


nonresidents, because they have no voice or vote within a particular state. Legisla-
tures should realize, however, that further disproportionate increases in nonresident

license fees will intensify current charges of discrimination.

In some western states/the demand for wildlife-based recreation by both resi-
dents and nohrcsldents already exceeds supply. In 1969, for example, the nurabor of ap-
plicants for elk hunting permits in Colorado exceeded the supply by 13,000. In Nevada,
lastyear, 1,390 sportsmen applied for 320 antelope permits; 240 forl5 elkpermits; and
584 for 60 bighorn sheep permits. Similar deficiency situationsexist inother west-

ern states. b

Everyone involved with hunting and fishing must recognize fully the pertinent
facts involved. Animal numbers hove definite environmental limitations. People have
the time and arc willing to pay reasonable fees to hunt and fish. Frequently more
sportsmen will go afield than can be permitted within the available spaco without de-
grading the quality of the experience or ov-rharvesting the resource. The major issue
involves rationing and disbursing available wildlife in an equitable manner. Sometimes,
this involves limiting the recreational opportunities of residents, or nonresidents,

or bhoth.
Reasons For Nonresident Differentials

Wyoming made a survey of the western states to obtain reasons andjustifica-
tions for charging nonresidents higherfees than residents. This also wasdone in re-
sponse tothe PLLRC Report. Among the reasons given by the states were:

1. Higher cost of search and rescue for nonresidents.
2. Higher cost of law enforcement for nonresidents.

3. Costs of attending sports shows in other states to give
nonresidents information.

4. Costs of providing information by mail, etc., to nonresidents
end administering guides' and packers' licenses.

5. Costs of feeding, purchasing winter range, and administering
damage control for the extra big game animals produced for
nonresidents.

6. Costs of administering restrictions to allow quality hunting
to be maintained. '

Some of the reasons, if not all, arc subject to serious question, in the
Institute's opinion. Higher costs of search and rescue apply as much to resident urban
hunters as to nonresidents. The nonresident hunter is not necessarily a city slicker.
More often than not, he is a knowledgeable, prepared, skilled, and efficient sportsman,
as his field record makes clear. In Colorado the 16 percent nonresidents harvest 45
percent of the deer and 31 percent of the elk. In Idaho the 12 percent nonresidents bag
12 percent of the deer and 20 percent of the elk. In Utah the 8 percent nonresidents
take more than 17 percent of the deer. So it goes, state after state, with the non-
resident at least equalling and more often exceeding the percentage of harvest per

resident.



Only four state wildlife agencies(Montana, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming) enow
attend sport shows to attractinonresidents,although other states used to. Any costs
attributable to this activity are incurred purely to attract nonresident, license income
and thus are not a valid cietinuing extra cost of administering a nonresident sportsman
program. Tourism and industrial promotion bureaus, financed through state general reve-
nues, often go to greet lengths to attract addlf-onol nonresident hunters and anglers,
creating extra expense and demands on the wildlife agency. A state as a whole benefits
financially from this use of the wildlife resource, but under the prevailing system vir-
tually nil of the costs of administering, managing, and protecting the fish and wildlife
resources arc borne by the sportsmen. Expenses of administering a hunting system tohelp
insure hunter safety and quality hunting involve resident as yell as nonrc"ideni;, hunters.

REASONABLE FEES

Throughout the foregoing discussion the term "reasonable” in relation to non-
resident fees and controls has appeared repeatedly. It .is, therefore, appropriate to
devise some criteria as to what is "reasonable" in nonresident fees.

That the resident's full share ofthe cost of managing wildlife is covered by
his license is strictly an assumption, subject to serious question in several states.
When the resident pays $3 for small game, $5 or less for d.-i.r, and under $10 for elk,
there is reason to doubt that lie is paying his full share of the management costs. But
if we assume, 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.

1 Resident License “ Management costs (basic assumption). .

1 Resident License m Extra license publicity, direction,
publications, correspondence and overhead for adminis-
tering nonresident hunting.

0.5 Resident License « Excess enforcement costs on nonresidents
who have little interest in the state, olus 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 cl.tcd
previously. If there were no nonresidents, it may be arqued,
there would be less demand and less need for winter range ac-
quisition and development. Gome herds must be held at optimum
numbers to meet current and _future recreational demands.

L J
Total: 3 x Resident License o 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 arc used to pro-
vide wildlife for vlcwivj by non-hunters and non-anglers, both residents and nonresi-
dents, who make only minor contributions toward the upkeep of the resource.

Charging higher fees for nonresident licenses has a history older than wild-
life management in all states. The power of the state to sell privileges to use re-
sources held in trust for all of the people of a state is a well-established and accept-

ed principle.



Since_ It costa about three tm&aaormdwtoservearmr&ldentjmterasa
resident, assuming all residents, actually are paying their proportionate sare for ser—
vices received a revenue-producing differential” Is_well lished, it is the.In—
stitute 3 belief that a nonresident license™fee approxunatel¥ five times greater
the resident license meets the test of reasonableness.  Addi |onof1wopomtsofd|f—
ferential, incressing the ratio fron 1 to 3 wp t 1 0 5, Is considered a reasonable
charge for nonresident use of a resident resource. |

The overall ratio of resident to nonresident hunters™ fees in the 37 states
mldeﬂesmpeofﬂe\/\bstemAssoaatlm is 1 5.5 for gall gae and 1 t0 4.6
for deer. The overall average differential of 1 to 5 is considered fair and reasonable

by the non-public_land states. It is believed that a similar differential is fair axd

reasonable In public lands states

ThlsratloofltDSmlyamlmtomedwarge license, not to the num—
bers of nonresident hunters.  DeciSions ng wotal nurbers of all hunters that
can be accomodated must be_besed solely on the iology of the wildlife species involved,

comensurate with a profaﬁlona management plan for each species.

Attaining a ratio of 1 tb 5 in e statedoes necessarily mean that non—
resident license should be reduced. it can general ly be |eved by rais—
I’eSICHTt license fees 1 a leel where the Iloermes for services received.

g
Vmere elk hunting fees arc grossly out of line, rtwill, of course, ke necessary to sep—
rese;% ?oenseymto some type of individual species permits and Sg%p

reasonablefeesforﬁm Hovever, in states with the greatest disc m settl
%réoﬁ__egiglsltlc resident license charge will do much tOAardmeetlr‘g
i ia

Because of the lesser mnﬁent costs for_servicing fisheries, ex
put-and-take trout, it is_believed a 1l t 3 resident torﬂonresmdent dlf%?é’]tlal

is reasoneble. At lesst in sare states, all angling license fees are too low, parti—
cularly 1hose for coldwater fishing. There is reason to believe that hunting_ license
revenue is being used to support this_type of fishing. In such a situation, all aglers,
resldems and nonresidents, are benefitad by high nonresident hunting license fees.

The Institute hes been involved in_the study of the organlzatlon operation
and program ofstate fish ad wildlife agencies for many years. ~In the 33 states where
we have done such studies, mcludl%gg nurber of follow-up surveys we have yet to find
a state inwhich resident’ | vere equivalent to services demanded Or received.
As a practical matter, license increases granted in most states arc used t cover- costs

already being experienced rather than anticipated.
10 the PLLRC recomendations, the effects of removing the states®

right © license all sportsmen on public land and SubStﬂ]Jtl a federal license would
be a catastrophe for fish and wildlife resource. A few of the more dovious re—

sults would

1 AII prIlc land boundaries would have t© be marked promptly and
the lands patrolled by a large nurber of federal enforcement agents.

2. The states would lose much revenue and most incentive to provide
state-purchased winter range for the animals.

3. Important atate wildlife research would diminish or end.



A great build-up in personnel in the federal lad
3 L%e i 1o offset

ies wou the present services
o by St WIS i .
Such an action could Bewlﬁem fomldable ostaclesto \
Proper resource federal agemleshave
yetto receive more td<enW|IdI|febujget
|snoreasonto |eve a.federal Ilcense\nwldhavo
uta:%y effect 1 r exarple, BLM currently
has onl fish ad W|IdI|fe ield blol ists on its staff.
This f| res out t one wildlife biol for every 10 million
acres adninisters, and one |sh biologist for every
10,000 milés of stream. BLi is comitted to managing its lands

on’a multliple-use besis, but like the Forest Service, it is
funded on an activity besis under which costerclal uses et

most of the money.

BIM biologists calculate that mere ere 40 million acres
of public domain wildlife habltat that Is producing WI Idllfe
at less than a desirable level. OOO acres of
ardr&ervmrsandSZOOmllesof prochcng
fish up  their potential. Wlthln a 40—m||o radius of major
western population centers of 250,000 or more people, there
arc 4 to 7 million acres of public_domain susceptible of
inmediate wildlife enhancement. thtle is belng dore, however
becvausefmdsarenotbelr%n Forest Service™s
wildlife habitat |Ie more advanced chen that of the
BIM, also is serlous y underfinanced

5. Countless ega problems would develop and the ultimate
victims would be westem fish and wildlife.

The Instnute does not believe philosgphical, legal, or
nonresident licensing can be Success—
ﬁJIIy chall WI destroying much of preaent manage—
r westem wildlifé. “Merely changing. the systen,

— even If that were possible — would’
createmore problems than It would resolve. " To be most con—
structive and responsive, all interests concermed about this
subject_should nize_that the central isste is the Stewlly
increasing number of resident and nonresident sportsmen,

Just nonresidents alore.

QOURSES OF ACTION AND INFLUENCING FACTCRS

There_are five possible courses of action avallable 10 states t© resolve prd-
loss involved with nonresident hunters and fishermen

L Onar?e residents and nonresidents I fees and give them
recreational opportunities. e J

2. Maintain the status quo with existing fee differentials axd
restrictions on nonresidents.



Define reasonable fees and restrictions and initiate long-
term adjustments to attain them.

Increase fees, quotas and other controls o severely limit
nonresidents.

5. Eliminate the nonresident.

In_evaluating_these possible oours& of action, attention must be given ©
factors involving wildlife menegement, finences, politics, and society.

W ild life Management Pactors

There is little to recomend_a differential license fee between residents or
nonresidents fron a biological stambomt In responses to tre Institute™s question—
naire, states said that quotas and regulations can be used somewhat more easily 1o
direct nonresidents rather than residents 1o areas where larger harvests arc needed.
On the other hand, the states mply‘ﬂatmwrwdentshave less interest in the state
and may violate more conservatlon ans if given the opportunity. This charge may be
more apprehension then fect,

Resident W|IdI|fe is the property of a state. How the animals are to be hunt—
ed, _if at all, and all terms ad conditions regarding their use arc matters for the
resicents 1o decide, mcludlng aress ad Intensities of use by residents and nonresidents.

