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2. Alaska Pcliock Promotion
and Sfucaticn

3. rtaccroended whitefish
Quality Guidelines

4. Americanization of the
Northeast Pacific Fisheries

5. Quality Assurance Mucaticn
rog raro/Greurrif lah

Northwest Pegion

6, Food Service and
Institutional Seafood
Marketing Developnsnt

7, Development of Methods for
Washed Fish Flesh Production
Utilization

8, Restaurant Training
Modlule

9. White-Fleshed Fish in
the Diet

Alaska Fisheries .
Development Foundation
Anchorage, A

Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute
Juneau, ak

Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute
Juneau, AK

Pacific Seafood
Processors Association
Seattle, WA

University of Alaska
Anchorage, AK

West Coast Fisheries
Development_Foundation
Portland, (R

west Coast Fisheries
Developnsnt_Foundation
Portland, (R

West Coast Fisheries
Development_Foundation
Portland, (R

Wist Coast Fisherits

Development_Foundation
Portland, (R

16

$1,300,000

321,000

18,700

250,000

112,570

230,000

100,000

33,460

23,730

$849,200

232,700

11,300

132,080

49,221

117,500

45,880

17,000

13,733



3. Grourrifiah  CWhitefiish)

Marketing

4, Sablefish Market

Development

Northwest Region

5.

10.

Mast Coast_Seafood
Marketing Progran

White Fish in the

Diet 6 Plasma Cholesterol

Level

. Assessment of Fishery

Potential fee loligo
Ooalaaoana

Development of m Oregon
squid Fishery Market

Development of a Washington

Squid Fishery

Public Education Program

fee Recreational Shellfish

Fishery

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation
Anchoraga, AK

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation
Anchorage, AK

Alaska Seafood Marketing

Institute
Juneau, AK

Alaska Longline
Fishermen's Association
Anchorage, AK

west Gotst Fisheries
Development_Foundation
Portland, (R

West Coast Fisheries
Development_Foundation
Portland, (R

West Coast Fisheries
Development_Foundation
Portland, (R

Southwestern Oregon
Cenrunity College
Coos Bay, (R

Washington State
Department of Fisheries
Olympia, wa

Washington state _
Department of Fisheries

Olympia, WA

Funding

Federal

143,715

100,000

132,500

540,000

18,000

60,000

70,000

41,493

26,060

M atch

$1,644,123 91,167,500

105,000

99,675

52,215

/It Wﬁv§

12,60

17,467

65,CC0

17,603

11,200



Project Title

Alaska Sglon

1. Model Whitefish Processing
Plant

2.

Demonstration Lcnglingr -

Processor Aleutian” Mistress

Sablefish Market
Development

OctoP_us Fishery in the
Aleutian Area

hydraulic dan Dredge

uality and Preservation
of Alaska Sroundfish

Canned Pollock Marketing
Test

Atka Mackerel Product
Bvaluatlen

Pacific Satan Zxport
Development Program

1982 SK Award*

MclgUnj;

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation

Anchorage* A

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation
Anchorage, K

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation
Anchorage,

Alaska Fisheries
Developmnt Foundation

Anchorage, A

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation
Anchorage, A

Alaska Fisherlea
Development Foundation
Anchorage, A

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation
Anchorage, A

Alaska Fisheries
Development Foundation
Anchorage, A

Alaska Seafood Marketing
Institute
Juneau, AK

Funding

Fedaral

$548,825

123,825

186,325 °

70,825

123,325

85,725

93,225

187,825

302,825

M itch

$195,0D

95,200

123,500

22,000

76,0C

21,000

19,100

130,600

254,000
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"We look co AFDF as a fountainhead of information about the
industry. The seafood and surimi industry isgrowing involume
and potential, and as a major food ingredients supplier, we have
toknow what the latestdevelopments are. | look toAFDF for the
latest information. They know what"s happening faster than
most other organizations do. AFDF isriding the crest of a huge
new industry that is just being born, and which isgoing cohavea
huge impact in feeding theworld. We consider our membership in
AFDF atremendous berefit, because they tell uswhat we need to
know."
— Bob Campbell
Pfizer Chemical Division

“During our three-year membership in AFDF, we have seen

opportunities become realities, as a direct result of the Founda—
tion 3development projects. Membership inAFDF allows direct

participation in the design and guidance of the Foundation®s

projects. This ensures that the Foundation funds arc channeled

into areas that open doors for the industry and enhance the

opportunities available to our companies, our clients and

suppliers.”

--Steve Smith, President
Kemp Pecific Fisheries, Inc.

"We first joined AFDF in s early years to channel S-K dollars
into projects that would have the greatest benefit to the fishing
industry. Since then, AFDF has helped Alaskan fishermen tre—
mendously, not by direct grants — we never needed anyone to
teach ushow to fish! — but through their projects, which opened
up new markets and new opportuniries. The results have bright—
ened the future for fishermen operating small, medium and large
vessels. The spinoff has been tremendous, and we look forward to
the same kind of new opportunities as AFDF broadens its focus
toward flatfish and other underutilized species."
— Al Burch
Alaska Draggers Association

"We joined AFDF tohave access to tstechnical literature, and to
establish contact with people in the business. As aMidwestern egg
comnanv that knows very Ilittdeabout the seafood industry, AFDF
secn.cd best equipped tohelpusmaL thecontactswe needed and
to provide technical data we could use toexpand our market base.
The Foundation promotes the Alaskan industry, but with far-
reaching ramifications for the future of U.S. seafood industry in
general "
—John Toncv
Henningsen Foods. Inc.



Bridging the gulf
in n e w s ea food

technology

Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation bridges the gulf between current technology and new opportun—
ities in Alaska 3 seafood industry. The Foundation helps its members and the industry gain new knowledge,
develop new technology, and make new contacts that help the industry become more stable, grow more con—
sistently. and become more profitable year by year.

AFDF isa catalyst between the seafood and the food and protein industries, bringing together problems,
possibilities and potential solutions. We provide the impetus for new ventures that bring the promise of a
more stable, vivacious seafood industry in Alaska.

We are a non-profit, industry-directed firm funded by the Saltonstall-Kennedy program administered
through the National Marine Fisheries Service. These funds come from import tariffs on foreign-produced
marine products.

Setting a new course

AFDF sponsors research and demonstration projects that open the way to significant new opportunities,
but which are too risky or expensive for a single company to conduct. We demonstrate for Alaskan fisher—
men and processors how to adapt new technologies to their boats or plants, and profitably expand their par—
ticipation in the world food industry.

From trying out a new gear type to developing a whole new seafood industry, AFDF has expedited devel —
opment in all sectors of the industry. These projects are always guided by the firm hand of experience pro—
vided by AFDF 3 members and other industry leaders.

Informing our members

The information generated from Foundation projects is immediately accessible to AFDF members, and to
the industry. The Foundation publishes technical data and industry information in its journal. The Lodestar,
and AFDF reports, and disseminates new information through other industry publications. Project data,
technical information, and the resulting discussions are the lifelire of our vital projects. Members also use
our information network to promote their new systems or services.

Making creative contacts

One of the Foundation®s essential services s its interactive information channel, through which the staff,
AFDF members and those on the leading edge of their industries exchange data, ideas and concerms.

AFDF maintains a broad network of industry experts who, through AFDF, exchange the kind of informa—
tion not available through conventional industry channels. We presenve and nurture these communication
lires with dedication and verve, believing that ifwe can get the right people together in the right environ—
ment, the industry 3 potential for creative development isunlimited.



Harvesting

AFDF isdedicated to increasing the ex-vessel value
of Alaskan seafood sources by enhancing quality and
consistency, developti.gitew on-board technology, and
testing gear modifications. In addition, AFDF hes:

¢ Studied the effects of refrigerated seawater
(RSW) holding on Alaska pollock quality;

¢ Applied RSW studies to the end quality of pol—
lock surimi;

+ Sponsored test conversion of a large crabbing ves—
<l to longline gear ro demonstrate new opportunities
for Alaska 3 idle crab flest;

« Initiated a project demonstrating optimum flat—
fish handling techniques to increase ex-vessel value of
groundfish by-catch and to investigate opportunities
for small boats in the trawl fideries;

« Sponsored several projects for small-boat harves—
ters focusing on remote-arca cod, squid, octopus and
other underutilized species:

# Worked with pink and chum salmon harnvesters
1o open new opportunities for their products.

Five Alaskan harvesters sit on the AFDF Board of
Directors.

Processing

AFDF was the primary architect of the U.S. surimi
industry. Through our five-year surimi industry devel —
opment project, AFDF designed and contracted for the
first commercial shore-based pollock surimi fecility in
the U.S. We have dedicated nearly $4 million to test—
ing and upgrading the traditional surimi production
process by incorporating Japanese sills with new
technologies from the European seafood industry and
the sophisticated U.S. food industry.

As a result of our surimi project, several processors
and a number of food companies have entered the
surimi business. A reliable U.S. surimi supply isnow
established, and many other Alaskan seafood proces—
sors now are participating in the profitable bottom-
fish processing industry.

AFDF also:

» Helped ease financial and technical barriers for
Alaska"s first large-scale white fish plant as itpio—
neered shore-based processing of cod and pollock,
providing the industry with a model plant by which
10 assess their own opportunities in Alaska Scod and
pollock figheries;

= Sponsored a new processing technology demon —
stration for flatfish to expand profit opportunities for
Processors;

e Conducted numerous seafood and surimi quality
studies to help processors achieve greater product con—
sistency; and

e AFDF also has sponsored several small-scale
industry development projects to benefit small and
large seafood processors.

Five Alaskan processing companies are represented
on AFDF*s Board of Directors.



Product and

The most effective way to increase profitability of a
certain seafood species i to increase the number of
potential uses (or the product. Some of AFDF 3most
dramatic successes have come from product develop—
ment projects, in which we have provided samples,
technical advice and financial assistance to companies
experimenting with new uses for seafood proteins.
These projects open opportunities to food companies
looking for new protein sources with high functional —
ity, and also benefit seafood producers willing to
adjust their product mix to capture new, profitable
markets.

In this area, AFDF hes:

« Distributed samples of frozen and dried surimi,
salmon and other products firee of charge to compan—
ies experimenting with new systems, ingredients, or
flawors, or testing Alaskan seafood proteins in their
formulations;

< Allowed equipment and systems manufacturers
ro test their equipment during AFDF 3demonstration
projects to determine the potential profitability of
new technologies in Alaska 3 fisheries;

« Encouraged experimental use of different ingre—
dients, flavors, and cryoprotectants to improve the
quality and profitability of Alaska"s seafood products;

« Sponsored the industry 3 pursuit cf USDA
approval for surimi in processed meats. This effort
helped develop several new surimi/meat products, and
a significant data bank regarding the interaction of
surimi and muscle meats and the microbiology of
surimi. Several meat companies now are actively stud—
ying surimi as a binder and a protein ingredient;

« Made profitable connections for companies mak —
ing salmon or pollock leather, salmon patty ingre—
dients, new food products, fish oils and gelatins and
other seafood-related products in their pursuit of sea—
food processors who could supply their needs;

technology development

« Sponsored a nationwide New Product Develop—
ment Contest to encourage innovative wstfj for Alas—
ka"s seafoods. This contest resulted in nearly
5100,000 in financial aid for new product develop—
ment demonstrations that focused only on Alaskan
seafood; and

* Made a pilot-scale surimi and crab analogue line
available to equipment and ingredients companies and
food processors for experimental purposes.

Two members of the food, ingredient, equipment
or support industries sit on the Board of Directors.



Alaska Fisheries

Special Issue:
AFDF atten

This special 10th Annive -
Celebraﬁ?)%egﬂje of The Lodressawtar
tells the story of Alaska Fisheries De-
velopment Foundation.

_ Itrecalls-the beginnings of AFDF,
its first board of directors, its
struggle for life, and its first projects.
It tellS the tale of efforts successful
and frustrated, of people coming and
people going. Even if The Lodestar
were more than eight pages, there
would not be enough room totell all
the stories, to introduce all the char-
acters, and toremembereQthe
moments that were turning points in
the Foundation's history.

But this is astart. It will help
acquaint newcomers to the Founda-
tion and its beginnings. Itwill stir
long-time associates to remember
th_||r|195 m%y might have forgotten. pl)lt
wil ibly encourage more people
to JOEI)I‘??}SE -oundationandbe
involved in its projects in the coming
ten

is issue of The Lodestar not
only celebrates the achievements of
the' Foundation;, it also celebrates all
the people who have been associated
with AFDF through the past decade.
There won't be room to mention
themall, though their names and
efforts are inscribed on the inner
halls of the Foundation's collective

memary. . ]
~ Andwhat a collective memory it
is. Just for starters, we thank our
1988 hoard of directors:
President
Al Burch. Alaska Draggers Assoc.
1st Vice President
Steve Smith, Kemp Pacific
Fisheries .
2nd Vice President
Phil Hanson, UniSea
Secretary/Treasurer
Rod McLachlan, Trident Seafoods

John Sevier, Alaska Pacific
Seafoods

Oscar Dyson, All Alaskan Seafoods

Henry Mitchell, Bering Sea
Fishermen's Association

Hank Eaton, F/V Skagit Bay

Phillip McCrudden, McCrudden
Fishing Ventures

Rae McFarland, McFarland Foods

Gil Gunderson, Northem Fury

William Reinke, Vian Camp Seafood

In addition to the board of
directors, AFDF relies on and gains
much from the direction of Ca
Rosier, Chief of Industry Services
at National Marine Fisheries
Service Alaska Region in Juneaul.

Charting the

Development Foundat

1978'

ADecC

By Kryc Holmes
L ooking back, the pat
ment Foundation hec
seems direct, plame-
J 1978 looking forward
and sometimes staggering pat
Like most things % me#saﬁ
arumor. The way Sara Hemp!
National Marine Fisheries Ser
S3million of federal $
going togive pan of it to New
awhite fish development rct)})
_ *Intypical Alas e
ing,"* Hemphill said. It seemed
contract without bids, and Nef
lie money. NMF%%aIIed a|1n$_<|
expecte(i only afew people. T!
"What came out of that me
NMFS couldn't let a $3 millior



isheries development today.

ofDavelgoat

eries Develop-
lastten

vitable. But from

lious, chaotic,

new organization.
, itall startedwith

meone heard that

>had got hold of

nds andwes
| Co, (Nefco) for

started scream-
ed toaward the
awindfall of puti-
mber 1977. but

\/\SlgI shouloll s}gt ur;])edsi)lne orga%zg?eon gmattooullc_j' funnﬁlulhed
tonstall-Ken mone?/ industry.' Hemphill sai
ater, the Alaska Fisheries Devel-
opment ra'uon with $100,000 startup money from the
state of Alaska and Sara Hemphill as executive director,
embarked on ts first white fish development project, a
$1475 million demonstration of the economical and techni-
cal feasibility of Alaskan fishing vessels and processing
plants going after the foreign-controlled Alaskan white fish

ThngSaItonstaII -Kennedy fund wes created by a 194 act
of Congress to devote one-third of all revenues from import
tariffs on marine products, including coral, pearls and sea-
food products, tothe U.S. seafood mdustry The money wes
1o be used for fisheries development projects, and its appli-
cation was to be industry-diirected.

That first project had something for everybody,* Hem-
ghﬂl said. The project was segmented to include activities

om all parts of the state and to include fishing, processing
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and marketing. It included shrimp boats, longliners, crew
training programs and processing demonstrations. It
touched on pollock, cod. sabtefish. and black cod.

1978

Alaska Fisheries Development Corporation was formed,
the first organization in Alaska to include both fishermen
and processors, and to span all industry interests. Ron
Jensenwas the president of the board of directors. Othei
board members were; Patrick Pletnikoff. Pete Harris, Connie
Taylor. ALBurch, Larry Painter. Jim Ferguson. John Enge
Sr., Robert Morgan, and Jim Marr. Hemphill was Acting Ex-
ecutive Director, and was soliciting applications for the per-
manent postuntil the board convi her to stop fooling
around and apply for thejob herself. She did: she was Execu-

tive Director until 1982

I "Aftermany months ofcttrcful pLTminj>nnd preparation, Through the first year of

i i i i - AFDC, members were most
the public trust in fisheriesdevelopment isnotv an active, [ i

" . with i fa-
tangible ralitv.” Jeign allocations of bottorrfish
— AFDF Bulletin .\ngust 1980 :under the -ad 200-

"Government must recognize that

exerts; the expertise resides inthe private sector.

Government must assistwithout i
without destroying and encourage
foundation."

-The Lodestar .Autumn 1983

10AFDC newsetter quoted attomey e "?étém Ag ©

letter uria ngtoa
US. bottomfish vvorkghop; ‘We found out this ?npgrning...
that the State Department is conadeggg increasing the allo-
cation of Alaska bottonfish to Korea and to Poland so that
they can sell those bottomfish in the United States...\We
think this is incredible.’ ]

The g?oal seemed clear to membership: to capture the
profitable fishing and [i_hrocessmg activity that was 'hen given
toforeign companies. The methods 1 less Clear.
Alaskan fishing industry was segmented, with many
groups representing gear et)ﬁ)ae’s re'\clnons and activities.

The same AFDC newsletter of Nov. 10,1978 tells a story
of t\/\om trying to balance on railroad tracks. Neither
could make it far, until they discover ﬂmt%%oldmg hands
across the expanse they could keep each other balanced.
"AFDC symboalizes the'hands held across the track * wrote
editor Connie Taylor.

1979

After riding a 'rollercoaster on the funding issue* through
the winter of 79, Sara Hemphill announced in the spring
of 1979 that Congress had finally approved $1.445 million,
promised the year before. But it would take until September
to see the first dollar of SKmoney. In the meantime, the

board updated its white fish
itsagencies are not development project proposal,
and Irepar(?d for some
: smaller projects.
nterfering, challenge In Oc%oqber bid: were solic-

withouthuildinga (Use ited for a bottorrfish trawler, a
shrimp trawier and a longline
el, and for shore-based or
floating processors whowould
e 1handle the product harvested
by the pr%ects boats. Itwas a small step toward Americani-
zation of Alaska's bottomfish resource.
Also in 1979, the board of directors decided one
had to be made to ensure the organization of its
status, and to underline the philanthropic purpose that char-
acterizes the organization: they changed its name to Alaska
Fisheries Development Foundation.

1980

""Working to meet the diverse self-identified needs of the
Alaskan industry is a monumental task,”wrote Sara Hem-
phill in February 1980. As a first step, the AFDF board
drafted a mission statement, affirming that the Foundation's
purpose was “toencourage the full and viable domestic utili-
zation of all Alaskan fisheries consistent with wise resource
management and healthy development of Alaska's fishing
Oonéymtﬁm?jﬁ* AFDF had developed a reputation as the only

is time leveloped a reputation as the onl
arena in which fishermen and processors, on-shoreand off-
shore, Southeast to the Bering Sea, could communicate
needs and cooperate in solutions.

AFDF's 1980 projects included helping create a shore-
based white fish propessm&%gnt, originally sited at Alaska
Food Company at Gibson Cove, in Kodiak: and equipping a
124-foot combination crabber/longliner called the Altuiion

TV

X, "W

Mistrts with a Mustad auto longlining system Both proj-
ectswould see plenty of changes before were fin-
ished. The AUution Miilrtn wes the first o ngghyprqects
in which Baader North America contributed technology,
time and expertise to an AFDF project

AFDF also arranged to place U.S, observers abcard the
German factory trawler Fmirich* Bust to collect harvest-
ing. processing and economic data. Participants confirmed
that the North ic bottomfish leaming curve was in-
deed very long, and that the market had no patience for
those who were still on it .

Ron Jensenresigned from the board in 1980and was
replaced by Bob Anderson. AFDF hired Sharon Gwinn as
assistant executive director she wes with the Foundation
until 1985and retumed in 1986as acting executive direc-
tor. Betttymee Jones wes hired as office manager.

1981

“U.S. development of an Alaska nollock fishery will
probably not beviable until we develop successful methods
of using minced pollock either as an export commodity or
in products le for domestic consumption,’ said
Dick Nelson ofNMFSin 1981 His comment solidified
ideas AFDF had been tossing around thatt fisheries devel-
opment would not depend solely on fishing and processing
Alaska's bottomfish. but on developing new, marketable
products from Alaska's most abunoant raw material.

Ahuge slate of 17 projects received $1.9 million in SK

Inds for fiscal year 1981-8 They included
and at-ssacod. Saft cod and pollock processing, demon-
strations of longline gear, baiting fishing, a
fish waste recovery project, several small fishery studies, a
fishing vessel project, astu%/ of cold storage and
transportation needs in Alaska, and several marketing and
informational projects.

In November AFDF ;ponsored aconference en-
titled, “Alaska Pollock: Is it a Red Herring?' The meet
would finally set fire to Alaska’s bottonfish developme

The AFDF board of directorsin 1981 included Bob An-
derson (as president), ALBurch, Jesse Foster, Greg
Favretto.John Enge, Hank Eaton, Dan Fiynn. Richard
Pace, Ken Allread, and Jake Phillips. Charlene Wilson and
Michael Broili joined the staffin this year.

1982

Greg Cushing and Bill Woods joined the AFDF board
of directors; Sara Hemphill resigned, citing a need for
“hew blood"— she may have felt she'd already spilled
enough of her own—and Christopher K. Mitchell wes
hired as AFDFs second executive director. In anAnchor-
# Timesinterview. Hemphill said she favored hiring

itchell because “he asked harder questions of us than
we asked ofhim.” ) )

_ In_1982 the Model White Fsh Processing Demonstra-
tion Project was moved from Kodliak to .on the.
Aleutian Chain 700 miles west of Anchorage. There Tri-
dent Seafoods had built a 100000 square foot plant dedi-
cated solely towhite fish processing. The Trident plant,
the first of its kind ever built in Alaska, could handle more
fish than Oregon's entire annual harvest The project
would begin with a target production of split, salted Pacific
cod in March, and frozen fillets later.

AFDF circulated 400 questionnaires to Alaskan fisher-
men and processors to help identify future projects that
might have a significant impact on the future of Alaska's
fisheries egoniatomy. The Foundation received 42 project

I S .

