. Thin prob®icm ves pointed cut sura ..l toev.harr. to-ught for a vary
short, period, of fci.w ducing Lite 1970-71 set col y-\r L4 r*rd:*r “e rocc&vj. cm:lit
for fu:s 7ravemeed salary tent vc-u.% I tcco.irand that thls

le.giisi.-.Lioii be iuo"u.lid in cur pro. ami;::.



Joseph I.. Henri, Coirnioslonor
January 28, 1571
Page 3

In addition to these provisions* Section 14.25.120(e) (fs) should be enameled

to Auer-rare the benefit payr>cuf to a retired individual who is rc-cwploycd

and subsequently retireo f.c 2T. This wss erroneously omitted from, the 1570
legislation, au*l teaching service in tl« Territory should again be added to
certain sou:.lout} of lav lav. The lest change was requested by tan Legislative

Affairs Agency and is purely technical in nature*

The coat require-merits for these changes are on the attached.
[

Enclosure
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In accordance with your request as set out in your letter of
January S, 1971 and in previous conversations, we have made deter-
-.minations of the costs of various changes to the Alaska Teachers’

Retirement System, which have been or may be proposed.

these determinations is based upon the valuation
of June 30, 1970. S DS

I. Reduction in Normal- Retirement Age

In the last legislature,

Each of
of that System as

Vs

the normal retirement age of the System

was reduced from (@) age 60 with 15 years of creditable service to

- (b) age 55 and completion of 30 years of creditable service,

"TV earlier than (). - . m.

if

We have determined the effect on costs of a normal r"tirement date
of the earlier of (@ and (b) where (@ is attainment of age 60

and completion of 15 years of creditable service
m follows: -

is as

and (b)

Effect on Costs

V. Dollar Cost

is attainment of age 55 and \
completion of 25 years of " "
creditable semn/ice. $246,661

GO

Ve

is completion of 30 years
217,927

of creditable service

Cb)

is completion of 25 years
of creditable service

Ch)
.684,810

Percentage of Pav

-38%
-34%

1.06%



e IX. Post: 3cciremant Mansion Adjustment: T =¥

Currently, the System contains a provision for the adjustment oC pensions
after retirement for changes in the cost of living. This provision is
discretionary, based upon the financial ability of the fund to support
such adjustments. Thus, these adjustments are made on a year by year
basis provided that there are sufficient actuarial gains in the fund to
esupport them. The most significant source of such gains is excess

investment return. 7. e ofle - -

Several proposals to lift the current limit of 1-1/2% per year have
been expressed. Although these adjustments are supported by actuarial
gains and although some of the proposals call for partial funding of
such adjustments by appropriations from the general fund, 1 feel that
the best way to compare the fiscal impacts of these provisions is to
compare the cost of prefunding with respect to each of these provisions.

It is virtually impossible to separate the costs of post retirement
pension adjustment costs from the other provisions of the plan. However,
based upon the current benefit formula, normal retirement age, etc.,

the cost of prefunding the post retirement pension adjustment would oe

as follows: .- - < " e ~\
PRPA Limit Cost as % of Pay .Cost as % of (@
. * @ 1-1/2% 1.71% ™ - - - Vor.
, Co) 2% 2.44% - 143% -
© W 3.55% _ . e \ 208%
(> 4% m 4.66% 273%
© 5% . 5.39% . * .315%

I11. Cost of Living Allowance

Currently, the System contains a provision for a Cost of. Living Allowance.
This provision is designed to adjust pensions of those pensioners who
remain in Alaska for differences in the cost of living in Alaska as
opposed to the remainder of the United States.” This adjustment is funded

through the general fund. " _

There has been a proposal made to increase this adjustment from 10% of
retirement salary to 25% of retirement salary.

Again, the best means of determining the fiscal impact of this proposal
is to compare the costs of the current and proposed Cost of Living

Adjustments assuming that these were being prefunded. <
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Miss ldsry-Jean Hackwood

On this basis,

Cost of Living Adjustment

the comparative costs are:

Ca) 10%
Co) 25%

IV. Hrnimun Pension

In the last legislature,

retired at the effective date.

92

Cost as % of Pay

if'5 -

am-V '

Janu..

Vv

rj 25,

Cost as % of (a)

249%

a provision was added to the System providing
for a -minimum pension of $00 per month for those who were already

There have been proposals expressed

“for the increase of these -minimum pensions to (a) $250 per month or
.- (b) $300 per month.

" The increases
-as follows:

MEnimum

$250 per month
$300 per mouth

Retroactive Changes

It has been proposed that all future changes

be applied to current retirees at the effective date of change as
*

\'

in cost to provide these minimums have been estimated

Increase in Liability

e o

$ 665,314
® 1,453,575

well as future retirees at that point.

Cost as % of Pay

-V

-09%
.20% >*

in benefit formula ir.us:

Of course, the fiscal effect on the System of this course of actio:;
would depend upon the nature and the timing of such a change and

would have to be evaluated with respect to each specific proposal

separately.

As an example,

however,
Che most recent change to all retirees would be $3,205,119.
increase in percentage of payroll cost of the plan would be

VI. Survivor Benefits

There have been two proposals expressed with regard to the surV|vorsh|p

the increase in plan liabilities

benefit provisions of the plan.

j_A_

=2 /£

j1_'

TN/~

The

-45%.

in applyin:

-—— 9~

1971



oAf.sti SrIMsL"Errrc.Mr,1;yc,

Miss Hary-Jean Hackwood - 4 - Jam 25. 1971

. Hie first is to reduce the employee supplemental contribution f:

717 of pay to 1/2Z of pay. Currently, the present value of survi ihlo
benefits exceeds the present value of supplemental contributions
"$307,803.. ([Present value of benefits $781,650; Present value of

supplemental contributions $473,844). The proposal would increa
this deficit by $236,929 and would increase the percentage of pa A1

cost by .Q3Z. , - .V, ..

.The second"is .aproposal to extend into-majority the survivorship
"benefit to a child of a deceased participant who was disabled prior
to attaining majority. This is a most difficult benefit on whici to

determine a cost. It would require statistical data on minor chi Idren
eof those participants making supplemental contributions which we do
mnot have. I can only say that if disability is well defined in lhe

statute and if such beneficiaries are checked periodically to en: ure
.that they are still disabled, the fiscal effect of this provision
vould not be substantial.

VII. Has ting

A proposal has been made to reduce the period of membership service
requited for a vested interest in one"s accrued benefit from 10 yea:

to 5 years. J

I estimate that this would increase the liabilities of the System by
$1,05S5,152 and would increase the percentage of payroll cost by .15;".

These are my estimates of the costs of various proposals for changes
in the Alaska Teachers®™ Retirement System. They have been based upon
the valuation of the System as of June 30, 1970. S\

"27> ...

KSL:dk
Attachments
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JUNEAU ALACKA

T0: George Eoh.irn, Chairman, House Finance Committee
FROM: Jry 1ilogr.n, Fiscal analyst

DiTH: ... 3-0, 1971

subject: e:::etb fill i:0. 177

SEUET.Y. FELL . 1f7 .n*:-the following changes In provisions of
the- tcvF.arsl r:-t<remcnt system:

1) teachers vlth 20 ye”rs of creditable service may retire
irrespective of their eye;

2) re-employed teachers get retirement benefits increased
from one and one-half percent of base salary to two percent;

3) a ''300 floor is established as an encouragement to certain
teachers to retire before July 1, 1971j

1) a teacher is made eligible for deferred vested benefits
after five years as opposed to ten years of membership service;

5) the cost of living increases are authorized on a compounded
basis;

6) other changes seem to exist but it v;ould take further time
to be apikii-j soonw xc*

The fiscal impact of this bill 1is probably hidden. There may be

no fiscal impact on the general fund this year or next. However,

in years tc come the districts might be required to increase their
payments into the retirement system in order to fund these increased
benefits. Cr the general fund might be drawn upon through increased
unit allotments to district schools to fund these increased benefits
Cr the retirement fund might "require refinancing”™ to fund these

increased benefits.



|, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfim images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.

JkmaX) V/V/<??

U Signature of Camera Operator Date

02-619 (REV 8/78)



ct rel$tirip. to license and. tar"".fees* arid prdvidinfe*ifdr an effFci 5\
Committee Report

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. Speaker:

The Committee on hashad

under consideration. A majority of the members of the Committee

/~7 recommendsit do pass
rj recommendsit do not pass

f~7 recommendsit do pass withattachedamendment(s)

/~7 recommendsit be replacedwith CSfor and that

CS for do pass

f ~7 (and) recommends it be referred to the

committee

f~7 reports it back without recommendation

F1 (other)

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

o recommends:
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IN THE SENATE

Introduced: 3/8/71

Referred: Resources and

Finance

BY RETTIG

SENATE BILL NO. 1*19
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to license and tag fees."

BE IT ENACTED

BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 16.05.340(a) is amended to read:

@

However,

license..

However,

Fees for licenses and tags are as follows:
(1) Resident sport fishing license..........ooooo.... $1m

the fee is $1 for a resident who is blind.

(2) Resident hunting license.....o..oooiiiinaiaan.. 14

(3 (A) Resident hunting and trapping license...... 280
(B) Resident trapping license................... 10

(4) Resident hunting and sport fishing license...... 20

(5) Resident hunting, trapping, and sport fishing

[15]

the fee is 25 cents for the head of a family or a dependent

member of his family or one solely dependent upon himself for support

upon proof presented by the applicant that the applicant (A)

ing or has obtained assistance during the preceding six months under

any state or federal welfare program to aid the indigent, or (B) has

an annual

is obtain—

family gross income of less than $3,600 for the year preceding

application.

a period

(6) Visitor"s special sport fishing license - valid for

of 10 days after date of issuance.........occeeeeoaunn. $10 [$ 5]
(7) Nonresident sport fishing license................ 20 [10]
(8) Nonresident hunting license.........occicieiiaun.. 20 [20]

(9) Nonresident hunting and sport fishing license.. 40

-1- SB 149
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A nonresident may not take a big game animal without previously
purchasing a numbered, nontransferable, appropriate tag, issued to
him as provided in (16) of this section. The tag shall be affixed
to the animal immediately upon taking and shall remain affixed until
the animal is prepared for storage, consumed, or exported.
(10) Nonresident hunting and trapping license..... $200 [$100]
(11) Repealed by sec. 2 ch. 32 SLA 1968
(12) Repealed by sec. 2 ch. 32 SLA 1968

(13) Resident fur dealer and taxidermy license.... 100 [20]
(1*0 Nonresident fur dealer and taxidermy [license. 250 [100]
(15) Fish, fur or game farming license............. 100 [5]
(16) Nonresident big game tags:
Brown or grizzly bear, each 150 [75]
Polar bear, each 300 [150]
Black bear or deer, each... ... ... .. ... ... _2f [10]
Bison, moose, or sheep, each 100 [50]
Walrus, each 250 [100]
Elk or [,] goats [, OR CARIBOU],each 50 [25]

Caribou, €aCh ... e e e e e e e e 30
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0ffered: 3/10/71
Original sponsor: Rettig Referred: Finance

IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 149
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to license and tag fees."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 16.05.340(a) is amended to read:

(@) Fees for licenses and tags are as follows:

(1) Resident sport fishing license ... ... .......... $10[$ 5]
However, the fee is $1 for a resident who 1is blind.
(2) Resident hunting license ................... 1£ [71
(3 (A) Resident hunting and trapping license . 20 [10]
(B) Resident trapping license........... 10 [31
(4) Resident hunting and sport fishing license . 2£  [12]

(5) Resident hunting, trapping, and sport fishing
| o 0 = 0. [15]
However, the fee is 25 cents for the head of a family or a dependent
member of his family or one solely dependent upon himself for support
upon proof presented by the applicant that the applicant (A) is obtain—
ing or has obtained assistance during the preceding six months under
any state or federal welfare program to aid the indigent, or (B) has
an annual family gross income of less than $3,600 for the year preceding
application.

(6) Visitor"s special sport fishing license - valid for

the 10-day period inscribed on the license [A PERIOD OF 10 DAYS AFTER

DATE OF ISSUANCE ] ot et e e e et e aaeae e $10 [$ 5]
(7)) Nonresident sport fishing license ............ 25 [10]
(8) Nonresident hunting license...... ..., 25 [10]

-1- CSSB 149
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(9) Nonresident hunting and sport fishing license.. 5B [20]
A nonresident may not take a big game animal without previously
purchasing a numbered, nontransferable, appropriate tag, issued
to him as provided in (16) of this section. The tag shall be
affixed to the animal immediately upon talcing and shall remain
affixed until the animal is prepared for storage, consumed, or
exported.
(10) Nonresident hunting and trapping license . $200 [$100]
(11) Repealed bysec. 2 ch. 32 SLA 1968
(12) Repealed bysec. 2 ch. 32 SLA 1968
(13) (0 Resident fur dealer [AND TAXIDERMY]
T o T 20
(B) Nonresident fur dealer licer.se 100
(') (A) Resident [NONRESIDENT PUR DEALER AND]
taxidermy BICEeNSE ..ot 50. [100]
(B) Nonresident taxidermy license ......... 150
(15) Pish, fur or game farming license.......... 100 [5]
(16) Nonresident big game tags:
Brown or grizzly bear each............... 200 [75]
Polar bear, each .. .. .o ... 500 [150]
Black bear, except blue color phase, or
deer, € aCh oo e 25 [10]
Black bear, blue (glacier) color phase 250
Bison, or moose, [OR SHEEP,] each........ 200 [50]
Sheep or-walrus [WALRUS], each........... 250 [100]
EIk or [,] goats [, OR CARIBOU], each. 7. [25]
Wolf or caribou, each ..cuoooeeeeeanan.. 50
Wolverine, each ..o e eeaa 25

SSB 1'19



Rettig Offered: 3/18/71

Original sponsor: 1
Referred: Finance

I IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
2 CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 1H9

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to license and tag fees; and pro—

7 viding for an effective date."