A further, overriding consideration in man"s use of wildlife mra%h hmtlng
is the Ievel of harvest that can be sustained without diminution of

stock. While the harvest can be set higher or lower, dependmg Ij

the factor that most limits the nutber of hunters in any year |sﬂ“eb|olo%1gal yaﬁt—
able harvest level of a species. Further tempering this_ C(IlSIdeI’&tlm is

the nurber of resident hunters in many states is increasi is likel oontlnue
 do s0 in the future. In_aress where there_is likeli toomany , quotas
often are set, even for residents. In time, It may become even nemry at lesst

in lar aress and for ies dependent lic_lads, toestabllshqntasﬂat
willl assure nonresident hﬁgrs an opporﬂmty% enJoy the prmlege of hmtlng \When
and where this becores necessary, more states may want” to draw upon thele pastrecordof
accomodating out-of-state hunters o establish a fair balance between residents and
nonresidents. In future years, distribution of the privilege of huntlng beflween resi—
demst WI’ESICHTIS in the public land states may become a more critical matter then
it is

Actions 2 and 3, in corbination, are recomended to keep nonresident fees at
near their present lewels.

Financial Factors

_ Honresldents are an inportant source of revenue for westem fish and wildlife
agencies.  Reduction of the amounts charged for nonresident fees would hurt pro—
grans if done wnilaterally.  But if done over a period of concurrent wi de—

veloprent of new sources of revente, the effect would not be severe. _The ideal situ—
%ytlon from an %nmlc a oint would be malmn p%rt nmres;dentmfee leels.

increasi establi new quotas, or 1 r controls department
would have rI][‘:Jes's incore because r%19 nutber of nonresi probebly would declire. Guides,
packers and sport-based businesses also would be affected.



If_nonresidents are greatly Limited, or license fees substantially reduced,
then needed incone would have 1o care altermatively fron () Increased resident fees,
t(Lzmacnegtlrg many more nonresident hunters, or appropriations from the gereral

new sourges of funding woro not forthoariing to.replace funds that are lost,
substantial reductions would have 1o be mede In agenCy programs.

Actlon 2 is best for financial reasons. Action 1, which calls for.equal fees
for residents ad nonmlderrts, is rejected on financial and other grounds./ State a%n—
cies capnot with less incoe then they have today. All license fees need
" readj perl ically to_reflect economic trends and to capitalize on new opportu—

nities For establishing more intensive management programs.

Political Factors
PolltlmII)‘ %Qtvmld be reasonably acceptable to citizens of the
statos, whilu liberalizing nonresi or redJcmg fees would generate unfavor—
abltladrgtlm in many stgges Federal %molls ad&gs the PLII_(Fi%CSerolate
wou Lnaooeptab implerent ion wou i
ronpt and_hostile reectlon atggt m_RC rt al provoked reaction,

there is no doubt that sare local groups, W|IdI|fe comissions, ad state legisla—
mres are thinking in terms of increased_control of nonresldents Such_action_obviously
would be most acoeptable politically, while major concessions to nonresidents in the
form of lower license fees or relaxation of quotas would be politically unacceptable.

Actiion 4 would be best from a political standpoint, at_least on the state and
local leel. He sincerely doust, however, that increased nonre3|dent fees will reduce
the actual nurber of out-of-state hunters, overihelo% The most obvious effect
will_be tmake it more difficult, if not inpossible, for people with loser incomes t©
participate. This could be regarded as a form of class discrimination.

Social Factors

tmople of the United States are beounlr% increasingly avare that the fed—
eral lad is r land and that their right to use it at least nummrptl\/eb/, can—
not be abridged because of place of residénce. _Sooner or later, lawsuits te

constitutionality of unreasgmble nonresident license foe differentials probabl;r/lg will
be Initiated.

There is a more_liberal trend in court rullngs and legislative enactments on
residency requirements. _Federal voting requires only one month”residency, for exarple
ad no reS|denoe periad is needed o be ellglble for'velfare. Establistiment of increas—
ed fees and controls on nonresidents fe£er congressional reaction, such as a
single federal license 1 hunt or flsh on ands.
tlmofMaplanmmldbeaserlwsbIONtostateprog ad it Is I
the federal land management agencmmmldbeflnanoedamstaffedmellemmtoeven

contlnuewﬂdllfep ramsas presently executed by the states. Thus resgurce
the financial operat ngbaseﬁﬂtsustams it.

vmu gb s}/m erosmn
Bvery effort d be devoted to achieving more unlformlty of lations
ad reaproa%/Eof fees between states in the region. Differences in Qua of hunt—
ing angli y preclude any precise Association-wide uniformity; neve €ss
and ol I ngm5 lude ide unifol less much
m ;re cou

k —ad XXA |



Action 3 is recomended.  Establisment of reasonable fees_and controls for
nonresldents 1S most desirable, particularly frtm the overriding soaal wewpomt
Action”™ 5, involving elimination of _fishing and h fe@ bi/ nonreSiidents, _Is unacceptable.
Its_espousal would also lend strong support for a ra lic lax |ICEnSI
It is essential t© opporﬂnltles  purste willdlife and fish on public, lads
Tor all cmzens even a nonresident”s Lo} paruapate may. be somenhat

ess then of a resident

RECOMVENDATIONS

1. That nonresident license fee differentials t hunt any species in the westem states
he reasonable. Reasonablelsdefmedasﬂ“egeneralratloofltoSbeuNeenrea—
dent and nonresident fees which existed in the 37 non-westem states_in 1970.  Thus,
it is recomended that nonresident hunti feesbeno reater then five times the
amunt a resident would have to pay for same privilege.

Obvious reductions in nonresident fees, such as the package licenses that
mstrmreﬁm$100tohntelksee"n Gererally, the 1 to 5 ratio
bereMedbyrala I’ESICHTClICH’Be%m areatwe&smllamwt
yleldlng more income o io

11.7 for deer could be rrade % by ralsmg 1he resident license_fron §3 o
$7. e do not agreeimt of money charged for a nonresident license

(S 1he sole factor in J its reasmblerms A more realistic test is
the relative cost O resi and nonresidents to hunt the same species.

Another item that hes not been examined in depth is that westem states
may be in a more advartageous position then eastem states in the field of
wildlife This is their overall expenses (taxes, |

isition, lopment, maintenance, etc.) are less for perpetuating fish

wildlife on the substantial ac re%e federal ptbllc lands_than those
of eastem states where private and ly inolved. It may
be that the license income rated publlc—landsw ildlife and fish, at

lesst in sore states/ is greater_ the costs state agencies_incur
in di mg their resource responsibilities. There may be validity in
the : hat some westem states should be_contributing more to the
resto amnanagamntofhabltatmﬁepubllc las.

2. That angllng license fees for nonresidents be established so the nonresident pays
not to exceed three times what the resident pays.

The _nonresident is most_likely to catch expensive hatchery trout

present licenses often are priced below the amount needed to pay for thls
service. Short-term licenses, of 1 o 10 daysl duratlon and usual I¥o
ized for attracting tourists, are priced oo lov. _The minimum fee Tor sho
term tourist lTicenses should’be the cost of producing and stocking two I|m|ts
of catchablc trout, plus enforcerent, and adninistrative_costs.

r one-day licenses this could be costs of one limit. The cost
ofaIlmltoftroutshouldbeﬁeoostofmenmberofflshﬂatrmstbea
stocked to provide a limit in the creel.

3. That quotas ot nonresident hunters be established only for wildlife rea—
sons, which include safety, open space, quality hunting, and the necessity to



control the total hanest of ies; and that no should bo  Imposed
on nonresidents unless there eallgge%s a quota on r&i%ttg.

- \Where"quotas are set on species hunted gererally, it is recommended
that they be.established on a rational besis, and could be besed, for
examle, “on the ratio of resident t© nonresident hunters in the state for
the_previous five-year period. Duel-systems, giving preference to the
resident, should b2 avoided. _ Imposition of quotas only for the purpose
of overall harvest control will remwe, questions that are sure 1o ke _
raised conceming the right of the public  use federal lands If limits
arc directed solely at nonresidents.  This _approach will terd to remove
objections raised by the PLLRC Report and insure the states” retention of
willdlife management” authority on public” lands.

That states may prohibit nonresidents from participatir?ein hunting for species
that are harvested in limited nurbers — such as small herds of trophy animals,
in limited damage—control huits, or iIn hunts on a once-in-a-lifetime or once-
every-several-years quota besis.

. States containing all or part of the_limited range of an uncommon but
choice animal Id allow its huntl[E by a reasonable quota of non—
resident rs. Here, we arc talking _such species as wic elk,
?rlzz!y bear, and desert_bighom that arc available only in restricted aress.
In thiS situation, to_eliminate the casual a@llcang, _a,greater differential
in resident to_nonresident license fees may be Justified then is contenplated
in Rec ttion 1. The fee, however/ still should be within the ability of
a dedicated_trophy hunter to pay. It is inpractical froma political ad
adninistrative standpoint to include a nonresident quota in every small hunt
for which residents arc selected at randon..  This recomendation” provides
practical methods of administering nonresident quotas.

That mandatory use of guide service be_eliminated unless there are overriding
reasons of human _such as terrain clearly recognized as the.
possibility of severe climatic dangers, or other serious hezards, all of which

are found 'In relatively few aress.

That State Wildlife Comissions be authorized to set quotas, specific controls,
license requirerents, and allied r%!atlons 10 accomplish Recommendations 1-5
within broad limits prescribed by their legislatures.

Tt résidence requirenents be uniformly set at not to exceed six months ‘domi—
cile within the state. ;

This period will safeguard_the state fron the fraudulent applicant {LlSt
as well as a longer period and will have only a minor effect on incore. It

also will remove the longer residence requirement that often is violated because
of poor ﬁ(ugb{m acoeptance.  Utah finds the two-months requirement meets its
needs. st westen states have a six-months %lrement. Uniformity of resi—
dence requirements between states would be desirable and should be encouraged.

1
That states heavily dependent on nonresidents for income should actively seek
to obtain funds from other sources; i.e ., increased resident license fees and

substantial general fund appropriations.