P Our most ir)r/]%%rrtant mission,"" reads a newsletter from
early 1982 “fs to accelerate the growth and diversification
ot Alaska’s seafood industry.™ With that goal in mind, the
AFDF staff applied another year of SKfunds towerd en-
hancing shore-based white fish processing at Akutan, con
pleting the Akutian Mistnss project, demonstrating the
%hty and preservation of Alaskan ground- i

,and exploring the feasibility of Several new fisheries
artar]é]etlng on pollock, Atka mackerel, razor clams, sablefis

OC]%J?(V\BS clear that developing the pollock fisher
would depend on developing products to make from pol-
lock—primarily surimi. IV%y/June AFDF Bulletin brim
surimi to the Foundation forefront for the firsttime. ‘Sea
food Alchemy: Turning croaker into crab legs* reads the
headline; the story told of Nichibei Fisheries ir. Alabama



the nywhere AFDF would later
Brd surimi technician Billy Thrash,
who aided AFDF in its first tentative
months of surimi production. ]

By 1982 the Foundation staffhad in-
creased to include Anita Murphy,
Sharon Tyone, Linda Allen and
Horence Soott Latein the year. Ellen
Wilson was hired as secretary. And on
March 1, adazmatwnl live inir friny
for both AFDIFand the pyrotechnics
industry nationwide, (he once set fire
toa}]_st%d& ﬁf\,\dﬁwa" free Jourmals
on his desk while negotiating fartasy
stock deals with Doug Humes) Chris
Riley joined the staff as project man-
ager.

1983

Throughout the history of AFDF
run several common themes: creating
opportunities for fishermen, filling the
gapsin U.S. seafood processing tech-
nology, and exploring new uses for
Alaska's seafood products, But in 1983
under the direction of Chris Mitchell
and the nervously supportive eye of
Carl Rosier of NMFS, AFDF tool, a
dramatic turn: the Foundation moved

fromits projects,
planted most of its resources behind
one concentrated, multi-year project,
and dedicated itself to diScovering and
de\(elo?lng new methods of producing
surlwl rorr|1 Allzgska Ilof(éKN cedy

le're looking fora I
people.”* read a brochure AF%)F pro-
duced that year. To succeed in a risky
project like the surimi program—going
against the political tides and certainly

nst the Japanese interests now
S%ar;/ powerful'in the Alaskan seafood
industry— it would be o
meke sure everyone had something to
gain from the project. In 1983 AFD
submitted its surimi project pro (0]

NMFS, and toIangroun ork
{ﬁremeproject would put AFDF on

map.

_ The staffcontacted 500 U.S. compa-
nies—suppliers of |nEred|ents, equip-

Bt Sam0S O Jeprese i o
sent out les 0 surimi
product development purposes. Within
months, companies across the country
were twisting, poking, flavoring, color-
ing and tasting surimi.

e staff, hoping that at least some
of these companies would find surimi
profitable, pumped out as
samples and as much informatioa as
they could get hold oL And in the inter-
ests of better communication*, The
Lodestar was bom.

In December 1983, AFDF selected
from among five bidders one plant to
conduct its surimi production project
After hours of proposal review, analy-
ses and deliberation, a specially-se-
lected board of advisors awarded the
E;?&ctto Royal Alaskan Seafoods in

Harbor. The plant would be shut
downwithin ayear; and the delibera-
tionswould have to be rep the fol-
lowing year. Put Chris Mitchell was
quoted as sayitty, the level of knowl-
edge demonstrated by the companies
proposing for the project indicated “a
growing strength of knowledge and
commitment* to building an Alaskan
surimi indu

Stry.
[nearly ]% Barbara Culver joined
the AFDF staff as accountant.
Alsoin 1983, the Trident Seafoods

the LQDESTAR

ant in Akutan—after only one year of
glperaﬁon— bumed to ﬁﬁgroun)é.ear

1984

If 1983was AFDF's Year of the Pol-
lock, 1984 was the Year for Surimi.
AFDF published “Hooked on Surimi,*
adirectory of companies offering serv-
ices and equipment to the surimi in-
dustry. The staffcontinued to investi-
gate Uses for surimi. The Foundation
and National Food
Processors Assoc,
held a surimi con-
ference in Wash-

G0 e
rew e
and seemed tset
fire under each of

them

But primarily,
energy of
AF%II:e%nd ltsas-
w C(nm_
nies was tonard
building the first
commercial
surimi plant in
éi?asnka Wti;c_thob_

as chiefengi-
neer and Billy. g
Thras?tgr?tsg% Aleskan beg
consul as| an
small-scale surimi ||oroduction on May
4.The cwahtymps low, but excitement
wes high. te much talk to the
contrary, Alaska had proved that it
could make good surimi..

That summer, Royal Alaskan wes
shut down, the surimi project halted,
and AFDF issued a second RFP for
shore-based surimi production. This
time, rather than a pilot-scale plant.
AFDFwent for full-scale commercial
groductlon of surimi. Alaska Pacific
. of Kodiak wes the winner this
time, and late in the year all the surimi
equipment was moved to Kodiak.

1985

“Surimi; it American Now,* an-
nounced The Lodestar in January 1985,
under an illustration of the Norman
Rockwell Thanksgiving table spread
with surimi-based products. The illus-
tration has become one of AFDF's
trademarks. The was twofold:
Not onlywas it proven than Americans
could maks high-quality surimi on
shorein Alaska, but thé surimi was
made with acombination of traditional

and modem American and
European technology.

o hundred cameto
*White Gold.* a grand opening of the
surimi plant, toget their shoes wet and
see American surimi made, Once on-
shore, surimi began to capture the

imagination of food executives and
technologists. One company experi-
mented with a surimi-

log, another with surimi in cake mhc
another with baby food, The potential
value of an Alaska pollock industry
profiting from waste, mince, meal oil
and surimi wes estimated above S5 bil-

lion per year.

Iaeqwledge about the pollock mar-
ket coincided with the opening of the
rebuitt Trident Seafoods plant Owner
Chuck Bundrant had tumed disaster
into an opportunity, and had included

in his rebuilt plant design for pollock
cod processing equipment With

the new Ia%ol?gndr?ntl\{\gcsksetugto
process S. 0 r day,
V\mm'ch g&/er Sl r.rt;/illion F;Or monmﬁps,e y

i wou ishermen
about 52608% per rmnﬁ%?y

In 1985 the pollock biomass seemed
unending. Yet it became clear, froma
standpoint of economics, efficiency,
and resource management that asuc-
cessful pollock plantwould have to

fully use every ounce A?f rotpe(i)ﬂ g&has

tooffer.

With nearlya
million pounds of
surimi on their
hands, the AFDF
staff tumed their
attention to mar-
ket development.
How to create en-
tirely new markets
and uses forama-
terial few knew
very much about?
Afawanalog
plants were
springing upin
the Lower
AFDF concen-
trated on working
with food develop-

ers, those who would create products
beyond the imitation seafoo(J market. It
wes the beginning of an endeavor still
continuing, though today the effort
centers not only on surimi but onall
seafood forms,

1986

Agood year for the product develop-
menteffort for surimi at AFDF. The
dawned with a new line of health
products including agranola bar
anda red proteindrink, all using
surimi.. Next, Lynda Nestelle created a
moisturizing créam using surimi as the
binder. The trend continued with
AFDF's firstvisit to the Westem States
t Association convention, where
the little fisheries booth was nearty
bowled over by eager meat packers
who were either checking out the op-
portunity or the competition— even
ma'¥ not have been sure which.

DF had achieved three important
gaals in its surimi project it had suc-
cessfully produced surimiin the U.S; it
had proven that existing technology
could be improved upon using existing
American equipment and techniques;
and it had eted the surimi in the
US.and

And so. AFDF beg?g the of
stepping back from the forefront of
sunmi industry develoti%ré‘ent By this
time there were two other surimi

lants on shore in Alaskaand several

loating processors being built Work
wes being done independently ofthe
AFDF project that indicated the surimi
industry was on strong footing. it was
time to start looking to the future.

In the spring of 1986. Chris Riley
left AFDF and the surimi project he
had devoted himself to. In the fall,
Chris Mitchell resigned to start his

Own com in Seattle, (N September
Sharon éMnn, who had I(eft in 1985t0
start a business with Richard Rhoda,

returned tofill in as acting executive
director.

1987

Ten years after that first December
meeting that sowed the seeds that
would become AFDF, foreign fisher-
men harvested Alaskan white fish in
US. waters forthe lasttime.

The newyear brought hl?h ces
for US. pollock fillets and blocks, and
doubled production of surimi for
Alaska Pacific Seafoods. The economy
of Alaskawas deep in a recession but
Kodiak hoomed from bottonfish
ity. AFDF started a project to enhance
fish waste pro,cessrg technology, and
focuced on gaining USDA approval for
surimi asan |'rg?:r ientin meats. |

In March, AFDF tﬂgbllshed Surim:;
Its American Nowt the first compen
dium of surimi knowledge in the US.

OnApril 1, Mel Monsenjoined the
staff as executive director. after,
he hired Loretta Lure and Peter
Moore, who had been temporaly con-
tractors to AFDF during die transi-
tional period. ]

The effort to move AFDF from its
surimi project toward the future began
with a flatfish demonstration project, a
new seafood product development con-
test and a study of pallock liver oil and
its potential usés.The Foundation had
moved from the uncertainty of its start,
through the rf%m of proving itself
?/al ing different segments af the in-

, into a very focused project that
was planned to benefit the entire Alas-
kan seafood industry directly or indi-
rectly—and now began broadening its
vision again to encompass the aress
that still needed the unique kind of ac-
tivity only the Foundation can conduct.

1988

~ Inits tenth year, the Alaska Fisher-
ies Development Foundation enjoys
the stability that comes with havinga
history. Nt everyone has support
AFDF or its projects, or agrees with
the directions it has taken. Many gfgree
the Foundation has been a forcé
change and growth in the industry;
some think it hasn't done enough t
benefit small Alaskan operators,

There were a few successes in 1983
Surimi gained approval from the USDA
asa ] meats ingredient; The
ternth US. surimi fadl)?/sh| has been
launched; a salmon chill that resuited
from the Foundation's new product
contest is entering commercial produc-
tion; Koriak Reduction, Inc. a
dryer toits meal plant and the flatfish
project at Eagle Hisheries is moving
piecemeal toward profitability.

AFDF celebrates its tenth anniver-
sary with a taste of uncertainty flavor-
in etéxle punch. Th%o Sﬁ-léh PVQQV%%H-

less money eries

ment projects this year than ever bg_p—
fore. membf companies are be-
(r;mmng to question if the priorities out-
ined by NMFS speak to the needs of
the industry. But a fewthings are dear
AFDF was set up as a catalyst for pub-
lic funds directed toward private indus-
try, to benefit the greatest number of
péopte with I\;Ihe srbTewall%t arrgu&t v?/];gij_
reaucracy. Members agree -
everdri?gcyﬁpn the Fouar_%,daﬁon takesin
the future, its role as high-risk catalyst
will continue.
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Back to the Future:
W hats AFDF up to now?

Alaskan flatfish impresses the U.S. market;
a new surimi product-possibly for fastfood,;
and the search is onfor oil processors

A laskan flatfish is attractive to
the domestic market because
of its reasonable price and
high quality, but bad weather

and scattered stocks meke it a ques-

tionable wintertime fishery.

_ Those are some preliminary conclu-
sions from the Eagle Fisheries flatfish
demonstration project, where Eagle
has produced mechanically

and frozen fillets en fillet
blocks from the region's flatfish
resource since February of this year.

In their November monthly report
the Eagle staffwrote, “Amajor national
restaurant chain has tested Alaska's
flatfish and acoepted them for a test
marketlnq_ﬁrogram 1o place Danish
flounder. The reason? The price is low
and the (?]L.Ja"ty is high."

Most high-quality flounder pro-
ducedin the US. is general%()glphoned
off to pricey fresh markets; the restare
frozen, Eadle said. Asiaexports amore
reasonably-priced I1QF yellowfm sole
produced at-sea but quality of thet
Eraogduct ranges from "OK toawful*

le repons.
. "Like other Alaskan products,
it appears thét a niche between the two
extremes of low-priced seconds and
high-priced fresh is the uftimate
direction for IQF Alaskan sole*

In most developing fisheries, the
assumption has been thet, if there'sa
market for the fish, the fishermenwill
beable to deliver. However, Eagle la
the first shore-based flatfish plant to
remain operabng through the winter,
and the plantis learning some unique
|eSTS%nS about Gulf of f%SkalIl;ntﬁSh.

e many species of Alaska

flatfish, which congregate during the
warmer summer months, out of
their traditional grounds in the (all and
now, when they can be found, they're
less mated than before. A(sj a
resu ings in September an
Octoberwere far lower than the
million-plus-pounds monthly landings
in July and August. October brought
only 390507 Ibs. in flatfish landings at
Eagle. Rex sole comprised 36% of the
catch. Dover sole 33%, rock sole 20%
and flathead 11% All eswere in
varying stages of roe development

0 maintain production consistency
for the one Baader 175 fiatfish filleter
at Eagle, the plant established a 70,000
Ib. trip limit for its boats. It has beena
moot point; average deliveries in
October were 24,000 Ibs., and the

Iarglgst single delivery was 50000 Ibs.
hough the fishery has indications
(that it can) support a substantial fleet,
weather limitations in wintertime still
may mt;cl ajlga/éla glanttowor(l; atR
capacity,” Eagle’s report said. "Regard-
less of a vessel's size, it s thet
g:lhxtures metéalﬂ(e tabefs with

er, unmarketable species,
make 15)1?3 wintertime fishing %Pr?i)le
only a 'scratch’ proposition at best. The
et

e fishing impossible, ,
but it does r?nke%)% ¢ rsortin;g%
icing at sea of the delicate sole unlikely
during periods of bad weather.”

_ Proauction yields continueto
increase over yields attained early in
the project. Yields to timweight'in
October averaged 29.3% and overall
eantyield after packaging was 27.1%
ields by species were; Dover. 31%; rex
303% flathead 26.9% rock sole 26.2%
One of the goals of the tpr01e<:t is to
e yield averages of the Baader
175 to thase of experienced hand
filleters. In October Eagle hired two
hand filleters. A preliminary produc-
tion test run showed the hand filleters
attained yield ﬁ%tges averaging about
1%higher than the Baader reach
species. However, in controlled tests
the Baader 17Sand the hand filleters
achieved the same I:}éelds.

The goal of AFDFs flatfish demon-
stration project is to investigate the
technical and economic feasibility of a
shore plantentering into Alaska flatfish
production. The comerstone of this
project is the Baader 175 flatfish
filleting machine, which is in use on
flounder and soleworldwide. However,
it has been discovered during this
project that some Alaskan flatfish
species are physiologically different
from their Atlantic or European
brethren, and some adjustments tothe
filleting machine, and to the Baader 52
skinning machine, have been made for
applicationsin Alaska.

Baader North America donated the
useofits 17/5filleter and its 52 skin-
ning machine for the flatfish project
The Baader 52 was removed from
Eagle last summer to make adjust-
ments for Alaskan fish; it will retum to
the plan in the upcoming weeks.

rio Industrier of Norway also
contributed use of its Trio Skinner,
which now is in operation behind the
Baader 175 and reportedly is an
excellent machine for Alaskan flatfish.

le has also acquired a Scanvaegt
aELjat%rmﬁc sortjn%qmachine, which
weighs and sorts the frozen fillets into
boxes for shipping.

AFDF publishes amonthly newslet-
ter called *Sole Source” that covers the
rogress of the flatfish demonstration

EI;S)JECt Itis available free of chaﬁge.
I more information about the flatfish
project, call Peter Moore at AFDF.

Will surimi be used
informed steak?
Could be at a fastfood
restaurant someday

*“Nobody offers a steak sandwich in
the fast food business, ”a meat proces-
sor said at the Westem States Meat
Association Expo in November. Thga/
can'tafford to make it. But if they h
surimi, maybe could*

As partofthe ,Dr.John
( r of the University of Georgia
in Athens presented findings froma
study of surimi asa binder In restruc-
tured steak. His study was part of
AFDF's New Product Development
Contest, which began last summer and
was designed to encourage develop-
ment of new commercial non-analog
products from surimi. minced pollock
andDmlnC%ergesnalin}orémy centered

r. ers on
developing restructured beef steaks
using available plant machinery. He

I fresh beef knuckles froma

local butcher, removed all the fat.,
connective tissue and muscle sheaths,
and cut the muscle meat into cubes
measuring either IxIxI"* or X2 (to
test the effect of meat particle size))
The surimi, with 0.5% sodium chloride

and 5% sodium tri I){ﬁhosphate
added, wes added to the meat in a
muter by extruding the surimi froma
synrge with the tip cut off. a method
that allowed very easy blending of the
surimi and meat The mixture wes then
stuffed with avacuum stuffer into
bologrr&caslngs, allowed to setat 4<C
and sliced into 3/4-inch steaks.

Dr. Carpenter wanted to find out
two things; first of all. would a restruc-
tured steak using surimi havean
aco%ptable texture, flavor and mois-
ture? And second, how much surimi
should be added, and how would the
level of surimi used affect the overall
characteristics of the product?

Taste panelists in Athens and in
Anchorage agreed that the product
was le. The restructured
steaks rated high in taste, mouthfeel,
texture and juiciness. Even one sample
that was deliberately overcooked came
out no worse than any normal beef
steak cooked too long,.

But how much surimi should be
used?Dr. r experimented
with levels from 0.5%to 3% including
one samplewith 2%surimi and 1.5%
sodium caseinate. He evaluated the

roducts at0.7.14, and 20 days, and,

und that there was a marked deterio-
ration of aroma and texture by the
seventh day, though flavor and

| were not affected. But by 14

daysscores were back up again.
Panelists did find some overall differ-
ences in aroma and flavor after the
product had been stored 20 days. And
one experiment revealed a preference
of th surimi over 1.5% surimi levels
used in the product The product with

sodiu]rcn ﬁ%wnallem?s preferred by
0 elists!.
anyDr ol r also conducted

studies on the relative bind of surimi at
different levels, and of the microbio-
logical differences of product usin
different levels of surimi and at differ-
enttime intervals. His resuits are



charted in progress reports, AFDF will
publish his final report early nextyear.

"Surimi structured steaks have the
urélgﬁe potential tobe marketed in the
fresh state, Dr. nter reported.
There existed aprotein/protein
interaction between the beefand
surimi that further accommodated the
binding effect From these resuits, it
was determined that much less surimi
could be used and thet larger meat.
pieces could be successfully bound in
the rawstate. It that isthe
best level of surimi toadd *

For more information call Loretta
Lure at AFDF. or Dr. Carf)emer
University of Georgia College of
%%m Athens. GA&%& (4od)

At last: Some real
economic data

on the Alaskan
seafood industry

Acooperative venture by several
public and agﬁnlzanonswﬂl
resuit in three related documents that
will provide for the first lime informa-
tion about the economic importance of
Alaska's seafood industry.

_The three reports are all due out
el v ke i
L Wil give pubic ar
interests alike thekind of industry-
wide information on which decisions
can be mede about investment,
community development, infrisuuc-
Iur%lmedv anil buciiicvs dt-VHaotem
pin

Hie first rrport nut will be *A
o e T

lan pulbl

Southwest Alaska Mﬁunici Confer-
ence from data cullected by Gray star
Pedific Seafood, lad. and | &
1) brand, litis study will i
analysis of trends in fishery resources,
industry activity, and markets in the
Southwest Alaska region. It will also
outline thearea's requirements for
development and an economic develop-
ment plan for the region.
~ Theplanis led to be pub-
lished in December 1383 For more
information call John Levy, Souttwiest
gf%un|upd Conferénce, at (907)

Acooperative study sponsored by
the Alaska Seafood Induitiy Study
Commission, in which AFDF it a
participant, will evaluate the value and
economicimportance of the seafood

i&t}asﬁrytomeeoomwofﬁestateof

This studyis being conducted
The McDoviell Grcfer% ofJuneauﬁ t;ye
‘ surveys of processors, fisher-
ies organizations and Gsheriesrelated
*83Hiaes and through intensive data
cdlectionfromthe rcial
X T ™? Entry Commission (CFEC).

t of Labor
£DOU. ad National Marine Fsher-

+  onell Croupis oﬁiPe@u’%E%d&/‘?
i wyroll data from CFEC,
onal and statewide summaries of

e e B 55
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and product. NMFS will help compile
data onjoint vertture and foreign catch
statistics from 1977to 1987, and

C catcher/processor and
mothership production statistics for
198687

The Alaska Seafood Industry Study
also includes regional and statewide
Department of Fish 8?5 Gﬁe’lorrrgt;%h tax

of Fi ;

and license revenue data from Depart-
ment of Revenue, and other related
information such as processor permits,
seafood exports, investment history,
employment levels, budgets of public
agencies, and neteamings by species,
?ggé tl\%/pe and area The Alaska Sea-

arketing Institute, Alaska
Factory Trawlers Association, the
International Trade Administration,

other companies and

agencies are partici .

The final rpamrt %uled. tobe
completed in, 1989, will be the
first compilation of such information
yet to be made available. Copies will be
distributed through AFDF, and
through some of rle other participat-
ing firms. For mere information call
project coordinator Loretta Lure at

F, or Eric McDowell at The
McDowell Group. (907) 5866126.

...And a new white
fish oil study begins

Opofdt;rnle;e?rinnry goals ol the .
fisheries developmert community in
Alaskais tolearn howto make bétter
use of the material nowwested in
mAFDIPm" ocessing.
issued bid solicitations on
mtryin rolyzing equipment
mt\mitg fish processi g{/\eé(:sjutefcr use
0 Dot e e o
proten su protein
ot Pt hand
e
at least three groundfish species (cod.
pollock, sablefish, flatfish, etc) and be
willing to produce samples from other
species aswell. The demonstration will
run from January toMarch 1989, and
AFDF will provide ahydrolyzer from
( ydrolyzing Systems along
with appropriate technical training.
This plot-scale project will help
train processors in handling and
production, and marketing to some
degree, ofwhite fish oils andfm/drol -
sate AFDF plans to set up a full-scale
commercial demonstration of
hydrolyzing technology nextyear.
The deadline for submitting propos-
als is December 15.1988; a processor
will bes?léo%md on.]a?uary po1;?9 For
acopy of the request for proposals or
;(I)r Arlr:%rl(:e information, caIFLoretta Lure

READ OUR
FINE PRINT

""Hazard Analysis Critical Control Paints: An Outline for the Surimi
Industry," 53 pp. The first comprehensive safety assurance program for surimi
producers. This document outlines critical ﬁomts in the production process
\t/\émre mlcr(ﬁblologpgjl problems are mé%t [ ?el)é tt(])q ansehand 0 apr%%rtam

preventt all potential safety hazards. Compiled through much industry input v
Manning. Batson & Assoc, 1t includes a plant sanitation program, quality
assurance, physical/chemical hazard prevention, mlcroblolo%cal_ %fe%:and
todc%ugrrrem and audit programs once they're in place. Available ir ;;n AFDF &
nocharge.