8 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

9 * Section 1. AS 16.05.370(8) 1is amended to read:

10 (@) Fees for licenses and tags are as follows:

i (1) Resident sport fishing license .............. $10 [$ 5]
2 However, the fee is $1 for a resident who is blind.

13 (2) Resident hunting license .......cccveieennn... 10 c¢7]
14 (3 (A) Resident hunting and trapping license . 20 [10]
15 (B) Resident trapping license .............. 10 [3]
16 () Resident hunting and sport fishing license . 20 [12]
7 (5) Resident hunting, trapping, and sport fishing

18 30 [15]
10 However, the fee is 25 cents for the head of a family or a dependent
2 member of his family or one solely dependent upon himself for support
2 upon proof presented by the applicant that the applicant (A) is obtain—

z ing or has obtained assistance during the preceding six months under

2 any state or federal welfare program to aid the indigent, or (B) has

2 an annual family gross income of less than $3,600 for the year preceding
2 application.

26 (6) Visitor"s special sport fishing license - valid for

2z she 10-day period Inscribed on the license [A PERIOD OF 10 DAYS AFTER

28 DATE OF BISSUANCE T «unmc et e e e e e e e e e e e e e J $10 C$ 5]
2 (7) Nonresident sport fishing license . . . [10]

-1- CSSB 1H9 am



(8) Nonresidenthunting license...................... Jgg’ [ 10]
(9) Nonresidenthunting and sport fishing license fcT [ 20]
A nonresident may not take a big game animal without previously
purchasing a numbered* nontransferable* appropriate tag* issued
to him as provided in (16) of this section. The tag shall be
affixed to the animal immediately upon taking and shall remain
affixed until the animal 1is prepared for storage* consumed, or
exported.
(10) Nonresident hunting and trapping license. . $200 [$100]
(11) Repealed bysec. 2 ch. 32 SLA 1968
(12) Repealed bysec. 2 ch. 32 SLA 1968
(13) (A) Resident fur dealer [AND TAXIDERMY]
o - S - 20
(B) Nonresident fur dealer license. . . . 100
(14) (A) .Resident [NONRESIDENT PUR DEALER AND]
taxidermy BECENSE .. ittt c e e e, 50 [100]
(B) Nonresident taxidermy license..... 150
(15) Pish, fur or game farming license..... 100 [ 5]
(16) Nonresident big game tags:
Brown or grizzly bear, each ... . .......... [ 75]
Polar bear, each.....ocuoee e eeaaan [150 )
Black bear, except blue color phase, or
deer* eaCh ..o e 25 [ 10]
Black bear, blue (glacier) color phase.
Bi[s?ﬁ:,. or moosE, [OR SHEEP,] each.... 200 [ 50]
Sheep or wallﬁjs [WALRUS], each........ 250 [100]
Elk or [,] goats [, OR CARIBOU], each . .. 75 [ 25]
Wolf or caribou, each. .. ........... ... 50
WolyerIn.e,. each ... . oo, 25

CSSB 149 am -2-
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* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect Jany”ry 1, 19,l2‘.I

CSSB 179 am
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Tginal sponsor: Rettig H>rif-rrr47—Piiinnrpu

[ THE SENATE BY THE COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 19
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

> an Act entitled: "An Act relating to license and tag fees; and pro-

viding for an effective date."

I IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE ,STATE OF ALASKA:

] @&)- (.l -
* Section 1. AS 16-05-3"0(a)d-|s amended to read:

(& Fees for licenses and tags are as follows:

(@)) Resident sport fishing license . . .
However* the fee is $l for a resident who is blind.
(2({ Resident hunting license . . . .......... S/i rofill
(3)\(A) Resident hunting and trapping license/T A**‘jint
K Resident trapping license .

(@ Resident hunting and sport fishing/iicense . tCt*1
(®) Residen\hunting, trapping, and“sport fishing

However, the fee Is 25 centsVor the/bead of a family or a dependent
member of his family or one solely dependent upon himself for support
upon proof presented by”™tde™plic™t that the applicant (A) iIs obtain-
ing or has obtained™a“sistance during\the preceding six months under
any state or federal welfare program to\id the indigent, or (B) has

an anm;ari family gross income of less than $3,600 for the year preceding
gorlircartnidir

(6) Visitor™s special sport fishing license - valid for
the 10-day period Inscribed on the license [A PERIOD OF 10 DAYS AFTER

DATE OF ISSUANCE ] - - - - o i e i e e e e e e e e ea e e e $10 [$ 5]
(7)) Nonresident sport fishing license ....... 20 [10]
1 G T9-"aniv



(8) Nonresident hunting license. .............. 2Q | 10]
© Nonresident hunting and sport fishinglicense $0 C20]
A nonresident may not takea big game animal without previously
purchasing a numbered, nontransferable, appropriate tag, issued
to him as provided in (10) of this section. The tag shall be
affixed to the animal Immediately upon taking and shall remain
aifixed until the animal iIs prepared for storage, consumed, or
exported.
" (10) Nonresident hunting and trapping license. . $200 [$100]
@ Repealed bysec. 2 ch. 3R SLA 1968
@@ Repealed bysec. 2 ch. 3 SLA 1968
(3 ) 00. Resident fur dealer [AND TAXIDERMY]

license, 20
® Nonresident fur dealer license . . , 100
(HI)/ (@) Resident [NONRESIDENT FUR DEALER AND]
taxidermy license. ... ... ... i i e e e N [100]
® Nonresident taxidermy license......... 150
(@5) Fish, fur or game farming license......... 19 [ 5]
J
/i f(rfene 7 cot c (it )c (g) Hz-Lc
1 f
XS f (i0) Nonresident big game tags:
/ or grizzly® Geary each._._....._..._.
(Polar (Sear ,>each . . ... ... ... .....
/\7>(>£ JSlaekfbear™ except blue color ohase.[OR
DfeER, EACH] v
N " Cglack (bear™. blue (glacier) color phase . -
/1H-Bison, [OR MOOSE,. OR SHEEP,"] each
CE) Deer, eacCh ... e e e
UV Elk,” [,]/goats™[, OR CARIBOU] each
 f -.panh. ... ... ... ... ..
K Sheep QtfALRUIS], each
Walrus .. .. .. .. ... ... =======-=--- 100
(/H- (A >Wni T or (caribou™ each
o Wolverine, each........ ----oeon-. 25

#Sec-jf. This Act takes effect January 1, 1973

150 |C?5fr

150

" &6

150
100

[Itidl



The Legislature of the State of Alaska
FISCAL MOTE

COPIES: THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE MAKING THE REQUEST
THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF
THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF
THE DIVISION OF BUDGET & MANAGEMENT
RETAIN A COPY FOR YOUR FILES

Subject HB CS SB 149
requested by House Finance

referred to date of request
completion date requested date received

EXPENDITURE DETAIL FY FY FY
100 PERSONAL SERVICES $ 1 |
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES

400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT

COO LAND AND STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS & SHARED REVENUE

TOTAL $ $ $

FUNDING DETAIL
FEDERAL RECEIPTS $ $ $
SPECIAL FUNDS
UNRESTRICTED GENERAL FUND RECEIPTS

Man Months
Permanent Positions
Temporary Positions

FISCAL ANALYSIS

CSSB 149, if enacted would .have the following effect on the state treasury;
presuming the same number of licenses and big game tags were sold as
in the last calendar ye ir.

Revenue to Fish and Game Fund $3,672,215
Revenue to General Fund 67,505
Less cost of issuing licenses and tags (Avg 5%) (186,986)
Total net income to state treasury $3,552,734

Note: Cost of issuing licenses and tags is based on figures obtained
from the Department of Revenue.

DATE April 20, 1971

NAME & TITLE \Vern Roberts, Administrative Pirector
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CHEC HOWEOR iﬁ%ﬂl‘ﬁ

May 17, 1972

Jay Hogan, Fiscal Analyst

Division of Legislative Finance
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
State Cepitol, Pouch WF

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Jay:
Nonresident License Fee Increases

From our telephone conversation this date | understand the House Finance Committee
IS hesitant to raise any resident license fees at this time. Therefore, as requested,
I an submitting an altermate nonresident sport fish and game license fee increase.
The following license fees reflect an increase of 100 per cent above the present rate.

In comparing the license fee ratio between resident and nonresident for the basic
license, these fees represent 1:4 ratio for sport fishing and approximately 1:3 ratio
for hunting, resident to nonresident.

We would recommend no changes In the nonresident big gare tag fees from those quoted
in our March 16, 1972 memorandum to Representative Hohman.

The nonresident license fees which are proposed and the additional revenue generated
therefrom, assuming no adverse effect on the number of licenses sold, are based on
the 1971 calendar year license sales and are as follows:

Old/New  Number Gross Gross

Fee Sold Revenue Revenue
Class Type 1971 1971 Proj ected
6 Nonresident Sport Fish 5/10 17,662 88,310 176,620
g Nonresident Sport Fish 10/20 18,405 184,050 368,100
Nonresident Hunting 10/20 8,033 80,330 160,660

9 Nonresident Hunting & Fishing 20/40 3,476 69,520 139,040
422,210 844,420

We did not include the gross revenue projections for the nonresident big game tag
fees quoted iIn our March 16, 1972 memorandum. The following table includes those

projections, based on the 1971 calendar year tag sales:



Jay Hogan

AA
AA
AA
AA
A *

Type

Bromn-Grizzly Bear
Polar Bear (nho change)
Black Bear - Blue Color
Bison

Moose

Walrus
Black Bear
Deer

Elk

Goat
Caribou

Old/New

75/150
150/150
10/150
50/100
50/75
50/150
100/100
10720
10/20
25/50
25/50

Number
Sold
1971

767
a
2,904

14
2,536

3,421

Gross
Revenue
1971

57,525
13,650
100

0
145,200
43,200
1,400
25,360
7,980
1,000
13,000
85,525

393,940

May 17, 1972

Gross
Revenue
Projected

115,050
13,650
1,500

?

217,800
129,600
1,400
50,720
15,960
2,000
26,000
171,050

744,730

x Probably not more than 10 so-d annually, now included in Black Bear,
and the figures are not adjusted to show this species on current
license fee Information.

**  These tags were not included in March 16 memorandum as no changes from
149 were recommended.

We would recommend that the effective date for any license increases would be
January 1, 1973.



FORM 02 0010
A

M E M O R A N D U M State of Al aska

The Honorable George Hohman,

date . March 20, 1972

subject: CSSB 149,Revenue Projections

Department of Fish and Game

In accordance with your request of March 16, 1972, furnished herewith
are revenue estimates for various versions of SB 149.

SB 149 (original bill) should increase revenue
to the Fish and Game Fund by $1,423,175

CSSB 149 (committee substitute for original bill)
should increase revenue to Fish and Game Fund by  $1,983,258

CSSB 149 AM (committee substitute incorporating changes
suggested by Department of Fish and Game) should
increase revenue to the Fish and Game Fund by  $1,629,782

Hie projections shown above are in addition to revenues produced by
sale of licenses at current fees.

If we may be of further service to you in this matter, please do
not hesitate to contact us.



FORM 02 0010

M E M O R A N D U M State of Al aska

TO“r The Honorable George Hohman
Chairman, House Finance Committee

Alaska State Legislature
] DATE . March 16, 1972

from: Ben L. Hilliker subject - Amendments to CS for SB 149
Acting Commissioner
Department of Fish and Game
Subport Building
Juneau

The Department of Fish and Game, In responding to your committee®s reguest,
would like to offer the following amendments to SB 149 which is presently
before your comittee:

Hunting and Sport Fishing License Fees:

D Nonresident sport fishing license ... . . .. .$ 20.00

2) Nonresident hunting license ... ... .. ... ...... $ 20.00

)] Nonresident hunting and sport fishing license . .$ 40.00

Vi) Nonresident big game tags:

a) Browmn orgrizzly bear,polar bear $150.00 each
b) Blackbear, blue(glacier) colorphase. . . . $150.00 each
© Bison $100.00 each
d) MOOSEe. .. e $ 75.00 each
€ Sheep... . e $150.00 each
) Walrus $100.00 each

Our final suggested amendrent is that this Act take effect on January 1,
1973.

oc:  Sport Fish Division
Game Division



*ORM OP-O0IR

M E M O R A N D U M State of Al aska

TO: |

from:

The Honorable George Hohman
Chairman

House Finance Committee DATE February 10, 1972

Wallace H. Noerenbe SBIECT; CSSB 149 am
Commissioner
Department of Fish & Game

Earlier this week we noticed that House Finance Committee had scheduled
consideration of CSSB 149 am but that this meeting was cancelled.