The Institute hes -amined the flnamlal structure of two westem _states,
Washington and Utah, in recert months. eadwlnstame recomended license
fee inCreases, Wnlle cautlmlrg@gct;alnst exo&s(% nonreﬁldent fees. Appropri—

ation of ral ies” amual rati
T This pl rtlon of sy ﬁ fmol'sOpe b

budgets was recommended. pport genera

fali’dflmllﬂhg e)mdedstarﬂmnt of over%r economic balwgrlg 18 soal . Such benefltsl
would inc non-game wildlife -~ inc

species, enviromental gglogatlm wild and soenic rivers, tonﬂe
mreaag%oosts of servicing use of state wildlife and flsh propertles by

gereral public

That uniformity and reciprocity of fees_anong states_be establlshed as_a desir—
able goal and studies and actions be Initiated inmediate.ly to achieve it

The memger states_of the Westem Association, by resolutlon and smgly,
should urge their C(mnlssms and State Ieglslamres 1o avoid abrupt act
on_ 1h|s overall Sl,b_] Maj or efforts_ should be made to adgpt a reglomvlde
unifo ng nonresident sportsmen. It is believed that
the wa;tem states should act smultareasly 1o achieve this goal.
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S QOperating Budget » Licenses Fekral Ald
Arlsona - $ 72U - 0, &7 $ 18
Califomia W 2,009 s .57 . w019 B, -
Colorado 10,088 9,219 o8
Icbio - 15,20, 3,804 120
Mortera 6,066 3,508 L7
Nevada 2,891 1,00 1,387
New Mexico 2,55 ; 2,061 4%
Oregon 7.960 6,448 1,518
Utzh 3,877 3,135 36
Veshington 779 5,828 L2
Wyoming 7,27 5,197 [
Alaska 1,970 74B 1,178
Hewai i m 29
Total $ .07 $ 61,4 $ B.%8

Wil not balance with sources because of carry over of funds
** Includes 152,500 gereral funds.

** Includes parks.
***Includcs 426,813 gereral funds.
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State 9931 aﬁ%ag?e%e Joesiatit H"tB.rrEet st 1oF Buet . Total Annunt'“
Arizona $ 314 . $ B . b7 9.0 $ 619 o 9
D Califomia 2,019 5 0.2 "%ft 3 12 , 318 14
Colorado 10,088 4,384 |5V L 10.8 5,471 54.2
- - Idaho - B %8 B gno . 12 2,6% 9.0
Morttana 6,466 1,110 17.2 980 15.1 2,091 2.3
Nevada 2,801 23 1.4 10 48 465 16.2
New Vexico 2,565 8 15 30 2.7 633 24.2
. Oregon 7,90 318 4.0 630 8.5 98 125
i Utah 3,877 8l 2.1 25 7.3 1,146 2.4
Wlashington 7,739 67 0.9 2 3.0 29 4.0
Wyoning 7,271 3.38 03 . 6% 9.4 4,254 5.7
Alaska 1,970 550 215 314 15.7 864 ATTr>
. “Hevaii 7 5 0.7 - 0.0 5 0.7
‘!i
_ Total - $ 82,006 $13,812 $ 5,91 $19,804
- Average 16.8% 7.3 24.1%
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LICENSE INCOVE FROM HUNTING, 1970

o Resident Hunting Nonresident Hunting License and T
Hunting License Income License and Tags Amount Percent of Total
$ 1,7,15%6 5 1,3%.173 336,983 195, ©
4,261,930 4,206,930
6,935,332 2,550,992
Idaho 2,923,434
2,070,253
Alaska
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{ CGdifomia ~
Colorado
im Ideho
Montana
-
- Nevada
Vj New Mexiico
Oregon
Utah
Washington
Wyaming
; Alaska
‘,l -
\. Hawai i
Vi-
n Total
|
: Avel
Y%
\Y y

Angling

License Income

$ 993,430
10,072,962
3,148,317
1,375,8%

1 1,219,155
30,818"
011,453
3,381,004
1,319,008
2,902,546
916,901
629,818
16,129

$27,287,527

, »:—, TABLBXv
LICAEE. NG FROM AGLING, 190 == -

B r

N/ @e

Resident ~

Angling License

$ TIL.376 -
9,809,962

= 2,061,447

665,609
298,830
198,450
581,470"
2,700,000
1,033,548
2,670,690
231,243
316,082
16,014

$21,294,726

3 $ ﬂr’...,,-*.-
7. .

|y
- a " N

$ 282,064
263.000
1.086,8/0
710,286
980,325
142,338
329,983
680.000
285,400
231,847
685,653
313,736
15

$ 5,991,697

AT -

284

A5
51.6
6.7
41.6
3.2
2.1
21.6

8.0
74.8
49.8

0.6

21.97.
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4,543,000 - ; * 18,910,000 $ 35.000,000
Colorado 237,374,113 22,695,943 &D 34,660,698
Idaho 75,000,000 16,(%, o
Montana 127 each 147
SiB1 mﬁhter angler hunter
Nevada
New Mexi 57.200,000 $370 each 248 21,000,000 23,000,000
190 T hunter angler
Oregon
Utah 77,000,000 6,%?8%0 70,5(%?&% N
Washington 285,206,000 624,084 9,851,7% 135,101,916 ,628,
Viyoming 57,365,524 14,060,307 9,964,138 19,997,663 13,363,416
Alaska
Hawaii

* 1963 New NEXiCO, Utal”t'; E%Arizgﬁl, MI%: Eh%g CO'OI’E(b, V\bshirgton; Idaho State estimate.
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€adlifornia
Colorado
Idaho

Montana

New Mexico
Oregon

Utah

Washington

Wyoming

Alaska

Haw aii

Antelope, Elk

Sheep, Goats, Buffalo

Can Put ]O?.Quotas on Moose, Goats,

Sheep, Bison, Antelope, Grizzly

A Il Big Game by Unit
Big Horn

Antlerless Deer and E lk;
Sheep, Goats, Antelope

E Ik
NN

sh (GoaC8
some Elk and Antelope JW.

Quota Under Consideration

Quota In 1971

Under Consideration

In 1971, 50,(II) Deer

Considering Minor Restrictlo

%
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A T e e HNTING BAG'BY NONRESIDENTS, 1970
o l ",:r ., > - - -
L«mm jEE L e y I_ . : y
- Deer v+ m Antelope  Upland Gare Birds \Vaterfol -: W Bear A
v State-. . no. :V . No, 2 _-tuv-a 1 m:-_*> * . _.—VpWSSS
. ” Arlto-n::‘ NA . - y m‘P e - - a ° J_’ e _op' oo -.-P'
T e California v NA " - o - 7- . . - If- - I
[ ] -
1 Colorado 45 39,298 31 6,505 3 132 [ 2 ED " I-. . m-
o ldaho 19 8,4% 20 3,23 14 v n 121,951 8 % 1 - v lm - fk
Montana 15 15, ].8 2,139 13 l,&l - %o 23 401
Nevada 15 > 2,794 - . - 2 8,679 4 5,%2
| New Mexico 8 2,608 456 4 60 8 50,000 5 2,500 28i
Oregon 1.5 l,G(D 2.5 ED 2 22,(11) 3 26,(11) .\,/Z) 1
Utan 75 14,26 - - - - T a2V e n
Washingt 0.3 150 0.9 100 r - 0.4 5,000 0.8 8,000 29 100r
ashin on - - -
Wyoming 64 62,534 16 :\.1‘ 48 14,977 —_— - - = . )§k A .
Alaska - I} - — — JV \ —_ —_
']
Haw aii 5 100 o 2 400 - u. - |
._M I ¥ * yYymEE_ -
- -
A few states submitted 1989 figures. -
»
r o —
0%

S VA ™R Ty o



1} o HUNTING BACBY RESIDENTS, 1970*
LX. Henm -
v Y,
ir . Q,C : / EK I m g I H H
H-y ' oo | - stte.; , 3 5 - : U2a Y] 3 ~
ir Arizona — . NA 5 "-". m-V, ;%  fpy I " * - V&y:i ,
CcallEornl# ,2.28,7 .00 -~ky’ 241 % 7,010,30 - #4,316,40 - 2,30
e Ocflorbdo 5%  >8-050 69,10.355 , §7; POAMO s - -=* we .7 B .36
o o8 62,057 gy .2.6%:. o7 .08 ss LEBED B S0IB ® AR "SSE T
' Vo . . . . . .- 7 ML) i% 2@7'7&2 % 1:%
\ &< ,7.002 @ 990 87  1.752 00 ik ;
v @ BRI - i-
45,000 o 441
» 2 NewMexico @ D049 6 1,07 % 148 @ -50,000 B 1,900
oregn @5 1440 05 1BOO 00 A0 @ LIDKO o K0S S
- ) " 9.6 1,304,500 99.3 1,064,700 97.1 " 3,470 V-
Weshington 9.7 45,880 %.1 11,130
Alaska t
Heii % 1,900 19,600 — v
.Y 7
N * A few states sutmitted 1969 figures. _mv
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California

.Colorado..,-.

MorfBana
Nevada

New Mexico
Oregon
Uteh
Washington
Wyoming
Alaska .

all

. 00

24,500,006

2,538,000

10,106,087
24,106.050
6,271,014

TABLE XV

TOTAL CATCH OF SPORT FISH, 1970

Vr.v* (] !

m

83,500,000
16,200,000

2,100,000

23,767,144
4,588,031

-mV

Noare.tdeat Catch

8,300,000

338,906
1,682,983.

34 7.

W17

mm

1A%,
26.%

ke *
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T - VKRCENT (F. GAME ANIMALS HARVESTED ON FEDERAL LANDS, 1970 *
Lok & 7.m77 y m- i y 7: mm e
R YTy AT A n - 7= AN W T7._._.7.- " '
Y e e w T 7
State rom. 7. Kk . Antelope T WM. yyy
Arizona
. . 0
Califomia L)
Colorado 10-15
%b
Idaho
Mormtana
70
New Mexico D
D
Oregon
%
Utah
Washington 0
- 5H-
\yoming
Alaska
Hovai i

* State estimates.
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I, the undersigned, an employee

that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions

[ ] . o__ Elee o o e

of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
- < \k v - v e 1 .-

t 7 "]

- J
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.

]
Signature of Camera Operator
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The Committee®on

under consideration

M recommends it
%
rj recommends it
o~ T - T\SY
€ 7 recommends it

r 7 recommends it

CS for

FINANCE

do

do

do

be

/~7 (and) recommends

committee

A majority of the members of the Committee

pass
not pass
pass with attached amendment(a)
replaced with CS for

do pass

it be referred to the

/~7 reports it back without recommendation

/~~7 (other)

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING

IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:

recommends:
recommends:
recommends:
recommends:

recommends:

/ CHAIRMAN
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HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT

WM/ KW i @ o -
L e on:.