""Partial Quality Contral: Surimi/.Meat Products.” 7 pp Any shore- or ship-
based surimi producer inieresied in supplying surimi to meal processors will
want to know what quality control procedures to follow m satis—, the net-Is i
Xllstr';aN market. Compiléd by Manning, Batson & Assoc, nee ..ul.arge irom

"Product Development: Surimi and Meat"* 16 pp. Creative irimis in both
surimi and the meat business will want to read this practical how to for devek \r
ing new products combining meat and surimi, It covers the characteristics of
sjriini. technical data, general guidelines for its use. a liquid cnokout chart and
some generic surimi/meat nugget formulations. Compiled by Manning, Batson
i Assac, free of charge from AFDF.

“Salmon Oil Recovery at North Pacific Processors," 7 pp. Aninterim renor
oi tiit-progress being made at North Pacific Processors, where AFDF is sponsor
ing ; p@ect to recover salmon head ail using hydrolyzing equimem designed: i
digest \é>Ibs. of salmon heads per hour Project is to test the feasibility nf pro-
_hieing salmon head oil and it lirolisam paste from ihe weste stream
i.mCfssirg Project is ongoing. Copies are tree from AFDF

“New Zealand's ITQ Progtrgg." .Je%p flu- Vjski t I .., Me-ts

vV v -5%ije ahttiviy *»m V-w

salmon

x5 M Mo« ] s alik = 127 pe L «lct . o>, >
Atkilciuitkiiik! tuAirii*avi®  \Ni 1»u a*¥e
wim*Jrun.lic v in it* tV-wmrv mentoer' vt .r v *a.ulaUe

roiu MPoti;mi>Mun. call IlU u Muse. [tiViuM.

Free product samples from our store....

Samples of high quaIiAt¥ Bligk salmon head oil from North Pacific Processors
are nowavailable from free of charge to companies conducting product
developmentwith such materials. Those interested may arrange with AFDF
for shipment of 4-to Sgallon samples of the oil. _ _
AFDFalso is offering samples of Catfish fillets to companies who would like
1o become familiar with the high-quality flatfish species produced at Eagle
ggthenes in Kodiak. Sample packs include froten fillets of varying sizes for

Species .
For sample shipments, contact Barbara Culver at AFDF.

“The person who thinks he can survive in constant change isa three

to all those who think they can only survive in safety."”

— A. Rae McFarland 1988
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| f we had known more, we'd have attempted less

By Sara Hemphill
AFDF Executive Director
1978-1982

Tenyears ago this month | wes
packing %hl dren ;rét%\_/\rﬁg%l'gﬂtg
spacewas leftin
head north toAIaWyP/atoan adveniture
thatwes to prove to be the most
rewarding and challenging I've ever

had.

We left Seattle in adownpour and
rocked leisurely to Juneau on the
Vetanuska

Benwoke me the third day

with.'Mom, Mom. come and look. It's
justlike a Christmas card!"* And itwes
Juneau was dusted with snow, the sky
was overcast and looked like evening
rather than sunrise, with a few lights
twinkling among the dark green trees
It promised good tmjgs.
This adventure had begun ayear

earlier in Anchor: durlng'\? Special
meeting called by National Marine

Fisheries Servke following the Decem-

ber North Pacific Council meeting,
Few of us present suspected that the
seeds for AFDC (later to become
AFDF) had been sown. [t wes three
months and many drafting sessions
later that a proposal was forwarded
Washington. D.C. requesting S28
million in SK funding to launch the
US. groundfish effort. Fewknew, or
m%atmemée;‘(med ues1|1ndeed' tre
uel question was.

What's grour%/ﬁm?'

It was ancther year and then
some before final approval for the
funding wes areality. The Christmas
card promise seemeéd to have become
ablistery wind from Sc 's Christ-
mes Past The in-fighting and struggle
for control that ensued were energy-
sapping and expensive. Nonetheless,
they forced a consolidation of partici-
parits and a honing and refining of the
individual projects and budgets that
served uswell in the long run.

Finally, fILTndsf o . we had

rati or C prograims,
%f 'quengn pin* ofwhich V\ﬁgrt?%
longline large boat project— later
anarded to SeaWest and the Aleutian
Petersen, then F_’gleg—
lest, deserves
recognition for the outstan(i%CI
cuntnbution he made to the industry.

There wes relan\’/&ely little public
enthusiasm for the AFDF undertaking.
Without the dedication and support
fromkey individuals, the program
would have floundered. In addition to
the staff, Board members and espe-
cially Ron Jensenwho served as

resident. Pete Harris, Sig Jaegﬁr. Walt

ones, Lee Alverson. Steve Hughes,
Linda Chaves, Keith Specking, Jim
Bransonand ﬂe NPFMC, Wesley
Johnson, Jim Hemming, Bert Larkins,
Dick Reynolds, John Schmieditke.
Barry Fisher. NMFS staff, Dana.
nesécker, Bob Balkovic. Peter Bariind-
1 ig. Bill Phillips, Steve Perles, Rod

Moore and. of course, the NMFS
contracts officer John Hinmanwere

, unsung heroes who deserve applause

for their invaluable hel stg)?f)af?glrding
AFDF through its childhood.
The task of balancingwhat the
ublic sectorwanted to fund with what
the private sectorwas prepared to (or
i 0%, oty T prtopto
lenging one. n on
of\/ani projects were effective and
which were not ran the gamut from
disaster to raging success, depending
uponwho was doing the perceiving.
Our goal initially wes simply togr*
the ball rolling, or as Sig Jaeger said,
“Prime the pump* Yet it wes critical to
havenotonly projects but
ones that the industry feft were worthy.
Choosing those first projectswes
tough; there were so many opportuni-
tiesand needs. For the most part the
processing sector was not interested in
Investing in afishery before the
harvesting capacity wes proven.
Likewise, the fishermen were not
enamored with the idea of spending
hundreds of thousands on trawl gear
when there wes no market (or the
prolgoLﬁtu?tEy W\I/d Ibelgreyrelyr/]rgl and
ously, Wa a
Marine Resources |y werejust
breathing life intojoint ventures,
shrimp resource wes declining. ALend
Oral burch had both the vision and the
fortitude to commit toa risk, and then
the demise of the crab resource got

everyone's attention; AFDF was out of
the Starting box.

(n those days there always seemed
to be more skeptics than enthusiasts
for the program. Most people with
whom | spoke during the start-Lp
phese said fishermen and processors
would neverwork together, we proved
themwrong and setan example that
wes later followed by the creators of
Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute,
offshore, b{]geboat pro*ects Weret e
suspectin the eyes o :
information that develc rough
these pr(gects proved invaluable to
small and grand alike. ]

Finally in 1981 Pete Harris sawthe
phepmhe g ]I%nt project he had |
sl q r many years imple-
AFDFwas bom. Chris Mitchell, my
able successar, stepped in towrite the

second chapter. ]

Reflecting back, | think of AFDF as
awork horse rather than the sleek race
horse some thought we had acquired.
The endless hours of research and
preparation, deliberation and argument
spent by thousands of committed folks
over the years will never fully be
credited. Certainly, we never enjoyed
any glory. | trust, however, that they,
like T. gained from the experience and
areas proud to have been a part of this
most significant chapter in the evolu-
tion of our industry as | am. 1thank
you. one and ail.

The Old Map-Makers used to say, Beyond this place there he Dragons'

Bz Chris Mitchell
AFDF Executive Director
1982-1986

Dragons, dragoons. doUops, dou-

bloons, dollars and a decadeof
development...While tenyearsrnir
seem like a long time in passing, it s
buta brief moment on the horitna of
time. Butin that tenyears Alaska has
taken over the entire harvesting, and
large portions of the processing, of
more than 2 million metric tonsof
American fishery resources from
foreign fleets. At the dawning of the
last decide, the U.S./Alaskan fishel
was o\rrg?/ targeting a few very C,
high-valued species.

We thought we could not afford to
bother, care nor onthe restof
that other trash fish™ Isn't it interest-
ing how a lot of trash fish became a lot
of cash fishin that time? Why did it
happen’? How did it happen? And how
can we continue to make similar things

nin the nexttenyears?
_Devekoment of Alaska's fisheries to
this poir didn't occur calmly or atan
evenly measured pace. In fact, for the

first fewyears, little progresswas
visible. The industry was still fat and
sassy on King Crab, shrimp and
salmon..so what else did they need?
Therewas noway Americans could
afford to catch, process and market all
the low-value fish. Where to begin?

Sincegood questions outnumber
easyanswers, the industry and all its
players, mostespecially AFDF. began
searching high and low for that ma#c

tion or solution. For most of the first

alf of the decade, we asked alot of
people a lot of questions. We poked
and prodded in countless directions.
Butwhenwe reeled in our line, alas,
ﬂplere \A}ﬁ!llttle onit V\,\\/ﬁ; amed
through this process what
work And sometimes that's more
important than success.

Alot of people got discouraged, but
the sheer magnitude of the ‘pot of
gold* that would come with develop-
ment of these fisheries was sogreat
that others, including the Foundation,

rsevered. These positive thinkers

lieved the answerswere there.
There was a destiny to be reached if
we could but pull together in the same

dir«_al_chtjéonju"slt once. .

_That pulling together of one's
failures and sucoesses towerd a
common goal began to occur in the
early 1980s with the creation of the
Foundatg)n‘_s ngm—faﬂeted sur|m|fo
project. Surimi brought together for
common benefit fishermen, proces-
sors. equipment manufacturers, food
scientists, reprocessors, government
bureaucrats and paliticians, among
others. The result is that just four
years later the Alaskan pollock indus-
try is ablossoming reality producing in
excess 0f 40,000 metric tons of surimi
and pot-loads of fillets and blocks, Not
only has the import hemmorhaginl
stoppedrt stgert pollock has become an

XPO .
‘While the Foundation has some
minor mopping up to do on the surimi
question, it ha moved on to other
needs, concerns and opportunities. It
has approached its next major under-
taking. Alaskan flatfish, with a method-
ology not too dissimilar to that used on
ollock. Fromwhat I've se'nand
ard so far, flatfish from  tskawilL
one day in the not too distant future, be

another feather in AFDFs cap.
Sowhere does the Foundation and

its partners in development go from
here? Certainly | have no answers. One
can but “point one's sails into the wind
and aim for landfalls over the horizon*

The Lodestar and the Lodestar Update
ire published by A lulu Fisheries Develop-
ment Foundation, SCSW eil Second Avenue.
Suite 212, Anchorage. Alaakl99S0l. (907)
278-7315,

Subscriptionsin  $20 per yen-U.S.. S30
per year outside the U.S
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For sddidonil information about AFDF or
any o(its projects, cafl any slaS member
Deborah Bloom, Secretary
Barbara Culver. Controller
Loretta Ur*. Aist Project Manager
Peter Moore. Project Manager
Md Monatfl, Executive Director



By Mel Monsen
Executive Director

e e Yoo Ol Thouh e
is nearly nine years old. Thou

no idea then how itwes or an?zed and
what it did. | inas

rounds looking for ajob. Little did |
know that myvrsrtwould lead toarela-
tionship that has culminated in my cur-
rent position as executive director.

The Foundation has accomplished a
lot in thesefirt ten years, taking a new
Fr ogram from infancy into maturity.

itial power strugglés and direction-
frndh(?ahave been overcome, and the

tion has beenable o
|nand pamecgtte

|ndus—
Xr The resuits, though directed at the
[aska industry, have had national,
even |ntematJonaI ramifications.

NOW i must be aware of
the Foundation's biggest success, the
rrult]—year surimi project The resuits
of that effort are mind- bX?glrng The
surimi production off of
1989 has been estimated at an incred-
ible 200000 m.t. requiring a pollock

the LQDESTAR

harvest of500.000 m.t. There are four
and (sofar) tselrjrrImI pro?a%%?sﬁm
0 surimi ips
operating in Alaska. Of course, the
ndation can't take all the credit for
these accomplishments. The number
of contributors is immense, but the
thatallowed the Foundation to
identify and take action on an unreal-
ized opportunity deserves credit.
Projects of the kind the Foundation
conducts on orivate industry
for their direction and most of their ac-
tivity. Most of the projects, mcludrng
those at Trident Seafoods, Alaska
cific Seafoods, and the Aleutiun

Mistress, have leftin their wake some
real successes: There are four shore-
based surimi plants and 10 surimi fac-

tory traers operating in Alaska today;
nnstofAIaskas plants process white
fish of some species. The Foundation
has helped set the stage for significant
profits in the private industry.

This successwould lead one to be-
lieve that the FoundaIJon hasa brrght
future. Butit may 1)éou
may know, 1he fundrng souroe the
Foundationis very unstable and is con-

stantly under attack

The 1989 Saltonstall-Ken appro—
priation frsrgge.gdfrgrmodus i I SE
| ison
r?rﬁr%n for the entire country. Thrg is
the lowest %opro riation level in tre atden

n

dition. there are rumblings abrc])rgrt using
less of the allocation for industry-di-

rected projects
This isall happening at a time when
the industry is expanding into new fish-
eries at anincredible rate, creating re-
search and development needs that S-
K projects should be fulfilling. Perhaps
the bestexample of the level ofneedis
the proposals which are submitted to
National Marine Fisheries Service in
tothe SK solicitation. In -~
the USS. seafood industry submit-

ted 209 proposals totallin million.
Ofthese only 91 psrgf)osaPs totalling
$75 million were

We are at a critical pointboth in the
need for industry-directed research
and devel jects, and in the
commitment to make funds available
for their realization.

The Alaska Fisheries Devel
Foundation stands asan example of
what industry can do.

Where would you like to see AFDF go in the next ten years?

Rae McFarland:
In the next ten years, we need to
see atwo-fold development Fust re-

ro prnﬁ consumption of ground
minced reprocessed fish
thatwill grve hrgher nutritional value
and lower fat and second, leant how

products for hrgher—qualrty
anrmal , o bring more agricul-
activity to Alaska. For this, we
WI|| need a$25 million budgetfor
AFDF in the next tenyean.
| think we're gorng o replace 10%
ofthe ground beef nowb erngpro—
ducedin the U.S. with grand fi
There are 125 million head of cattie
in the U.S. They average about 250
Ins. each of dressed, boneless mesat;
1[IJIbs joes into hamburger—l think
nced fish and surimi can capture
1(%ofthat market. That would mean
500million Ibs. of minced fish. That's
what | seefor the future.

Al Burch:

elg&urﬁgstten ars, wele done a

crediblejob in picking projects—
L

been srgnrﬁcant to development of
thefisheriesin Alaska. 1hope we can
continue to get the same participation
thatwill allow us to make good deci-
sions for the next ten years.

Our nmary oal right now is flat-
fish. Wg S t?emendous in-
creasein ﬂatﬁsh out here, and ade-
crease ir. -lollock | hope the Founda-
tion can and some way to develop the
flatfish species out here.

It's becomrng increasi gly impor-
tarrtto levelop more coordination and

peration between the Foundation

and t‘ne state of Alaska. By developrrg;
more industry participation and
nation with the state, the Foundation
will continue to make asignificant im-
pacton Alaska's seafood industry.

O e Pouncaton s 10

e Foundation is 100%

It provides to the industry mr
cooperationwithin the industry, and
the exchange of information that other-
wise would not be ible. And nei-

ther aspectwould be worthwhile with-
out the other.

Chris erey,
g The major Icontnbutlon of the Foun-
ation is explori to process
roundfish wtofgte% In the next
years, the full OY of traditional
groundfish species in the Bering Sea
and Gulfwill'be harvested and proc-
essed domestically. Then there are two
directions togo: one is to look at other
species that have value but haven't

been exploited. The other direction is
to increase the value that can be ex-
EI(())urted fromevel ton of fish.The
ndation has begun this.
Part of i |ncreasrng value of the fish
is increasing efficiency, and reducing
the cost of goducrng groungﬁnzh

and | think the decision ofafo—
cus should be made onan opportun-
istic basis—where there seemsto be
opportunity, go afteriL
Just becatise actually managing to
kill & process fish doesn't mean
you're atthe end of the Iesat;n{gg proc-
ess. It just meansyou've

Chris Mitchell:

The whole philosophy behind the
science of develoment is that if
are successful you quickly find your-
selfout ofajob. Kndwrng whento
move on |s e%alt s not eawto

away from "'Da Glory Road,
AFDF has made the successful tran—
sition.

Asindividuals and companies, we
all need toleave the comfort zone
and move into the unknown from
time to time. AFDF has been able to
do this in the past; | hope it will con-
tinue todo so.

Off the Cuff
By Kiys Holmes

Tomorrow hangs -m tiie inr'e mge
oftoday, needing our :,ie -jrer: irctiui i«
free itill or circumstance to direct i: wwic
uay oranother.'

- H.ier. Kanigel

letnpilin thisfpwiil liZiii Anniver-
sary Issuein The ludestar wesj tes-
sNin perspective. AFDF has >eeii
some dashed. fune rgq

skunked, and some gjnd eiforts g >' J
waste, Tvi- Found, non hisaiso re-
aled somepnwtrrul tMnc mhgn Wl
many companies to use 0 -heir wo
benefit Am! I; has «iicocs-t". :-nel

some dragons o jitiv 55
wouldn't have:o

You can:acheve -t +;
out enduring theory, ale~ r

credit ofthe>ia;.n.: »
"ors that through:.-  *
AFDF has taken .nine :
tried to steer the Successesl..... r h|
private iesitt iu-. in;is;,r m
ects. | continue t be active and renew
my membership yearly because \r>-
spect its courage, its audacity, and in
some cases, its recklessness. AFDF >
apeculiar creature, slop—crrdd aa
r marriage between industry anti
It hasgrown up with ambigui-
t]es it thrives on risk. For that reason
alone it has my respect
It is inevitable thet in ten «@asan
organization that wescreatedfur-
ther the interests of stch ahr.a.! con-
sti will tol suine :ed. some
Irm DF has Collected its share
rrted cite>, i manwho
ﬁ seen -Dbenefit r,m
DF. ui who —tvtrey
could just aswell have ran the rice
alune; ufcompanieswho teel "hey
drdntgetenou%h publicity :r mtheir
work with
These are only some of the ri-ks
.AFDF faces in its annual dirc-c'.,,n-"ail-

ing quest. Howto
that will be most meaningful to private
industry? How to prioritize \vrl.i| mg
goals? ow to pursue the br-ader.
more wide-reaching objective withan
drsentranchrsrng the small time  rera-
n&ct of AFDF'swork is

more Wrdely throughout the S
food and protein |ndustnes ih s kst
question |s par.icularlv pertinent

These questions— + athemare
AFDF"s b| pruhlenis—. me asa
drrect result ofits brggiest -ucc—e>

the Foundation's eliec'w* :>>* n-

creased demandson mfare p
creased. As mure le hear tabout
AFDF, more e had ,...tr.bated

inions on where they wante | the

ndation to speit | t>re-.urces

next. Winch is exactly wh.t \I'DF—>>

Inthenexttenyears! ” ;r g*
more participationinthetat.
rogram devel rrv »e o>
Pneor!rrbership &egn,:t _——
lions effurts. and inits »v. . r her-

native landing sources, a mi.r 1g

the Alaskanfishermen r h . me

who have let 'heir me-*+

or who luve never,.. al'v "

membersrrJa,,rea V..

amongmembers,w.;'a ¢ r
rtam resource t-r AF' | “ =

ure.
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On the trail of those high-seas salmon poachers

The US. State nt, the Gov-
ernor of Alaska, industry a%oups and
private companies are n ngﬁ some
progress in the fight against illegal har-

of US. salmon on the high'seas.

- Pacific Seafood Processors Associa-
tion (PSPA), agroup of U.S. seafood
processors, has led the fight toident
companies peddling illegal salmon a
prices that undercut legitimate suppli-
ers. PSPAestimates that at least 10000
metric tons of salmon worth SIS mil-
lion have been pirated from US. mi-
%ratln stocks by the Taiwanese squid

leet. New evidence suggests that Jape-
nese and Korean companies are also
involved.

The iIIeg?I hawrv\éestcomerﬁrgt UfS'
processors for two reasons: first, tjie
Product is being sold at prices far by-
low US. product, and therefore is Clos-
ing out markets for legally-caught

mon. Second, the fish apppring on
the market are small, indicating they're
immature, and that these harvests will
have a long-term detrimental affect on
the resource, Decreased run sires of
pinks and cohos in Southeast Alaska in
1988, and a substantial number of
salmon marked with gillnet marks, add
tothese fears.

Froren coho, sockeye and chum
salmon is sentt to Singapore and Japan
for sale, PSPAcharges. Often mrod—
uct s unloaded under cover of dark-

w 0«

«

ness, its paperwork altered. PSPAhas
documented that between 4,000 and
8000 metric tons of pink salmon have
been shipped to Thailand for canning
an%eex ort 2 story in the Bergok
in
Post reported tmtme%hai mment
has beeneglfqe(il bythe USt il De-
partment to help investigate the source
of salmon shipped to Thai canneries.
Thailand is a reprocessing center for
many fisheries ies worldwide,
including U.S. tunacompanies. Some
Thai canneries are seeking supplies
salmon from U.S. producers for can-
ning and reexpo
~ Information about the activities of
individual processors is hard tocome
by. Salmon canning statistics—includ-
ing production levels and source of raw
material—are held secret by the can-
ning companies. However, one source
in Thailand confirmed thatat least
some of the salmon canned there this
ar came from Taiwanese fishin
operating in the North Pacific.
The governments of Thailand. Ja-
pan, Singapore and Taiwan have
Pled ed toaid the US, effort to stopiil-
legal salmon harvests in the Pacific. At
the 1987 meeting of the Intermnational
North Pacific Fisheries Commission.
Japan called for cooperation among the
traditional salmon fishing nations to
‘make every possible effort to prevent

such activity *

Efforts are thwarted, however, by
the fact that those countries whose
helpis most needed in the investiga-
tion are the countrieswhase e
profit most from the activity.
mﬁm oA A oEro Fom he

r and a contingent from
Alaskan seafood ind?]gstry have begun
draftinga agreement with
the Soviet Union for monitoring high
Seas a .In alandmark meeting in
October, US. and Soviet representa-
tives agreed towork together to puta
tohigh seas salmon interception,
and tojoin forces to study unregulated
roundfish harvestsin the intema-
Ional waters of the Bering Sea
. For more information about the
Egh Seas salmon interception issue,
| Barry Collier at PSPA (206) 281-
1667. For more information about the
joint US-Sovietagreements, call
Henry Mitchell at Bering Sea Fisher-
men's Association, (907) 27916519.

V-

RALSTONPURINA
SELLS VAN CAMP

ST. LOUIS, MO-Ralston
PurinaCompany on November
15 completed the sale of itsVan
Camp Seafood divisimtoa
group of investors led by PT
Mantrust. The sale price jvas
approximately $260 millian. PT
Mantrust isa privately-teld
company in Indonesiia. Van
Camp Isexpected to continue
marketing its Chicken of the
Sea"" canned tuna and salmon
products.

Van Camp Seafood has been
amember of AFDF forsaveral
years, and R&D Director Bill
Reinke isamember of the
AFDF Board of Directors.