The provisions of this bill are critical with regard to the Fish and Game Fund
programs of our Sport Fisheries and Game Divisions, Ithad been our Intent
to discuss the importance of this bill with your Committee during routine

FY 72-73 budget analysis of the Sport Fisheries, Game and Protection Divi-
sion®s projects. Unfortunately, this review is stll to take place and we

are concerned that fimal action on the part of your Committee with regard

to CSSB 149 am will be made before we can fully explain the factors iIn-
volved.

During our first appearance before your Committee, we touched lightly on
the provisions of this bill and the fact that a portion of the Protection Div-
ision program for FY 72-73 will be funded from the Fish and Game fund rather
than the General Fund. This was not an issue last year, but now will have
a serious impact on the Fish and Game Fund.

With these factors in mind, Iam requesting your approval to testify on
CSSB 149 am when you take this bill under consideration.

cc: Office of the Governor
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FL;i'L\/nl»ﬁ\iﬂ?/Aii/!\j ">A\Eég\i/» , State of Alaska

department.?*1 add game

o F Myrton R. Charmey, Director
Division ol Budget & Management

Department of Administration
DATE .. September 30, 1971

(Y] | :
FROM: MWaiiace H. Noererberulu SUBIECT: Ucerﬁe F(ES
Commissioner
Department of Fish and Game

In accordance with iInstructions contained in the letter from Governor
Egan to me, dated July 8, 1971, 1 amsubmitting foryour reviewand
use the Department”s report on the Issue of License Fees.
This report is presented in three sections:

1. Hunting License Fees

2. Sport Fish License Fees

3. Commercial Fish License Fees

Appended to  this report is a copy of the report on "Nonresidenthunting
and Angling” by the Wildlife Management Institute.
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SPORT FISH LICENSE FEES

His tori ci.l Data and Anticipated Trends

License fees are charged for the recreational pursuit of fishing in the-
state. The State license structure for sport fishing is segregated into

seven classes.

Class
1
4

05--25£

Type
Resident sport fishing
Resident hunting £ sport fishing

Resident hunting-trapping-sport
fishing

Nonresident visitor's special
10-day sport fishing

Nonresident sport fishing
Nonresident hunting « sport fishing

Special resident fishing, hunting,
trappirg

Cost/Calendar Year

$ 5.00

12.00 ($5 S.F./
$7 Hunt.)

15.06 ($5 S.F./
$7 Hunt./
$3 Trap.)

5.00

10.00

20.00 ($10 S.F./
$10 Hunt.)

.25

Although the State operates on a fiscal July 1 through June 30 period, the
license period is on a calendar year (January 1 e December 31) basis. As

discussions based cn fiscal year license sales will

include excessive clupli

cation on the part of license holders, data presented uere will be on a

calendar year basis.

Present license fees were established by the 1959 Legislative Session

(Ch. Si. SLA 1959) in anticipation or certification by the Secretary of
the Interior, und.-r provisions of the Alaska Statehood Act, that Alaska was
capable of managing its fish and game resources within the state. Certi-
fication by the Secretary of the Interior was received, and this license

fee structure was nut in:o effect July 1, 1959.

There have been

no license

fee adjti*t.aentr; for recreational sport fishing since that time, a period of

12 yu.rs.



Licensing prior Lg Statehood was governed by federal regulation. The Ter-
ritory, during a short interim (the early 1950's), establishe recreational
fishing tax that required an-individual to purchase a Territorial sport fish-
ing stamp (SI) in addition to tiie federal license. A resume of sales of Ter-
ritorial stamps is not readily available.

Regular State licensing began July 1, 1959. As licensing is conducted

on a calendar year basis, anglers were required to pay a full fee for the
first half year period. Because of accounting procedures, r.o accurate records
of license sales or deposits on a calendar year basis by type of license is
readily available for the period 7/1/59 - 12/31/60. Consequently, license
data and sales are presented from calendar year 1961.

NOTE: Gross figures are shown. By law vendors are permitted a 5 percent
commission on license sales. Therefore, calendar year deposits to the Sport
Fish Fund are shown under net figures (Table 1).

Table 1 is based on calendar year figures. They do not and are not directly
comparable to fiscal year license data or State of Alaska Annual Financial
Reports. Fiscal license sales reports from the Department of Revenue include
all incoming transactions (insofar as possible and practical) incurred during
the given fiscal year period (Tabic 3). They do not normally reflect dis-
bursement resulting from refunds for the purchase of duplicate licenses.

The Annual Financial Reports reflect transactions up to a specific /t-off
date, often five to six days prior to the actual close of the fiscal period.
Consequently, when viewing specific year f’cures against available documents,
a resulting discrepancy may be noted.

During the period of record (exclusive of 1954 when the earthquake caused
a decrease in sales) sport fish license sales had an increase from a low of
2 percent in 1962 to a high of 10 percent in 1963. From 1961 through 1970,
sport fish license sales increased 104 percent.

The average annual increase during this ten-year period 11.6 percent. During
the last four years of record (1966-1970), sport fish license sales increased
55.5 percent for an average annual increase of 14.G percent.



7CLE 1.

1%

hr;, iicorses sold
Gross S to SF Fond
Pot S to SF Fund
No. licenses sold
Gross S to SF Fund
‘Net S to SF Fund
Nc. licenses sold
Gross S to SF Fund
Net $ to SF Fund
Nc. licenses sold

Gross $ to Sr Fund

Net 5 to SF Fund

£21

22,674

113,370.00

1V, w0

23,559
118,345.00

112,432.43

25,433
127,165.00

120,325.50

23,070
115,350.00

109,725.36

£04

13,280

66.400

62,333

13,470

67.350

64,057

14,003

70,015

65,514

14,380

71-,900.

63,352

Resident

B

2,058
.00 10,340.00
.52 9,824.55
1,848
.00 9,240.00
.04 8,802.73
1,995
.00 9,980.00
.83 9,439.29
2,124
00 10,620.00
.04" 10,085.23

Calendar Veer Sport Fish License Sales and Income by Class,

305

250.32

238.31

2,925

243.65

232.51

4,612

384.18

355.47

5,781

431.55

457.44

1951 -

Total

41,027

190,360.

180,247.

41,912

195,178

185,574.

46,044

207.,544.

197,195.

45,355

198,351.

188,620.

1970.

32

25

.65

76

18

09

55

07

406

5,250

26,250.

24,851.

5,605

28,025.

26,646 .

6,-699

33,495.

31,876

6,193

30,965

29,435

00

11

00

89

00

.28

.00

.74

Nonresident

407 409
8,286 908
82,860.00 9,080.00
'78,542.64 8,603.71
8,252 926
82,520.00 9,260.00

78,448.55 8,817.16
9,202 1,079
92,020.00 10,790.00
87,535.56 10,251 .04
8,253 1,031
82,530.00 -10,810.00

78,485.49 10,269.42

Total

14,444
118,190.00

112,012.45

A W

14,783
119,805.00

113,912.60

16,980
136,305.00

,J.G52.85S

Cv'

21,303

124,305.00

118,191.65

\%

Grand

Total

55,471

303,550.32

292,259.71

55,695

314,983.65

299,437.36

63,024

343,8*9.

326,857.97

66,663

\322,655.55

305,811.72



7-3LE 1 (Ccn"t.)

£21
1965
No. licenses sold = 26.093
Grass S to SF Fund 130,490.00
Net S to SF Fund 123,950.50
175?
No. licenses sold *. 23,490
Gross $ to SF Fund 142,450.00
N 135,169.30
No. licenses sold 28,519
Gross $ to SF Fund 143,095.00
Nt s to sk FU 135,005.53
1553
No. licenses sold 33,511
Gross $ to SF Fund 167,555.00
Net S to SF Fund 159,251 .49

15,311

76.555.CO

72,673.92

14,913

74,590.00

70,313.47

15,225

75,130.00

72,327.63

17,521

37,605.00

83,287.05

£05

1,964
9,320.00

9,312.78

2,215
>
11,075.00

10,512.49

2,155
10,780.00

10,233.85

2,390
11,950.00

11 ,355.92

Calendar Year Sport Fish License Sales and Income

5A

5,08

420.50

399.33

4,654

388.51

367.95

4,356

352.35

342.35

4,919

409.75

390.01

by Class, 1961

- 1970.

License Class*

Total

43,421

207,553.70

206,346.53

50,237

223,503.51

216,353.21

50,357

230.357.85

218,910.45

58,3-.

267,519.75

254,284 .47

406

/»305

35,630.00

34,846.39

8,947

44,735.00

42,399.35

11,554

57,770.00

55,015.95

14,031

70,155.00

66,700.59

Nonresident

407

10,/00

107,000.00

"101,645.69

10,359

103,690.00

100,975.25

13,220

132,200.00

125,769.55

15,320

158,200.00

150,333 29

1,*%:-r7

14,470.00

13,712.41

1,670

15,700.00

15,824.55

1,820.

18,200.00

17,303.50

2,370

23,700.00

22,523.82

Grand

Total Total

19,42.; 6/,:-.-

153,150.00 355,712,.70

150,204.49 356,551.02

20,985 \ 71,273

165,125.00 353,633.51

375,055.76

/

*159,203.55

25,954 AN

P

76,551
203,170.00 453,53 i

198,089.11 415,539.57

10

32,221 £0,552

252,055.00 519,574.7:

239,557.70 .49-3,842.1/



;:LE 1 (Cer..) Calendar Year Sport Fish License Sales and Income
Resident
M 405 5A
No. licenses sold 35,581 13,944 2,935 5,035
Gross SF Fund 177,905.00 94,720.00 14,G75.00 423.58
Net S SF Fund 163,973.13 90,015.29 13,961.93 402.70
1970
No. licenses sold 33,442 22,951 3,355 5,359
Gross SF Fund 137,210.00 114,755.00 19,775.00 446.40
Net $ SF Fund 187,709.25 109,148.75 18,796.21 424.17
1MMc
on = . .
Mw 1 Resident sport fi
40 Resident huntinn
- Resident hunting- rishing
rs<—\ Spccial 25i res id
Nonresident r’“it_l_ 's special 1C-day sport fishing
407 Nonresident _TIIII

4C3

Nonresi dent hunti

e |-ty

by Class, 1961 - 1970.
License Class™
Total
62,545 16,499

287,733.58

273,354.04

71,707

332,135.40

316,078.38

82,495.00

78,368.20

17,307

85,935.00

82,684.09

17,5583

175,530.00

166,770.74

20,790

207,900.00

197,753.22

f'onresident

407 400

2,725

27,250.00

25,354.05

3,505

35,060.00

33,298.88

Total

36,777

285,275

270,993

41,683

329,895

313,736

00

.00

co

19

®, 057

573,0'Jo.uo

544,2*7.04

113,390
m652,031 .40

639,214.57



The Tgjv.-! t/e .! for resident end r.cnro? idnnt sales isas follows:

Re?ith:n{ Srpr* -1W" * les:

Resident license sales increased 74.4 percent fro::: 1961 to 1970 with a net
increi so o' S12,C"3 to the Sport Fish Tund. The average annual’increase in
license sale? d nrg this nira-year r-oricd is 8.3 percent, with an average
annual net increase to the Sport Fish Fund of $15,000. :

During the last rour years of record, resident license salesincreased 48.6
percent for an avsrage annual increase of 10.7percent. The net increase to
tiie Sport Fisii Fund was $99,819 for an average annual increase of $24,800.

Ronresic rr Sr~t -wrwn Sales:

nonresident license sales increased 188.6 percent from 1961 to 1970 for a net
increase to the Sport Fish Fund of $201,724. The average annual increase dur-
ing this nine-year period is 2L percent for a net increase to the Sport Fish
Fund of $22,409 per year.

During the last four years of record, nonresident license sales increased

«05.1 percent, for an average annual increase of 24 percent. This reflects a net
increase to the Sport Fish Fund of $154,533 with an average annual increase of
$38,600.

As stated in "Economic Outlook for Alaska"™ (1971) 46 percent of the visitors
ware attracted to the state because of sport fishing opportunities, and 40
percent made return trips because of the recreational fishing available. This
study also found that the group of visitors making the greatest per capita
dollar contribution to the State, is sport hunters and fishermenJ '

The findings in the "Economic Outlook for Alaska™ is reflected in sport fish
license sales. The increase of visitors to the state is reflected in the

Vedcral Field Omni It.ee for Development Planning in Alaska. 1971. 392 pp.



trend of changrng ratios between resident and nonresident license sales.

In 1961 tiie ratio wa> 2t9:1 (resident:nonras icieriL)’. Jn 1970 the ratio
changed to 1.7:1. Tiie basic trend during the nr/st‘five years reflects non-
resident licensed anglers increasing by approximately 9,000 individuals per

year. #

«

Legislation is presently pending (CSSB 149) for a.sport fish license fee
increase. Should this legislation be enacted and should license sales remain
at the previous year sale estimates (no decrease in sales in spite ¢" fee
increase), then annual projections will be reflected according to Table 2.
Due tc calendar year licensing and fiscal reporting for budgetary purposes,
the first full year uncer a new fee system would be fiscal year 1974. Pro-
jection? indicate an increase to the Sport Fish Fund in excess of $900,000

in this first full year. This increase presupposes no license sales decrease
due to fee increases. It is reasonable to assume that there will be sales
decreases especially in the nonresident.fullfee licenses. Obviously many
nonresidents will not pay $25 per license to sport fish for each member in a
family for sport fishing. In any event, even if license sales d crease, it
would be safe to assume that a substantial overall increase will result due
to the increased costs on the licenses that are sold.