~3fem senate: bill; no. 157

The committee on finance has had Senate Bill NRo. 157 under
consideration -and & -majority. of the members of the committee

.have recommended that it;do pass. However, the committee
.wishes to make the following comments on the bill part Of
the:record. =

.In testimony before the finance committee, Vern Roberts stated
that the Fish and Game working capital fund had been unworkable

“throughout its .five year existence. Receipts estimated for the
fund had traditionally fallen short, failing to cover the
depreciation .reserve or;Operating requirements for the fund. f
As a result, the department has recommended repeal of the fund
and direct appropriation of monies for purchase and operation
of major equipment. ;

At this late date it would be difficult to pull the funds
allocated for.the working capital account from each of the
various division budgets. Instead the department proposes a
general fund appropriation- of $190,000 plus the immediate ™
transfer of former working capital items from each of the
division budgets - the transferto be affected immediately
upon the beginning of the new fiscal year. These Tfunds will
be combined to fully fund the equipment program for the
1971-72 fiscal year and in the future years the equipment
program will be funded .by a direct appropriation.

Georgfe Hohman
Chairman
House Finance Committee

oy L
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Cju-" eRep/. -Farrell, Chairman mmvk- .

Resources Committee

FROM: Gregg Erickson
Staff -Economist.

EbrJEO.T:., Proposed Abolition of Fish arid-Game forking . 7
e.Capital Fund w7

the working captial fund in Fish and Game was originally
established for"the purpose of putting the vessel and
aircraft operations- of the Department on a more “business- e
like Dasis.” Rather than fund these operations directly
from.the budget the idea was to run the fund just as if

it was, in fact, an independent .business, charging the"
various divisions of the department (or other.state agencies)
for the services provided. ,In that way, it was assumed

tilat the true costs of providing these vessel and aircraft
services would be charged (in the budget) to the various
programs that use those services. Presumably this would

be of considerable assistance to the Department of Admin-—
istration, the Governor, and the Legislature, because under
.such system the budget request for a given program will more
correctly show the true costs of"that program.7?

-Linee its inception, the Fish and Game Department has been
—hssatisfied with the working captial fund concept. Test—
imony before the committee, and my follow up conference.with
hr. Vcrn Roberts, Administrative Officer with the department
indicate to me that the sources of this dissatisfaction are
as-follows: 7 - b\ "

1) In planning for the coming Fiscal Year the fund aumini;.-
tfator must set prices or rates for his various pieces of
equipment so.that the division heads can figure how much to
put in their respective budgets for the use of this equipment.
Unfortunately, the fuftd...administrator has 7some difficulty

In setting tiie rates unless he knows what the demand will be

DC
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(iRe more bidsatibh, the -lower the; rated"). As a eoa- \;7

e ".leas .than ee;>rctcx»d. In thin care, the fund loses, money ".ard -
v - -significantly., -- the fund :adininistrator:gets called ohi
.., .- .-u,.

i J.«e I, 1,4

costs of Ihkining vessels (no: information on aircraft, but

\J5 --of="Ffi-xpd costS-"; probably a little lower), must be obli—

gated at the beginning, of the season if the snips are _to tie
available® later on. ', = . "Vov -7 . x'"k}?&

As the season progresses, emergenices lInevitably arise, and
;shifts in program emphasis occur for one reason or another.

.When administrators of the various vessel and aircraft using

programs arc confronted with these problems they find that
one of the easiest.places to trim their own budgets is by
cutting back oh these vessel.and aircraft services. The fact
that perhaps 85# of the..,,cost of providing these services

has already been expended doesn®"t bother them because if they
don ™ use the equipment, none of that 85$% "will show up as

a cost in their, own budget.:* Again, it is the administrator,
of the fund ewho. has to take the rap for allowing uncertainty
(over which he has - in this case little or no control)

to foul up the department ™ budget.”” In order, to handle a
deficit created 1in "this situation he must either go to the
legislature for a supplemental or sell a piece of equipment-
both oainful alternatives.

3). Basically, the Fish and. Game people would like to see a
new line"item in the budget for vessels and aircraft because

ethey believe - probably correctly - that the consequent
shrink®"sge in the individual program budgets would be smaller
than the increase due to the new line item. In other words,

they believe that this accounting change will® make 1is easier

to get money out of the legislature, instead of just pointing
at programs and saying '"give me money to do this" or. "to do
that," they, will be able to point at both the programs and

the "ships justifying one request in the usual manner, and

the second with the physical existance and operation statistics

of the equipment in question../;

Suggested Solution

Clearly,, some real problems exist in the use of this fund,
but there 1is no good reason for the legislature to abandon

0 - %

y -

g - - y. m-j . —of Y mes”



Jv and "it:
I e i<
r*r-JhvihV-y.
reduce- 1t.
-er.thknj-y
nablve u'd
V«
kv.: i,) ,Require the divisions- making Use of:"the fund % equipment;.I;,"
.1Q pay .into the "fund, at the "beginning of, the”FixcaivYear; all
.tka fixed ecosts, allocated®” to their share- of. budgeted® use. .m
The marginci.l costs of operation would be/charged only, as
incurred-.;. This would both give the Division.Heads greater .
incentive t& plan carefully,.and at the same time, eliminate
the situation where the vessels and aircraft are under
Autilised due to ;thev'fa<it that" itheidivisiohs must pay the 7
average cost of using the equipment an extra hour at the ,end
o'1" the year-7 when the actual, cost to the state, for using
them that extra hour 1is the marginal cost (about 852._less). -

2) A.less satisfactory alternative would be to fund only
the fixed costs of vessel operation wifh a line item, charging
the marginal costs® to the individual programs as before. 7 *

This memo has been written, in great haste, and as , conse-
cuehce does not go into this problem.as completely as | would
like. Other problems exist in terras of how "rental rates™
charged by the fund are arrived at, and how protection
functions are charged. I would appreciate the opportunity

to discuss this further with you or. with the Finance Committee.

cc: Rep. Hohman
Finance Committee

- o | - V..l e - mes " 21l ":7 "5
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Introduced: 3/10/7.1
; Referred: R«
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, BY THE.. RULES. COMMITTEE BY- %%
tm mwF QPMAFPT? REQUEST OP THE GOVERNOR- 7

SENATE BILL NO. im s
IN THE "LEGISUATURE OP THE STATE OP ALASKA
s )\ 7 w7 -7y x : - \ly , ®l.-.;«l/
SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: ."An Act abolishing the Department of Fish and Game
Working Capital Fund; and providing for an effective -1
date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 44.74.200 - 260 are repealed. ,

* Sec, 2. This Act takes effect July 1, 1971.
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-The Committee;* h ; A ! has had mm m - m
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"inder consideration:* A majority of the fembers ot th'e Committee’
| # ' 1§ S |

recommends; it do .pass G

r~7 recommends it do not pass
=7 recommends it do pass with attached amendment(a)

7 recommends it be replaced with CS for

CS for do pas8

1 (and) recommends it be referred to the 0;
committee

/KF reports it bach without recommendation

/-7 (other) . -

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:

IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:
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3/18/71.:

Judiciary
IN THE SENATE BY CROFT.AND ZIEGLER
i SENATE BILL NO. 171 ,
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OP ALASKA
SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for peremptory disqualification of

district judges."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 22.20.022(a) is amended to read:

(a) |If a part v his attorney in a district court action or a
superior court action, civil or criminal, files an affidavit alleging

under oath that he believes that he cannot obtain a fair and impartial

trial, the presiding district court or superior court judge, respectively

shall at once, and without requiring proof, assign the action to

another judge of the appropriate court in that district, or if there
is none, the chief justice of the supreme court shall assign a judge
for the hearing or trial of the action. The affidavit shall contain

a statement that it is made in good faith and not for the purpose of

delay.

SB 171
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v ""ALCOPIES: wmTHE CHAEIRMANY 0% THE’@OMWIWWEE’MAKWN%L THE? REQUERT °
Y THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF
, -THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF r
v THE. DIVISION OF BUDGET .& MANAGEMENT
- "RETAIN A .COPY. FOR: YOUR -FILES , m. -_— ,
a v - \ - o A
-ul* Subb_dextt: Pistrict JuodgeKB__
- ~; »l-e.Quc.sted .by House Finance- Committee--C--to———— B
m. "-referred to mbri-: n”~ton , »iLr _date of request.. 4.-19-1011
edate received
el Tyt
EXPENDITURE DETAIL § £ WEME&I FY 1972 FY /S 0O
;100 PERSONAL SERVICES = . $ . oy <n
m200 TRAVEL ol Y 2/500 - e "
B 00 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES Ve *o- e " -, m
.~00 COMMODITIES:- *7 > w >
500 EQUIPMENT - - — . - -W
600 LAND AND STRUCTURES - i
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS & -SHARED REVENUE - m
TOTAL i 2,500 7V - $
f - ; XrxX.m F- * 1 o
-FUNDING DETAIL
FEDERAL RECEIPTS $ - $ $ « °
SPECIAL FUNDS
UNRESTRICTED GENERAL FUND RECEIPTS 2,500
- Jr- - r- e n -
Man Months N N e)
Permanent Positions *o
Temporary Positions . o
FISCAL ANALYSIS
The only costs associated with this bill might bo for travel

i\ iy ir FB7.Vgey.

\ and per diem for the District Judges

There would be no additional

*June

-rBethel

au,

and then only

Yo

would be able to serve.:

DATE.

<1-20-1971

if they were challenged as to qualifications.

expense
vV Ny X

Ketch kan and Nome areas because other/judges

rigxex—""-_;— \.0.

SIGNATURE

& TITLE

in Wrangell Petersburg and

Fairbanks,

V7 ? b
in"these areas

in the Anchorage,

.» >l

0, A. Morrison, Comptroller

Alaska Court Systenm



The Legislature of the State of Alaska

” fs " Ffiscal nqﬁ%l . - i
£ " N Sk a - °
COPIES THE CHAIRMAN OP THE COMMITTEE MAKING THE REQUEST
A THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF _ . £
"THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF v Al
THE DIVISION OF BUDGET & MANAGEMENT u :MV -
RETAIN A COPY FOR YOUR FILES . JoVes T
ro o Vs N - em"- r _X:
Subject District JudgeflB M SB 171
.referred to_Alaska finnrt. Rwqf.pw date of rgquest 4-19-1971
completion date requested date received .
[ | _ - L]
IRV ) -
EXPENDITURE DETAIL FY 1972 FY FY
100 PERSONAL SERVICES $ - $ i
200 TRAVEL g zoo
300 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES
400 .COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT ®
600 LAND AND STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS &mSHARED REVENUE
P II-_..-r
TOTAL $ 2,500 $ $

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

Man Months =
Permanent Positions =
Temporary Positions =

FISCAL ANALYSIS

The only costs associated with this bill might be for travel

and per diem for the District Judges in Wrangell - Petersburg and

if they were challenged as to qualifications.

Bethel and then only

in the Anchorage, Fairbanks,

There would be no additional expense

Juneau, Ketchikan and Nome areas because other judges in ®Mhese areas

would be able to serve.