Be a part of the future of AFDF

Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation has come a longway in the past 10
years, and by all counts ithas a longway tgo inthe next ten. You can participate-
and berefit- inseveral ways.

TTsT-

Subscribe to The Lodestar
The Lodestar

Become a Foundation member ;
; et e and Lodestar U areavailable
aglssggaﬁé?ﬁggeds free of charge to members, and for a >0 subscrip-
Get priofity a00ess to information; tion fee to non-members ($30lu foreign ad-
* Include your products and services in projects  dresses). Send your fee tor
-IA—Ihaika sheries Devel ndati
Your canjoin tor $100 (associate Fisheries lopment Foundation
§ member% (\}oting membe(rship) or 508 West Second Ave,, Suite JI-
$500 (supporting membership) Call orwrite to Anchorage. Alaska 99501
8 any staff member, or anv of the board ot direc- (Checks payable in US. dollars on U S bank* m
tors listed in this issue. Alaska Fisheries Development Fnundan t
g
L ization
EfDE" faM SR
DglageFu e%t
Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation, Inc I "
508 West Second Avenue, Suite 212
Q 1 Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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Date of Committee Action:

The FINANCE Committee considered: HIR 35
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 35 COOPERATION WITH FOREIGN NATIONS

Propgsing an_amendment to the Constitution of the State of Alaska
relating to right of the state to cooperate with foreign nations. i 2V

JIONS; the same title
[ Dbe replaced with a new title

[ have attached amendment(s) i- -
rvs1 0o pass

do not pass
no recommendation
individual recommendations
additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: _letter of intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(g)e.pt) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Date/Dept)
[ 1/]] fiscal impact Eiec-nowf, [ ] fiscal note(s)
[ ] zero fiscal note [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
C ] zero with analysis [ ] zero fn/analysis _
SIGNING DO PASS: SIGNING:  ®

(Check approp. column)



1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISHDATE:  3/10/89.
FISCAL NOTE
REQUEST:
Revision Dale:  12/8/89 AgencyAfTcctedl: O££1ce of the G<vern<r
Title: Right of the State to cooperate BRU: Division of Elections
with foreign nations. * .
Sponsor:  Boucher Components « UIE Elections
Requestor: Boucher" Primary & General Elections

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96
PERSONAL SERVICES -
TRAVEL °
CONTRACTUAL 2.2% -0- -0- -0- -U-
SUPPLIES .
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 2.2* -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND 2.2%* -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL 2.2% -0- -0- -0-

POSITIONS: *

FULL.HME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

* Costs included cover 2 to 3 pages in each Official Elections Pamphlet,
for printing and typesetting, and costs estimated to cover computer

programming requirements for vote counting purposes. (Continued)
PrrprHhy;jjlinda Edgeworth Pt™* e  465-4,611
Division:- Division OF Election” nai*e /L-/r/ f
Approved by Commissioner: - Date:
Agency: Division of Election” s

Distribution (bypreparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
* Office of Management and Budget (
Impacted Agcney(ies) page—t— of —



CONTINUATION OFf FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. HJR 35

However, these costs are based O0Il the assumption that all
candidates and issues will fit on three ballot cards, which is the
norm. It should be" noted, however that should the inclusion of

this 1issue require a 4th ballot to be printed, the cost 1increase
would have to be calculated at 16 cents per ballot x approximately
320,000 voters. The total cost of printing the additional ballot
card would be $51.2

Under these circumstances the fiscal note would be:

53.4
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Referred: State Affairs
and Judiciary

IN THE HOUSE BY BOUCHER
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 35
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STVTE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Proposing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the State of Alaska relating to
right of the state to cooperate with
foreign nations.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. Article XIl1, sec. 2, Constitution of the State of Alaska,
is amended to read:

SECTION 2. INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS. The State and its
political subdivisions may cooperate with the United States and its
territories, and with other states and their political subdivisions on
matters of common interest and to the extent consistent with the
Constitution of the United States, with foreign nations. The respec-
tive legislative bodies may make appropriations for this purpose.

* Sec. 2. The amendment proposed by this resolution shall be placed
before the voters of the state atthe next general election in conformity
with art. X111, sec. 1, Constitution of the State of Alaska, and the elec-

tion laws of the state.

HJRO035A -1- HJR 35



Representative H.A. ™Red" Boucher

Chairman House Committee on State Affairs mgpecial Commi ttee on Telecommunications

January 12, 1990

Representative Ron Larson, Co-Chairman
Representative Lyman Hoffman, Co-Chairman
House Finance Committee

Dear Rep, Larson and Rep. Hoffman:

I would like to request that HJR 35 be scheduled for a
hearing at your earliest convenience.

HJR 35 is an amendment to the Constitution of the State of
Alaska relating to the right of the state to cooperate with
foreign nations. As you know HJR 35 passed both the House
State Affairs and House Judiciary Committees last session.

HJR 35 relates to the number one recommendation of the 1984
Alaska Statehood Commission report "A More Perfect Union".
That recommendation made it clear that Alaska become an
activist state taking a lead among the states in defining the
boundaries of state powers within the union.

The constitutional authority to deal with foreign nations is
of particular importance to Alaska as we become increasingly
involved in foreign trade. It should be noted that the
Governor"s recent State-of-the-State address strongly
emphasized foreign trade as one of the keys to our future.
Thus language should be placed in the Alaska Constitution
making foreign trade a stated right. It should be noted that
the language in HJR 35 was originally recommended as a part
of the Alaska Constitution at the Constitutional Convention
in 1955. The reason it was not included was that it was felt
that this statement might affect Congress®" approval of Alaska
statehood.

The following Commission members would appreciate your
consideration in scheduling this important resolution:
Brian Rodgers, Ruth Burnett, Jack Coghill, John Dapcevich,

P.O. Box V eJuneau, Alaska 99811 < (907) 465-4931
3111 C Street » Suite 445 « Anchorage, Alaska « 99503 « (907) 561-7624



Representative Boucher
Page 2

Miles Davie, Ed Merdes, Evelyn Conwell, Susan Greene, and
Gregg Erickson.

S"ncer

H.A. "$e"d,r Boucher,
Representative



THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENT HAS

NOT BEEN FILMED BUT IS

AVAILABLE IN THE ORIGINAL'

FILE



MORE
PERFECT

| A Plan for Action

FINALREPORT

"By the Alaska Statehood Commission



January 24,1983

President of the Alaska Senate
Speaker of the Alaska House

Dear Mr. President and Mr. Speaker:

- We submit the Alaska Séatehood Commission's final report as required t&y
¢ Chapter.161 SL A 1980 ana by vote of the people This report concludes our
two earstud AlasFasreIa tionship to the United States. It sets forth a plan
oractron tor prove that rearonshr
In our rrstP/earwe studied alternative forms of association thatthe g oaple of
Alaska mr%h seek with the United States. We determined that aII at r tives
to statehood are now undesirable. We have concentrated our final efforts on
the [oosrtrve contributions that AIaska might make t% improve the union. The
evolution of our nation is not complete=-nor are the promises of Alaska's
Statehood Act of 1958 all fulfilled.

Onceja torgotten terrrtor Alaska toda rs asate unr ue in size, cultures
rand resource po tentials. Alaska | rsare bto e natro 's military defense.
Alaska ar%/ pumps one ouf of every five barrels of oil the nation produces.

But with urnewprosperrt and im ortancecomelouderdemandstrom our
countrymen. Events of the 1970s and now con ressrona moves to imit state
Fesource revenues teach us that we cannot arford to ignore developments
rom the Potomac.

As the least populated state of 50, our hopes lie in persuasion and a com-
mrtment to natlonal unity.

Whena rsgute Ioomswrth the federal government, we must pe rea%to act.

We must have research acrlrtres alrea y'In place wrth facts in hand emus
stimulate coalitions of Irke minded shates e must bring to Alaska those who
make or sway natjonal opinion so that they can see oUr situation for them- .
seres We must take our cases to the courts.'We must gird ourselves with facts

and frien
Wethani the p eoIpIe of Alaska for this opportunrty to study and to serve. We
subdrt t)thrs pIan action with the conviction that'good government can be
etter
Sincerely, ;r!* o

John B. (Jack) Coghill, Chairman
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$A federal district court judge in Wyoming recently ruled the Windfall Profits Tax Act unconstitutional on the grounds that
geographic distinctions in the. act exempting some areas of Alaska from taxation violate Article |, Section 8 of the U S
Constitution. This section requires ihat "excises shall be uniform throughout the Umlod States." Whatever the outcome ol
the lawsuit. Alaskans should consider the advantages ol dropping the current geographic exemption in favor ol an
exemption for new oil development regardless of location. Such an approach might answer both the constitutional
challenge and legitimate national energy interests. It might strengthen Alaska's role in the federal system

Industry collects 23 percent. These percentages reflect the total take of revenue from the held. They do not reflect the
shares which would bo taken by each if wellhead price went up. If the wellhead price goes up. the division of these additional
dollarsisRighted even more toward the federal government, largely due to the federal Windfall Profits Tax. If. for example,
wellhead price of Alaska oil went up one dollar after repeal of the Jones Act, the federal government would capture about 60
cents of the increase, the stale 28 cents, and industry 10 cents.

‘These are indeposits believed to be commercially viable. However, the bulk ol Alaska's cobalt and nickel ores aie located
in Glacier Bay National Park, which is not open to mining. Geologists estimate that Alaska nas one-sixtn of the nation s
cobalt reserves and one-lifth of its nickel.
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mThe Role ol We SUIcs as Politics in Wo Anumcdn h'eder.il System. 1982
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*See The Role ol the Stales as Polities in the American Federal S/stem, by Senecnter and Elarar. p jno me
Constitution s "supremacy clause."” Article VI. Section 2.



Recommendations

~ Alaska should become an E‘r%%ﬁﬁ%de%’%é s"f %%rt‘ oy e

activist state. Itshouldtake 8 ﬁntlon asy tO equl hetweens tes
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conclusion is that action must force each [ 1] orano herstaﬁ F (?eral actlon
Ola e CO stitutional balance o OWers, |

es

drsourc states, feel eatene? Hro 5 rom sue s|m ortant as es}m |s

gpa rom the Northeast-Midwest Institute ttln rt roma atsan mun|C| fles

qbunon IS t0 generate aurown Fesearc an s ect CIO a¥] P gamze
Ibute It In the same circles o ress and rt|st rou ction tund:;

ﬂrecf otheh resource state sow 0 eqe o‘ om |s s|m e he er %(])vernmg
erwa}/ on this, then Alaska s o gH ups es o 00r! o su estions from'the side-
? ta résearch a%\er]]cgstaﬂ nes reserve th e| owe&s fates must use
We.need an.a reemerht I[ nother state ora ewgow rs and accept the risks that such action
na |an province, Wi groceed oge(gn
e need HOt seﬁ on ess' roval ar
{r?ga?!gtesua ﬁ ents iorqacko %rénrarrgg
sional consent. Tr?rYV seekin aabral Repeal of the Jones Act
offen’ pr lcés dela and Unwante will serve Alaska's and the
gE It S |ed g?ns consent. __nation’sHnterest," .and

ome federal grants re uire. a reor anlzatlon
of “siate prac ic ?]S( (ilon 0 (?GIVI W% Alaska should seek repeal_. Inth_e short
ke to b s dictate term, the state should dedicate itself to

monefa/ %Ne 0 not
ose w[]eouv?/ﬁte% rcaonn take our protest 0 obtaining an amendment to the Jones
In'government, power ﬁows to those who use ~ Act which would allow the use of
foreign-built ships in the Jones Act
Gl T s e ot e
SO0 o] She %yogsntuaon ofeis 8 laskans have ong el tht e frl
states power fo propose and ratify amendments  called the Jones Act, lso known asthe Merchant
oIt is important to add that states can--with their resolutions calling lor a convention-push a reluctant Congress into
action. The U.S. Senate long opposed direct election of senators, but alter two-thirds ol the state legislatures called lor a
convention to propose this amendment. Congress did pass asimilar proposal which was ratified as the 17th Amendment in
1913 1134 states call lor aconvention to propose rules lor Article V conventions. Congress will probnoiv propose tne rules in
legislation to prevent such a lirst convention being held.

"Commissioner Davie strongly disagrees with the commission's conclusions and recommendations concerning tne
Jones Act. Commissioner Davie submitted additional materials supporting his position which are part ol the otticial record
ol the commission
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nation. As matters are. the Alaska trade now su ones Act trade for it S eet
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See me Alaska Statehood Commission publication. The Jonos Act ancl its Impact on the State o: Alaska, rv Simat.
Holliosen and Eichnor, Inc., 1982.

,n° Alaska Statehood Commission publication. Alaska s Economy and the Mercnant Marine Actor 1020. bv Arion R
.I.sing and Associates. Inc.. 1982.

n *‘im-.iq prlce equals inn pr-coa rclinerv pays tor a barrel ol oil minus tne cost ot moving mat oil from well to rolmery

,,,,,,, v pays is roughI?/ tne "world price" Inr that grade ol oil as determined by world m.uset conod ons anc
e

I..!!.,re ll the t|rg ammatlon ol Petroleum Sporting Countries.

ste=lv» j(| .inn-r.il increase in wellhead price ol S225 lo $630 million (fussing. U'32.p C
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Alaska and our congres-

sional delegation should

vigorously oppose exten-
sion of that portion of the Export
Administration Act of 1979 which effec-
tively bans the export of Alaska North
Slope oil.

Federal law prevents the export of Alagka North
Slope ol ﬂ o'0 ke/eps it ?romp a naturzj ma&

FEDERAL
135-378
MILLION

$

Japan and the On nt. Itforces this oil |nt0e
e me man an ersand de re_s est e n
0 eeraxs aswe sq ex or
arégag crease \ag oll revenue
miflion annua

Two ed ral laws e cumb rt e orto Nor
Slope.ol ne| e7 rzi\ns ||n
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Th second [aw ection of
e n Fl& 0

It
n tratlon C'[O almson '[Ef(dp&
cond tOﬂS SO nl.f erous
at l e ect, It lays atotal ban on

e export 0 IS OI
The Export Administration Act of 1979 expires
on Sept. 30, 1983. State officials and the Alaska
congressmnal delegation shou devote them-

selves to blockin extensm ofthatpart of the act
relatin North e0|| ongress rene SIt,

s ol il

eclinin
e export pg b|t|on by default, requires
STATE
63-176
MILLION
$

OIL REVENUES LOST
FROM JONES ACT RESTRICTIONS

See pp. 25-28 ol the Alaska Statehood Commission publication Alaska s Economy ana the Merchant Manna Act ot

by Arlon R Tussmg and Associates. Inc.. 1982.



transpqrt on hlgh pnlced Jones Act ves?elsdl our nation's $16 billion trade deficit with Japan.
Ygeo%e”t@?,Ye?e““’s'sfﬁ Othfﬁgj\ES ?p"’r‘{&e ongresswere o It e ba}P Rro abI all the
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emoving the ex ortban could ultimately raise
wellheadpr?ce 2-3Dbillion peryear, angstate e change WOUd ease the eSt oast oll

d
2 aP%
revenues by 508/ 0 million perXear ltcould QU

raise federal revenuesb $1.2 to $1.8 hillion per Lifting the export ban would bring reason to
year.'6Exporting Alaska)é oilwould help balar?ce the economics CRA Ea oll. J

FEDERAL
51.2-1.8 BILLION

Because f lower

.l ADDED TAX

i emﬁ REVENUES FROM
i%,.  FAREAST OIL TRADE

"sThese dollar savings would not show up immediately, however, as oil companies would want to pay oil some ol their
capital costs: tankers in use and their commitments to a new Panama pipeline.

WWe have considered the obiection that foreign tankers would pose a hazard to Alaska waters We (eel that tne hazard is
not necessarily any greater than that by U.S. (lag tankers. Foreign tankers can be requited to meet U S satetvstanoaras Ano
foreign vessels now dock at Valdez, loading oil for the Amerada Hess refinery on St Croix in the Virgin islands tfhe Virgm
Islands, though an American possession, is exempt from tne Jones Act. and foreign tankers take oil tnere 1



Alaska must act immedi-

ately to create in Wash-

ington, D.C., a research
and advocacy institute and ask other
resource states to join in supporting it.
The institute would combat efforts in
Congress to limit or tax state resource
revenues.

Effortstos r (pAIa ka and ther resource states
of revenues an of ner ysources

center ortheast- wes re
sional oa |t|on and Its research arm, the Rt%
a.? ‘srute[bastbeco e the dominant source
etar Infor abt{ona ut resource extractron
axrn available don to H
pr s members o ongress and other
ras
rtron and the 18 states rt re es nts
see retso rc rncom S VI
ederal law and re str ute to

tes oo
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p e need for aco terbalancing rnstbtute 0f
fo Ic srates seemr U>vious Hd e Critl-
H ( anization would. perform and
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ntelrest tofner o ce state nstrtute must
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accessr ||g e ect a ||t t IS ver
eso [ reporters, the |n| ration, met-
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turn t e threat into an Impoverishing Teality.

The state Board of Educa-

N tion and Alaska school dis-
tricts should require the

teaching of Alaska history, citizenship

and culture.
The Statehood Cammissio wornes that in qur
oil-prop affeg rush mofh ainst ream of ?h

el
By e rptrs'd

copper gorpda and |sh|r(t]g booms an btﬂs

We have a system of public and private
education second to none, and yet we
do notrequire education about our
state’s history.

Alaska’ Ip\ng isol tron from the other st tes
has ende tic v Bce accuatodn
occasiona % rp%per arge an ogs’
NowW rep ve e ﬁ gapt s televise r
via sate ne out p threg Alaskans has ||v
In the state less than five years.
Itrsnotea(f)(to rserve urhenta%pwrths
turnover and 1n the face of a mass culture tu
0 acommon de omrlgtator ut wemus r e
ave stem o lic a nvate e tion
second f0 none, an X(bt qurree uca-
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rns ruc OIon nour rich an vane regrona and
saewr pg ures
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mentarx Ep% 0st-second oling—

ocal.qut
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éens %ram Shou gect fort
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nvaean ubrc rocpertér strq ﬂethrca values:
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e edu atrop required q
F”ﬁ re uestrrZ; S. cltizens aradoxi-
& aturalize crtrzensh n hav etter
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Educatron is Alaska’s opportgnrt to rr\vest in
the next generation Of voter ders. It |sour
pnreventr eme crgea ainst the repetition ot pas

istakes. It can be our way of preserving an

¢In 1960 me Anchorage School tBoard approved a similar list ol goals lor a citizenship education program



promoting ourheritageas Alaskans,and ourway

of helping youth understand they have dual citi-

zenship, to the state and to the nation.

' The Alaska State Legisla-

6 ture should pass a resolu-

. tion which would apply to

Congress under Article V of the U.S,

Constitution for the calling of a national

constitutional convention. The conven-

tion's sole duty would be to define the

procedures governing all future consti-

tutional conventions called by the
states.

The national interest demands that these rules

be written. Until they are, the states will continue

to tfe shut out from proposing amendments in

convention. The Founding Fathers thought this
amending power fundamental to keeping the

state-federal balance.

Alaska has much to gain by taking an early lead
in causing discussion on the rules. High-
population states may seek rules which would
apportion votes to disfavor low-population states.

Under our Constitution an amendment must
pass two hurdles: itmust be proposed and it must
be ratified. A proposal can come by way of Con-
gress or by way of a national constitutional con-
vention. Congress must call such aconvention if
two-thirds (now 34) of the states request it. After
an amendment is formally proposed, three-
quarters of the states (now 38) must ratify it
through their legislatures or with in-state conven-
tions called for that purpose. Ratification is diffi-
cult. Only 16 amendments have been ratified
since the adoption of the Bill of Rights nearly 200
years ago.

The first and last constitutional convention was
held in the summer of 1787.

Despite the success of the last convention,
some fear that another convention would run
wild, sack the Bill of Rights and demolish 200
years of constitutional carpentry. This fear has
been nurtured by the lack of clear rules governing

METHODS OF
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT



a state-called convention to propose amend-
ments.

The rules are long overdue, but we doubt that
Congress will write them.'9 It prefers to hold up
the specter of a runaway convention to discour-
age the states ever asking for one. In this way
Congress keeps complete control over which
amendments are submitted for ratification.

The states must force the issue under Article V
by calling for a convention to amend Article V.
Rules must set out how convention votes would
be apportioned and should define the scope ofa
convention’s proposing powers. We believe a
convention shouicThe limited to the considera-
tion of subjects named in the state resolutions
asking for a convention. It should not have
blanket authority to propose other amendments.

For Alaska, a federal convention has both
danger and opportunity. Much depends on how
votes are apportioned at the convention. We
recommend the Alaska Legislature, inits resolu-
tion, call forequal votes by state. Under this plan,
if there were 500 votes to go around, Alaska
wouldipaye 10 voKfs.fQr 2 percent.

Were apportionment to follow a congressional
model (votes according to the size of a state's
congressional delegation), Alaska would have
only 3 out of 500, or 0.6 percent of the votes. If
votes are apportioned strictly by population.
Alaska would have still fewer: 1out of 500, or 0.17
percent of the votes.

Equal votes among the states would be true to
the olan of the Constitutional Convention of
1787. That convention was “first and foremost a
gathering of states" (Rossiter, p. 68). We suggest
emulating the U.S. Senate: two delegates per
state in a constitutional convention, for a total of
100 votes.

A Alaskashould take the ini-

tiative to establish a legal

_ action fund for the states.

This fund would oppose illegal and

wemwefwemlmﬁnﬁmm,rwum-

tions burdensome to state and local

government, and excessive use by Con-

gress of its col?Tmerce powers to over-
ride state and Ideal laws.

At present no one adequately represents state
and local views when federalism questions come

up in court--questions such as, "What does the
Constitution say about this conflict between state
and federal government?"

The federal government has the Office of the
Solicitor General. Special-interfit groups—often
at odds with state and local guvernments-have

In short, state and local governments
must start working together to oppose

creeping federal intrusions.

their legal defense funds.

But lawyers for state and local governments
find themselves outgunned in the higher courts
on complex federalism questions. They speak
only for their employer, but the court decisions
handed down will infuse the internal workings of
all state and local governments, rewriting char-
ters and constitutions and increasing liability to
civil lawsuits.

Inshort, state and local governments must start
working together to oppose creeping federal
intrusions.

They triumphed on one of the few occasions
they did work together—in the mid 1970s. chal-
lenging federal power to impose minimum wage
and overtime laws on state and local govern-
ments. The National League of Cities, the Na-
tional Governors' Conference, 19 states, and
three municipal governments joined in a lawsuit
to defend their authority to set wages and hours.
The outcome was a landmark victory for state
and local powers: the Supreme Court decision in
National League of Cities v. Usery, 426 1i.S. 833
(1976). ltwas one of few times in which the Court
has held that the 10th Amendment (reserving
powers to the states) is a limit on federal action.