CSSB 149 would adjust the sport fish (only) license fees as follows:

Class e Type ' Cost

1 Resident sport fishing $[5] $10

4 Resident hunting and sport fishing* [5] 10

5 Resident hunting-trapping-sport [5] 10
fishing*

6 lionrcsident visi torls special [5] 10
10-day sport fishing

7 Nonresident sport fishing [10] 25

9 Nonresident hunting and sport fishing* [10] 25

*Spert fish fee only—ddes not include hunting fee.



TABLE 2. Projected License Sales Net Receipts to the Sport Fish Fund, Fiscal Years 1972 - 1981.

_ At Present Fee With Fee Increase - CSSB 149
F\I(Sega:'l Resi dent Nonreside nt iota! Resident Nonresident Total
1972 $335,900 $335,000 M $ 647,700 4?}3 e - $ - $ -
1973 353,400 379,000 737,400 - - -
1974 332,400 424,400 \:\y\\ 805,800 . 772,100 1,005,400 1,777,500
1975 408,000 475,200 883,200 824,000 1,125,200 1,949,200
1975 435,400 522,400 957,800 v 879,400 1,259,800 2,139,200
1977 464,700 596,600 1,061,300 . 933,400 1,411,200 2,349,500
1973 495,000 669,600 o 1,165,600 r<:\/ 1,001,400 1,531,600 & 2,583,000
1979 529,400 752,000 1,281 ,400 1,063,700 m], 773,500 * 2,842,200
1 & . 555,100 844,900 A'\‘if 1,410,000 o 1,140,500 1,989,600 . 3,130,100

1981 603,200 949,800 1,553,000 1,217,300 2,233,100 3,450,400



The Department's hui.go'tary demands, created erodeminc.i.oly by the roquiruments
of the Division o.f Sport Fish, against the Sport Fish portion of the dedicated
Fish and Gere Fond, are shown in Table 3. Tiie Sport Fish portion of the Fish
and C.: e Fund has shewn gradual increases in year-end cash balances through

the first decade as maximum utilisation we:e being :".d of federal matching pro-
grams, Federal Aid In Fish, Restoration (Dir,pell-Johnson) and tiie Anadromous
Fish. Act. The federal aid programs, though generally increasing throughout tile
years since 1959, have remained relatively stable for the past few years. Un-
appropriated, federal funds frcn past years have new been utilized completely,
and the Federal matching programs are no.; operating at current maximum funding
levels. For the past six years the general budgetary procedure against the
federal apportionment lias been in excess of fund balances necessitating federal
program, approval contingent upon availability of new funds allocated each July
1 as a preliminary apportionment to the State. Consequently, the present pro-
grams arc new using more State funding than in the past, with the result that
State cash balances in the dedicated funds are being gradually reduced. A
sport fish license fee increase in the magnitude of that proposed by CSSB 149
will provide the funds necessary to match all -available federal monies and
further provide the additional funding for maintaining a viable Sport Fish pro-
gram through the next several years.

In 1967 the Sport Fish Division conducted an angler economic survey. Results
of this survey indicate that approximately 43.8 percent of the anglers parti-
cipating in the harvest of the recreational fish resources arc unlicensed
juvc-niles (no license is required for persons under 16 years of age). This
percentage has been prorated back through the years 0l record. It was esti-
mated that in 1961 there were in excess oF 24,300 unlicensed juvenile anglers
fishing in Alaska. By 1970 tins figure had exceeded 47,800 (an increase of

78.5 percent).

Today's juvenile anglers arc well off compared to those of former years. It
is if.'portent io indicate that at age 12 they must pay full fare for most
tickets on commercial carriers, and the change from half to full fare at movie
and spectator sporting events generally occurs at this age. There appears to
be little if any impact on their participation, however, as the commercial
carriers, movies, arid sporting events are still well patronized by teenagers.

Angling is one of the few activities where teenagers above age 12 still enjoy a
special exemption. In angling they are still taking a "free ride™ as shown by

i/



TABLE 3.

Cash Ealance 6/30/60
FY'61 Transactions:
Receipts:

Licenses
Fed. rein.burssr.ent & other

Expenditures
Increase (Decrease) in fund
Cash Balance 6/30/61
FY'62 Transactions:
Receipts:
Licenses
Fed. reir.;burser.".ent & other
Transfer of DJ fund a:ct.
Expenditures
Increase (Decrease) in fund
Cash Balance 6/20/62
e FY'63 Transactions:
Receipts:
Licenses
Fed. reimbursement & other
Expenditures
Increase (Decrease) in fund
Cash Balance 6/30/63
FY164 Transactions:
Receipts:
Licenses
Fed. reimbursement « other
Expenditures
Increase (Peer ase) in fund

Cash Balance 6/30/6"

Sport Fish Fund Transactions,

$ 348,421.74
170,654.01

$ 311,062.83
485,322.31
79,345.58

$ 307,345.65
242,231.66

$ 262,934.50
. 429,105.64

Ceul, -J/G-]

Fiscal Years 1961 thru 1973.

Sport Fish Fund
Cash Balance

$ 189,293.90
$ 519,075.75
(339.971.34)
129,104.41
$ 318,398.31
$ 876,230.77
(658,058.27)
218,172.50
$ 536,570.81
$ 549,577.32
(512,538.67)
37,038.65
$ 573,609.46
\
$ 692,040.14
(648,431.25)
43,608.83

e $ 677,213.34



TABLE 3 (Ccn"t.)-Sport Fish Fund Transactions, .Fiscal Years 1961 thru 1973.

-e¥ Sport Fish Fund
- Cash Balance

Cash Balance 6/30/64 carried forward o $ 617,218.34

FY'65 Transactions: .
Receipts:
Licenses $ 306,565.12
Fed. reimbursement Xother 328,210.18
$.644,775.20

Expenditures (512,364.90)
Increase (Decrease) in fund . 132,410.90
Cash Balance 6/30/65 - $ 749,629.24

FY166 Transactions:

Recei pts:
Licenses $424,650.2"

Fed. reimbursement&other 343,527.41
$ 758,177.65

Expenditures (613,665.27)
Increase (Decrease) in fund 154,512.38
Cash Balance 6/30/65 “ $ 304,141.62

FY167 Transactions:

Recei pts:
Licenses $405,004.91

Fed. reimbursement&other 379,550.11
, $785,555.02

Expenditures (640,414.02)
Increase (Decrease) in fund 145,141.00
Cash Balance 5/30/67 ' $1,049,282.62

FY168 Transactions:
Receipts:
Licenses $415,029.37
Fed. reimbursement&other 384,441.23
' $ 799,470.60
Expenditures (690,447.65)

Increase (Decrease) in fund ] 109,022.95

Cash Balance 6/30/68 . $1,158,305.57



TABLE 3 (Con*t.) Sport Fish Eund Transactions,

Cash Balance 6/30/63 carried forward

*FY169 Transactions:
Receipts:
Licenses $ 575,584.28
Fed. reimbursement a other 358,6'2'0.02

Expenditures
Increase (Decrease) in fund

Cash Balance 6/30/69

FY'70 Transactions:
Receipts:
Licenses $ 579,521.16
Fed. reimbursement & other 546',432.60

Expenditures
Increase (Decrease) in fund
Cash Balance 6/30/70

Estimated change in FY1/70 cash
balance on completion of all
outstanding projects and col-

lection of outstanding
receivables

Adjusted 6/20/70 Cash Balance ’
FY'71 Transactions (estimated):
Receipts:
Licenses $ G22,900
Fed. reimbursement £ other 591,571

Expendi tures

Increase (Decrease) in fund

Fiscal Years 1901 thru 1973.

Sport Fish Fund
Cash Bal ance

$1,158,305.57

$ 934,204.20
(895,390.83)

38,813.4.4
$1,197,119.01

$1,125,953.76
‘ (1,374,470.27)

( 248,516.51)
$ 948,602.50

(47,346.02).
$ 901,256.48

$1,214,471
(1,262,427)

Cash Balance 6/30/71 (estimated)
FY172 Transactic ns (ostimated):

Receints:

Licenses $ 674,700

Fed reimbursement £ other 683.373
Expenditures

Increase (Decrease) in fund

$ 853,300

$1,353,073

(1,59 7,024)

(238,9511



TABLE! 3 (Con"t.) Sport Fish Fund Transactions, Fiscal Years

Cash Balance 6/30/72 (estimated)

FY'73 Transactions (estimated)

Receipts:
Licenses $ 736,400
Feci, reimbursement & other 1,011,600
$1,748,000
Expenditures (1,994,000)

Increase (Decrease) in fund

Cash Bala.nce 6/30/73 (estimated)

1961 thru 1973.

Sport Fish Fund
Cash Balance

$ 610,349

(246,000)
$ 368,349*

*May reflects an overstatement of revenue due to nonconsideration of reimburse-
ments for duplicated licenses; closing of fund accounts prior to actual year-

~nd final deposits, ere.



a 1770 State Licensing .Survey compiled by the bureau of S;orl Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Tiie Minimum are at which a resident license is required for two stater,
(Hichiran and Texas) is 17. Thirty states first require a fishing license at
the age of 16 (AUbana, Alaska, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Georgia,
[llinois, Indian:!, lcwa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, ilaine, Maryland, Mili-
neseta, Mississippi, Nebraska, ilew Hampshire, Mew York, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Virginia, ’."ashingten, and Wisconsin).

The eg: .of 16 is old enough for teenagers to purchase licenses in eight states
(Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Massachusetts, Montana, Vermont, and West Vir-
ginia). A license is required at age 14 in six states (Arizona, ldaho, Mew
Jersey, Mew Mexico, Oregon, and Wyoming). Three states (Nevada, South Carolina,
and Utah) require a license at the age of 12, while in Hawaii a license is

required at nine years of age.

Many states, especially those that require licensing of the younger residents,
offer a special "cut rate"™ for juvenile fishermen. These states are Hawaii,
Massachusetts, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming. The special license fur-
nishes a little revenue for the fish an/ game departments. Principally, it
instills a feel ing of resource respond Mn hty and participation in-resource

management at reasonably impressionable age levels.

License fee or ago differentials for nonresident juvenile anglers also exists

in some states. Thirteen states (lowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mevada,
Mississippi, Mew Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon. Pennsyl-
vania, and Utah) require a license at an earlier age for nonresidents than for
resident juvenile anglers. In five states (Massachusetts, Nevada, Oregon, Utah,
and Wyoming) the cost of a juvenile’angling license is higher for nonresident"
than for residents. In three states (Kansas, Virginia, and West Virginia) non-
residents, regardless of age, pay full license fee.'

2 . . . . .
The above infoi...T.ion w,s taken from prior surveys. Recent legislation by
the states may have altered the licensing structure for juveniles in some of
them.



Fundi n;1 Zltern *Li yes.:

*K

1. Tito existing 20c license is not realistic Hr the State fish end Game/
Revenue structure. Discussions witn representatives of the Department
of Revenue indicate that apparent wide-spread abuse and misuse of the
25c license is occurr’or in many areas of the state. |If this, license
must be retained, consideration shouTd be given to having this license
administered through the Department of Health and Social Services to

meet full welfare criteria.

*

SB 203 attempts to deal with this problem by raising the 25c license
fee to $5. If all else fails, this legislation should be supported.
\

2. CSSB 149 may eo too far in nonresident sport fishing foes in the area off
a full year license. Most of the western states are in the $15 non-
resident annual fee bracket. Some-of these states have had this fee
structure for some time and may be thinking of fee increases, but for
Alaska, to jump to $25 n&™ be too progressive at this time. Many tourists
normally spend two to three weeks in the state; some of them will not
spend $25 per person to fish. As noted oreviously, 45 percent of the
tourists are attracted to Alaska because of the sport fishing opportuni-
ties, and 40 percent make return trips because of the recreational
fishing available. A $10 resident fee and a $20 nonresident fee appear

reasonable.

3. The adjustments in the current visitor's special 10-day sport fishing
license to $10 ($1 pc]' day) appears reasonable (CSSB 149).

Additional Fundinc Sources:

Tin. fallowing areas are presented for consideration as alternative sources
of funding in relation to the recreational fisheries. Although some of these
methods have been and are presently being used by some of the other states,
the approach is some./sat foreign to long-term Alaska residents. In essence,
the following alternatives suggest special fees for specific fisheries.

1. The. Division of Sport fish presently issues a freshwater Cook Inlet
king <t*i:on punch card. This punch card is specific to the Cook Inlet



area and is essentially used to dot an accurate determination of the
harvest of king sali.cn over 7.0 inches in length. The present regulations
permit only two salmon over ?o0 inches in length to bo taken by an angler
during an entire season. Approximately 15,000 such punch cards are issued
annually. A charge eculd be rede for issuance of this card. Two dollars
would appear reasonable.