DATE 4-20-1971

SIGNATURE

NAME & TITLE

G. A. Morrison, Comptroller

Alaska Court Systenm
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Mr. Speaker:
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The Committee on m-- Finance. , < =: has had
t — e Y-
under consideration. A majority of the members of the Committee !KI'dd"d
I OV.tv-md t L I By - |ifS§
fe -" - = . -1 1IN0
recommends it do pass
7] 5 - - —em -
recommends it do not passl
1 “ L Vv -
/ / recommends it do pass with attached amendment(s) -
recommends it be replaced with CS for ; and that
CS for do pass
rj (and) recommends it be referred to the
committee
/v reports it back without recommendation
<3 (other) FePOrtl8 it- h&eic without recomendation to the Rules
Cottceittee to check constitutioiial it,y*.
MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:
MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:
recommends : ;
.y ANEIE e
-d. recommends: B |
recommends: - STV
recommends:
recommends
p i
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Offered: 4/16/71

Jriginal sponsor: Hensley Referred: Rules
- . — v
=N h M & fy ¢
I CN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE:
-? CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 179
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 a special account for trail
7 staking and shelter construction and maintenance."

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

9 # Section 1. INTENT. The intent of this Act is to provide funds for

0 rail staking and shelter construction and maintenance projects in sparsely
I jopulated areas where the interests of safety require their establishment
2 8r the protection of traveling citizens of the state.

13 * Sec. 2. AS 43.40.010(g) is amended to read:

14 (g) The proceeds of the revenue from the tax on all motor fuels,

15 except as provided in (e)j_ [AND] (f). and (J) of this section, shall

16 be deposited in a special highway fuel tax account in the state general
1 fund. The legislature may appropriate funds from it for expenditure

18 by the Department of Public Works directly or as matched with available
19 federal-aid highway money for maintenance of highways, construction of
2 highway projects and ferries included in the program provided for in

2 AS 19.10.150, including approaches, appurtenances and related-facilities

2 and acquisition of rights-of-way or easements, and other highway costs

23 including surveys, admini®tration, and related matters. All departments

24 .
of the state government authorized to spend funds collected from taxes

= imposed by secs. 10 - 100 of this chapter shall perform, when feasible,

2 all construction or reconstruction projects by contract after the

27 projects have been advertised for competitive bids, except that, when
28 feasible, arrangements shall be made with political subdivisions to
29 carry out the construction or reconstruction projects. |If it is not

-1- CSSB 179
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feasible for the work to be performed by state engineering forces, the
.commissioner of public works may contract on a professional basis

with private engineering firms for road design, bridge design, and
services in connection with surveys. |If more than one private engi—
neering firm is available for the work the contracts shall be entered
into on a negotiated basis.

Sec. 3. AS 43.40.010 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(J) The proceeds from the tax on motor fuel used in snow vehicles
and, unless a tax refund is applied for under sec. 40 of this chapter,
other internal combustion engines not used in or in conjunction with a
motor vehicle licensed to be operated on public ways shall be deposited
in a special nonpublic highway use account in the general fund. The
legislature may appropriate from this account to the Department of
Highways for trail staking and shelter construction and maintenance.
Sec. 4. AS 43.40.030(a) 1is amended to read:

(@) Except as specified in sec. 10(J) of this chapter, a [A]
person who uses motor fuel to operate an internal combustion engine is
entitled to a refund of six cents a gallon if

(1) the tax on the motor fuel has been paid;
(2) the motor fuel is not aviation fuel or motor fuel used
in an engine to propel a boat or watercraft: and
(3) the internal combustion engine is not used in or in con—

junction with a motor vehicle licensed to be operated on public ways.
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The Committee on iAL)" ha8<had:&

. . - " .
under consideration A majority of the members,of tHe"Tommittee

p 7 recommends it do pass
[~7 recommends it. do not pass
rj recommends it do pass with attached amendment(a)

7~T recommends it be replaced with CS for ! and that
CS for do pass

n (and) recommends it be referred to the '- W. nimm
committee

AT reports it back without recommendation

n (other) ...,

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT

recommends
recommends
recommends
recommends

recommendB
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Introduced:..; 3/23/71
Referred: Finance

IN THE.SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

SENATE BILL,NO
IN THE /LEGISLATURE;OF .THE. "STATE OF ALASKA
SEVENTH LEGISLATUREFIRST SESSION
et Y- .- j" A BILL /= ;
For an Act entitled: "An Act.appropriating $3j503.75 to Harmon R.
;Helmiericks for Thss of a boat being used by the.
.,Alaska Department of Fish and Game; and providing
- for an effective, date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The sum of $3,503.75 is appropriated from the general fund
to reimburse Harmon R. Helmericks for loss of his Grumman G-19 boat, "The
Explorer”™, while being used by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game in
August, 1969. /

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect on the day after its passage and

or on the day it becomes law without approval.



mmsm.

MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

from,

mghifA

State Capitoi”B” <
THROUGH: /\Wa3laix Noerenberg
iy£i.Connd" jssidnerv:: DATE 8 February 29 <1972
if \ . . |
vem ”“Roberts, Director v« subject, sendte Bill 182

Division of Administration m
DOTartnent of Fish and: Game*

This memorandum is furnished in accordance with your request of this
date regarding subject piece of legislation. A

In August of 1969 two Division of Sport Fisheries biologists, Rex
Thomas and Peter Winslow rented a 197 boat from Mr. Helmericks on

a contractual basis . The nature of use for this boat was to provide
trarispoi$ati6én for these biologists to do® sport fish inventory work
at/the, mouth of the Colville River and the Beaufort Sea area
immediately surrounding the Colville River.

During their inventoiy activities in the Beaufort Sea, a storm.blew
up and neither Mr./Thomas nor Mr. Winslow were ever seen again,, rior. $
was the boat they had. rented;from Mr. Helmericks. .Extensive air and
sea seilarciies"by state, federal arid private searchers /failed to iocate
any trace of the missing biologists, " their gear, of the boat. After V
the lapse of approximately one year, Mr. Helmericks contacted the
Department of Fish and Game as to;lthe appropriate procedure for V-
obtaining reimbursement for the- actual loss sustained when;his boat
disappeared. He was informed that since this was not an item for
which fimds had been, appropriated by the Legislature, he should

seek reimbursement through an appropriation by the..Legislature.

Mr. Hehnefidcs apparently contacted Senator Butrovich. to have this
particular bill introduced,

mhn view of the cost of a 19" .boatf£ which these days runs anywhere
:fran $3j000 to $5,000 in southeastern Alaska, his request; of $37,503. 75
spears extremely modest, particularly when considering :fhe cost of >
transporting such a.boat to the North Slope. _ 5 /v -

IT 1 may be of any further service to you in this matter/ please do
not hesitate to contact me. Thank you. /
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COPIES: THE CHAIRMAN OP THE COMMITTEE MAKING THE REQUEST

Subject

THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF

"J ] THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF
THE DIVISION OF BUDGET & MANAGEMENT
RETAIN A COPY FOR YOUR FILES

HB SB 182

requested by _jouse._ Finance romronit.tee
referred to date of request 4/16/71

completion date requested jdate received 4/19/71

EXPENDITURE DETAIL FY 72 FY 73 FY 74

100
200
300
1J00
500
600
700

PERSONAL SERVICES $ ) $ $
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES ¥ me
COMMODITIES

EQUIPMENT . !
LAND AND STRUCTURES T ety
GRANTS, CLAIMS & SHARED REVENUE

TOTAL $ $ $

FUNDING DETAIL

FEDERAL RECEIPTS $ $ $
SPECIAL FUNDS
UNRESTRICTED GENERAL FUND RECEIPTS 3,503.75 -0- -0-

Man Months
Permanent Positions
Temporary Positions

FISCAL ANALYSIS

Senate Bill #182 will reimburse Harmon R. Helmericks for a Grumman G-19 boat
which he rented to the Department of Fish and Game during August of 1969.

The boat was used by two fisheries biologists, Division of Sport Fisheries,
while inventorying sport fish stocks in the Colville River, Beaufort Sea area.

The two biologists, boat and gear disappeared during a storm and no trace
of the biologists, boat or gear has been found since.

The total cost of this bill to the state is the face amount shown above,
$3,503.75.

DATE April 19, 1971



I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfi.lm. .images on this microform. are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, apd 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.
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The Committee, on Ftm m .
AM/vArunder . ixonalderatibh A majority, of the members of the Committee

/7 recommgﬁnds@lt do , Rass

/ 7 recommends It do not pass
~7 recommends It do pass with attached amendment(a)

7W recommends it be replaced .with CS for « \ and that

X .n .?E=$$$  y-yy

CS for do pass m
/~7 fand V recommends it be referred to the ~] "I
committee

£ 7 reports it back without recommendation

/1) (Other) .rfecornnfeRds It be,, replaced with House-CS for $B 193
and that House 0S ior» SB 195 -be ereported®"bacU without .

MEMBERS SIGNING TAE MAJORITY REPORT: " %

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT

recommends
recommends
recommends
recommends

recommends

iwirll



FROM

The Honorable George H. Hohman, Chairman
House Finance Committee

Alaska State Legislature

JuneauS 31 aska DATE

R. D. Stevehson
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Revenue
Juneau, Alaska

Committee Substitute for Senate Bill No. 195 provides for an
increase in the tax on motor fuel used in engines for the propulsion of-boats
and watercraft of all descriptions, Including that motor fuel which may be
mtilized for heating and cooking aboard boats and watercraft from the present

>3c per gallon to 4c per gallon.

Revenue Estimates that appear in the document .entitled "State of
Alaska - Revenue Sources - 1970-76", page 55, were based on the present rate
of 3c per gallon with an exclusion from taxation for motor fuel utilized for
heating and cooking aboard boats and watercraft. However, for projecting the
basic additional revenue to be obtained by the increase in the tax from 3c to
4c per gallon the following statistics are provided:

Original Estimate Projected Estimate Additional

Fiscal Year Ending g 3c per gallon g 4c per gallon Revenue
June 30, 1972 $ 802,400 $1,069,866 $ 267j466
June 30, 1973 826,500 1,102,000 275,500
June 30, 1974 851,300 1.135.066 283,766
June 30, 1975 876,800 1.169.066 292,266
June 30, 1976 903,100 1,204,133 301,033

Five Year Totals $4,260,100 $5,680,131 $1,420,031

In addition to the proposed basic increase of Ic per gallon on
watercraft fuel tax, the proposed legislation will remedy a costly loophole in
our watercraft fuel tax statutes which in essence has permitted boat owners
who have a common storage facility for diesel fuel to purchase tax free a
questionable portion of the marine diesel fuel for "cooking and heating."