Alaska should take the lead to geta legal action
fund for state and local governments underway.
It should put up money to operate the fund for
one year. Lawyers for this fund would file lawsuits
and intervene in others as advocates for all state
and local governments, at all levels of court.?0

A century ago the fundamental questions of
union and disunion, of federal and state powers,
were debased on the floors of Congress and
bloodied the fields of Shiloh and Antietam. Today
the arena is not Congress, not the battlefield, not
even the halls of bureaucracy. The deepest in-
quiries of our union now pivot on what judges
say. States have ignored this fact too long. Thev
should pool their energies and channel them
accordingly.

The weigh! ol academic opinion is that Congress does have (ho power to pass laws defining convention procedures

A pilot protect underway is a move in the right direction A private foundation and seven nationwide stale and Icoai
government organizations nave brougntio being the Slate and Local Legal Center. Two attorneys will monitor the Supremo
Courtand will researcn and nelp prepare arguments for these governments. However, current pInnsaim only at tne Supreme
Court and providing assistance there. We believe active intervention at all levels is needed



Alaska should provide

8  seed money to the Na-

tional Governors’ Associ-

ation or Tike organization to sponsor a

national convocation on federalism in
the United States.

Not since 1787 have the leaders of the nation
met to talk over the health of the relationship
between the central government and the states.

In that time the federal government has grown
in power far beyond that envisioned by the
nation’s founders, for reasons good and bad. In

We think other Americans feel itis time
to take agood look at what their
governments have become....

mjr-

the past year, we have discovered no evidence to

make us retreat from our statement in our preli-

minary report that:

"By anyone's standards, the sys-
tem of government in the United
States has become greatly central-
ized, highly bureaucratized, fright-
eningly intergovernmentalized and
often so complicated that itseems
to be paralyzed..."

(More Perfect Union, p. 26)

On the national level, recent discussions about
federalism have failed to center on a fundamental
restructuring of the relations between Washing-
ton, D.C., and the 50 states. Instead they have
dealt with the more superficial matter of swap-
ping responsibilities for who pays for certain
health and welfare programs.

-Agre isnodoubt that since the founding, and
especially in the two decades just past, federal
powers have waxed, while the powers of the
states have waned. The question is whether this
process should continue without examination by
the president, the governors, and other chief
appointed and elected officials of the nation and
the states.

We think not. We think other Americans feel it
is time to take a good look at what their govern-
ments have bhecome, to determine what is the
proper role of the central government and the
sovereign states in our federal system.

There has long been talk about having a national

deling to raise national consciousness about

-y . spnct.ve roles of the central government

++ e states. But no one has taken the first

step to make such a convocation happen.

Alaskans, if they are serious about staking out
federal powers, can take that first step by putting
down the seed money to have the nation's gover-
nors organize the convocation. Alaska can even
offer to host the convocation in Alaska, in 1984
during the 25th anniversary celebration of Alas-
ka's accession to statehood.

But whatever the place. Alaska should do what
it can to stir the nation and get this convocation
underway.

Alaska and other states

should consideramending

the U.S. Constitution to
strengthen the role of the states.

Since the ratification of the 17th Amendment,”
which took the duty of electing U.S. senators
from the legislatures and reDlaced it with direct
election by the people, the states have lacked a
collective voice in setting national policy. The
states should contemplate proposing substantive
amendments to the Constitution which would
strengthen state roles, protect proper state pow-
ers, and counter federal growth.

The topic of possible amendments is perfectly
suited to theagenda of a national convocation on
federalism (Recommendation 8).

Over the years a variety of amendments have
been proposed to alter the relationship between
federal and state governments. Among them:

+ a "state veto" of federal legislation (except for
federal lawsdealingTtoth defense, foreign affairs
or civil rights) by a vote of two-thirds of the state
legislatures;

* a measure prohibiting the federal govern-
ment from imposing any condition upon the
states by grant requirements that it could not
imé)ose constitutionally by statute or regulation;
an

«a"courtof the union" composed of the chief
justices of Every stale's supreme court. Assembled
at the request of five states, this court would have
the power to overrule any U.S. Supreme Court
decision.

We are not prepared to endorse any of these
proposals. We offer them for scrutiny as wavs in
which states might assert more control over
national decision-making.

Critics have pointed to the states coor record
in championing civil rights during the 1950s and
1960s. They argue that any amenament streng-
thening state powers will reverse tne progress of
the last 30 years.

State officials reply that states rave come a



long way since then; legislatures are now appor-
tioned by population and four-fifths of the states
have modernized their constitutions since 1950.
The U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations ran a diagnostic check on state
governments recently and found a system vastly
improved from 20 years ago. "The transformation
of the states, occurring inarela,!-aly short period
of time, has no parallel in American history," said
the group in 1981 (Sfafe and Local Roles in the
Federal System, In Brief, p. 3). ACIR has been
studying federalism since 1959,

What amendrrients are needed and what states
would do with them are questions for the nation.
We do feel that ina contest the rights of individu-
als must take precedence over both state and
federal powers.

~We are confident that one or more constitu-
tional amendments, carefully drafted, could re-

balance our union without endangering civil
rights.

’ The governor of Alaska

1 11 sKould prepare political

impact statements on pro-

posed major federal actions. Eventu-

ally, the National Governors' Associa-

tion should prepare them on the behalf
of all states.

We agree with the finding of the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations that
federal influence "has become more pervasive,
more intrusive, more unmanageable, more inef-
fective, more costly, and, above all, more unac-
countahle."” Especially in the last 20 years, the
federal government has grown a new limb for
every problem brought to its attention until it has
more legs than acentipede: ithas grantprograms
aimed at urban unrest, railroad crossings, fire-
fighting, The desigrftJf dam spillways, and thou-
sands more. We have had rule by reaction.

The states are partly responsible. They have
abdicated their role in formulating national pol-
icy. They have failed to react ina timely fashion to
proposed extensions of federal power which shift
the constitutional balance.

We recommend that the governor of Alaska
selectively issue political impact statements on
the likely effects—on all states-of proposed new
federal polici.es.T-ater, Alaska should encourage
the National Governors' Association to take over
this duty for all states.

A political impact statement need not be as
iong as the average environmental impact state-
ment” to be effective. Those charged with writing
the pgjjtical impact statements would monitor

proposed federal mandates, statutes, executive
orders and new Supreme Court decisions. The
writers would select perhaps a dozen impending
federal actions per year for 10-page impact
statements. The impact statements would des-
cribe the likely effects on state governmental
organization, on present state programs, on
innovation, on traditions, and on state citizenship.

Well-researched and objective political impact
statements, if prepared enough in advance, will
command attention from the nation’s decision-
makers and the press. The statements will speak
about the health of our union.

Alaska’s governor should
"I invite the leaders of other
northwestern states and
the western Canadian provinces and
territories tojoin Alaska in establishing
a conference modelled after the New
England Governors and Eastern Can-
adian Premiers Conference. The gov-
ernor can pre?_are_ for such a confer-
ence by establishing in the executive
branch an interagency task force on
foreign relations.

One of the ways a state can match powers with
the federal government is by building coalitions.
Coalitions have two virtues. Political strength is
greater in sum than in parts, and coalitions can
settle cross-border problems without interven-
tion from Washington.

Since 1973 six New England governors have
been meeting with the premiers of five eastern
Canadian provinces. This organization is called
the New England Governors and Eastern Cana-
dian Premiers Conference. Itisa model of state-
provincial cooperation.

After 10 years, participates report themselves
pleased with the progress made in smoothing
potential conflicts, cooperating in projects, and
exchanging information. "The search foranswers
need not stop at the boundary,” says former
Maine governor Kenneth M. Curtis (Schechter
and Elazar. p. 64).

In 1983 thegovernor of Alaska should prompta
meeting with the leaders of the northwestern
states, Alberta, British Columbia, and the Cana-
dian territories. These leaders, joining in a West-
ern States and Provinces Conference, would
have much to discuss: minerals and port devel-
opment, hydroelectricandotherenergy proiects.
a railroad to the Arctic, fisheries, tourism, cold-

wACIR. The Federal Role in the Federal System: The Dynamics ol Growth. In Bnel. 1980.

+'Required by federal law since 1969. these statements are written to describe the probable environmental effects 0" a new
federal action. They list the effects of alternative actions as well. Atypical EIS can run to hundreds or even tnousanos ol

pages.
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climate research, and migratory wildlife man-
agement.

To facilitate this conference and to expand
Alaska’s relations with the international com-
munity at large, we recommend that the governor
create an interagency task force on foreign affairs.

With such action states can take
charge of the regional interests they
claim Washington is neglecting.

This task force would join a foreign-relations
specialist” on the governor’s staff with represen-
tatives of the Council on Science and Technol-
ogy. and the Departments of Fish and Game,
Commerce and Economic Development, Natural
Resources, Transportation and Public Facilities,
and Law.

With such action states can take charge of the
regional interests they claim Washington is ne-
glecting>

The Alaska Legislature

12 and governor should im-

, mediately invite represen-

tatives of Hawaii and the noncontigu-

0us possessions to meet with them to

explore setting up a permanent coali-

tion to deal with common interests and

problems, such as the effects of dis-
criminatory transportation laws.

Not being geographically connected to the first
48 states has threaded the histories of Alaska,
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands. American
Samoa. Guam and now the Northern Marianas

-Mvrth a oefnmon experirnce--that of suffering
second-class political ¢'.izenship.

Alaska and Hawaii overcame this burden in
1959 by achieving statehood, buteven now, rem-
nants of territorial status remain for them in the
form of discriminatory laws. The Jones Act is the
best example.

The nonstate possessions remain politically
impotent. Nor j have a voting delegate to Con-
gress. None vote in elections for president.”

Helping any possession to achieve greater self-
government through democratic means can only
benefit Alaska. If statehood occurs, the new
senators and the new congressmen will under-
stand the problems ol noncontiguity and can be
supposed to join Alaska's delegation inovercom-
ing them.

For the present, the noncontiguous states and
possessions share concerns about oil explora-
tion on the Outer Continental Shelf, about fish-
ing, about treaty making, about delayed eco-
nomic development, and about transportation
systems or their lack.

Alaska, for example, must out of principle
oppose any efforts to make the Jones Act apply
to the Virgin Islands, the one island territory
excepted from the act. The Virgin Islands has
built an oil-refining industry around that excep-
tion, which lets foreign tankers carry American
oil to Virgin Islands docks. Some of that oil is
from Alaska.

One item for discussion by the noncontiguous
parts of the United States could be the establish-
ment of a federal Region 11 just to coordinate
federal programs applying to them. Under the
existing federal structure of 10 administrative dis-
tricts. the needs of the noncontiguous areas
sometimes get treated as the needs of barely
remembered stepchildren.

The western noncontiguous states and territo-
ries should also have a distinct federal appellate
circuit, the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals.

Alaska inany case has the need to develop new
coalitions of friends, and it should reach out to
Hawaii and the noncontiguous possessions to
ask them to talk over the opportunities for mutual
advantage.

Alaska must vigorously

13  police federal implemen-
tation ofrhe Alaska State-

hood Act. We should insist that the
remaining land transfers be comgleted
at the rate agreed upon in 1931 (13
million acres transferred to the state
per year) and we must guard against
congressionaf-attempts.to unilaterally
change the Statehood Act and the
Constitution of the State of Alaska. The
Legislature should authorize and direct
the lieutenant governor to place all
such attempted changes in the State-
hood Act and the state’s constitution
before the voters ina ballot proposition.
In our preliminary report we documented the

failure of the federal government to carry cut the
contract it made in the Alaska Statehood Act ol

+'See Recommendation No. 17. We envision inis task force as separate Irom but workmg with an otlice of external

relations.

+"For a complete descrH)etilc.)Jréo tne.IBQIiticaI status ol America s possessions, see tne Alaska Statenood Commission

publication. Hawa/r arid { urr

MCS. by Howard dray and Doris Dcakin. 1981



1958.8Land conveyances are years behind sche-
dule. The land freeze of 1966, followed by federal
land withdrawals of the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act (ANCSA) and the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANIlI CA, com-
monly known as the D-2 Act), prevented the state
from choosing which lands it wanted for the
remainder of its entitlement. The state is facing
many difficulties gaining access to lands it holds
within blocks of land withdrawn under ANCSA
and ANILCA.

In an outrageous move to pre-empt all state
opposition, Section 10 of ANCSA put a unique
one-year statute of limitations on lawsuits by the
state. It penalized legal action with a "blackmail
clause"*7promising to stop all state land transfers
forthe duration of any suitagainst ANCSA, how-
ever valid.

The federal government may renege again on
its land conveyance obligations if Alaska fails to
musterits full legal, economic,and political pow-
erstocompel the federal government to live up to
its solemn promises.

We have been monitoring the fulfillment of an
out-of-court settlement between Alaska and the
federal government on the rate of land convey-
ances. Inthis settlement, Alaska v. Reagan (1981),
the Interior Department promised to convey 13
million acres per year to the state.

The department has so far kept its promise. It
conveyed 13,310,856 acres to Alaska in fiscal
year 1981, Atthe agreed pace of 13 million acres
peryear, Alaska should have all its Statehood Act
lands by the end of 1985.

By Oct. 1, 1982, the federal government had
transferred 65,644,104 acres to the state, includ-
ing about 62 percent of the state’s general grant
of 102,550,000 acres. Native corporations held
23.202,420 acres towards their entitlement of 40
million acres. Private holdings, not including
Native lands, are approximately 2 million acres,
or less than 1percent of Alaska's land.

The fedeFat b'udgeFfafl get tighter, however,
and with four more years of conveyances to go,
the pace of transfers could slow. State officials
and Alaska’s congressional delegation should
make clear that federal funds for carrying out the
Statehood pact are not "optional,” to be cut back
like a federal grant for library improvements or rat
control.

It is time to wind up implementation of the
Statehood Act. The federal government is al-
ready behind sche"5'Ole. and in 1980 had to extend
the compliance deadline to 1994, 10 years be-
yond the original 25-year deadline of 1984,

Alaskans should stand against any unilateral
attempts by Congress tochange any provision of
the Alaska Statehood Act. for the act isacompact

between the United States and the people of
Alaska. Similarly, Alaskans should not permit
Congress to rewrite the Alaska Constitution.

Itis time to wind up implementation of

the Statehood Act.

Congress may attempt to change the formulas
contained in the Statehood Act for revenue shar-
ing from mineral revenues from onshore federal
lands: 90 percent to the state and 10 percent to
the federal government. The Interior Department
attempted a unilateral change recently. In 1975
and until corrected by the U.S. Supreme Court.
Interior altered the sharing formula for oil reve-
nues from the Kenai National Moose Range to
give 75 percent to the federal government. 25
percent to the Kenai Peninsula Borough, and
nothing to the state. The Supreme Court set the
Interior Department straight on this matter, but
weare concerned with the Court's language sug-
gesting that these percentages can be changed
in the future, at Congress's discretion.

The Legislature in an omnibus bill should .
authorize and direct the lieutenant governor to
place any proposed change to the Statehood Act
or Alaska Constitution before Alaska's votersin a
ballotproposition, asking them to sayyes orno to
the change.

The Alaska Statehood Actrequired the consent
of Alaskan voters to become effective.BSimilarly.
Alaskan voters should have the opportunity to
pass upon suggested changes to the Statehood
Act. Ifthe voters disapprove the change the state
will have a mandate to oppose the attempted
change in court.

Inourtwo years of study we have devoted more
time to monitoring implementation of the Alaska
State' wd Act than to any other issue. Other
3Q6riL  will continue the scrutiny as the com-
mission expires, for Alaska has not yet achieved
full statehood.

Alaskans sfrould consider

two amendments to the

state constitution which

will clarify the philosophy and the

owers of our state government in the
ederal union.

Wesuggest few additions to the Alaska Consti-

tution. Ratified in 1956, it is recognized nation-

wide as a model charter, for its brevity, claritv.
and innovations. Federal powers have done a lot

Stﬁ@ rogéiwihelﬂ ﬁ]igf&rsﬁé?in ot Eéﬁe?\e{f?f Statehood Act, see the Statehood Commission publication. Tho Concept ot

can
= Section 100l ANCSA. 43U S C. Sec. 1609.
++ Sec. 8(b). Public Law 85-508. July 7. 1958,

Stem. 198t, pp. 89-120.



of growing since then, however, and we offer two
possible amendments to help define Alaska's
role.

The first addition is modelled after Article |,
Section 1ofthe Texas Constitution. Thatsection
of the Texas Constitution reads:

"Texas is a free and independent
State, subject only to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and the
maintenance of our free institu-
tions and the perpetuity of the

A Union depend UEOH the preserva-
tion of the right of local self-
government, unimpaired to all the
States."

A similar amendment to the Alaska Constitu-
tion can serve to link the ideas of citizenship,
statehood, and local self-government.”

The state should not hesitate to lay
claim to aljjhe authority given states
by We history and practice of the U.S.
Constitution.

Asecond amendment would clarify the state's
power to cooperate with foreign nations.

Article XII, Section 2 of the Alaska Constitution
now reads:

“The State and its political subdi-
visions may cooperate with the
United States and its territories,
and with other states and their pol-
itical subdivisions on matters of
common interest. The respective
legislative bodies may make appro-
priations for this purpose.”

We suggest adding a phrase after the words
"on matters of common interest":

"...and to the extent consistent with
the Constitution of the United
States, with foreign nations."

An early draft of this section of the Alaska Con-
stitution contained a very similar phrf)™* J°hntthP
framers deleted it tor tear that congress would
not approve a state constitution referring to tor-
eigilCMpSTation.

Research fo/ the Statehood Commission

(Schechter and Elazar. pp. 57-68) shows that
American courts allow states much leewayJo
engage in triendly relations wun uanaaa and
other nations A 1978 study Incaten rrifi aoree-
ments and understandings bhetween American
states and Canadian provinces (Swanson, pp.
221-265).

The state should not hesitate to lay claim to all
the authority given states by the history and prac-
tice of the U.S. Constitution. Ourresearch shows
that states are sovereign entities, and they do
have some powers to engag'5'Trt IH5naiv foreign
faiatlbHS. The above two amenaments to the
Alaska Constitution would elaborate those
powers.

State officials should re-

15 fuse federal grants carry-
ing burdensome require-
ments,

The federal government exercises control over
more subject areas by grant re?uirements than
by direct orders to state and local governments. It
isthrough grant conditions, forexample, that the
federal government enforces a national 55 mph
speed limit upon the states.

The U.S. Supreme Court allows the federal
government to impose controls on the states hy
conditional funding that would be otherwise
unconstitutional if imposed by federal statute or
regulation. The Courtplaces few limits to what a
federal grant can demand, reasoning that a state
can always turn the money down.

In reality, most state and local governments
cannot afford to turn down federal money even if
they wish. In many cities, grants once seen as
"extra" now keep the buses running and the lights
on in City Hall. This poor state of affairs grows in
part from the federal government’s hogging of
the tax base*-

Alaska is prosperous enough--for the time
being--to turn down some federal grants when
the conditions or the paperwork reguired are not
worth thedollars. State olficialsshould inventory
grant programs, comparing the drawoacks and
benefits of each, and be prepared to turn down
offers of federal money." The state should reject
grantsdemanding reorganization of stategovern-
ment.

o’Adetailed discussion ol these and ,otheramendments, o the Alaska Constitution be lound in tne Aiass.i Statehood
Commission publication, lfhe EQOFE of the Tates as 50i|t|es In fﬁe Kmerlcan e(?eraT‘%X/stem, by S:oonen Sonecnter .ma

Daniel Elazar. 1982.

#'See committee proposal No. 12. introduced in the Alaska Constitutional Convention Dec 16. U'SS That pnrase re.io.
"...and to the extent consistent with the laws ol the United States, with foreign nations.”

"This inventory is a good idea anyway, as the loderal monev available lor grants is dropping sh.vrlv Tr-e state sno...J
know in advance which grants are worth lighting lor and which are not.



Our research” indicates that a state can, by
rejecting a grant it accepted in prior years,
embarrass the federal bureaucracy into reform-
ing the grant and pruning the tendrils of condi-
tions which have sprouted from it.

A The Legislature should

Q fund the Department of

RevenueorotheraPprop-

riate agency to make an annual study

of and report.on the flow of federal
spending and revenues in Alaska.

Basic data about the federal government’s
economic relationship with Alaska has been dif-
ficult to obtain in coherent form from either fed-
eral or state agencies, though this information is
critical for defending against congressional ef-
forts to confiscate or limit state oil and other
resource revenues.

The informatiOQ i&also critical forshowing our
fellow Americans through the national media that
Alaska contributes more to the national treasury
than it withdraws.

Because of the lack of available data, the
Statehood Commission commissioned two stu-
dies on federal revenue and spending in Alaska
from the University of Alaska’s Institute of Social
and Economic Research (ISER, 1981,1982).

The first study, covering federal fiscal year
1980, showed that the federal government was
earning $2 from general economic activity in
Alaska forevery $1 that itspent here. The second
study, for fiscal year 1981, showed that by then
the federal government was earning $3 in Alaska
for every $1 that it spent.

The latterstudy showed thateconomic activity
in Alaska accounted for one-sixth of all of thr
federal government's Windfall Profits Tax rev-
enues in 1981 and one-twentieth of all of its
revenues from corporate income taxes.

The studies also showed that the federal in-
come tax lands unfairly on Alaskans, hurting fam-
ilies and businesses and distorting investment
decisions in this state.

Put in the larger context of economic data
about Alaska's high cost of living, its lack of
transportation and of energy systems and its lack
of adequate housing, the information from these
economic studies<fan show the fair minded that
Alaska not only is paying its way in the family of
states but has urgent needs at home for its
income from temporary oil supplies. Poor until
recently. Alaska needs to catch up insupplying to
its citizens the basic services that other states
offer and most Americans take for granted.

A geweral theme in this final report from the
Statehood Commission is that Alaska must col-
lect more precise, reliable information about

itself and disperse itwidely across the nation and
the state.

Keeping up with how much the federal govern-
ment earns from Alaska and how much itspends
here is a key part of that effort.

may  The governor should

| f°- - establish an office of

external relations on his

staff, to be headed b¥ a special assist-

ant to coordinate Alaska’'s expanded

relations with other states and with
foreign nations.

Much of this report argues the necessity for
Alaska to reach out to other states and its neigh-
bors in Canada toestablish newcoalitions, work-
ing groups and conferences to deal with mutual
needs.

This work is so important that the Statehood
Commission feels that one high-ranking official
reporting directly to the governor should have
the responsibility of coordinating and directing
these efforts with all parts of state government.