Another alternate funding source is the issuance of a salmon/steel head
punch card. This punch card would be used statewide in fresh end salt
water. Each card would be good for 20 fish and would be obtained at a
cost of $5. The angler may purchase as many cards as he wishes.

There are quite a few sport fishing salmon dor ies being conducted within
the state. The popularity of the derbies and the activitetion of derbies
long since gone speaks well for the economic value of such activities
within tiie various communities. It would seem timely that consideration
be given to a charge for each salmon derby permit issued. A fee of up to
$1,000 might be appropriate.

MS tourism and the desires of the public to participate in recreational
angling crows, the state can witness more and more sport fish charter
boats. Consideration should also be given to the possibility of a sport
fish charter beat registration permit for all vessels used for hire of
20 feet and over in length. Fees for such a permit could go as high as

$100.

It is well to consider the juvenile role and Iris impact on the fishery
resources. A token or juvenile license at the age of 12 is not excessive,
and at least by the ace 14, a teenager should be ready to commence
assuming responsibility for his share of the load for the support of his
fishing. It is recommended that consideration be given to the question
of licensing juvenile anglers. It is suggested that a juvenile license
be provided for persons between the ages cf 12 and 15 to bo one-half the
normal fee of the license class for which the individual qualifies (e.g.,
resident juvenile would be one-half the resident full fee license. The



nonresident juvenile would be one-lialf the nonresident full fee license.)

Should the license structure be such thatthe juvenile license on the one-
half full fee formula becomesa part of adollar, thenthe.juvenile license
fee should he raised to the highest whole dollar.

Penrii;* Leeislaticn:

CSMB 122: Arcer.g ether things, this bill provides for a $L resident sport
fishing license for oersons over 65 (combination license would still cost

$L for the sport fishing portion).

In 1570 approximately 943 residents indicated their age as being 65 cr older.
It can be assumed that seme portion of those who did not indicate their age
(there were approximately 103 residents who did not) also fall into the 65

or over age bracket.

Passage of CSh'B 122 could result in a cross revenue decrease of approximately
$3,976, presently disregarding effects that might result from manipulations
in the 25% license fee category.

HB 291: This bill provides for anincrease of 5 percent in vendor commissions
for selling licenses; present commission is 5 percent. The net amount given
to the Fish and Game-Fund would be reduced by an additional 5 percent if this

bill is passed.
CSSB 14: This bill is similar to CSHB 122.

CSS3 149: License fee increase re sport fishing is discussed‘in text.

SB 203: This bill wculd raise the fee for low ‘nccme persons from 25% to $5.
We should support any legislation that removes cr at least modifies the 25%

license.

Note: Sec. 16.05.660 is being amended in th-is bill. It becomes opportune



SC 205: This bill proposes a Too for duplicate licenses. We should support
this legislation. 4

Denarbmenjb of Revenue - Pronosed Lenislation:

Legislation proposed by the Department of* r.ovci.uc contains only one piece
that is specifically sport fish oriented. This is a proposed bill that would
provide for the issuance of a sport fishing permit to persons in the custody
of State correctional and mental institutions for rehabilitation purposes.

This has been an area of concern to the Department of Fish and Game for some
time. This legislation, if processed, would cover this awkward area and still
permit the Department to maintain full control. We should support this proposal



APPENDIX A. Projected Estimated Balance of the Sport Fish Portion of the
Fish and Game Fund FY'73-'77 Under the Present License Fee
Structure.
Begi nning Net Receipts Estimated
Balance (wi thout Budget Ending
Fiscal Year (Thousands) I ncrease) Reques ts Balance
1973 368.3 737.4 ( 886.4) 219.3
1974 219.3 806.8 (1,005.8) 20.3
1975 20.3 883.2 (1,111.8) (208.3)*
1976 (208.3) 967.8 (1,128.8) (369.3)**
1977 (369.3) 1,061.3 (1J79.4) (487.4)***

*Assuming that no General Fund monies or an increase in license fees are
available, the Sport Fish Division will drop specific projects in manage-
ment, restoration, and research as follows:

1.

Interior (Faiibanks)

a. Lake rehabilitation to rear trout.

b. Lake development to rear siieefish.

c. Sport fish inventory surveys at Nome, upper Tanana River
watershed, and lower Kuskokwim watershed.

Total—$60,000.

Southeast Alaska _ _
a. Lake and streamside rearing ponds to rear salmon and steelhead

at Sitka, Ketchikan, and Petersburg.
Total-$75,000.

Southcentral (Kenai Peninsula)
a.  Public access purchase and site development.

Total—3$60,000.

**Assuning similar financial conditions in FY*76 as FY'75, the Sport Fish
Division will drop the following specific projects:

1.

Southcentral _
a. Land access purchase and site development, llat-Su Valley.

Cost—$30,000.

b. Matanuska Valley sport fish lake restoration to rear trout.
Cost--$10,000.

c. Restoration investigations of the Little Susitna River water-
shed to enhance coho and king salmon and steelhead trout.
Cost—$15,000.

d. Lake rehabilitation (15 lakes) within the Nancy Lake State
Recreation Area.

Cost—$75,000.

e. Glennallen area lake rehabilitation (3 lakes).

Cost—%$6,000.



***As in FY'75 and TY'76, the Sport Fish Division will drop the following
specific projects in FY177.

1. Kodiak o
a. Lake rehabilitation (3 lakes) to rear trout and salmon.

Cost—$15,000.

2. Statewide ) o ) :
a. Life hlstor)ﬁ investigations: Arctic char (North Slope);
northern pike (Tanana River, Fairbanks); steelhead/cutthroat
(Southeast); king salmon (Cook Inlet and Southeast).

Cost—$140,000



APPENDIX B.

Fiscal Year
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

*

1

Projected Estimated Balance of the Sport Pish Portion of the
Fish and. Game Fund, FY173 - FY'77, Assuming that CSSG 149 is

Approved to Increase the Sport Fishir/j License Fees.

Bcgi rini ng
Galance

368.3
219.3
991.0
1,828.4
2,840.8

Receipts
w/increase

737-:4
1,777.5
1,949.2
2,139.2
2,349.6

Request

885.4)

(

(
)
(
(

1,005.8
1,111.8
1,126.8
1,179.4

)
)
)
)

Endi ng
Balance

219.3
991.0
1,828.4
2,840.8
4,011 .0



HUNTING LICENSE HEES

HISTORICAL DATA AND ANTICIPATED TRENDS

License fees are charged for the recreational pursuit of game in Alaska for

botdi resident hunters and nonresident hunters. In addition t the license fees,

nonresident hunters must also purchase big gane tags for each species hunted.

No big game tags are required of resident hunters with one exception, the muskox.

The .license and tag fees are as follows:

@) Resident hunting license
b) Resident hunting & trapping license
©) Resident trapping license

d) Resident hunting and sport fishing license

$ 7.00
10.00
3.00
12.00

(&7 hunting,
% S. fishing

€) Resident hunting, trapping & sport fishing license 15.00 - ($7 hunting,

1) Nonresident hunting license
@) Nonresident hunting & sport fishing license
h) Nonresident hunting & trapping license
1) Resident fur dealer & taxidermy license
J) Nonresident fur dealer & taxidermy license
K) Fish, fur or game farming license
D Nonresident big gare tags:
1) brom or grizzly bear
2) polar bear
3 black bear, deer
4) bison, moose, sheep
5 walrus
6) elk, goat, caribou

7) muskoxen

10,00
20.00
100.00
20.00
100.00
5.00

75.000
150.000
10.000
50.000
100.000
25.000
1,000.000

$3 trapping,
% S. fishing

- (%10 hunting,
$10 Fishing)



m) Resident big game tags:
4

D muskoxen $500,000

Special resident fishing, hunting & trapping 5

The state operates on a fiscal year basis. .However, the hunting-licenses are
issued on a calendar year basis. Inasmuch as a discussion based on fiscal year

license sales would probably result in duplication, data is presented on the

license period; or calendar year.

In anticipation of certification by the Secretary of the Interior, under
provisions of the Alaska Statehood Act, that Alaska had made the necessary prep-
arations for managing its fish and game resources, the legislature (1959 session)
established license fees for the taking of fish and gare; these fees went into
effect July 1, 1959. No changes iIn license fees have been made since that time
except for the addition of the tag fees for muskox, enacted by the x969 session

of the legislature.

Prior to statehood, fish and game was managed by the Bureau of Sports Fisheries
and Wildlife and the Alaska Game Commission. Licensing of hunters was a function

of the federal govermment and records are not available In such receipts prior to

statehood.

State licensing began on July 1, 1959, but due to accounting procedures, no
accurate records of license sales or deposits on a calendar year basis by type
of license are readily available for the period of 7/1/59-12/31/60. Therefore,

license data and sales are presented here, comencing with the calendar year 1961.

Remember too, that vendors are permitted a 5 percent conmission on license

sales, therefore, deposits to the fish ad gare fund are actually "net” figures.

From 1961 through 1970 hunting license ad tag sales in net revenue to the

game fund have increased 121 percent; or approximately 12.1 percent per year.



TABLE 1 CALENDAR YEAR GAME LICENSE & TAG SIES & INCOME TO GAME FUND BY CLASS 1961-1970

1961

No. Licenses Sold
Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

1962

No. Licenses Sold

Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

1963

No. Licenses Sold
Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

1964

No. Licenses Sold
Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

1965

No. Licenses Sold
Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

1966

RESIDENT
\
402 40) .y 404 w,
17,667 1,504 13,280

116,571.62 10,056.72

86,679.88 12,323.95 28,724.65 28,724.65 -J.9.10

s >

405 J

2,068

18,U5 1,156 13,470 1,848
120,925.33 7,726.65

217-7, (,53
19,39 1 058 14,003 1,99
128,874.71

>17 M
17,956 A3 14,330 2,124
119,292.51  6,950.07
f"

19,562 830 15,311 1,964
129,982.26

"LOU"1

Y%w

N

LICENSE CLASS

1

408

3,028

NON-RESIDENT

409
908

Not recorded

3,018
*3,701

3,755
*4,351

3,919
*4,89%

4,834
*6,387

87,966.84 13,754.41 28,527.08
V» " F

8,608.71 36.69

926

*

1,079

1,081

N)

1,447

vr) Udb

410

F7IIK

8

7,050.38 93,120.73 13,285.29 35,645.52 10,251.04 76.09

8

Figures for net amount to Game Fund not available

5,572.78 101,743.48 13,037.91 45,918.29 13,712.41 66.70

405
3,005

334.40

2,925
325.55

4,612

511.76

5,781

5,048
66.70

Grand
Total

120,862
265,856

386,718

127,532
268,542

396,075

144,826.

288.815.

433,642.

174,032.

311.240

435,273

224,660.
310,532.

535,193.

.03
.47
.50

.99
.27
.26

4

06

69

.63
.32

25
97
22



Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

1967
No. Licenses Sold

Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Gare Fund

1968
No. Licenses Sold

Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

1969
No. Licenses Sold

Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fud

1970
No. Licenses Sold

Non-resident Tags
Net $ to Game Fund

* Class 416

119,823.61 5,550.63 99,138.78
17,068 72 15,226
113,536.04  4,863.45 101,258.69

2 Nl
19,338 728 17,521
128,631.18  4,845.99 116,595.89
/[ T1 Ib's ¢10
20,925 909 18,944
139,137.78  6,036.82 1263022.82
H\7/7 1cu, 7=v
22,148 1,042 22,951
147,157.43  6,922.41 152,808.14
i > =T

14,717.50

2,156
14,327.38

2,390
15,899.89

2,935
19,546.69

3,955

*7,597
48,381.70 15,824.95 84.51
5,893 1,820 4
*8,640
56,031.50 17,303.50 38.17

7.7/7 73,377-
6,815 2,370 14
*9,814
64,795.35 22,523.82 133.60
cll77 7=~
7,817 2,725 18
*11,055
74,316.16 25,854.06 171.73
/toj Ny /> N
p
9,004 3,506 9
12,602
26,314-6?'7 85,439.23 33,298.88 85.2
(| un/yit
Nn0° -
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515.14

4,354
482.60

4,919
546.10

5,085
563.30

5,359
593.87

& n

274,878.60
304,036.82
573,915.42

0]

288,466.96
307,340.85

V?F =

lver -

329,151.60
353,971.82
683,123.42

5/ \

365,512.02
391,649.86
757,161.88

7. 4

402,749.28
452,619.84
855,369.12



. t
Thiis has ranged from a low of 2.4 percent increase iIn 1962 t 14.6 percent in-

crease in 1968.

The greatest rate of increase has been nonresident big game tag sales.
These have increased from nc sales in 19,61 of $120,862.03 to net sales in 1970
of $402,749.28. The resident license net sales have increased from $265,856.47
in 1961 to $52,619.84 in 1970. These iIncreases represent a 233 .“parcait increase

for nonresident sales as compared to a 70 percent increase for resident sales.

A significant portion of the annual Game Division program funding is derived
fron the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act, or the "Prttman-Robinson Act.™
This act, passed iIn 1937 by the United States Congress, placed an 11 percent tax

on the sale of all sporting arms and ammunition.