While it is obvious in most cases that a small portion of the diesel
fuel is actually used for "cooking and heating" the practice that has been
followed by many boat owners indicates a bad abuse with tax avoidance as the

In practice the owner of the watercraft Inti&ffifas to se marlkne
fuel dealer the "percentage"” or amount in gallons that is to be used for "cooking
and heating" as opposed to the percentage or amount in gallons to be used for

.
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Honorable George H. Hohman L April 21, 1971

propulsion at the time of the purchase of;the diesel fuel. Since the State does
not levy any tax on heating fuel, the owner of the watercraft does not want to

e pay any tax on that portion of the total ,fuel delivered that.the hoatv owner
"thinks™ or "determines"™ will be used for "cooking and heating."  7.V=Vr;

"h = 0r "The Department of Revenue conducted very detailed audits in South-
eastern Alaska and in Southcentral Alaska in 1966 and again in 1968 to determine
7 7 by and large what percentage of diesel fuel, that was placed in common storage
facilities aboard watercraft was beinggZclaimed” as for "heating and cooking”
;; upon which no watercraft fuel tax wes paid. " T,

The 1968 watercraft fuel tax audit was performed at 11 Alaskan
ports covering diesel fuel purchases by owners of watercraft that had common
storage facilities during the sales made in June and July of 1968. In

..examining some 4,033 diesel fuel invoices covering sales of 2,452,835 gallons
of diesel fuel, the gallonage claimed for "heating and cooking" amounted to
609.792 gallons or 24.86% of the total sales. The 3c watercraft fuel tax on
on the "exempt" gallonage for the two month period would have amounted to
609.792 x $0.03 or $18,293.76. The same "exempt" gallonage at a 4c watercraft
fuel tax for a two month period would be--609,792 x $0.04 or $24,391.68.

Attached is a copy of the 1968 audit report for a breakdown by
locality of percentage of purchases of diesel fuel claimed by boat owners as
for "heating and cooking" aboard watercraft. The audit does not cover all

ports in Alaska.

Considering that harbor improvements are funded by watercraft
fuel tax revenues, it could be noted that the abuse by some of the watercraft
owners who have in the past claimed abnormally high amounts of diesel fuel
for "cooking and heating"™ has obviously decreased total tax revenues available
for improvements to the public harbors, docks and floats for use by all boat

owners. =

RDS:eh

e—yv y,
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The Honorable John Butrovich, Chairman
Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature

JuneaiUoAla DATE : April 2, 1971
from: R, D. Stevenson SUBJECT: CS for Senate Bill No. 195
mDeputy Commissioner” . . Watercraft Fuel Tax
Department of Revenue -
, Alaska Office Building . :
Juneau, Alaska _ yy" oy vy

Committee Substitute for senate Bill No. 195 provides for an increase
in the tax on motor fuel used in engines for the propulsion of boats and water—
craft of all descriptions, including that motor fuel which may be utilized for
heating and cooking aboard boats and watercraft from the present 3c per gallon

to 4c per gallon.

Revenue estimates that appear in the document entitled "State of
Alaska - Revenue Sources - 1970-76", page 55, were based on the present rate
of 3c per gallon with an exclusion from taxation for motor fuel utilized for
heating and cooking aboard boats and watercraft. However, for projecting the
basic additional revenue to be obtained by the increase in the tax from 3c to
4c per gallon the following statistics are provided:
Original Estimate Projected Estimate Additional

Fiscal year Ending @ 3c per gallon @ 4c per gallon Revenue
June 30, 1972 $ 802,400 $1,069,866 $ 267,466
June 30, 1973 826,500 1,102,000 275,500
June 30, 1974 851,300 1,135,066 283,766
June 30, 1975 876,800 .1.169,066 292,266

‘mJune 30, 1976 903,100 1,204,133 301.033

Five Tear Totals $4,260,100 $5,680,131 $1,420,031

In addition to the proposed basic increase of Ic per gallon on water—
craft fuel tax, the proposed legislation will remedy a costly loophole in our
watercraft fuel tax statutes which in essence has permitted boat owners who
have a common storage facility for diesel fuel to purchase tax free a questionable
portion of the marine diesel fuel for "cooking and heating."

While it is obvious in most cases that a small portion of the diesel
fuel is actually used for "cooking and heating," the practice that has been
followed by many boat owners indicates a bad abuse with tax avoidance as the

prime result.

In practice the owner of the watercraft indicates to the marine fuel
dealer the "percentage" or amount in gallons that is to be used for "cooking and
heating"” as opposed to the percentage or amount in gallons to be used for



Honorable John Butrovich

propulsion at the time of the purchase of the diesel fuel. Since the State does
not levy any tax on heating fuel, the owner of the watercraft does .not want to
pay any tax on that portion of the total fuel delivered that the boat owner
"thinks" or "determines" will be used for "cooking and heating.";,

" The Department of Revenue conducted very detailed audits in Southeastern
Alaska and in Southcentral Alaska in 1966 and again in 1968 to determine by and
large what percentage of diesel fuel that was placed in common storage facilities
aboard watercraft was being "claimed" as for "heating and cooking"” upon which
no watercraft fuel tax was paid.

The 1968 watercraft fuel tax audit was performed at 11 Alaskan ports
covering diesel fuel purchases by owners of watercraft that had common storage
facilities during the sales made in June and July of 1968. In examining some
4,033 diesel fuel invoices covering sales of 2,452,835 gallons of diesel fuel,
the gallonage claimed for "heating and cooking"” amounted to 609,792 gallons or
24.86% of the total sales.The 3c watercraft fuel tax on the "exempt" gallonage
for the two month period would have amounted to 609,792 x $0.03 or $18,293.76.
The same "exempt"™ gallonage at a 4c watercraft fuel tax for a two month period
would be- 609,792 x $0.04 or $24,391.68.

Attached is a copy of the 1968 audit report for a breakdown by locality
of percentage of purchases of diesel fuel claimed by boat owners as for "heating
and cooking" aboard watercraft. The audit does not cover all ports in Alaska.

Considering that harbor improvements are funded by watercraft fuel tax
revenues, it could be noted that the abuse by some of the watercraft owners who
have in the past claimed abnormally high amounts of diesel fuel for "cooking and
heating”™ has obviously decreased total tax revenues available for improvements
to the public harbors, docks and floats for use by all boat owners.

* It is to be noted that House Bill No. 374 has been introduced as a
companion bill covering the same subject identically.

RDS:eh,
cc: Honorable Howard C. Bradshaw Honorable E. J. Haugen
Co-Sponsor Senate Bill No. 195 Co-Sponsor House Bill No. 374

(COMPANION BILL)

Honorable Chancy Croft
Co-Sponsor Senate Bill No. 195

Honorable Joseph P. Josephson (RE: House Bill No. 374)

Co-Sponsor Senate Bill No. 195
Honorable Richard L. McVeigh, Chrmn.

Honorable Donald E. Young House State Affairs Committee
No. 374)
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Diesel
Gallons
178,844
265,421
85,834
580,877
145,100
143,860
1,000
219,519
126,269
31,522
674,589

2,452,835
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. SOUTHEASTERN AND SOUTH CENTRAL MARINE TAX AUDIT
H O ‘e INCLUDING FUEL PURCHASED BY TUGS AND BARGES
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£E0f & - [ ST i-j&s
yfC&M <£ K4240M < _
>>eq . DiesAl
< - mii.* *of Diesel / X for Diesel Heating
_ Invoices Heat Fuel & Cook
i - ' f
s 2880 Sitka 306 24 .25% 135,476 43,368
| <m
sV 2900 Petersburg 726 20.83% 210,136 55,285
(AN
2970 Wrangell 276 24 .55% 64,762 21,072
v o ‘
Com 6150 Ketchikan 1,143 22.32% 451,223 129,654
Y3980 Juneau 493 26.93% 105,640 39,460
2040 Cordova 339 20.15% 114,875 28,985
1-. 1
iV 550 Valdez 1 - 500 500
D .. 2500 Anchorage 20 14.81% 187,013 32,506
i 3100 Kenai 31 19.25% 101,960 24,309
- 1810 Homer 119 6.28% 29,543 1,979
PLov 1710 Kodiak 579 40.49% 441,915 232,674
! Total Gallons 24 .86% 1,843,043 609,792
oot -\ %
30,590 Total Invoices 4,033
In Valdez, approximately 4,750 gallons of diesel fuel was sold to marine vessels,
during June and July; however, there were no invoice records.
\
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I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm 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.
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mCommittee Report

HOUSE 0F R EPRESENTATIVES
4714772 /e =
7 7
Date
Mr. Speaker
The Committee on FINANCE -, has had CSSB 211
under-consideration. A majority of the members of the Committee
recommends itdo pass
recommends itdo not pass
"recommends itdo pass with attached amendment(s)
- .
recommends it be replaced with CS for and that
CS for do pass
/ 7/ (and) recommends it be referred to the
committeg i
reports it back without recommendation
7J (other) recommends it be replaced with HOUSE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE

FOR SENATE BILL NO. 211 (Finance; ana reports it bé&ck wlillOul

" recommendation.
MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:

V iHXAAST t

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:

V/ 4 <

.recommends Jic  mm<c-

\_A7Vla_- 1.-JC. recommends:
recommends: w'Y /\V/ " .

recommends: -1%iC)

recommends:
\WVCHAITRMAN



COPIES: THE CHAIRMAN OF THE "COMMITTEE MAKING THE REQUEST
N~ THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF
7T M7 X THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE STAFF
W .THE DIVISION -OF BUDGET & MANAGEMENT .
RETAIN A COPY FOR YOUR FILES T le-T"ly wewm f
m n 1 -Alaska
Subject: ;m e % HB Nyy ,\7 Longevity Program SB
requested by _ - " - . :
referred” to .o - - date of request
completion date.requested date received
EXPENDITURE DETAIL \ V- FY 1971-72 FY 1972-73 FY 1973-74
100 PERSONAL SERVICES $ 27.000 $ 27.000 $ 27.000
200 TRAVEL
m300 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES
400 COMMODITIES 61,200 61,200 61,200
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND AND STRUCTURES ¥y
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS & SHARED REVENUE 4,800,000 5,160,000 5,520,000
TOTAL- $ 4.888.200 $ 5.248.200 £5,608,200
FUNDING DETAIL
FEDERAL RECEIPTS . $ $ $
SPECIAL FUNDS .
UNRESTRICTED GENERAL FUND RECEIPTS 4,888,200 5,248,200 5.608,200
Man Months 24 24 24
Permanent Positions 2 2 2

The Legislature of the State of Alaska
FISCAL NOTE

Temoorarv Positions

FISCAL ANALYSIS

The

1.

fiscal analysis of Senate Bill No. 211 was conducted in the. following manner:

Estimated annual costs of actual bonus payments (Code 700) are based upon
projections which were calculated previously for House Bill No. 122 which
is identical to Senate Bill No. 211. A copy of the House Bill No. 122
analysis 1is attached.