Itisjustas important, however, that this office
alsoconcern itself with Alaska's efforts to streng-
then its relationships with many foreign nations,
especially those with which it trades and those
with which it hopes to increase trade.

Itis not generally known that in 1981 "Alaska -
rated number one in the nation for exports as
percentage of total shipments from the state.
Furthermore, export-related employmentin Ala-
ska was 34.7 percentofjobs in Alaska's manufac-
turing sector, which includes seafood process-
ing" (Hemphill, p. 2).

Alaska's exports to foreign markets in 1981
equalled $1.2 billion; its imports from foreign
countries totaled $229 million, according to
Hemphill. Alaska thus was one of the few U.S.
states in 1981 with a positive trade balance and so
made a significant contribution to the country's
trade situation.

Japan bought most of Alaska's exports--S935
million worth. Japan also was the largest exporter
to Alaska--$59 million in goods.

Four classes of goods made up the bulk of
Alaska's 1981 exports: seafood products, at S427
million: liquefied natural gas. at $310 million;
forest products, at $278 million and fertilizers, at
$133 million. These figures do not include goods
shipped from Alaska to other U.S. states for
reprocessing and export.

The nation and Alaska need to expand markets
for these products and to find markets for such
other Alaska products as coal, other minerals and
grains. Developing these markets demands con-

sSee the Alaska Statehood Commission publication. Shilling Power Ironi the Federal Government to the State ol Alaska

by Harold Hol/ey, 1982



Graph illusugles
Alaska's positive
contribution to the
nation’s trade
balance.

centrated, coordinated and sensitive effort from
the state's administration.

An office of external affairs also can respond
sensitively to events athome and abroad that will
have major effects on Alaska’s well-being. An
example is the extensive ban and then recall of
Alaska canned salmon last year after a Belgian
died from botulism from a defective can. The ban
by the United Kingdom and other members of the
European Economic Community came as a sur-
prise to which the state was slow to react because
Alaska had no one representing its interests in

""Brussels, headquartersand economic intelligence

center for the European Community.

The need to maintain and search out such
overseas representation in Japan, Korea and
other Pacific Rim nations speaks plainly from
Alaska's export figures and from Alaska's geo-
graphical position.

Reaching out overseas and to our Canadian
neighbors and to other U.S. states will he. we
think, a most important task for Alaska and the
mklon's future. The direction and coordination
must come from the governor through a perman-
ent office.

The state of Alaska should

18 explore with the federal
government and Native
organizations the establishment of a
permanent joint fact-finding and advi-
sory body to air and help reconcile

problems that arise over land, resour-
ces and other interests.

The relationship between Alaska Natives and
the state of Alaska is rich and complex. Itaffects
and inturn isaffected by the Natives' relationship
to the federal government. This complexity alone
guarantees many possible points of friction, some
of which have heen, are still or soon may be in the
courts.

The state's 64.103 Native citizens comprise 16
percent of the state's 401,000 population (1980
Census). This density is twice that of any other
state with large Native populations. Natives have
a special trust relationship with the federal
governmentwhich endows them individually and
corporately with a web of rights additional to
those enjoyed by the non-Native population/1

Overall, 80,287 Natives inand without the state
are certified underthe Alaska Natives Claims Set-
tlement Act. Of the 64.000 living :.i the state,
about 50,000 reside in villages, of which 212 are
recognized by the Settlement Act. Beyond the
villages, the act incorporates Natives into 13
regional corporations. 12 for Natives within the
state and one for those without.

Native institutions own, will own or have in
trust 11 percent of Alaska's land. The state owns
or will own 23 percent. Private owners other than
Native organizations have about 1 percent. The
federal government will own the rest.

Tne complicated patterns of land ownerships
and the speed with which some lands are being
transferred from the federal government to other

ALASKA S ROLE INFOREIGN TRADE

IN MILLIONS 250
OF DOLLARS

500 750

1 BILLION

See the Alaska Statehood Commission publication. N.iiivo Mights, by tne Alaska Department ot Law 1932



owners inevitably give rise to problems ofarrang-
ing for or planning for rights of way and of pre-
serving traditional means of access.

Central to land and other dis?utes which have
or which will arise is the federal role. “The basic
fact which must be considered by the state of
Alaska in its dealings with the Alaska Natives is
the overriding federal interest in this matter. All of
the institutions of federal Indian law...have the

effect of ensuring federal sug)remacy here”

(Alaska Department of Lav/, p. 1

The Statehood Commission thinks it would be
wise to have in pfaee a fact-finding and advisory
bOdK that through its presence and proceedings
might allow disputes to reach amicable settle-
ment without recourse to long and expensive
IawsuitsoremotionaIIK rendering political action.
The lessons learned through such a body mic{;ht,
intime, suggest pieces of intergovernmental leg-
islation to formalize use of those pathways that
:ead away from disputes and toward mutual
understanding and agreement.

........ iy

“* The Legislature, in order
to give all Alaskans the
g_re_atest measure of home

rule, should divide Alaska'slsm%ﬂe un-
organized borough into regional unor-
ganized boroughs inaccordance with
the intent of the state constitution.

Inour preliminary report, we urged the Legisla-
ture to take special notice of the desires within
Alaska forgreater regional self-government, not-
ing that:

"...just as we ask the United States
to listen to us, we must listen when
we hear the requests from within
Alaska for greater self-control of
lives, land, waters, fish, game, trade
or commerce."

Figure shows only
the percentage ol
ownership, not
geographic flistri-
bution.
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These requests are not new. The Legislature’s
Joint Committee on Local Government heard
and studied them thoroughly in 1979. In its final
report, “Local Government Study—1979,” the
committee proposed that the single unorganized
borough be divided into regional unorganized
boroughs "in accordance with the intent of the
state constitution.”

But legislative proposals stemming from that
study have not progressed into law. The organ-
ized boroughs coversome but notall mainpopu-
lation centers. The single unorganized borough

-Ac-overs the rest of the state-near// 75 percent of
Alaska's land area-as a kind of catch-all limbo.
There is no doubt that the writers of the state

...just as we ask the United States to
listen to us, we must listen when we
hear the requests from within Alaska
for greater self-control of lives, land,

waters, fisht'rgame, trade orcommerce.

constitution intended for the whole state to he
divided into both organized and unorganized
boroughs, according to state Sen. Victor Fischer,
a member of the Constitutional Convention's
Committee on Local Government and author of
an authoritative history of the convention. The
working papers of the convention evidence the
accuracy of his conclusion.

So we note the irony that Alaska, with its desire
to keep power from centralizing further in Wash-
ington, D.C., isnevertheless the only state of size
to govern many citizens in remote areas directly
from the state capitol. There is no evidence that
remote rule from Juneau is any better or wiser
than remote rule from the Potomac.

The Legislature can remedy the situation by

. exercising its.constitutional power to act as the
assembly for the unorganized borough. It can
divide the single, huge unorganized borough into
smaller unorganized boroughs or service dis-
tricts with regional headquarters. That will afford
local people the chance to start evolving their
own forms of home rule tailored to their varying
local circumstances.

The sooner this division is accomplished, the
nearer the state will be to the American ideal-and
th&Alaskan ideal—of letting local people manage

therriocal affairis.

The state should establish

2 Q an Alaska information of-
fice under the governor’s

direction to produce clear, objective,
precise information about Alaska for
nationwide distribution and to arran%e
for visits to Alaska by members of the

national press corps, members of gov-
ernment and other opinion-makers.

Alaskans complain that they are misunder-
stood by people in other states. The complaint
surfaceswhen ma%'orAIaskan issues -federal land
withdrawals, wolf control. $1,000 payments to
residents from the state's Permanent Fund
earnings-stimulate coverage and opinions inthe
national media. Often the misunderstanding has
major effects, especially when the issue pits
Alaska against other interests seeking to deter-
mine the outcome of such major federal legisla-
tion as the Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act. which carved an area the size of
California out of Alaska for federal preservation.

One poll (Dittman, 1981) indeed shows that
while most Americans have romantic and fond
feelings about Alaska, their actual knowledge
about Alaska's conditions is poor, leading some
(33 percent) to the opinion that Alaska should
share any budget surpluses with other states.
That opinion might be ignored were it not that
pending in Congress are bills that would require
Alaska to share 1ts oil revenues with other states.

A follow-up poll by Boston University, the
Office of the Governor reports, shows thatacon-
certed nationwide informational campaign can
change opinions about Alaska for the better—
shows that facts induce most people to conform
their opinions to reality.

Since Alaska's pending major battles must be
fought in the national arena, it follows that an
ongoing informational effort is necessary. Such
an effort would alert the national pressto credible
information about Alaska'- It would also take the
form of offering press members and other opin-
ion-makers tours of Alaska to witness the situa-
tion and the issues here for themselves.

A key part of the effort of a state information
office would be to anticipate issues and reactions
to them and prepare material accordingly.

Such an office cannot merely be part of a gov-
ernor's regular p_ress effort. Such an office must
stay divorced fTom the daily fires of politics, so
that it can work on the long-range information
Froblems and look ahead to see what fact book-
ets. what films, what tapes, what tours and other
efforts must be prepared. While its director must
answer to the governor, its staff should have civil-
service protection in order to carry out long-
range work, maintain continuity and serve the
Alaskan public at large.

In short, such an office must oe part of the
regular structure of government, regularly bud-
geted, and directed to overcome a ma‘jor problem
of this state's relations with the rest of the nation:
ignorance.



Ina letter to New York City newspapers which
was th'e first of 85 essays later known as the Fed-
eralist Papers, Alexander Hamilton raised the
question of "whether societies of men are really
capable or not of establishing good government
from reflection and choice, or whether they are
foreverdestined to depend for their political con-
stitutions on accident and force.”

Alaskans, with a vote setting up the Statehood
Commission, asked whether we can restore a
good government by the exercise of reflection
and choice. Arepublic needs constant attention.
Many forces work to skew and bend the structure
of government. These forces, operating com-
pletely outside constitutions and charters, often
spring from impulses of the moment.

More government is not necessarily a bad
thingi, but over the last century its growth--at all
levels--has flowed down the channels of quick
reaction and not those of conscious choice. The
simple and clearwords oiour Constitution are so
crusted with 200 years of courtroom interpreta-
tion that we govern ourselves today with a shad-
owy charter clear only to some federal judges
and a small group of lawyers.

We have directed ourattention to what the state
can do. Alaska can be a leader, seizing opportuni-
ties for action to defend its interests, and reach-
ing out to the nation with a message of what
Alaska can offer. The last decade and itscontrov-
ersy over land withdrawals teach that we can find
refuge in isolati'on no longer.

Alaska can build its strength from within by
granting the regional self-government promised
in the Alaska Constitution. Alaska can protect its
revenue powers from raids by coalitions of re-
source-poor states by joining with other resource
states fofiresearch, persuasion, and Bragmatic
politics. Itcan block federal intrusions by turning
down grants and leading a call by the states fora
convention to set the rules for future conventions
to amend the U.S. Constitution. It can work with
other nations.

Conclusion

In short, the powers of a state are defined not
so much by words on paper but by itswillingness

Alaska can be-header, seizing
opportunities action to defend its
interests, and reacning out to the

nation with a messageof what Alaska
can offer.

and its ability to forge destiny by action and
example.

Alaska is able. We are strong in revenues and
resources. We have the resilience and the self-
reliance of those who live in a land of climatic
extremes that tolerates little weakness.

Are we Alaskans willing to undertake this work
of years? We believe we are, for Alaskans-with a
history of territorial paternalism followed by
statehood—know that citizens receive precisely
the quality of government that they demand.

29



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alaska Statehood Commission Publications
Alaska Department of Law, Native Rights, 1982

Alaska Statehood Commission, More Perfect Union: APreliminary Report, 1982.

Birch. Horton, Bittner and Monroe. The Concept ol Statehood in the American Federal System. 1981
Bray. Howard, and Deakin, Doris. Hawaii and the US. Territories, 1981

Chiles. Jim. "Alberta/Ottawa Energy Settlement," (memorandum to the commission) Sept. 24,1981

-l%é'Apportionment of votes between states in a constitutional convention,” (memorandum to the commission) Jan. 19.

— "August 1981 land settlement, Alaska V. Reagan," (memorandum to the commission) Sept. 24,1981
— “Background on Barrow," (memorandum to the commission) June 18.1982

— ."Constitutional and-'p(ilitical issues in proposed limitations on state mineral severance taxes," (memorandum to the
commission) Aug. 18,1S81'

— ."Discussion of alternative forms of association,” (memorandum to the commission) Sept. 24.1981

— ."Division of states under the Constitution, politics and history,” (memorandum to the commission) May 11.1981
— ."Equal Footing Doctrine," (memorandum to the commission) May 27,1981

— "Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's gasline study,” (memorandum to the commission) June 25,1982

— ."First meeting of the President’s Advisory Committee on Federalism,” (memorandum to the commission) July 14,1981
— ."Long-range view of Alaska-U.S. relations,” (remorandum to the commission) Aug. 28,1981

— "Memorandum of FERC trial staff, dated 5-12-82," (memorandum to the commission) June 2,1982

— ."National Crude Oil Profit Sharing Tax proposal,” (memorandum to the commission) May 21.1982

— "Progress report on fisheries research,” (memorandum to the commission) March 12,1982

— ."Progress report on Rctnesentative Tax System research,” (rrv.iorandum to the commission) Aug. 2,1982

— ."Progress report on role of the states.” (memorandum to the commission) April 16.1982 at

— ."Proposed changes in federal grant formulas," (memorandum to the commission) June 25. 1982

-— "Regional coalitions," (memorandum to the commission) July 14,1981 '7

— ."Request for proposal on equalizing the income tax,” (memorandum to the commission) March 12.1982

-— "Research on constitutional ramifications of resource taxes," (memorandum to the commission) July 14.1981
— "Research request ov?7nilitary role in Alaska.” (memorandum to the commission) June 20. 1931

-— "Restrictions on the export of Alaska oil," (memorandum to the commission) March 12.1982

-—."Speculations on the future of the federal role." (memorandum to the commission) Jan. 24. 1983

-—."The states and legal tender,” (memorandum to the commission) May 21.1982

— "Status of Alaska before international forums." (memorandum to tne commission) Aug. 19. 1981

«— "Strategy of those attempting to redistribute state revenues." (memorandum to the commission) August 2.1982

"Thoughts on game theory, and a strategy for Alaska." (memorandum to the commission) Nov. 23.1982



F—.

— “Topics (or meeting with Gov. Hammond,” (memorandum to the commission) Aug. 2.1982

— “Treaties,” (memorandum to the commission) Sept. 24,1981

— ."Update on the federal role in Alaska fisheries,” (memorandum to the commission) April 16.1982

— “Update on role of the states work," (memorandum to the commission) August 2,1982

— “Windfall Profits Tax and the 'frontier exemption' for Alaska," (memorandum to the commission) Nov. 17.1982

— "Work of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations," (memorandum to the commission) Aug. 18.1981
Foster Research Centre. ASummary Review of Political Events Atfecting Energy in Canada. 1981

Haggart, Dick. Selected Topics on Association, 1981

Helms, Andrea, and McBeath, Gerald. A Cross-National Study of Statehood in Federal Systems, 1981

— A Cross-National Study of Statehood in Federal Systems, Executive Summary of a Report to the Alaska Statehood
Commission, 1981

Hovey, Harold. Shifting Power from the Federal Government to the States, 1981

Intitue of Social and Economic Research. Federal Revenues and Spending in Alaska: The Flow ot Funds Between Alaska
and the Un eﬁgaes 1981

— .Federal Revenues and Spending in Alaska: A Fiscal Year 1981 Update, 1982
Kramer, Chin and Mayo, Inc. Forging a New Federalism. 1981

steregelﬁ ?Jy Those'\?\')naii_njlgg t,?gglschnelder ill. Alaska Statehood: The Memory ot the Battle and the Evaluation ol

Schechter, Stephen, and Elazar, Daniel. The Role of the States as Polities in the American Federal System, 1982

Simat, Helliesen, and Eichner, Inc. The Jones Actand its Impact on the State of Alaska, 1982

Tussing, Arlon R., and Associates. Alaska's Economy and the Merchant Marine Actol 1920 (The Jones Act). 1982
¢

U.S. Government Publications

§ﬁs\/ésn%ry Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. The Federal Influence on State and Local Roles in the Federal

IIHe Federa}! 80Ie in the Federal System: The Dynamics of Growth, An Agenda lor American Federalism: Restoring
Configence-and Competence, 1981

COHFICtIrEge %Erﬁ%%'% r% @e"gggl%alc%}/]s %r;ntSThngynamlcs of Growth, The Condition ot ConJemoorary Federalism:

o ﬂ]eﬁedﬁ Gal Role inthe Federal System: The Dynamicsot Growth, The Evolution ol a Problematic Partnership: The Feds

— . The Federal Role in the Federal System: TheDynamics 0l Growth. Federal Involvement in Libraries. 1980
Fedoral Role in the Federal System: TheDynamics ol Growth, The Federal Role in Fire  Protection.19s0

— . The Federal Role in the Federal System: TheDynamics ot Growth. Hearings on the Federal ~ Role. 1980

— .The Federal Role in the Federal System: TheDynamics ol Growth, In Brif, 1980

— .The Federal Role in the Federal System: The Dynamics ol Growth. Intergovernmentalizing the Classroom. 1931

— . The Federal Role in the Federal System: The Dynamics ol Growth. Protecting the Environment, 1931

— . The Federal Role in the Federal System: The Dynamics ol Growth. Public Asistance. 1980

-— Significant Features ol Fiscal Feeralism. 1980-1981 Edition, 1981

-— state and Local Roles in the Federal System. 1982



— .Stale and Local Roles in the Federal System, In Brief, 1981

— .Tax Capacity of the Fifty States: Methodology and Estimates, 1982

— .Conference on the Future ol Federalism: Reportand Papers, 1081

Alaskan Air Command, Department of Defense. Impact ol Military Spending on the Economy ol Alaska. FY 1980.1981
Committee on Intergovernmental Relations. Final Report, 1955 (House Doc. No. 198,89th Cong., 1st. Sess.)
Community Services Administration. FY 1980 Geographic Distribution of Federal Funds in Alaska. 1981 (F1xs-80-02)
Congressional Research Service. "Effect of the Jones Act on the State Economy of Alaska,” December 21.1981

— "Formation of N8w States from Territories of Existing States," July 16,1980

Dixon, Sen. Alan J. "The Severance Tax Equity Act,” Congressional Record, Sept. 10,1982, pp. S11240-511242
Federal Maritime Commission. VArgin Islands Trade Stuay: An Economic Analysis, 1979

Genera! Accounting Office. Costly Wastewater Plants Fail to Perform as Expected, 1980 (CED-81-9)

= .Devel%)ing Alaska's Energy Resources: Actions Needed to Stimulate Researchand Improve Wetlands Permit Process-
Ing. 1982 (EMD-82-44)

— .The Federal Drive to-Acquire Private Lands Should be Reassessed. 1979 (CED-80-14)
— .Federal Land Acquisition and Management Practices, 1981 (CED-81-135)
— Federal-State Environmental Programs--The State Perspective, 1980 (CED-80-106)

— .0l and Gas Royalty Collections-Serious Financial Management Problems Need Congressional Attention, 1979
(FGMSD-79-24)

Legislative Reference Service, Library Of Congress. "Admission of States into the Union,” (undated)
Public Land Law Review Commission. One Third of the Nation's Land, 1970

U.S. House of Representatives, Seapower Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services. Status ofthe Shipyards. st
Cong., 2d Sess., 1970 »

U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on the Constitution of the Committee on the Judiciary. Constitutional Convention Procedures.
96th Cong., 1st Sess., 1979

State of Alaska Publications

Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs. Problems and Possibilities for Service Deliveryand Governmenim
theﬁa&ap norganlzed0 gOI'OUgP\/(lQSl)g 4

Birch. Horton. Bittner and Monroe. The Sagebrush Rehellion (Legislative Affairs Agency, 1980)

Bivens and Associates, Inc. An Assessment ol the Alaska Railroad: Ownership and Operational Alternatives (Alaska
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, 1981)

Bundtzen. T.K.; Eakins. G.R.; and Conwell. C.N. Review ol Alaska's Mineral Resources (Department of Commerce
and Economic Develoginent, Office of Mineral Development, 1982)

Institute of Social and Economic Research. Alaskan Interregional Cost Dillerentials (University of Alaska. 1977)

Joint Senate and House Community and Regional Affairs Committee. Local Government Study—1979: Final Report (19791
Love. James. "Emerging Issues of the 1980s" (Department ol Revenue. 1982)

MarlingalerIpc. Alaskan Tanker Fleet Economics (Alaska State Legislature and Alaska Department of Revenue. 1978)

Robert R Nathan Associates. The Cost ot Living InAlaskaand Federal Poverty Guidelines (Department ol Community and
Regional Affairs. 1976)



Books
Anderson, William. The Nation and the States (Minneapolis: University ol Minnesota Press. 1955)

Aristotle. Politics (H. Rackham, Translator) (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1959)

Arnold, Robert. Alaska Native Land Claims (Anchorage: Alaska Native Foundation, 1978)

Bailyn, Bernard. The Ideological Originsol the American Revolution (Cambridge. Mass.: Harvard University Press. 1967)
Beck, James M. The Vanishing Rights ol the States (New York: George H. Doran Co., 1926)

Bcowning, Robert J. Fisheries ol the North Pacilic (Anchorage: Alaska Northwest Publishing Co.. 1980)

Cappalli. Richard B. Rights and Remedies Under Federal Grants (washington. D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs. 1979)
%17589). David. The Special Relationship ol Alaska Natives to the Federal Government (Anchorage: Alaska Native Foundation.

Conference on Alternative State and Local Policies. The Issues ol 1962 ABrieIing Book, 1982
Cox, Richard H. The State in International Relations (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co.. 1965)
1Dgesflelnderfer, Donald C.,and Walkinshaw, Robert B. One Long SummerDayin Alaska (Santa Cruz: University of California.

De Tocqueville. Alexis. Democracy in America (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1948)

ilazar, DaEe&: Carroll, R. Bruce: Levina, E. Lester: and St. Angelo. Douglas, eds. Cooperation and Conflict: Readings in
Mmerican Federalism (ltasca, Ill.: F.E. Peacock Publishers. 1969)

Elazar, Daniel. American Federalism: A View From the States (New York: Harper and Row. 1972)

— . The United States Political System: Basic Presuppositions, Technigues, and Institutions (philadelphia: Canter for the
Study of Federalism. 1970)

Feldman, Elliot J.. and Nevitte, Neil. The Future ol North America: Canada, the United States, and Quebec Nationalism
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1979) "

Fischer. Victor. Alaska's Constitutional Convention (Fairbanks: University of Alaska Press. 1975)
Eésélée) John. American Political Ideas Viewed From the Standpoint ol Universal History (New York: Hirper and Brothers.