These funds are apportioned to the individual states on the basis of the size
of the state and the number of licenses sold. Inasmuch as Alaska iIs the largest
state, even though the number of licenses sold is small, we, along with several
other states, receive the largest authorized annual apportionment alloned by the

Act.

In order to utilize these federal monies the state must match the federal

money on a 1:3 ratio by money from the fish and gare fund.

The following table indicates the apportionment received each fiscal year
since 1960, and the amount that was not matched by state funds, thereby reverted
to the federal govermment. All reverted funds are utilized by the Bureau of
Sports Fisheries and Wildlife ior wetlands acquisition. The state has a two

year period to fully utilize these funds before they are reverted.

(see Table I1)



Table 11 8talus- of Federal Aid to Wildlife Funds

P.R. Fund Appot F;~red P.1L Funds Reverted
FY

1960 = $ 790,000 (7/1/59-6/30/60) $ 15,435.06
1961 735,100 0
1962 698,500 150,323.16
1963 695,100 177,279.10
1964 781,395 70,350.00
1965 835,250 179,035.00
1966 960,300 193,422.36
1967 1,085,600 169,591.00
1968 1,316,000 107,285.00
1969 1,514,500 0
1970 1,582,250 0
1971 1,538,500 0~

In FY 1960 all of the federal money available to the state was matched and
we have continued to do so each year since that time.

The federal apportionment has "leveled off' since FY70 and we do not anti-
cipate any appreciable increase iIn the amount apportioned In the near future. /
Therefore, If the current level of game division programs and activities are

maintained, and the cost of doing business continues to Increase at the present

level, a greater proportion of the funding will probablyhave to be provided by

state fuus.-

Fiscal year 1972 will require the expenditure of all license fees received
in order to maintain our presgpi level of service. IT license sales continue
to Increase an average of 12 percent per year as has been the case since 1961,
the expenditure of all license monies received will barely maintain our present
program level. It will not provide for any expansion of the program as probably
will be required by the projected growth in Alaska®s population.

Two altematives are available to Increase the necessary state funds which
will allow a moderate increase in game d."“vision prograns and services, and also
keep up with the demands created by the projected growth iIn population of the
state: 1) the allocation of state general funds from the treasury, or 2) an



TABLE 111

CALENDAR YEAR

1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

RESIDENT NONRESIDENT

484,302
515,985
547,668
579,351
611,034
642,717
674,400
706,083
737,766

769,449

\

Vow ~ 2% "¢

T i

‘Ji-\é

AT PRESENT FEE

\
4

496,589
590,429
684,269
778,109
871,949
965,789
1,059,629
1,153,469
1,247,309
1,341,149

W3J
M

[

wy hl

TOTAL

980,891
1,106,414
1,231,937
1,357,460
1,483,003
1,608,506
1,734,029
1,859,552
1,985,075
2,110,598

PROJECTED LICENSE SALES (Net Receipts to the Game Fund) CALENDAR YEARS 1972-1981

WITH FEE INCREASE - CSSB 149

RESIDENT NONRESIDENT

904,645

967,970
1,031,295
1,094,620
1,157,945
1,221,270
1,284,595

1,347,920

744,518

917,990
1,091,462
1,264,934
1,438,406
1,611,878
1,785,350
1,958,822

TOTAL

1,649,163
1,885.960
2,133,757
2,359,554

,2,596,351
2,3 /3,148
3,069,9"5
3;306, 742



increase in license fees for both resident and nonresident hunters.

Inasmuch as the present adninistration is attempting to "hold the line" on
general fund expenditures, It is appropriate to request to legislature to pass

a general Incres.se in hunting license and nonresident game tag fees.
uvg
A bill was iIntroduced iIn the Senate during the past session, SB 149.

Attached i1s a copy of the memorandum written by Mr. Ralph Kimlinger, Department
of Revenue, iIndicating the effect this bill would have on the gane fund.

Mr. Kimlinger also suggests amendments to this bill and projects the effect
such fees would have on the gare fund. We feel that his proposed nonresident
tag fees are excessive, and would favor those of the original bill.

The Wildlife Management Institute recently completed a survey of the present
license structure iIn the western states, which are members of the Western Asso-
ciation of State Game and Fish Commissioners. This sunwey is attached for your
information. A portion of that report dealing with reasonable fees, has been

included below,

REASONABLE FEES™

"Throughout the foregoing discussions the term "‘reasonable™ iIn relation to
nonresident fees and controls has appeared repeatedly. It is, therefore, appro-
priate to devise some criteria as t what Is "‘reasonable™ In nonresident fees.

"That the resident"s full share of the cost of managing wildlife is covered
by his license iIs strictly an assumption, subject to serious question In several
states. When the resident pays $3 for small gare, $ or less for deer, and
under $10 for elk, there is reason to doubt that he is paying his full share of
the management costs. But 1If we assune, for the purpose of a starting point,
that every resident hunter or angler actually pays his full share of the cost of

managing the resource, we can develop the following relationships.

“Wildlife Management Institute



1 ResldenL License - Management costs (basic assumption)

Resident License = Extra .License publicity, direction, publications,
correspondence and overhead for administering nonresident hunting.

0.5 Resident V/icosc = Excess enforcement costs on nonresidents who have
little interest in the state, plus administration of packers and guides.

0.5 Resident License = Winter range acquisition and development to maintain
big game herds In excess of resident requirements. Examples of larger
nonresident harvest rates have been cited previously. If there were no
nonresidents, It may be argued, there would be less demand and less need
for winter range acquisition and development. Game herds must be held
at optimum numbers to meet current ad future recreational demands.

Total: 3 x Resident License = Nonresident fee

"There also is a historical, long-term reliance on nonresident fees as a
major source of revenue for many state wildlife agencies. Part of the funds
are used to provide wildlife for viewing by non-hunters and non-anglers, both
residents and nonresidents, who make onlly minor contributions tonvard the upkeep

of the resource.

"'Charging higher fees for nonresident licenses has a history older than
wildlife management in all states. The power of the state to sell privileges
to use resources held in trust for all of the people of a state iIs a well esta-

blished and accepted-principle.

"Since It costs about three times as much t serve a nonresident hunter as
a resident, assuming all residents actually are paying their proportionate share
for services received and a revenue-producing differential is well established,
It is the Institute’s belief that a nonresident license fee approximately five
times greater than the resident Iic;nse meets the test of reasonableness.
Addition of two points of differential, iIncreasing the ratio from 1 to 3 up to
1 to 5, iIs considered a reasonable charge for nonresident use of a resident

resource.



"The current ratio of-resident to nonrenjdent nunters fees in the 37 states
outside the scope of the Western Association is 1-t©°5.5 for small gare and
1 to 4.6 for deer. The overall average differential of 1 Lo 5 Is considered
fair and reasonable by the non-public land states. It is believed that a similar
differential i1s fair ad reasonable iIn public lands states.

"This ratio of 1 to 5 only applies to the charge for a license, not to the
numbers of nonresident hunters. Decisions regarding the total numbers of all
hunters that can be accommodated must be based solely on the biology of the
wildlife species involved, comensurate with d professional management plan for

each species.

"Attaining a ratio of 1 to 5 iIn every state does not necessarily mean that
nonresident license fees should be reduced. Rather, it can generally be achieved
by raising resident license fees to a level where the licensees pay for services
received. Where elk hunting fees are grossly out of line, 1t will of course be
necessary to separate the present package license into some type of individual
species permits and set reasonable fees for them. However, in states with the
greatest discrepancies, .setting a more realistic resident license charge will do

much toward meeting the suggested 1 to 5 differential.”

Using their criteria of a1l o 51ratio of resident to nonresident fees, we
find that Alaska has a ratio of 1 to 1.4 on small gane, 1 to 2.9 on deer and a Vv
1 to 5 ratio on elk (these arc the species used iIn the aforementioned survey
for comparison purposes). Many of the game species found In Alaska are unique
to Alaska, but we find that on those comparable species, Alaska charges less,
in the ratio of resident to nonresident, than many of the other western states,
andparticularly Montana, ldaho and Washington. On small game we have the lowest

ratio of any of the westermn states.



AtldILional Funding Sources

(D New licensing tet; should be considered is that of licensing resident
Juveniles. At this time no license iIs required of resident hunters under 16
years of age. Most states require a license of all teenage youngsters above
the age of 12, and generally big game hunting is restricted to those youngsters
12 or older. (% also feel that youngsters between the ages of 12 and 16
should be accompanied by an adult when iIn the pursuit cf big game iIn Alaska.)

It is estimated that there are some 15,000 Alaska residents iIn the 12 to 16
age group who now enjoy hunting without a license in Alaska. Using this estimate,
multiplied by the present resident fee of $7 per license, produces additional

revenue amounting t $105,000 - less the 5 percent fee to the license vendors.

Most other recreation facilities (movies, almost all sporting events, etc.)
charge those youngsters over 12 full f& . In addition, age 12 is usually the

age at which all travelers are considered "adults” in calculating ticket prices.

(2) One other license should be given serious consideration. The 2sc. license
for those persons making $3,600 per year or less. The Department of Revenue has
indicated that a substantial percent of those persons purchasing :s. licenses are
in fact not qualified under the criteria established by the statutes. IT it
IS necessary (for various reasons) that this license be retained, then perhaps
it should be admninistered through the Department of Health and Welfare as a-< y

bonafide welfare program.

Senate Bill 203 attempts to deal with this problem by raising the :s. license
fee o $. This would help to equalize fees for those persons who take advantage
of this law, but would be a hardship for those people who need assistance. We
prefer that 1t be administered by Health and Social Services as a welfare program.



11 -

(@ Most other states have big game tags In addition to the general hunting
license, for resident hunters just as WC do for nonresident hunters. Such fees
could be initiated Iy charging a noninal fee for each big game animal hunted;
perhaps a $3 fee for deer t as much as $10 for more desirable trophies such as

brom-grizzly bear, sheep and polar bear.
Vv
We do not have exact figures indicating the numbers of residents that hunt

. N
each of Mas lee’s big gane, but even these nominal fees would increase by a sub- v

stantial amount the monies deposited to the gare fund. g\X

(4 Fees for both resident and nonresident trapping should go to the game
fund rather than the general fund, as It now does. This change would add an
additional amount to the game fund of approximately $18,000 to $25,000

($17,586.74 in calendar year 1970).

The Game Division does research and surveys and inventories on fur animals
that benefit those people that trap, but receives no money from their license

fees.
Pending Legislation

CSlB 122 and CSSB 14: These bills provide for a $1 resident hunting license
for persons 65 years of age or olderand & resident hunting and trapping license

for persons iIn this age group.

There vouli be no loss of revenue to the game fund for this change iIn trap-
ping fees for this age group inasmuch as trapping license fees are deposited to
the general fund.

From our records we find that we have 664 licensed resident hunters 65 years
of age or over. Therefore, we would receive $6 less for each of these people

or $3,984 less in revenue.



HB 291: This bill .provides lor an incrcase of 5 percent In vendor com-
missions for selling licenses and tags; the present .comission Is 5 percent.
The net amount given to the game fund would be reducedoy anadditional 5
percent if this bill Ispassed. This would be a totalof  10percent reduction
rather than the 5 percent reduction at lie—prcsent time. |

CSSB ¥©: The license fee increase provided for by this bill for hunting
licenses and nonresident game tags iIs discussed in the text,

SB 203:  This bill provides for an increase in hunting license feesfor the
low income persons fronZ? t $. We should support any legislation that

removes or modifies the 2 license.

SB 206: This bii] provides for a fee of & for a duplicate huntinglicense
or gane tag that may have been lost. We should support this bill.

Department of Revenue - Proposed” Legislation

Legislation proposed by the Depai“tment of Revenue has no effect on revenue

accruing to the game fund.