£sijmted Anaua.L _co5t.s jp,, admin.i._ste.ii_this,,.progr.aliLhave been included in this
analysis.. [lhils.J.tein .was .overlooked in the. fiscal., analysis of House. Bill

but should be added to the estimated cost projections which were furni

that legislation.

The costs of ac.ninistering this program were determined through a comparative
analysis of the administrative costs iIn the existing Public Employees and

Teachers Retl®ement Systems which are presently administered by the Department

of Administration. The annual administrative costs of Senate Bill 211 have
been estimated in the following manner:

Estimated
Cost (FY 1971-72)
a. Code 100 - Personal Services
Benefits Supervisor, Range 18 $18,300
Clerk Typist 11, Range 7 8,700

b. Codes 200 - 900 61,200*
TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE COST FY 1971-72 $88,200

It is assumed that this funding will be adequate to coverythe expected annual
increased cases for the next five years. m/

DATE // y/-n ya SIGNATURE

NAME & TITLE ,~7>v - /m-



Fiscal Analysis (Senate Bill No. 211) - Continued

* Analysis of Code 200 - 900 costs were based upon computation of average
administrative costs per individual served under the existing Public <

/Employees and Teachers Retirement Systems. "
Y. .f .- -  Public
Teachers Employees
Retirement Retirement
Explanation. System System
Individuals served . . - 7,000 10,200
Annual administrative costs
(Codes 200 - 900) $125,200.00 $129,900.00
Cost per individual served 17.89 - - 12.74
Average cost per individval--—————————————-— $15.31

Attachment:
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M. R. Chnrnoy, Director
Budget anc Management

i W, N. Noreniy Budget Analyst

DATE
February 8, 1971

SUBJECT: 1B 122, Alaska Longevity Bonus
Implications, Costs .

Vo

As preface to the costing of subject bill, the following items should be noted,
directly or indirectly relating to the schedule below:

1.

4.

There 1is a Senate bill somewhat similar to this (3B 14), differing
principally in that the. administering agency would be the Department

of Health and Welfare (HB 122 specifies the Department of Administration
as the administering agency). -

Principal difference between the t/o bills comes in the application

of a Federal requirement, i. e., if Health and Welfare is to administer,
no residency requirement can be imposed, while if Administration runs
the program, the legislature can callfor any residency requirement it
desires (with no residency requirement, "outsiders" can oor.e north at
age 64, 70 or older, apply for and get, that bonus)".

The headcount figures below arc based upon statistical research by

Dr. Sam West,” head of the State Vital Statistics group in Health

iand Welfare, from actual welfare data, federal census figures and

other sampling techniques (these are consistently higher than,
legislative data, for reasons unknown other than the latter apparently
based on '"good guesses"). .7

Estimated growth factor of 300 per year.

Projected annual costs of H3 122, or equivalent administered by Administration,
or by Health and Welfare, for next five years:

FY 71-72
) 72-73
73-74
74-75
75-76

At $100 per month, per recipient (case):

Administration (20 Years residency) Health & Welfare (no residency)

4,000 Cases-%$4,800,000 6,500 Cases-$7,800,000
4,300 Cases- 5,160,000 6,800 Cases- 8,160,000
4,600 Cases- 5,520,000 7,100 Cases- S,520,G00
4,900 Cases- 5,880,000 7,400 Cases- S,880,000
5,200 Cases- 6,240,000 7,700 Cases- 9,240,000
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FY 71-72
72-73
73-74

I 74-75
75-76

FY 71-72
72-73
73-74
74-75
75-76

FY 71-72
72-73
73-74
74-75
75-76

0f the total

February 8, 1971

at $150.per iWnthj per recipient (case):

Administration .(20 Yrs. residency) - .Health 4
4,000 Cases.-$7,200,000 7 - m 6,500
4,300 Cases- 7,740,000 6,800

,/ 4,600 Cases- .8,280,000 . 7,100
4,900 Cases- 8,820,000 S -7,400

< 5,200 -Cases-;9,360,000 " 7,700

At $200 per month, per recipient (dasc):

4,000 1i.Cnses-$ 9,600,000 6,500
4,300 Cases- 10,320,000 6,800
4,600 Cases- 11,040,000 7,100
4,900 Cases- 11,760,000 7,400
5,200 Cases- 12,480,000 7,700

At .$250 per month, per recipient (case):

4,000 Cases-$12,000,000 6,500
4,300:Cases-.12,900,000 6,800
4,600 Cases- 13,800,000 7,100
4,7900 Cases- 14,700,000 7,400
5,200 Cases- 15,600,000 7,700

(persons 65 years or older), approximately,1950

Welfare (no residency) C
Cases-S11,700,000 "r:/
Cases- 12,240,000.;

Cases- 12,780,000 v "/
Cases- 13,320,000
Cases-.13,860,0.00

Cases-$15,600,000
Cases- 16,320,000
Cases- 17,040,000 "
Cases- 17,760,000
Cases- 18,480,G00

Cases-$19,500,000
Cases- 20,400, .000
Cases- 21,300,000
Cases- 22,200,000
Cases- 23,100,000

are presently on

old-age assistance, which is a factor (presumably) only if-Health and Welfare

administers the program,

subject bonus.

and welfare assistance becomes an off-set ugainsu
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TO:\r/'*John Daugherty
N e|Director . - ]
./;/Treasury Division . " - -
mdepartment, of Revenue DATE 1 February 2, 1971
Vv - 7 wm-T- V T-.;777°7 7- -
R. D. StVcrrson SUBJECT: .i?“sﬁ B:II_No: 12; v et
i Deputy Commissioner . aska Longevity Bonus
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Attached 1is a copy of House"Bill No. 122, an Act providing for

an Alaska longevity bonus. -
m

* °
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- While it is noted that the Commissioner of Administration is the
administrator ofthe "Alaska Longevity Bonus Fund" it .is to be further noted
that the Commissioner of Revenue is the treasurer of the system as relates to
custody and investment.

Investments according to Section 47.45.120 are limited to the

following items:

1.

Bonds or other interest-bearing obligations ar.d securities

v of the United States or any agency of the United States, a
state of the United States, or a political subdivision cf any state
of the United States, if the political subdivision has a population
as shown by the last federal census preceding the investment of no
less than 30,000 inhabitants, except no population limitation
applies to a political subdivision of this state;

First lien real estate mortgage securities insured by the

* Federal Housing Administration under the National Housing Act
of the United States, or held by the Department of Commerce cr
the Department of Natural Resources;

Deposits with mutual savings banks in Alaska, to the extent that
the investment is insured by the federal government or an.agency
of the federal government; and

Deposits with .state and national banks in Alaska to the extent
that the investment is insured by the federal government or an
agency of the federal government. No more than 25 per cent of

e the surplus may be invested in mortgage securities of the Depart—

ment of Commerce, and the state shall appropriate sufficient money
from the general fund to reimburse the teachers retirement system
for any losses incurred as a result of failure of the obligors to
pay on the notes. No mere than $400,000 of the surplus may be
."invested annually in the mortgage®securities of the Department of
Natural Resources, and the state shall appropriate sufficient
money fcoal theegeneral fund > rciiiihur.ae ".lie fund created in this
chap tol: fnr any loshes, iuiiirrvd as a result of il lurir of thiv
ohL!gors to pay on the. notes.
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;I @munderstand that-HCSTCSSB 211.7i8. preaent: ly before the-. House"Flnance
Committee. - , M7 &T7/:7:yT\,V Y-
- M VAVCN | om >

A Fiscal Note which- pertains/only7to/Section 2 ."Legislative ,Intent" as
adopted by :the -HouseHWE -Committee%in the latest version of'the Bill was
prepared.and provided;the Chairman of-the.House HWE Committee. The- Depart
ment.now wishes to./submit*a revised/flscal note which- qualifies -the cost~
previously, projected fto the extent "that the projected/cost assumes .passage
of a Federal increase inlSocial Security payments of at least 5-percent.

A rrevised Fiscal Note*is submitted herewith.

-Attachment

FM. :JFM:smb
cc:* Honorable Genie Chance, Chairmanv
- House HWE Committee - w/attachment

In



Second Session - Seventh State Legislature

|. REQUE
BE& Jentl IC%HO ?8211
Eelg est%d by Genle Céance Date:  4/12/72.
&8 <i:n &v o?OFuamJ Chlrdren dvrs, Program:  Old Age"Assistance
I Elusé:gpélf Eaﬁ‘&t Unit ﬁ) Affecte(?
A. ExPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)
OBJECT FY. 72 FY 73 FY 74 FY 75 FY 76 FYy
1 PERSONAE SERVICES -D- -0- é -0- -0- 0-
ol e 5 N Y %
0+ COVMOBTIES Ly :
ER e eTURE - 35 A S 0-
TS CIANE Ere,  iBulouir 198000 217800 239600 263600 ! 290,000
TOTAL b "

180,000 198,000 217,800 239.600 263,600 290,000

B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND 180,000 198,000 217,800 239,600 263,600 290,000
F §AL FUNDS Y

0

C. POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/T%MP?R%RY na/ na/ na/ nal w . . Rh
VBN MONTHS TP./T. . | | / / .

[T, ANALYSIS See Fiscal Note Preparatlon Instructions, Section [l
, as has been rec?ue teq, the DIVIS\On of Fgmlly and ChJIdren SerV|ces Were to,

%%5885(58%%%8%08 g% grgg UEPGY -[]It |sca| IT%CIaai;[ gﬁcwl%IVISIOH Wou I)rmm

| .t IS anIICIpat hat ggsons t Ppave Income but RBO(E ave
g s T R T e
4 tisen ?ancﬁlseé from any curfent program of the Division, name(i;)of: gvtamps

and medical care.