Garreau, Joel. The Nine Nations of North America (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin Co.. 1981)

Gastil, Raymond D. Cultural Regions of the United States (Seattle: Univ. of Washington Press. 1975)

Goldwin, Robert A,, ed. A Nation ol States: Essays on the American Federal Sysfem (Chicago: Rand McNally. 1961)
Hamilton, Alexander; Madison, James; and John Jay. The Federalist Papers (New York: New American Library. 1961)
Hanus, Jerome, ed. The Nationalization ol State Government (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books. 1981)

Harrison, Gordon S. A Citizen's Guide to the Constitution ol the State ol Alaska (Anchorage: institute cf Social and
Economic Research. 1982)

Haye», Lynton R. Energy, Economic Growth, and Regionalism in the West (Albuguerque: Univ. of New Mexico Press. 19501
Haynes, George. The Senate ol the United States (New York: Russell and Russell. 1960)

Heffner, Richard D. A Documentary History ol the Untied States (New York: New American Library. 1965)

Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan, Parts [and Il (indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co.. 1958)

Hcfstadter, Richard, ed. Great Issues in American History From The Revolution to the Civil Wer. "$5-1865 New Yam.
Vintage Books. 1958)

Hunt, william R. Alaska: A Bicentennial History (New York: W.w Norton and Co.. 1976)
Jacobs, Jane. The Question ol Separatism: Quebec and the Struggle over Sovereignty (New York: Random -ejse. t2S0i



Jefferson, Thomas. The \Nritings of Thomas Jefferson, \ol. 5 (Paul Ford, ed.) (New York, 1892)

Johnson, Hugh A, and Jorgenson, Harold T. The Land Resources ol Alaska (New York: University Publishers. 1963)
Kahn, Herman; Brown. William; and Martel. Leon. The Next 200 Years (New York: William Morrow and Co.. 1976)
Kidron, Michael, and Segal, Ronald. The State ol the World Atlas (New York: Simon and Schuster. 1981)

Kohr, Leopold. The Breakdown of Nations (New York: Rinehart and Co.. 1957)

Leibowitz, Arnold. Colonial Emancipation in the Pacific and the Caribbean (New.York: Praeger Publishers, 1976)
Livingston, william. Federalism and Constitutional Change (Oxford: Clarendon Press. 1956)

Locke. John. The Second Treatise ol Government (Indianapolis: Bubbs-Merrill Co., 1952)

MacMahon, A W., ed. Federalism, Mature and Emergent (New York: Russell and Russell. 1962)

Malbin, Michael J. Unelected Representatives: Congressional Stall and the Future ol Representative Government (New
York: Basic Books, Inc.. 1979)

Maahson AI)pheusThomas The States Rights Debate: Antilederalism and the Constitution (Englewood Cliffs. N.J.: Prentice-

Miller, John C. Origins ol the American Revolution (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1959)

Moore. W.S., and Penner, Rudolph G.. eds. The Constitution and the Budget (washington. D.C.: American Enterprise
Institute TOF Public Policy Research, 1980)

Morison, Samuel Eliot. The Oxford History ol the American Peaple (3 vols.) (New York: New American Library, 1972)
Naske, Claus-M. Interpretative History ol Alaskan Statehood (Anchorage: Alaska Norlnwest Publishing Co., 1973)

ational ConBe nce on States Rights, the Sagebrush Rebellion, and Federal Land Policy. Agenda lor the "80s: A New
£ era Land 0 ICY (Conference papers, 1980)

Nevada Attorney General’s Office. Equal Footing Doctrine and its Application by Congress and the Courts (1977)
mﬁ%mmwest Coalition. Regional Energy Impact Brie! No. 10 The Elfects ol Rising Severance Tax Revenues.

— . The United American Emirates: State Revenues Irom Non-renewable Energy Resources (1981)
Padover, Saul K. T Secure These Blessings (New York: Washington Square Press. 1970)

Peters, Charles..How \Washington Really WOrks (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1980)
Reagan, Michael D.: and Sanzone. John G. The New Federalism (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981)

(RoobergR i\lg%tlh)an Associates, Inc. The Economic and Financial Consequences ol Exporting Alaskan NOrth Slope Crude Ol
ctober

Rossiter, Clinton. 1787: The Grand Convention (New York: New American Library. 1966)
sanford. Terry. Storm Over the States (New York: McGraw Hill Book Co.. 1967)

%harkk%nsk){g 7I51 The Maligned stares; Policy Accomplishments. Problems, and Opportunities (New York: McGraw Hil
00K LO

smith. Page. The Constitution: ADocumentary and Narrative History (New York: William Morrow and Co., 1978)

Snyder, GIeF&H and Diesing, Paul. Contlict Among Nations: Bargaining. Decision Making, and System Structure n
Internationa [1S€S (Princeton: Princeton University F.ess, 1977)

pecial Constitutional Convention Study Committee. Amendment ot the Constitution by the Convention Method uncer
ICIE V(American Bar Association. 1974)

Sunagquist. James L: with Davis. David W Making Federalism Work (washington. D C.. The Brookings Institution. 1969>

gwatnS()lg7F§oger F Intergovernmental Perspectives on the Canadian-U.S. Rclaiionshio (New York: New York University
rmts



Weatherford, J. Mclver. Tribes on the Hill (New York: Rawson, Wade Publishers, Inc., 1981)

edaver, Robert C.; Freund, Paul A; Wright, J. Skelly: Desmond, Charles S.: and Kuchel, Thomas H. The Future ol
ederalism (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1968)

White, Leonard D. The States and the Nation (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1953)

Articles and Manuscripts
The Arctic Policy Review. "Corps Jurisdiction Over Wet Tundra Challenged,” (Sept., 1982, pp. 8-13)

Beer. Samuel H. "The Modernization of American Federalism," 3 Publius 187 (1976)

Diamond, Marlin. “The Forgotten Doctrine of Enumerate Powers," 6 Publius 187 (1976)

Dittman Research Corporation. "National Alaska Attitude Survey, April 1-17,1981,” (1981)
Elazar, Daniel. "Is Federalism Compatible with Prefectorial Administration?" 11 Publius 3 (1981)

5\6517%5) Daniel J. "Does Federalism Have Relevance to Government Reorganization for the Third Century?" 8 Publius 13

jr e .
Fischer,"Victor. Juneau Empire, March 23,1981
Hanna, John. "Equal Footing in the Admission of States,” 3 Baylor Law Reviews19 (1951)
I(-Ilgde\Svicke, Robert; lllig, Carl: and Patterson. Perry. "The Constitution and the Continental Shelf.” 26 TexXas LawReviewsos

Havelock, John. "The Politics of Envyand the Alaskan Future," paper presented to the Resource Development Council, Feb.

Hemphill, Sara. "A Profile of Alaska's Export Activity and Potential," paper presented to the Governor's Council on
Economic Policy, Sept. 17,1982

\;nStitultgfﬂ?f Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska. "Prices and Incomes-Alaska and the U.S.. 1967-1980."
une

Kaden, Lewis B. "Politics, Money, and State Sovereignty: The Judicial Role," 79 Columbia Law Review 847 (1979)
1K9a%lan, Jacob. "Economic Significance of the Jones Act,” paper prepared for the Shipbuilders Council of Amenca. April
Lautaret!?tonald. "The Jones Act and Alaskan Shipping, 1920-1958." Paper presented to the University of Alaska Confer-
ence on Transportation, Oct. 1981 A %

Merrill l\ﬂ%uri e H.“The Function of the States Today--A Tentative Blueprint for Federalism in Twentieth Century America."
30 lowa Law Review 169 (1945)

-— "How to Lose a Federal Republic Without Even Half Trying," 29 Oklahoma Law Reviews77 (1976)

Naske. Claus-M. "Alaska's Long and Sometimes Painful Relationship with the Lower Forty-Eight." paper presented for First
Annual Pettyjohn Distinguished Lecture and Research Symposium, Washington Slate University. Oct 1980

The fBlv York Times. “An oil Glut That Raises Prices,” Oct. 9.1981
Ostrom, Vincent. "Can Federalism Make a Difference?" 3 Publius 197 (1973)

atterson, C. Perrg. "The Relation of the Federal Government to the Territories and the States in Landholding.' 28 Texas
WREVIEW 43 (1949)

Scheiber, N. "Federalism and Legal Process: Historical and Contemporary Analysis of the American System.' 14 Law
(SaCiely Mo ooy - porary Analy y

Seafarers International Union. "The Meaning of the Jones Act: Us Importance to America.” Washington. 1975

Smith and Gruening, Law Offices. "Re: The Merchant Marine Act of 1936," memorandum Oct. 23.1981



Taft. Kathleen. "Public Land Policy and D-2 in Alaska," manuscript to Alaska Historical Commission, Sept. 1980
Tallman. Clay. "The Public Domain," 20 Texas Law Reviewss (1941)

Trescott, Paul. "Federal-State Financial Relations, 1790-1860," 15 Journal of Economic History 227(1955)

Walker, David B. "Intergovernmental Relations and Dysfunctional Federalism.” 70 National Civic Review6s (1981/



INDEX

A
Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations (U.S.). 1.19
Alaska,
activist. 2-3,10-11
and foreign relations. 24-25
Board of Education, 4,15
exportsand imports. 25-26
information office, 5''2S
minerals. 3
oil. 3.8-9,12-14
products, 25
v. Reagan, 23
Alaska Constitution, See: Constitution
(Alaska)
Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA), 23. 28
Alaska Natives, 1,9, 25-26
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(ANCSA), 23. 26
Alaska State Legislature, 4-6.15-16,
22-23, 25.27-28
Alaska Statehood Act, 2, 5,7, 22-23
Alaska Statehood Commission, 1-2,7
Amerada Hess refinery, 14n
American Samoa, 22
Alberta, 19
Arctic Policy Review, 9
Arlon R Tussing and Associates, 7-8,
12n. 13n

B

Bill of Rights, 16
"Blackmail clause.” 23
Bray. Howard, 22n

British Columbia, 19
Boston University poll. 28

C

California. 2, 6, 8-9,14

Canadian 6provinces and territories, 10,
19.2426 —

Center for the Study of Federalism, 6
Civil rights, 18-19
"Clause irrevocable," 2
Coalitions, o
with Hawaii and non-contiguojs
possessions. 5. 22
with other states, 2,6-7,10
with northwestern states and western
(llganadlan provinces and territories, 5,

Committee on Local Government (Con-
stitutional conventlonH"2fl
Congressional Research Service, 7n
Constitution sAIaska). 2, 28-29
amendments to, 5, 23-24
Article X, 7
Constitution (Texas), 24
Constitution (U.S.%. 2,5, 10. 29
amendmen% of. 4-6, 16-17,18-19
Article V.-2X 11n, 16-17
10th Amendment. 17
17lh Amendment, 11n, 18
Constitutional convention. See: National
constitutional convention
Court of the union." 18
Curtis. Kenneth M.. 19

D

D-2 Act. See: Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act

Dcakln, Doris. 22n

Department of Law (Alaska), 27

Department of Revenue (Alaska), 25

Dittman poll, 28

E

Education, 3,4,15

Elazar, Daniel. 6.10,19, 24

Ex&ort Administration Act, 1979, 3-4, 8.

F
Fact-finding and advisory body, 26-27
"Fail-safes,” 9
Federal administrative district, 22
Federal circuit court, 22
Federal government,
grants, 3,5.11.19, 24-25
income tax, 25
land transfer, 2,5,7, 9, 22-23
land withdrawal, 9, 29
limit or tax on resource revenues, 7,25
See also: Windfall Profit Tax
spending and revenues, 3, 5,8-9, 25
supremacy, 10, 27
Federalism, 2,3,6.17
national convocation on, 4.16
without Washington, 6
Federalist Papers, 18n, 29
Fischer, Victor, 28
Fisheries, 3.9
Fish and game management. 9
Florida, 2
Foreign-built ships, 12,14n
Forms of association, 2

G
Governor (Alaska), 5,19, 22, 25. 28
Guam, 22

H -J.
Hamilton, Alexander, 29

Havelock, John, 7

Hawaii. 2,5,6, 12. 22

Hemphill, Sara725

Hovey. Harold, 25n

|

Institute of Social and Economic Research
(Univ. of Aiaska), 9, 25

Intlgragency task force on fomgn affairs.

Intergovernmental pyramid. 2,10
Interior Department (U.S.). 2, 23

J

Japan. 14. 25-26

Joint Committee on Local Government
(Alaska Legislature), 28

Jones Act. 2-3, 7-8. 12-13. 22

K
Kenai National Moose Range. 23
Korea. 26



L

"Laboratories ol Democracy," 9

Land freeze, 23

Land ownership, 9, 26

Land transfer, See: Federal government
Legal action fund, 1,4,11,17

Lincoln, Abraham, 3

Local self-government, 24, 27-28

M

Maine, 2,9

Maritime costs, 7-8,12

Massachusetts, 2,9

Merchant Marine Act. 1920, See: Jones
Act

Mexico, 14

Montana, 6

More Perfect Union: A Preliminary
Report, 1,6.18

N

National constitutional convention, <;
11.16-17

National convocation on federalism, 4,18

National Governors' Association, 4-5,
1819

National Governors' Conference, 17

National League of Cities, 17

Native organizations, 5, 26

Nevada, 6

New England and Pacific Norlhwest States
See: States

New England Governors and Eastern
Canadian Premiers Conference. 5.19

Non-contiguous possessions, 5,7,12,22
North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, 6n

North Slope. 8-9
ail. 4,13
Northeast-Midwest Congressional Coali-
tion, 15
Northeast-Midwest Institute, 11,15
Northern Marianas, 22

0
Officwtvaxternal relations. 5,25-26
Qil.
export of, 3, 4. 8,13-14
revenue, 3, 7-8,12
Or:?.l history of the statehood movement.

Oregon, 9

Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries, 12n

Organized Boroughs, 28

Outer Continental Shelf,
impacts, 8-9
federal leasing of, 2, 6

P
Pacific Rim. 3, 26

Panama pipeline. 14n

Political impact statements, 5,19
Prudhoe Bay oil field, 3

Puerto Rico. 22

a
Quartz Hill. 3

R
Redistribution of wealth. 3. 15

Regional unorganized boroughs. 27-28
Research and advocacy institute.4,11.15
Resource revenues,

nationalization of. 7

power to allocate. 4,7,15
Revenue sharing. 2.23
Rossiter, Clinton. 17

S
- Schechter. Stephen. 6.10.19.24
Severance taxes. 3
Shipping costs. See: Maritime costs
Simat. Helliesen and Eichner. 7n. 12n
Single unorganized borough. 5. 27. 28
Solicitor General. 17
State and Local Legal Center. 17n
Statehood Act. See: Alaska Statehood
Act
States,
as "middle managers." 10
coalition of the. 2.7.10
independent rights of the. 9-10
gew England and Pacific Northwest. 2

Northeast-Midwest, 3.11.15
Northwestern. 5.19

powers of the, 2-3.10.18, 24
prerogatives ol the. 10

resource. 4.15

resource poor. 3 See also: Northeast-
Midwest Institute

role of the. 5-6,9-10.18-19

veto power ot the. 18

Swanson. Roger F.. 24

T

Texas Constitution. See: Constitution
(Texas)

Trade deficit. 14 *

Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act.
197313

Transportation laws. See: Jones Act
"Triangle Trade," 14

u

Ugnu field (North Slope), 8.12

“United American Emirates," 15

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergov-
ernmental RelaUpns. 1 19

U.S. Army Corps oftngineers. 9

U.S. Supreme Court decisions.
Commonwealth Edison v. Montana, 3
federal controls through grant
requirements, 24
invalidating state agreements. 11
National League ot Cities v. Usery, 17
power to overrule. 18
revenue sharing, 23

University of Alaska, 1.25

\Y
Valdez. 14
Virgin Islands. 12 14n. 22

w
Washington (state of). 6. 8-9
Wellhead price. 3n. 12.14

Western Canadian provinces and
territories. 5. 19, 22

Windfall Prolits Tax. 3. 25

Western States and Provinces
Conlerence. 5. 19. 22



Appendices



Alaska Statehood Commission Members

H.A. "Red" Boucher v Miles Davie
Anchorage _ Anchorage
Governor’s Appointment Legislative Council Appointment
Sworn to duty Oct. 22,1980* Sworn to duty Sept. 13,1982
Ruth Burnett " Gregg K Erickson. Secretary
Fairbanks _ Juneau
“Governor's Appointment Governor’s Appointment
Sworn to duty Oct. 22,1980 Sworn to duty Oct. 22,1980
Nelda Calhoun Susan S. Greene
Homer _ Juneau/Talkeetna
Senate Appointment Governor's Appointment
Sworn to duty Oct. 22,1980 Sworn to duty Oct. 22.1980
v John B. (Jack) Coghill, Chairman Edward A. Merdes
Nenana Fairbanks
Segate Appointment Legislative Council Appointment
SwoTn to duty Oct. 22,1980 Sworn to duty Oct. 22,1980
v Evelyn L. Conwell, Vice Chairperson ' Brian Rogers
Kotzebue Fairbanks
House Appointment House Appointment
Sworn to duty Aug. 20,1981 Sworn to duty Oct. 22,1980
VJohn E. Dapcevich o )
Sitka *Commissioner Boucher resigned and was
Governor's Appointment reappointed.

Sworn to duty Oct. 22,1980

Grmsin &t Mntes

y Johnde Yonge, Executive Director Jim Chiles, Special Research Assistant
Fairbanks- Fairbanks

Jacqueline Scholle, Secretary

Willie Hensley Gordon Parker

.&2Chorage Anchorage

(T:he commission expresses special appreciation for the staff services of Bonne' Wcldstad and Michael
arey.

Report Production

Sallv.W. Jones Associates, editorial and pro
duction management _

Murphy Designs, book design, graphics

Ruth Marian Smith, Pacific Rim Publishing, Inc.
typesetting

Ken Wray's Printing



INDEX

More Perfect Union: A Preliminary Report (January, 1982)

A

Adak, 38

Advisory Committee on Federalism, 4,
57

Advisory.Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relation'sX”e, 19. 26n, 27-29,
64

Advocacy institute. See: Research and
advocacy institute

Alaska. 45
admission ol. 13
cooperation with other states, 5, 10.
23.34,49, 55-57
devolution ol power to, 44-45, 48
higher cost of living, 8,10, 50-52. 59
independence of. 2-3,9. 36-42
partition of. 36.42-43
per-capita incomes, 51-53
seceiStarrbf, 3.36
small population, 38
status change ol. 43-44
support to non-contiguous possessions.
6-7.24-26
uniqueness of, 48
V. Reagan, 14,19,66

Alaska Constitutional Convention,
1955-56,43

Alaska Federation of Natives, 14

Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act. 14. 49

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(ANCSA), 14-17, 49,63

Alaska Native Fund, 18

Alaska Natives.
rights ol. 8. 18.49-50, 63

Alaska Railroad. 61

Alaska Statehood Act. 1-2, 9, 11-19, 21,
43n.55
amendments to. 18
entitlements in. 13-18
implementation ol, 64

Alaska oil export, 60

Alaska Statehood Commission
creation of. 11
roleol. 1-2, 11.19,31,36, 49

Alaska's Constitution. 3.12. 21

Alaska's Organic Acts. 1834 and 1912,
13

Alaska's unique problems. 41
Alaskans,

dissatisfaction of. 1H<*-

self-control of. 26.-41/33"

snared culture of. 43
Aleut Shipping Company, 59
Amerada Hess oil refinery, 61n
American Samoa, 6. 24-25
Ancnorage Times, 38. 51. 58. 61
AntiquitieSjApt, 1906, 14n
Appeals. “*m

to international lorums. 45
Arctic Slope Native Association, ’-1
Arctic Slope Regional Corprration. 4?
Aristotle. 35
Arnold, Robert. 14

Authority,
devolution of, 36. 44-45, 65
to make compacts, 45, 64

B

Babbitt, Bruce, 5,46, 48. 64
Barter Island. 38

Beaufort Sea. 38, 57

Bill of Rights. 5, 45-46

Birch. Horton. Bittner and Monroe, 13-
14.16,18-22, 28,36

"Block grants,” 57-58, See also: New
Federalism

Bray. Howard, 24
Bricker, John. 47
Bristol Bay. 41
Bush, George, 57
Business Week, 61n

C

Canada. 31. 34-35,42. 45

Census, 1980, 51

Change ol status (state), 43-44
Chukchi Sea, 57

Civil War, 1,3-4,11,42

"Clause irrevocable," 22

Coghill, Jack, 11

Commonwealth, 3, 36, 43-44
Commonwealth Edison v. Montana, 53

Conference of western states and pro-

vinces, 10
Congress, 5.12-13,17-18
Congressional Research Service. 42
Constitution (U.S.)