In conclusion, It iIs a fact that In order to carry out the Came Division®s
present level of service, 1t will be necessary to derive additional state
funds In a few years. Keeping pace with the increased demands of an increasing
population will require an expanding program rather than a maintenance program,

ad will require an even greater portion of state funds.
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lEFFECT 0,'! TREASURY

Dosed on the license sales
and Gome Funds and the Gene
Fish Fund
Game Fund

General Fund
Tota 1
(See attached for details)

Since icenses are solJ on

K\

Intrcductic.i of SC \hS appe

been calculated.

as such we would like to

recommend

A I U

date = March 11, 1971
*
A subject: SB 1'i9 Sport Fishing
I-I and Hunting License Fees
during cal crutar year 1970 irscreascs to the Fish
ral Fund~ if SB |li9 is passed would be:
$ 629.390.00
793,795.00
* 511,830.00
$1,1(78,015.00
a calendar year basis, the increases to funds have

ars to be for the purpose llf raising revenue and

some amendments:

PRESENT 'FEES PER FEES PER
LICENSE TYPE FEES SC  11(9 amendm:,]!!
Resident Sport Fish. $ 5.00 ]'}B-LW) $ 11)00
Resident Hunt. 7.00 14.00 1/1.00
Resident Hunt. £ Trap. 10.00 20.00 20.00
Resident Trap. 3.00 10.00 6.00
Resident Hunt. £ Spt. 1 ish. 12.00 21(-00 28.00
Resident Hunt., Trap., £ Spt. Fish 15.00 3:1.00 Jil.co
Visitors 10 Dy Spt. Fish 5.00 10.00 10.00
Nonresident Spt. Fish 10.00 20.00 25.00
Nonresident Hunt. 10.00 20.00 20.00
Nonresident Hunt. £Spt. Fish. 20.00 10.00 1(5.00
Nonresident Hunt. D Trap 100.00 200.00 200.00
Resident fur Dealer £ Tar.. 20.00 100.00 20.00
Nonresident Fur Dealer £ Tax. :Im-m 250.00 100.00
Fish., Fur S CaTEFarm. 500 10000 500
Nonces ideaL Dig Game Tags
Drown or Gil’/\/ley Rear 75.00 150.00 M 500.00 ==
Polar 150.00 300.00 " 1,500.00
Black vear OF oeer | 1000 = 20.00 25.00
Bison, lioove, (TSheep £ 50.00 100.00 200/00
Wo 1rus 100.00 250.00 250.00
Elk .- Goal 25.00 50.00 75.00
Cari him 25.co 30.00 50.00

* Change wording of license:

Visitors Special Sport Fishing License valid for

the Day Period iInscribed on the license



Fish Fud $
Gare FUd
Cereral  FUd

$§51,055
1,72.7,330
17,330

$2,656,273

Total
(See attached for detail)

PROr.LEHS OF ADMINISTRATION

.00
.00
.00

.00

D 10 does not set Yo an effective date ad as such will becare effective
90 days after it signed by tie Covermor.

are sold on a calender year basis ad any

S
c

port Fishing ad Hunting Licenses
hanges 1N these licenses shauld

be made effective at tre start of a new license year. As an adninistiutor,
I would request an effective date of January 1, 1972. The problems Involved.

in trying  initiate a change
marly,

of license fees In the middle of a yeai
new licenses printed and shipped, old licenses recalled and accounts

are

audited, new instructions printed and distributed etc.
Projected costs of mpl imenlalion of S3 163 without on effective cale, are:

550.00

Printing $

100.00

Person1 Services 600.00

Total $1 ,250.00
Atode.v.ats

RK #h
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OGHFIZCIAL FISH LICENSE AII'S

Introduction

Commercial fisheries license sales since 1961, the first year of
conplete records, through 1970, except flr the earthquake year of 1964
and the year Inmediately following 1965, have shown a steady annual
Increase. With the projected increase of Alaska population, It iIs ex-
pected that this steady iIncrease In commercial license sales.will continue
through the next decade.

Comercial licenses are issued for the calendar year. All fees
received from comercial license sales are deposited directly into the
State general fund, less five per cent for license vendor services. The
bulk of commercial fisheries operating expenses are also allocated from
the State general fud. In this manner, the operation of the Commercial
Fisheries Division is unlike that of erther the Division of Sport Fisheries
or the Division of Gave. The Division dees participate In two separate
federal aid prograns; PL 88-309, Commercial Fisheries Research and Develop-
ment Act, and Fl1 89-34, Anadromous Fish Act. These federal aid programns
amount to approximately 650,000 dollars in total, which may be matched by
State funds on a =3 and 1:1 basis .respectively.

Cear Limitation

A consistently reoccurring and critical problem facing our commercial
fisheries management program is the increasing amount of gear In the high
quality fisheries such as salmon, aab., scallops, and In some areas shrimp.
Gear limitation, i1.e., the maximum optimum units of gear which can both
adequately harvest the annual fishery surplus and still provide the fishermen
with a "livable” incare, certainly must be achieved at the earliest possible
time. One suggested approach to this problem is through the establishment

of higher license fees for both resident and nonresident commercial fishermen.



A baylc. license differential of n 1:3, resident to nonresident ratio,
has withstood the test of time and certainly has additional legal standing
Iit that this ratio i1s In widespread use throughout the United States for
sport angling and hunting licenses.

In Alaska commercial fish licensing, tte. following example is shown
as one method of limiting the amount of gear participation in the fishery.

The model illustrates the present fee and a possible altemate fee structure.

Resident Nonresident

1. Comrercial Fishing License

Present $ 10 $ 30

Possible Alternate 150 450
2. Vessel License

Present 10 30

Possible Altemate 150 450
3. Drift Gill Net

Present - 1st 100 fathoms 10 30

Each additional 50 fathoms 5 15

Possible Altermate 150 450

Each additional 50 fathoms 7 225

Several obvious problems associated with the increased license fees
listed above are: 1) the hardship on the "bush™ resident who is shifting over
from a subsistence tc the dollar econony; and 2) the fairly significant number
of resident fishermen who are currently on relief, who would be affected by
the Increased license fees. However, to offset adverse impact on "bush™ or
"on relief' resident fishermen, an amendment within the licensing legislation
could be written to allow lower license fees for these individuals.

Provisions similar to the 25c license statute currently iIn effect, might
be indicated which would respect the needs of lower iIncome "bush’™ and “‘relief’
families ad still maintain the potential benefit of higher license fees

relative to the gear limitation i



There might be some loss of l-evenue duo to the reluctance, of some
"marginal’ fishermen who would be unwilling t pay the increased license
fees and further, the hesitancy of many fishermen, both resident and non-
resident, to purchase several types of fishing gear licenses. However,
in the latter cases, the problem of gear limitation might be served,at
least partially by an increased license fee.

Recommendations

1) The present level of commercial license fees are at a minimum
level, and are certainly not adequate.

2) We recommend that all commercial license fees be doubled.

3 Comrercial fishing gear not presently licensed, include herring
pounds and fish wheels. It iIs suggested that a fish wheel gear license of
$3.00 be instituted and a herring pound gear license for residents be es-
tablished at $20.00; with a $60 fee for nonresidents.

4 The license fees, under the Small Boat Operators Act, should
remain the same for residents; i.e., $3.00 vessel, $5.00 gear, but should
increase t $9.00 on vessel and $15.00 on gear for nonresidents.

5 Effective date for comercial license fee increases would be

January 1, 1973.
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BACKGROUND

On 18 January 1971, President Harry Il. Woodward of the Western Association of
State Came and Fish Commissioners requested the Wildlife Management Institute to study
the nonresident hunting situation on all lauds in the West for the purpose of recom-
mending a common course of action for states of the Association to use in resolving in-
creasing complex problems. Then and now, nonresident hunting is the subject: of consid-
erable discussion iti many western states, where much attention is focused on license
fees, hunter quotas, and allied matters. Further intensifying the Association's concern
are the Public Land Law Review Commission's recommendations on establishing "reasonable”
nonresident fees and eliminating "discrimination" against nonresident hunters and anglers
In their use oi the public lands.

Institute staff members tact with the directors of several western state fish
and wildlife agencies in Portland, Oregon on 8 March 1971, for a full discussion of the
study. There, it was agreed that nonresident angling should he included in the purview

of the study.

A detailed questionnaire was submitted :0o each state shortly thereafter, with
the returns serving as the main source of information tor this evaluation. Statistical
expressions arc based on information assumed to be accurate as provided by the states.

It Is difficult, dealing with 13 states having diverse fiscal, license, man-
agement and legislative systems, to draw many direct comparisons. Figures have been
rounded, simplified and adjusted for comparison between dissimilar states, always seek-
ing useful comparisons within the available material. It is impossible, for example,
to make a meaningful comparison of the overall nonresident fees of the 13 states. State
license structures seldom provide directly comparable licenses or tags; rather, each
state's structure has evolved on custom and revenue-raising needs, as well as differ-
ences in the quality of hunting or species involved. It is generally possible to make
a comparison of what it would cost a nonresident sportsman to buy the necessary licenses
to hunt a deer or an elk, however.

State license structures, harvest figures, and other data are often dissimilar
and averages may be misleading. They are used in this report only where necessary and
pertinent. This is the general approach the Institute has taken in using statistical
data that are not directly comparable or are not available in an appropriate form from

many states.

In this kind of study it would be easy to got ied into discussion of the states
rights-federal righls issue, to become involved in an overall defense of the status quo,
or to get deeply enmeshed in endless legal technicalities. The Institute has endeavored
to view the problem in its most essential terms and to develop recommendations applicable

to all Interested states.

Briefly stated, analysis of the problem calls for (1) establishing iact.- on
nonresident hunters and anglers in the 13 member states of the Association; (2) suggest-
ing what are "reasonable" fees, quotas and other restrictions on nonresidents; and (3)
developing recommendations that are compatible with the facts, meet the test of reason-
ableness, and can serve as policy guidelines for the Western Association.



AUTHORITIES. W-TWIS. AHI> CONFLICTIS

There is little question of the Inng-establisbed right of Individual states to
manage flsli and rcuidenl wildlife and to license and otherwise regulate hunters and an-
gler.*;. Ih'tiffirinatlon of (hi was stated succinctly on 10 September 1970 iti the Depart-
ment of Interior's regulation for "Preservation, Use ani> Management of Fish and W ildlife
Resources." That regulation, approved only atler.vumei ouh discussions with representa-
tives of tlie state fish and wildlife agencies over a period ol many months, says in part:

"The several stales have the authority to control and regulate the capturing,
taking and possession of fish and resident wildlife by Llic public within state honiid-
aries" . . .. "Federal agencies will permit public hunting, fivhing and trapping within
statutory llinitations and in a manner compatible with the primary objectives fo»- which
the lands are administered. Such hunting, fishing, ami trapping and the possession and
disposition of fish, game and fur animals shall he conducted in all other respects with-
in tin- framework of applicable state laws, including requirements for the possession of
appropriate state licenses or permits.”

The Tublie Land Lav/ Review Commission Report ONE THIRD OF THE NATION'S LAND
(1970), hereinafter referred to as the PLLRC Report, specifically recognises the same
state authority (p. 159): "We rccottinond lhat the states generally should continue to
exercise their traditional aatliority to license the taking and transport of game and to
set seasons and hag limits."

While some of the observations and recommendations in the Public Land Law Re-
view Commission's report are contradictory, or at least variable, as they regard the
regulations for nonresident hunters and anglers and the proposals for an overall federal
license on public lands, they are specific. For example, PLLRC comments (p. 172): "Our
proposed fei* to hunt and fisit on public lands is noi a substitute for the licensing func-
tion of ihe states." "Foes could be varied to recognize differences in the quality of
hunting and fishing opportunities on public lands, nr a uniform nominal fee could be
adopted." PLLRC also advised that "Administering agcncicj *U.S. Forest Service, bureau
of Land Management, etc.) should institute positive programs lo control hunter and sher-
innn density and Lo direct harvest pressure on public lands."

A key ..talc er.t regarding "nonresident discrimination" appears as Recommenda-
tion 67 (p. 176). "State policies which unduly discriminate against nonresident hunters
and fishermen in the use of public lands through license foe differentials and various
forms of nonfec regulations should he discouraged.”

Other comment*; from the PLLRC Report (p. 176-175) having a bearing on the
Western Asso Nation's concerns follow:

"Tie Commission recognizes that the states depend heavily on the revenues from
license sales to support the cost of administering enforcement and other elcncnts of their
fish and game programs. Moreover, we acknowledge that in some cases nonres*dents pre-
sent special enforcement and rescue problems because of their unfamiilarlty with the
area. A reasonable differential for nonresidents is justified on these grounds. How-
ever, to the extent that such unusually high differentials may have been used as revenue
raising vehicles to rimpensate the states for added burdens caused by nonresidents using
Federal lands which yield no tax revenue* implementation of our recommendations in Chap-
ter Fourteen for equitable payments-in-lieu-ot taxes should eliminate the need for further

reliance on the practice.



"Some states also have other nonCoe laws, regularlons, or practices, which dis-
criminate against nonresidents or effectively Cavor residents with respect to luintin,-, and
fishing on Ilie public lauds. Such restrictions and exclusions are unjustified.

"because of the m ilily oi our population today, the discriminatory effect of
Ilie various slate practices on the users of public lLiiuk) la heightened in two ways. Sn-li
practices discourage citizens from traveling to n'.iet states to hunt or fish on the pub-
lic lands. Awe as greater numbers of out-of-state people do purchase nonresident licenses
so they may fish or hunt, the discrimination is fell by more and more citizens.

"We believe the elimination of both kinds of unreasonable discrimination against
nonresidents is necessary if tin. public lands arc to serve all.citizens of the nation
equally and contribute effectively and fairly to meeting the growing demand for hunLing
and fishing opportunities.

"The present situation appears so discriminatory as to raise constitutional
guestions. While the courts ultimately may rule 0it these, issues, we believe it essen-
tial lo adopt, additional means of discouraging these practices. We recommend, there-
fore. tiist e::imting Federal pro-rams which provide financial support for state fish and
wiiilltfe pr.o>p.:tis, s well a-, the new federal e:nst-sli.irinr program which we recommend for
cooperative lisl;lovnment of pnb!ii laud habitat, be ¢ iittoued upon tliu states revising
their I'ee m+ liconsing provi Ipus to remove iipi. unahiv discriminatory differences be-
tween te-Sid'1le and nonresidents. We also encourage the states lo cooperate in reaching
agreement among themselves on reasonable differentials based on uniform principles in
both fee and noufee regulations.”