V. ATTACHMENTS
See Attachment

V. DATE:  4/12/72 PREPARED BY:

et and

((:Jcrliginalz Leﬂgﬂyslatlve Flnagce
| rime Sponsor aZ%lrst Legislator Named)
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By Spcnccer Rich

W nslilntton PostStn ff Writer

Senate Finance Committee _These include a substantially
Clininnan Russell B. Long " increased minimum monthly

T payment lo workers who have
La.) indicated yesterday that worked 20 years or more in

nil ncross-Ihe-bonrd Social Sc  gucijal Security-covered em—
rurily increase of 10 per cent ployment at low wages. Such a
nt the very least is virtually worker mieht be eligible for
certain during the present 2. 5120 or $130 a month now.
sion of Congress. The committee on Monday vot—
“We Te thinking about a 10 ed to boost 20-year workers to
per cent increase,” said Long a minimum of $100, 25-year
nftcr a closed committee meet—workers to a minimum of $150
ing on the bigomnibus Social and 30-year workers lo a mini—
Securitybill. The House has al-mum of $200- not far below!
ready voted a 5 per cent in—the present maximum benefit
crease, the amount endorsed of about 210.
by the President two days ago Long said yesterday lie faj
in ids wclfnro message, but vors further amendments to
House Ways and Moans guarantee thatany single aged
Committee Chairman Wilbur person whose Social Security
D. Mills (D-Avk.) has publicly benefit is so low that he must
urged Hi Senate Finance Com —also seek welfare payments to
mittee to go much higher— to live will receive a combined
20 per cent. Social Security-welfarc income
It thus appears ccrlain that of at least $180 a month,
if the Senate votes 10 per enough to put him over the
cent, as indicated by Long poverty lire. A similar provi—
yesterday, or even 15 per cent, sion already in the House hill
which some observers believe works out to $150.
possible, Millswill agree lothe  The 10 per cent figure men —
-Senate figure in conference.  tioned by Long .yesterday is
Long said yesterday that only a floor for the across-the-
under the new method of cal—board increase. It appears en—
culating Social Security (rust! tirely possible the committee
fund income accepted by Mills will vole a few percentage
nt the recommendation of the points above that, and the Sen—
Advisory Council on Social Se —ate itelf may raise the figure
aurity, 1t will be possible to still further. Numerous scna-j
fund about $6 billion more a tors have already said they
year in benefits without rais—would try to boost the figure!
ing the Social Security payroll on the floor to 15 per cent, 20
tax rate, though with an in—per cent or even 25 per cent,
crease in the current $10,200 The prospect that the Presi—
wage base to $12,000. dent, who asked 5 per ocent,
Instead of using the whole would veto a 15 or 20 per cent
$6 billion to finance a 20 per increase in an election year ap—
cent increase, as Mills fa—pears nil.
vors, Long said he prefers to A 10 per cent Social Secu—
grant an across-the-board in- rity increase would raise the
"crease of about 10 per cent, present $216 a month maximum
“fith the amount of money, to $237 and the combined bus-
thatc ould go tomake 20 per bnnd-and-wife benefit, now
cent used in other things." $324, to $356 *

H
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Second Session - Seventh State Legislature

BT Identificationm  cssb 21i ;
Title : Alaska LongeV|ty Program
ted D lat Pat L
Retﬁ(rar? BateyRequestee(?'Sa Tk /i
Agency’.  Budget andVanagement Program:

ETAIL,

E (?%'EEN% %UE&E Un|L|L gusanggt%? dollars)

Number of recipients

p 0- 4300
B. FUNDING:" " (Thousands of dollars)
SEDERAL EUNDS
OTH

C. POSITIONS

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY
MAN MONTHS~Tp ./ T .)
IIl. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section [II)
*Six months only
100 thru 700 - See attached

IV, ATTACHMENT*

1. Analysis
2. Table showing General Funds required to sustain fj

V. DATE PREPARED BY

Original Eeglslatlve inance
cC: udget and ement
Pr| e Sponsor F Irst Legislator Named)



100 -Personal Services::

1 Benefits Specialist 111, Range 15, 8%$1,015 per no. $12,180
2 Clerk-Typist 11, Range 7, @ $584 per no. 14,016

3 Control personnel at approximately Range 13
1 Anchorage, 1 Juneau 876 21,024
1 Fairbanks 978 11.736
58,956
17% Benefits 10.023
Total Personal Services $ 68,979

200 Travel and Per Diem

Alaska Longevity Bonus Advisory Board Members

1 meeting per year in Juneau

2 days per diem and travel for 3 members 500
Control Personnel ($8,000 per employee) 24, 000

300 Contractual Services:

Rent - 100 sg. ft. per employee @ $.40 = $480 x 6 2,880
Postage - 4300 x .08 x 12 = ¥4,128 4,128
Telephone, printing etc $1,000 per employee 6,000
13,008
400 Commodities:
$1,000 per employee $ 6,000
500 Equipment:
Benefits Specialist: Desk $00 x 3  $00
3 Control Employees  Chair 7S x 3 225
Calculator 300
Clerk Typists (@ Desk 400
Chair 100
Typewriter 1200
File Cab. 500
3,325
700 Grants and Claims:
4,300 recipients @ $100 per mo. x 12 = $5,160,000
($2,580,000 for 6 months)
Native Non-Native
Elderly 65 and over per 2,125 4,761
Alaska Comprehensive Study on Aging
30 year residency 1,976 (93%) 2,332 (49%)
Total Eligible 4,300

1% increase assumed per year.



Effect on OAA Program adninistered by Health & Social Services based on
assumption that 100% of current recipients would qualify as 30 year
residents under CSSB - 211:

$1,988,000 plus 420,000 Federal Matching = 2,408,000

Discrepancy between two total amounts is based on the
fact that a $420,000 loss in Federal Prpgram receipts

IS anticipated because 700 of the present OAA caseload
will no longer be eligible and the State will not receive
the $600 per year per recipient they now receive. In
addition, the Department of Adninistration iIs paying

$50 more in benefits to 367 persons totaling $220,200
annually.

For those 700 cases closed under OAA, the cost to the
State is $40,200 extra to give an additional $50 grant
o 367 people.

Administrative costs for the Department of Health and Social Services
woulld not decrease significantly since 1,500 of the current 2,200 OAA
recipients would still receive a payment under the OAA program in addition
to the supplemental 1ncome payment. Current caseload under OAA would

be reduced by 700 persons and would not substantially affect administrative
costs.

Recap on total cost of SB-211:

5.160.000 Cost of B 211 (Grants only)
Less 700 Series OAA 1.988.000 (73 FY Governor™s Allowance)
3.172.000 Total cost In new money
Program for 12 full months.

HR-1 (Nixon™s welfare reform), it passed in i1ts present form, and it the
Senior Citizens bill (CSB 211) passes In its present form, could create
ineligibility for some Alaska Senior Citizens while at the same time
encumbering a cost to the State that would not be participated In by the
Federal Govermment.

EXAMPLES OF AFFECTS OF HR 1 IF PASSED AND CSSB 211 IF PASSED IN CONJUNCTION
WITH THE CURRENT OAA PROGRAM. ™'

Example: John Jones now receives $100 per month in OAA - the Basic Standard

gce_termined by the State) is $50 per month. He receives $150 per month in
1al Seaurity. The budget i1s computed as follows: o

Basic Standard $250
Income 150
Balance $100 (OAA Payment)

State General Fund $ 50
Federal 50



IT CSSB 211 Is passed, John will get: $150 Old Age & Survivors Insurance
100 CSSB 211

$250 Total YvJIV*:
No OAA payment -~

No Federal Matching

May lose Medicare Eligibility

If HR 1 is passed, the Budget Standard is still $250 per month. John gets
$150 per month Old Age and Survivors Insurance. HR 1 standard is $130 per
month, if 211 is passed which added $100 per month, the budget will be

computed as follows:
Basic Standard $250
Less 150 Old Age & Survivors Insurance
$100
Less 100 CSSB 211
No OAA Payment
No Federal Matching
No Federal Participation nor any additional benefits to the recipient. \V/
- 4
IT HR I passes and CSSB 211 does not pass, the budget would be computed as
follows:

$150 Old Age and Survivors Insurance
130 Federal Standard (HR D
$ 20 Income Surplus

$250 Basic Standard
170 -
$ 80 State Supplemental Payment

In that Old Age and Survivors Insurance Income exceeds HR 1 standards, this
person would be ineligible under HR 1. If the State elects to supplement

the State standard of $250, HR I would supplement with State funds of $30.



ENACTMENT OF CS FOR SB 211

Positive

1. Number of eligible senior citizens is increased from 2,200 presently
receiving assistance to 4,300,

2. Each will receive $100 per month regardless of need.

3. Increases the income of guest rate payments to the State by Pioneer

Home occupants.

4. Reduces stipend payments to the guests by the State.

Negative

1. Does not include disabled or blind Alaskans.

2. Unknown impact on Federal reimbursements for PioneersHome

operation, i.e. the Federal Government pays 62% of the costs of

the operation of the Pioneers Homes after the expenses of those
guests with income over the maximum allowable are deducted on a
per cent basis. If, for example, 30% of the guests have incomes
exceeding the maximum, then the Federal Government will pay 62%
of 70% of the total operational costs. The 70% reflecting those guests
whose incomes are within the maximums. |Ifeach guest is given
$100 a month under CSHB 211 then the per cent of non-eligibles
might increase from, for example, 30% to 40%. The following two
formulas would then be in effect:

1 30% Non-Eligible 2 40%
$3,023,100 Total Operation Cost $3,023,100
70% Eligible Guests 60%
$2,116,200 Eligible Costs $1,813,970
62% Federal Share 62%
$1,312,000 Fed. Reimb. to State $1,124,600

Thus, the loss of a 10% factor could mean $187,400 in Federal pro—
gram. receipts loss against an increase from guest payments of $33,600
for a net loss of $153,800.

3. Food Stamps - A) Loss of automatic eligibility for some, B) Signi—
ficant change in purchase price ratio. C) Complete non-eligibility "
for some senior citizens.

4. For 2,200 0Old Age Assistance recipients, there will be little or no
financial gain.
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Introduced: ,4/6/71
Referred: Finance
IN THE SENATE BY BUTROVICH AND RAY,
, SENATE BILL NO. 211
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE S%:TE OF ALASKA
SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL ? m
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for an Alaska longevity bonus."
7. wmm t T e e, -

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

* Section 1. AS 47 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:
CHAPTER 45. ALASKA LONGEVITY BONUS.
Sec. 47.45.010. PERSONS WHO MAY QUALIFY FOR LONGEVITY BONUS.
(a) A person who is 65 years of age or over and who has maintained
a domicile In the state for 20 years or more, whether continuous or
not, may apply to the commissioner of administration for qualification
to receive a monthly bonus not to exceed $100.

(b) When the commissioner of administration determines that an
applicant qualifies under this chapter he shall immediately begin
payment of the bonus.

(c) A person who otherwise qualifies to receive a bonus provided
for in this chapter may continue to do so only as long as he continu—
ously retains a domicile in the state.

Sec. 47.45.020. CONTINUOUS ELIGIBILITY PROCEDURES. After
qualification, monthly applications for bonuses may be made in person
to any office of the Department of Administration. Mailed monthly
applications shall also be considered by the Department of Adminis—
tration. In-person or mailed applications shall be made on forms
provided by the Department of Administration and shall conform to
the conditions as provided by regulation. The commissioner may make

exceptions to those residents who are isolated ,in rural areas and
cannot mail a monthly application; however, they shall mall an

-i- SB 211 . m