Article |, 39

Article IV, 12. 39, 42. 44

Article V, 5, 30. 45, 47-48

10th Amendment, 6, 47

14th Amendment, 39. 47

17th Amendment, 47

Constitutional amendments, 2, 5-6, 30,
35 64
procedures ol, 45-47
to depart. 38.T
to veto federal legislation, 9, 48

Constitutional Convention, 5-6. 9, 30
definition of procedures, 46-48

D

"D-2" lands issue, 55

Oanlorth. John. 54

De Yonge, John. 15

Deakin. Dons. 24

Delcnse, 37-38

Dept, ol Interior (U.S.), 4, 17n, 34. 51
Devanney. Jay W, 61n

Durcnberger. David, 54

E

Eisennower. Dwight D . 40. 42
Elazar. Daniel J . 29

‘Energy Treaty. 34



Equal Footing Doctrine, 12-13, 21-22
Ervin, Sam. 46
Export Administration Act, 1979,60

F
Federal-Aid Highway Act, 14
Federal Aviation Regulations, 61
Federal government, 1-2. 4,12.27
budget cuts, 57-50
control of power, 26-31,35
defense against, 34
lands. 7,12-13, 20. 23, 50
Windfall Profits Tax, 54, 65

Federal Land Policy and Management
Act. 1976,14
Federal-state relationship. 2-4,11, 48. 57

Federalism, 4, 26-30 See also: New
Federalism
cutting edge of. 41

Federalist Papers, 40.47
Fischer, Victor, 37

Fisheries. 4,8
and marine mammals, 64
and OCS oil and gas exploration, 41.57

~Fishery conservation zone." 64

Foreign federation, 31

Forms of association, 9, 31, 36, 48

Foster Research. 34

Free association, 44 See also: Forms of
association

Freeze on land selection, 14 See also:
Lands

G

Gallup poll, September 1981, 29,65
Glaser, Norman D,, 23

Goldsmith, O. Scott. 50

Gruening, Ernest, 58

Guam, 6, 24-25,59

H
Haggart, Richard, 18,39, 45
Hamilton, Alexander. 47
Hammond, Jay S.,

stall report to, 58
HatcnTbrrin', 22-23
Hawaii, 6, 24-25, 59
Heintzleman, Frank, 42
Hess. Leon, 24
Helms. Andrea. 28, 31,34, 39

|

Income tax (U.S.), 8,10, 50,53

Independence, 2-3, 9, 36-42
against sense ol community, 40-41
and defense, 37-38

— and fundamental principle, 38-39

cost of. 37

Indirect power, 5

Institute of Social and Economic
Research, 40, 51-52

Interstate Compact to Conserve QOil and
Gas, 45n

International Whaling Commission, 64

J

Jellerson. Thomas. 36, 43

Johnson, Lyndon. 14

Jones Act. See Merchant Marine Act.
1920

K

Kaplan. Jacob. 59

Kenai National Moose Range, 17
Kikuchi, Kiyoaki, 61n

Koester, Tom, 15.19

L
Lamm. Richard D., 22

Land
freeze, 14
ownership ol. 12-13, 20-23
selection, 13-16,19
transfer of. 1.13

Lands Act. 1980,14 See also: "D-2" lands
issue

Lautaret, Ronald, 58

Legal defense organization. 30

Legal defense fund. 6.9

Lend-Lease Mights, 13

Los Angeles Times. 20. 23
mLoughheed, Peler, 34

M
Madison. James, 36, 40-41, 47

Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act, 64

Malone, Hugh. 19

Marine Mammal Protection Act, 197264

McBeath, Gerald, 28. 31.34.39

Merchant Marine Acts. 1920and 1936.
V-2.10, 58-61,63

Minerai Leasing Act. 1920,16.17n, 60

Minneapolis Tribune. 58

Mitchell. Billy, 38

Montana, 56

Morton, Rogers, 16

Multistate Tax Commission. 64

N
NANA Native Regional Corporation. 43
Naske. Claus-M., 14.43-14

National Conference of State
Legislatures, 47

National convocation, 6, 9. 30

National Governors' Association. 47,58

National Maritime Union, 59

National severance.tax. 54

Native land claims. 14 See also: Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act

Native rights. See: Alaska Natives

New Federalism, 57 See also: Reagan,
Ronald

North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council (NPFMC), 64

Northeast-Midwest Coalition. 41. 53-54.
56

Northeastern Governors and Eastern
Canadian Premiers Conference, 8. to

Not them Marianas. 24-25, 44

0

O'Brien, Leo. 14

Qil
export ol Alaska. 60-61
revenues. 37

Outer Continental Shelf lands. 16
impact ol exploitation. 1 4. 41, 57
leasing plan. 51, 57
levy on, 54



Partition of states. See: States

Payton. Sallyanne, 64

Peirce. Neal, 58

Porcupine River caribou herd, 45,64

Porcupino. Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers
(the PYK Line). 43

Possesions. U.S.
non-state, 7, 24-26
self-government of, 10

Price, Bob, 18

Province of Alberta, 34,56

Puerto Rico, 6, 24-25, 44.59

a
Quebec, 34, 42

R

Reagan, Ronald, 6n, 20, 23. 57 See also:
New Federalism

Reagan Administration, 4
Referendum, 11,35
Regional Coalitions, 55-56
"Regional Energy Impact" briefs, 56
RegionalLself-governmehiJ}
Regulatory relief actions, 57
Renewable resources, 66
Research and advocacy institute, 7,10,56
Resident hire, 66
Resource,

management, 2

revenues. 2. 7-9, 15. 53-55

rights of Alaska Natives, 8

states. 2, 7
Revenue sharing, 15-18
Rogers, Brian. 11
Roosevelt, Franklin D.. 28
Rowe, J. Phillip, 50

S
Sagebrush Rebellion. 7,10, 20-23,41
Sagebrush Rebellion bills, 22
Schneider, William. 14, 43-44
Schwinden, Ted, 54
Seafarers International Union. 59
Second-Class citizenship. 6.24?43 ;
Secession, 35-36
Secession attempts. 31
Texas v. White. 36
Severance tax issue, 53-56, 65
Shipbuilders Council of America. 59
Smith. Don, 57
Snelling, Richard, 58
Sohio Alaska Petroleum Company, 55
Soviet Union. 37-38
St. George Basin, 57 s
Statehood Act. See: Alaska Statehood
Act
Statehood Commission. See: Alaska
Statehood Commission
States.
and severance tax, 41. 53-56, 65
and taxifsj powers, 9. 54-55, 65
Midwest. 7
New. 12.42
non-contiguous. 10. 39
Northeast. 7
partition ol the. 42
ngnts o! tne. 2, 8
foie of the, 64

territorial. 3
veto power of the, 48

Stevens, Ted, 23.59-60
Straub, John, 55
Structural changes, 36, 45
Sunia, Fofo L.F., 24

Subcommittee on Intergovernmental
Relations (U.S.), 54

Surflemental Security Income program.

Subsistence rights, 63 See also: Alaska
Natives

Surface and mineral rights. 13 22. 53-57

T
Taft, Kathleen, 14
Tennessee Plan, 12
"Territorial seas," 64
Territorial status, 43

Trans-Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act,
1973,60

Transportation issues. 10, 58-61, 63

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.
24-25,44

Treaty-making power, 45. 64 See also:
Alaska, devolution of power to

Tundra Rebellion, 20. 22 See also:
Sagebrush Rebellion

Trudeau, Pierre. 34

U
Udall, Stewart, 14
United front, 23

U.N.'s Special Committee on
Decolonization, 8, 45

USDA Cooperative Extension Service. 42n

U.S. Supreme Court decisions. 17,29,35,
53,55

\
Virgin Islands, 6, 24-25, 61n

w
Wall, Shannon J., 59
Wall Street Journal, 58

Watt. James, 4. 20, 23. 57
v. Alaska, 17n. 23,55

Western Canadian provinces &
territories, 7-8

Western Governors' Policy Office, 22,
54. 56, 65

“Western slates and provinces" coalition.
56

Whitehead. JohnsS., 14. 43
Wickersham, James. 13

Wildlife Refuge Revenue Sharing Act. 17n

Windfall Profits Tax See: Federal
government. Windfall Profits Tax

Y
Yukon Territory, 45






COMMITTEE REP*

$dt8 Referred: April 17, , REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action:

FINANCE Committee considered: HJR 36

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 36
[OPPOSE CAP ON FED FISH & WILDLIFE FUNDS]

Opposing a ceiling on federal appropriations from the Pittman-Robertson and
Dingell-Johnson funds for wildlife and sport fish restoration projects.

RECOMMENDATIONS: [ 1 the same title
[ ] be replaced with [ 1 a new title
[ ] have attached amendment(s)
do pass
c ] do not pass
C ] no recommendation
c ] 1individual recommendations
c ] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): APPROVES PREVIOUS:
(Dept) (Date/Dept)
c ] fiscal impact [ ] fiscal note(s)
[ ] zero fiscal note [Sv</f zero fiscal note(s) __ ™ m Hnu”.PeS.
[ 1 zero with analysis_ \' ] zero fn/analysis

SIGNING:



STATE OF |_ SKA BILL VERSION: HIR 36
1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISHDATE: HOUSE A/17/89
r\r

REQUEST: FISCAL NOTE
Rg\é]fIOO D*g Affrrtwj+ Df_flt_i Fiprl & "aT3p

e. Oppose Cap on Fed Fish & W ildlife BRU -«

Funds
Sponsor:  Hoffman.Larson, Shultz .Menard Javidsofl
Rfflnesinr: House Resources Committee

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thouandi of Doflan)

OPERATING FY 89 FY 90 FY 9l FY 92 FY 93 FY %4
PERSONALSERVICES -0~ “o- -u- - -u-
TRAVEL -0- ~d- —u- -]- -U- u-
QONTRACTUAL -0- -0- -U- -U- —u- —U-
SUPPLIES -0- -0- -0- -U- —u-

FVENT -0- -0- -0 - -0- -U- -U-
ASTRICTURES n_ -0- -0 -d- -U- n-
GRANTS. CLAIMS _n_ -0 - u -b - -®r -U-
MMEQB QI’ -0 - 0 -0 - -0 - -0 -
TOTAL OPERATING 0- -0- 0 0- -0 - -U-

CAPTTAL 0- 0- 0- 0- - (-

REVENUE -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
FUNDING:  (Thousands of DoDars)

GENERALFUND - n -0- 0 -0- -0-
FEDERALFUNDS - 0 I Y T
OTHER -0- - - Q- m]p -
TOTAL -(- -0- -U- -If- -0-
FOSITIONS:
FULL-TIVE (- (- (- 0 (- 0
PACT-TIVE -n- -0- -0- 0 -(- U
TEMPORARY 0 -0- 0 0 -0- 0
ANALYSIS : (Aaachasepme j*je if necessey)

465-4944
Pm Iedb House Resources Committee - C
Dlvegmn y Representative Curt Menard, Chairman Oh Due In am
Approved by Commisaoocr: Dae:
Agency:

Distribution (bypreparer):
Lepshave Finance
Legislative Spooaor
Reqoeaor
Office of Management tod Budget
Impoed AjcncyCo) pete.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

21

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Introduced: 3/17/89 6-0985A
Referred: Resources and
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BY HOFFMAN, LARSON, SHULTZ,
MENARD, NAVARRE, HUDSON AND
IN THE HOUSE DAVIDSON

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 36
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Opposing a ceiling on federal appro-
priations from the Pitiman-Robertson and
Dingell-Johnson funds for wildlife and
sport fish restoration projects.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
WHEREAS the current federal budget submitted to the Congress by the
O ffice of Management and Budget proposes a ceiling of $100,000,000 on
appropriations for the federal aid to w ildlife restoration program, known
as the Pittman-Robertson program, and for the sport fish restoration
program, known as the Dingell-Johnson program; and
WHEREAS federal funds for the Pittman-Robertson program and the
Dingell-Johnson program are derived from taxes and duties on sporting
equipment and fuel paid by sportsmen and other recreational users of wild-
life and fish resources; and
WHEREAS P ittm an-Robertson funds and Dingell-Johnson funds are allo -
cated among the states and can be used only to support specific activities
related to w ildlife, sport fish, and public access projects; and
WHEREAS the proposed ceiling on Pittman-Robertson funds and Dingell-
Johnson funds w ill drastically affect the activities of the divisions of
w ild life conservation and sport fish in the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game by a 40 percent reduction in funding for research and management on
w ild life and sport fish and for acquisition of public access; and
WHEREAS the sport hunting and sport fishing industries in the state
provide thousands of jobs and generate millions of dollars to the state

economy; and

HJRO36A -1- HJR 36
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WHEREAS subsistence users of the state's w ildlife and fish resources
annually harvest millions of pounds of these resources for personal use and
benefit from the active research and management of w ild life and fish re -
sources supported by the Pittman-Robertson program and the Dingell-Johnson
program;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully ex-
presses its strong opposition to the proposal to place a ceiling on appro-
priations for the Pittman-Robertson program and the Dingell-Johnson pro-
gram.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable George Bush,
President of the United States; the Honorable Dan Quayle, Vice-President of
the United States and President of the US Senate; the Honorable Jim
W right, Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives; the Honorable George
J. Mitchell, U.S. Senate M ajority Leader; the Honorable Gerry E. Studds,
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and W ildlife Conservation and the
Environment of the U.S. House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries;
and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S.
Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the

Alaska delegation in Congress.

HJR 36 -2- HJRO36A



TO:

from:

DEPARTMENT OF FISH ANO GAME

_MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Alison Elgea DATE: February 6, 1989
Director
Office of Management and Budget file NO.:

Governor d Office
TELEPHONE NO.: 465-4100

SU3JECT: FY 90 Proposed
; M Federal Aid Cap
Don W. Collinsworth
Commissioner
Department of Fish and Game

The federal FY 90 budget submitted to Congress by the Office
of Management and Budget proposes a $100 million cap on both
the Dingell-Johnson (D-J) and Pittman-Robertson (P-R)

appropriations. As you knor these funds are derived from
taxes and duties paid on sporting equipment and fuel by
sportsmen and other recreational users. By law, these funds

are allocated to the states and can be used only for specific
activities for sport fish, wildlife, and access projects.

This proposed cap would have the following monetary impact to

Alaska:

FY 89 FY 90
Appropria- Appropria- Loss of
—tians U <hwjtn,cap Emds_

D-J Progranm

(Sport Fish Programs) $ 8,975.0 $4,700.0 $4,275.0
P-R Program

(Wildlife Programs) 5,126.0 4,008.0 1,118.0
Totals $14,101.0 $8,708.0 $5,393.0

Such a reduction would have a devastating mpact on our Sport

Fish and wildlife Conservation Divisions. Significant cuts in
Inanagmnent and research programs would be necessary and
personnel layoff would be definitely required.

While 1 am confident you are already aware of this proposal,
I wanted to apprise you of 1its significant 1impact on our
department and 1its programs, and the "need tc> forward the
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information to our Congressional delegation. Should you have
questions or need further information, 1 would be pleased to

provide 1it.
Thank you.
cc: Governor Steve Cowper

John Katz, Special Counsel for State/Federal Relations,
Washington, D.C.

Lew Eamplin, Director, Division of Wildlife Conservation,
ADF&

Norval Netsch, Director, Division of Sport Fish, ADF&G
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Figure 2. Flow of the Three Primary Sources of Wallop-Breaux Funds

Excise Taxes on Import Duties Motorboat Fuel
Fishing Equipment sy pese Taxes
Highway Trust
Fund
ARSeg%traFt%%hn Boating Safety
cAccount Account
THE WALLOP-BREAUX
TRUST FUND
DEPARTMENT  Land and Water
« OF THE Conservation
. VTREASURY Fund
. (SI million)

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Federal Aid Division

State Fishery Agencies

" For Fiscal Year 1987 and 1983 (he first S60 million irom the motorboat fuel tax is authorized by Congress to
go into the Boating Safety Account. with the remainder going into the Sport Fish Restoration Account. The
Boating Safety Account is administered by tne | S. Coast Guard.
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Since scatehood che U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife has provided funding to the State of
Alaska, Department of Fish and Game (DFG) 1in accordance with
the Federal Aid to States 1in Fish and Wildlife Restoration
Acts. The Dingell Johnson (DJ) Program provides funding for
sport fish restoration and the Pittman-Robertson (PR) Pro—
gram provides funding for wildlife restoration. The federal
government provides an allotment to each state based on the
state"s land area and number of Jlicensed anglers and
hunters. Allotments are limited to 51 of the total appor—
tionments. Alaska is one of three states which receives the
maximum allowed annual allotments.

Funds allotted to the states are derived from excise taxes

on certain sporting goods. In 1985 the DJ Program was
amended, significantly increasing the funds available for
allotment beginning 1in FY 86. Revenues were 1increased

through an expansion of the number of sporting goods subject
to the excise tax, an allocation of the federal gasoline
excise tax (the portion attributed to outboard motor users),
and an imposition of import duties on custom yachts -

DFG must submit annual project proposals to U.S. Fish and
Wildlife for approval to secure the State"s available
allotments. Federal participation 1is limited to a maximum
of 157, of eligible costs and the State must provide the
balance. Activities 1involving enforcement of fish and game
regulations, or public relations activities conducted to
promote DFG are specifically excluded from eligibility. The
eligible purposes for funding are as follows:

Dingell Johnson (DJ) Progranm

Projects must be for the restoration, conservation, manage—
ment, and enhancement of sport fish, and for provision of
public use and benefits from these resources. Under the
terms of the program, sport fish are limited to aquatic,

gill-br«athing, vertebrate animals, bearing paired fins, and
having material value for sport or recreation.

The additional funds resulting from expansion of the DJ

Program 1in 1985 are required to add to the existing state

sport fishery program and not to substitute fo.r or supplant

ocher traditional funding sources. The state funded sport

fish program includes all sport fish related expenditures by
DFG, not just <che required matching portion for federal

funding. To comply with the maintenance of effort require—
ments, U.S. Fish and Wildlife requested that DFG establish
its state funded sport fisheries base program by using FY 35
scace funding or the average of FY 83 - FY 85.



The U.S. Department of the Interior determines whether sub—
stitution for or supplanting of state funding has occurred

on a statewide sport fisheries program basis vrather than

project by project. This allows federal funds to be used

for a particular project that has traditionally been state

funded as long as the total state dollars spent on the sport

fisheries program does not decrease. In other words if

equivalent state funds are spent for traditionally federally

funded projects or the state funded sport fisheries program

increases proportionally for the federally funding of a
traditionally state funded project, then supplanting will

not have occurred and DFG will have complied with mainte—
nance of effort requirements.

The U.S. Department of the Interior has also approved
adjustments in the state funded sport fisheries base program
when statewide budgets fluctuate. Base reductions must be
justified and the percentage of reduction for state funded
sport fish activities cannot be greater than the percentage
of reduction for the whole department. The purpose of the
maintenance of effort provision 1is to prevent the state
funded sport fisheries program being targeted for reductions
with the 1intent of using federal funds to replace state
funds.

Ten percent of the total state apportionment is set aside by
U.S. Fish and Wildlife for approved projects for recrea—
tional boating access facilities. Any portion of the 10z
that is not expended or obligated within two years lapses
back to the federal government. Not more than 102 of the
State"s annual apportionment; may be spent on aquatic
education projects. To date DFG has not spent any federal
funds on aquatic education programs.

Pittman-Robertson (PR) Program

Projects must be for the restoration, conservation, manage—
ment, and enhancement of wild birds and wild mammals, or to

provide for public use of and benefits from these resources.

Projects for the education of hunters and archers in the
skills, knowledge, and attitudes necessary to be a respon-—
sible hunter or archer are also eligible for PR funding.

Expenditures for wolf control are specifically excluded.
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BUDGET INFORMATION FOR STATES

AEency: Department of the Interior, Fish ud Wildlife Service
CFDA" Program Title: Federtl Aid in Wildlife Restortuoa e VAW e d,

CFDA Program Number. 15611 ') ,
Budget Account Number: 14.9923-0-2-303
FY 19M o ] 1990 State Eatimited ft
_ Actual Estimeie Obliemona of Total Bared on
State/Territory Obligation! Carryover Ne» 8A FY 1990 Program Formula
Alabama............... e — -.. 52.11a 5504 51820  SI.660 1.77ft
Aluks.......cco.... s ™ e 4.452 74 4505 3.999 438
AIUCa.| HIMEtH..IHLHHinnHWALIHHEMtt. 2.635 344 2.345 2.062 2.28
Atti&jaaill. MOH>HNpS> <HIMI...... 1.7%9 112 1738 1597 1.69
i.alifolaiaii»...Hi* Hiii. MiMHi.LIH.M.i.Hii 013 851 3.929 3.441 3.82
Colorado.....— ... oo 1242 262 2.510 2.255 244
Connecticut... ... 754 275 74 666 0.72
609 IB 597 533 0.58
Diitnet of Columbia 0 0 0 0 0.00
Florida........— |.*43 39 1.934 1.700 1.88
Geor_?la ......... 2.303 1 2324 212 2.26
Hawail........ 954 1.169 597 533 0.58
1aDO0. ... 1714 155 1.923 1.735 1.87
HHTINOIS. ..o e cereeee 2.229 816 2.078 1.872 2.02
INGTANA. oo 1311 704 1.718 1561 1.67
1oL 1.724 140 1.677 1511 1.63
1.856 44 1.892 1.697 1.84
KENTUCKY. .o rivos s 1.870 0 1.718 1.574 1.67
LOUISIANG. .vvveveoeseeereeeseie st e 1.997 280 2.036 1.718 1.98
MAINE.....covties s s 1.04* 268 1.152 1.024 112
Ma’Muid....... 9*7 0 1.018 918 0.99
MaSSACHUSELES.........ocveerieeeeereeesesereienns 1.292 100 915 128 0.89
Michigan.....cc.ccoveviiiiieicieic, 4,401 733 3713 3310 3.61
MIONESOIS. ... 2.675 231 2.859 2.571 2.78
MISSISSIPPI...ovvvvs crrrerervrvsssisisiessiesenenenns 1.606 36 1666 @ 149 162
MISSOU . vv v e e eaeereeenann, 3.792 60  2.767 2.444 2.69
MONEANG. . vvvvv veveereseeenres seesessesessessseeenes 2571 402 2.828 2.537 2.75
NEDTASKA. . .vvovers cveeeee e servessreer s 1.463 813 1,615 1.449 1.57
N R 2.310 1.815 1.831 1.623 1.78
New Hampshire.........cccccooeeesesesseseernenee o 663 0 597 533 0.58
NEW JEBNBY .oovrcrvvvineeerees s 1.122 0 926 845 0.90
NEW MEAICO......verevereeeeersereeireeine e 2.755 183 2.222 1.964 2.16
NEW YOIK. ..o ssseseens 3.132 205 3.209 2.840 3.12
North Caroling.........o.ooeeeveeeveereensern. 4.120 0 2.067 1.843 201
North DaKOta.........ovvemverneereniesiersnins e 1.439 38 1.378 1.239 1.34
6] 11 S~ 2.747 710 2.273 2.020 2.21
OKIGNOMA. ...vvvvecrveriiees i 1.8(9 29 1.862 1.713 181
OTEGON.coveveiirie e, 2314 1.078 2520 2228 2.45
PENNSYIVANIA.......rrvvrrrrrieesriesesiseneneeens 4.120 0 4.155 3.727 4.04
RhOdE 1SIANG..vvooeoeee s 623 169 597 533 0.58
South Caroling.......ccee vevevveererrerneiseirenne 1.107 178 1.255 1.071 1.22
South Dakota. ..., -==<—=ememn 1.610 934 1.656 1.419 1.61
2.411 52 2.561 2.332 2.49
Tesaa R 4.294 1.326 4.824 4,295 4.69
Hull e, 1,14* 0 1.892 1.696 1.84
Versons.  ooeeenn.. Jp— 601 7 597 533 0.st
Virginia, 2.254 26 2.242 2.049 2.18
2.231 1.049 2.047 1.121 1.99
Wen Virginia.........ccooee. . 1411 0 1.306 1.110 1.27
WiSCONSIN. o= oo 3.022 926 3.158 2.822 3.07
Wyoming............ . 1185 162 1.934 1.670 1.SS
American S a m 0 a ... 215 175 175 153 0.17
176 123 175 153 0.17
Northern Mariana Islands................. 217 84 175 153 0.17
PUEBIO  RICO...vvvverrrereereseeeeerereneeeeseeesenn 430 0 432 - 385 ,0.42
Trust Tcmtory  (exdudiag NMI).... 0 0 0 0 0.00
Virgin Islands............ccccocc... 167 0 175 153 0.17
Indian Tnbe Set Aside— ......... 0 0 0 0 0.00

Undistributed 6.823 843 7534 8.200