The assertion that nonresident fees are set to compensate the states for lack
of general lax revenue ignores llie fact that state wildlife and fish departments are not
to any significant degree, if at all, supported from this source. Programs of these
agencies rely largely on license revenues, and there is little connection, if any, be-
tween general revenues of a state and the dedicated funds of a wildlife and fish depart-
ment. PLLRC's charge also ignores the various ways the several state governments share
in receipts from national forests and the public domain.

PLLRC's recommendation to condition various federal financial assistance pro’
grams, including the Federal Aid In Wildlife and Fish Restoration Program, on the treat-
ment accorded nonresident sportsmen demonstrates a lack ol" conservation knowledge. Such
a recotraticndation does not recognize the fact that these dedicated funds are paid by the
sportsmen themselves as an excise tax on specified items of hunting and fishing equip-
ment. Continuation of these two successful excise tax-supported programs, incidentally,
has required intensive lobbying by hunters and anglers on more than one occasion to
counter sweeping excise lax-el initiation proposals.

PLLRC also intimates that nonresident angling license fees are too high. Ac-
tually they are too I%w, becaiu.i nonve.sidentg catch mostly hatchery-reared trout in the
western states. The rearing and releasing of catchnblc-sized trout is an expensive under-
taking. Further, there is reason to believe that resident and nonresident fishing li-
cense fees are not supporting fish management programs, particularly for cold-water
species, in some states.

Several western states appear .interested in further restricting nonresidents.
During che past year nonresident license fees have been increased in Washington and else-
where. Wyoming has placed a 50,000 permit limit on nonresident deer hunters. Other
legislatures and commissions are discussing nonresident controls. Much of this demand



Kti-m-s from the understandable desire of residents In states blessed with high-quality
bunting and fishing to keep it for themselves. Quality recreation may be a major reason
for an Individual deciding tr .-esid.; in a state. Subsequently, there may be great re-
luctance to share it with many hunters and anglers, even'from other sections of the same
state, but public lands that supply much of the h-.oitat for fish and wildlife and rec-
reational opportunities belong to all the people of the nation e- thus, the* current
controversy and problem.

THE HdANKESIDKNT SPORTSMEN

Numbers and Sources

Western people are outdoor minded; 31 percent in the Interraountain West and 24
percent in the Pacific Region bunt and Fish. The bureau of Outdoor Recreation estimates
that the 1973 population in the West will be 36 million >eo.ple, a growth factor about
83 percent above the national average. Demand for outdoor recreational opportunity is
sure to sky-rocket, and public lands will be expected to accommodate much of it.

There were more than 268,000 nonresident huntersand 927,000 nonresident an-
glers inthe 13 Western Association states in 1970 (Tables | and I1). License structures
are so diverse that this figure can be considered only an estimate. Generally, the states
with the most nonresident sportsmen have little information on the number of individuals
involved. Nonresident hunters are highest in Wyoming, Colorado, Idaho and Montana and
lowest in California, Washington, Oregon and Hawaii. Angling numbers generally follow
the same pattern, except that Oregon and Washington are well up on the list.

The.nonresident is not necessarily an outlandcr; most are residents of other
western states. Only New Mexico, Wyoming, Montana, Alaska andHawaii contribute Insig-
nificantly to hunting and angling in other states (Table IlIl). Therefore, the shift In
hunters and anglers is largely within the Western region, further verifying, perhaps, the
assumption that willingness to pay higher nonresident lees reflects the value sportsmen
place on quality hunting and fishing.

To some degree, the nonresident is agreeable to paying for th's qua,ley factor,
and to a degree this differential may he justified, as the PLLRC Report contends. It is
also reasonable to assume that atseme point a nonresident feecan exceed normal con-
siderations of quality, becoming unreasonable and/or discriminatory, more of a protec-
tive tariff than an inducement to trade. Actual numbers of residents hunting or fish-
ing as nonresidents in other western stales are not generally known. However, 35,000
Coloradans purchased Wyoming angling licenses in 1968. More than 34,000 hunters and
11,000 anglers from Washington purchased licenses in other states.

Llicens* Foes t

All states have a differential license fee between residents and nonresidents
(Tables IV, V, and VI). In general, this differential fee is somewhat proportional to
che variety and trophy value of the species involved. A state with high-quality hunting
and/cr prized species not as abundant elsewhere usually charges the nonresident more than
states having less to offer.

Western states have substantially liighpr fees than elsewhere for deer and
oilier big game, and slightly higher fees for small game. The average western nonresi-
dent differential is $21.73 for small game and 836.23 for deer In the other 37 slates
Llie differential is $18.51 for small game and $21.72 for deer.



Usually, stator, that have the largest numbor of nonresident spurlmien have the
most complicated license structure. Only a feu of them require all hunters to have a
general license and additional special tags for individual species. Host states rely on
a complex system of special species taps and permits that makes, the numerical determina-
tion of individual hunters almost impossible. Federal aid allocation certifications are
of little help, since the totals are not subdivided for residents"and nonresidents.

In the 13 western states, the general ratio of small and upland game resident
license price to nonresident license price is 1 to 5.5 (Table TV). On th’' average, it
costs a nonresident 5.5 times as much to hunt as it does a resident." For big game, the
differential increases. On the average, it. costs a nonresident 6.3 times as much to hui-e
deer as it costs a resident. For a license tohunt elk, the nonresident pays 9.8 times
as much as a resident, on the average.

Elsewhere in the United States, and including some states with national forests
and public domain, the general ratio of resident to nonresident fees is. 1'to 5.5 for
small game. The ratio drops to 1 to 6.6 for deer, primarily because resident hunters
are charged proportionally more chan in the Host. Some of these non-Western Association
states, including Kansas, Illinois and South Dakota, did not allow nonresidents to hunt

deer in 1970.

Angling license ratios are much lower. In the West a nonresident pays 2.5
times as much as a resident.In the rest of the nation, lie pays only 2times as much.

Small game hunting licenses for nonresidents vary from $10 in Alaska to $50 in
Washington and Nevada, with a regional averageof $26.38 (Table V).  Tliccost of hunt-
ing deer ranges from Hawaii's $15 and Alaska's$20 lo Nevada's $CO, with an average of
$63.11. Because of package-type licenses in some states, primarily to produce revenue,
elk hunting costs the nonresident an average of $89 in the West. Extremes arc from
Alaska's $35 to Montana's $151.

Both nonresident angling and hunting fees have been increased In the past ten
years in western states, butthey have not risen as rapidly as the general cost of living.
Neither have resident fees. These facts account for much of the financi-l1 difficulty

faced by wildlife agencies.

Nonresident angling fees arc lower tnan for hunting, averaging only $13.28 for
the season (Table VI). AIl states have a short-term license for vacationers which av-
erages only $.73 per day. The cost of short-term licenses is much too low, considering
that many visiting anglers cacch largely hatchery trout. In seme states, nonresidents
may receive a preferential over residents for short-term licenses.

The differential cost between the resident and nonresident sporlsman's license
is firmly established by custom end i*av In all states. Higher fees for nonresident
hunters and anglers now are an accepted part of the national tradition of hunting and
fishing. Moreover, the states hold in trust for the binefit of their people Che fish
and resident wildlife and have authority to manage them, including setting license fees.
But associated with these authorities are fundamental responsibilities of the states to
assist the federal agencies in maintaining and managing the public lands to yield fish
and wildlife. Legislators, commissioners, and administrators must recognize 1o a greater
degree the need to carry on habitat inventories and management programs on public land-.
This is the only way to insure recreational opportunities on a continuing basis.



The I'LLRC Report, supports the validity of the prevailing concept ot licensing
nonresidents. On page 174, I'LLRC obn vcs "The Commission recognizes that the states
depend heavily on revenues from license sales to support tlie cost- ol administering en-
forcement and other elements of their fish and game prograg*.. Moreover, ve acknowledge
that in some cases nonresidents- present special enforcement and rescue problems because
of their unfatniliarity with the area. A reasonable differential for nonresidents is
justified on these grounds."

We will concern ourselves wiLli what: differentinl, if any, is "reasonably" and
wliat other controls may be justified.

Economic Contributions

Background information on 1970 operating budgets and sources of revenue shows
the 13 member agencies of the Association invested more than $82 million in fish and
wildlife management, protection, research, and land and water management (Tables VII,
VI, IX, X). Of this large amount, more than $61 million (75 percent) came from Ii-
cense receipts; only $579,000 (7 percent) was appropriated from general funds (Montana
and Hawaii). The remainder came from the Federal Aid in Wildlife and Fish Restoration
Programs, special funds for habitat restitution on federal projects, fines, and ocher
miscellaneous sources. The nonresident hunter contributed, on the average, approximately
17 percent and the nonresident angler about 7 percent of the operating budgets.

Over 41 porcenL of the total hunting revenue was from nonresidents, ranging
from 1.3 percentin California to 84.7 percent in Wyoming.Almost 22 percent of the
total angling revenue.was from the nonresident angler, ranging from 0.6 percent in Hawaii
to 76.7 percent in Montana. Yet nonresidents comprised only about 9 ocrcent of all
hunters and aiout 16 percent of all fishermen in the western states (Tables | and II).

Hunting, fishing and allied recreation based on fish and wildlife resources of
national forests and the public domain generate substantial economic activity at the
communil.y level. Great suras arc spent for equipment, food, lodgino, and services.
Thousands of jobs also are involved. The development and maintenance of productive
populations of fish and wildlife on all public lands are fully as important to the over-
all economic stability on the local level as are the conmercial phases of national for-
est and public domain programs. Expenditures for hunting and fishing exceed those for
commercial use of national forest resources insome areas.

Studies of economic values generated by fish and wildlife have been made over
several years in a number of states, but they differ so widely in approach and scope
that they are not c-mparablc. However, they do indicate several million dollars are
contributed by nonresident hunters and anglers yearly tp the economy of most states
(Table X1). This money, spent entirely for goods and services, is of significant eco-
nomic importance, especially to the many small communities that rely heavily on sports-
men's dollars.

Special Restrictions
<

The nonresident is subjected to restrictions in several states well beyond
those with which the resident must contend. For example, four states require non-
resident hunters to have guides or lo bo accompanied by a licensed resident. In Montana,
the nonresident big game hunter must be accompanied by a licensed resident in most of
the state. In Utah, a licensed guide is required for hunting cougar. Wyoming requires
that a licensed guide or resident hunter with a guile's permit must accompany a non-



resilient hunter 01l national forests. A guide Is required In Alaska to hunt grizzly,
brown or polar boars, and sheep.

Many states have quotas or species restrictions on nonresidents (Table XXI).
These range from limitations ot Lhe percentage nonresidents can make up of hunters, to
complete prohibitions on hunting some species. Arizona, Montana, .Nevada and Wyoming
have placed quotas on nonresidents. Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, Oregon
and Iltali proh'bit nonresidents from hunting some species or sexes of big game. More re-
strictions arc being considered in these and other western stales.

A regional inconsistency exists in the period of time required for nonresidents
to meet residency requirements, ferine!s ol domicile required to establish residence
vary from one year in Alaska, Hawaii and Wyoming to two months in Utah. The rest of the

western slales require six months.
Harvest;", of Fish and Wildlife

Estimates of fish and wildlife harvested by resident and nonresident sports-
men arc available £or most western states (Tables XIII, XIV, XV). The hulk of big game
animals are taken on federal land (Table XVI). Federal lands also furnish habitat for
most of the West's big game animals (Table XVII). Some species, usually of high trophy
value, such as sheep and goats, are found almost entirely on federal lands. In some
states, important big game species most often sunmer on federal- laud and winter on fed-
eral and private lands. This co-mingling of use long has been the source of serious
wildlife management problems. It is impossible to consider only the public lands when
discussing any phase ol wildlife management. Public lands are an integral part of any
state, and fish and wildlife do not recognize ownership boundaries.

Ir. the view of I'LLIC, the public lands belong to all the people and premiums
charged and other restrictions placed on nonresident sportsmen to hunt or fish on public
land should be "reasonable," At the same time, PLLRC overlooks the real and difficult
problem in some states of resentment against nonresidencs who, because of planned vaca-
tions, take extended hunts and score higher success than residents.

Even though nonresidents are an important source of income, directly to the
agencies and indirectly Lo localities and the states, they are frequently maligned as
foreigners, city slickers, and a general nuisance. Unfortunately, this attitude on the
part of the public, some legislators, and some commissioners, appears to be increasing
rather than diminishing. At the same time, tourist promotion and economic development
agencies in many states continue to advertise fishing and hunting to attract visitors
and industries. There is an obvious lack of uniform policy at the state level hearing
on the use and enjoyment of fish and wildlife resources, boih by residents and non-

residents alike.

Nationally, we are approaching an era of intensive wildlife management. Har-
vests should be within the capabilities of habitat to produce and sustain wildlife. Out-
door recreational uses are increasing dramatically, and there is greater tendency to re-
strict Lhe nonresident as the competition for space and resources become more acute.
Strangely enough, this reaction often is more apparent in the states having large ex-
panses of public land, scenery, and wildlife. People who choose to reside in such states
obviously relish freedom from crowding. They arc possessive about abundant opportunities
to hunt and fish, and they make nco> effort to disguise their dislike of nonresident sports-
men, particularly hunters. As a result they tend to favor controlling the nonresident
by imposing higher fees and quotas long before they will accept more controls over them-
selves. Politically, it always is easier to impose added costs and new restrictions on



