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3 Background
3.1 Goal
The goal o f  the Rural A laska Energy Plan is to identify initiatives that are likely to 
produce cost-effective im provements in the efficient and relirble delivery o f  electrical and 
heating energy in Rural A laska m arkets from the point o f  view o f the citizens o f  the State 
o f  Alaska.

3.2 What’s  Included
In this analysis, an attempt is m ade to capture the total quantifiable energy costs and total 
quantifiable energy benefits that accrue to all the citizens o f  the State o f  Alaska, as utility 
ratepayers, heating fuel purchasers, and in their role as federal and state taxpayers. Thus, 
costs not typically included in the price o f  electricity -  the incremental costs o f  a new 
diesel fuel tank farm fiinded prim arily by State and Federal government grants -  are 
included in the analysis where relevant.

3.3 Who’s  Included
For the purposes o f  this report, rural A laska is defined as communities eligible to 
participate in the State o f  A laska Power Cost Equalization (PCE) program. Thus the 
addressable rural m arket approaches on the Cider o f  30,000 residential households with 
roughly 20 m illion ft2 and a total population approaching 80,000 Alaskans.26 The 
addressable m arket also includes nearly 1700 com munity facilities (sewer/water facilities, 
outdoor lighting, com munity buildings) and 600 school buildings w ith roughly 4.1 
m illion ft2.27

The com munities range in size from small villages with less than 50 people,
o Stony River 35
o Pedro Bay 36
o U m nak 39
o Karluk 41
o Platinum 43
o Red Devil 44

m unities w ith over 2,000 residents:
o Cordova 2435
o Dillingham 2546
o Craig 2809
o Kotzebue 2932
o N om e 4021
o Unalaska 4178
o Bethel 5471

26 See A laska Census 2000, by  Com m unity and H ousing S tock Estim ates.
27 See State D epartm ent o f  Education School Inventory screened for PCE eligible communities.
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4 Appendices
Riel ẑ aska Energy Ran 
SLmrary

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

m > 2Q04 2006 200G 2 2 ?  228 2QQ0 2010
Inwwtrrart

Deed System Bfiderries $4,(10,000 $4,000000 $4,000(000 $4,000000 $1,000000
Q ntirBd Had & ftwer $750,000 $600,000 $600000 $800000 $800000
VVndB argyC&eicprTHt $633,000 $5583,000 $5604,000 $7,050000 $7,050000
B riU te  Efficiencies $2,300,000 $2,800,000 $2800000 $2800000
fvtnagemert Q »rfcrB& l\^ftanatJB $250,000 $250,000 $250000 $250000 $2EQ0!D

Tctds $7,933,000 $13233,000 $15234,000 $14,700000 $11,900000
50%ftS3ErtVfelUB $54,909,107

M m s
InrravErial Effiderv/ Imnxarerts

□eed S^stamBfideroes $0 $200022 301,858 $600006 $1,240905 $1,588(326 $1,961,579 $2331,313 $2720114
Qcntined hfeet&Fb«r $0 $51^21 $101,830 $151,861 $201,286 S25OC80 $345968 $39(5076
V\lnd B trgy E&udcpmert $3 $750774 $1,512846 $2205515 $5072140 $5135096 $519(5176 $5255786 $5315546
End l_JbeEfT, merries JuJI.OQB $445121 $680210 $048(664 $1224,129 $1,516(401 $1,627,488 $1,744,365 $1,867,209
MregErreri, Q30ratiGnB&NfeH'-/HXB $100000 $200000 $300000 $400000 $500000 $500000 $930000 $500000 $530000

Tcfeis $331,008 $1,735142 $5195783 $1.665067 $5230533 $5900515 $7,570572 $0175442 $0804,006
5CP/o Fteert \& jb of Saircp $67,645,684

B ajtefert
Bereftt/Cbd 123

5C% Nfat Resert \ y  ub $12646,407
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FU^AaEtaEharcyRai
Dead Eflkia^lrrpacrrBrlRcgfarri
Nfetering DstrtiixriBfiaar>e$ Cbrtds, NfewGfenaaing lilt s

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  
2D0B 2004 2D05 2006 2X17 2D0B 2X9 2D10 2311 2012

h o t m r t

5CP/cRBaartVauB
$4,030,030

$17,317,907
$4,000000 $4000000 $4000000 $4000000

E
BaeeCte 

2ff/o WAh sdd (rrillicnB) 
Ql%W/\haddperc^llon 

Qllcre 
$125 Fid CM

400
14.10

28388794
$38400993

412
14 11

20162327
$38462900

424
14 13

20978096
$37,472571

4 $
14 14

30818003
$38530754

448
1416

31,678606

461
14 17

32954,721
$40708902

475
14 18

33475623
$41,844538

480
142D

34412001
$18015001

SB
4421

38374577
$H218221

517
1423

38354076
$18465095

IraHTtrld B faeriy Im raerre ls 
W/\hsdd(rriiQns) 400 

QSP/olWiacidpercFilcn 1410 
GBIob 28 $8794 
FuslCtet $38480903 
IncrerTHld Fuel Swings $0 

5CP/oREsertV9iBcfSByin^ $18238169

412
1423

28901,100
$38168887

$280022

424 
1435 

20594570 
$38880713 

$801,86B

436
1448

30080308
$37,611,748

$000006

448
1461

30688819
$36367,273

$1240985

461
1475

31294081
$30117,576
$1,5EB,335

475
1438

31,914380
$30(89298
$1,951,579

480
1501

32,548963
$10688601
$2331,31.3

SB
15 15

38192006
$41,400107
$2728114

517
1520

34037274

$42515993
$2908902

Bdidicn 16 17 18 19 20
BErefit/Gtsl

5CP/ofsBFte9ert\&ie
1.05

$888282
Q92 Q98 1.04 1.10 1.15
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Firsl Aada B iacy Flai
Qnrtined Haet &Rwar In r io flm a t R tgam

ItMBbmt
Tarrptate/'gBBTHt 
Design GUc^ines 
Marcgrai IrcalheRcgHn 
S^stemlrTpnaemart Q arts  

$630,000
50% Reaert

1 2 3
2003 m 2006

$60,000
$100000
$100000 $100000 $100000
$600000 $600000 $500000
$750000 $600,000 $600000

$0740,543

FfatUTB
BeeeC^sa
(-beted^Ece(Sq ftntagn) 4,000000
BIU reef cfeqftV 115320
hte^ng System NMJTUs 460600 463680 463680

Q2%Bnj9±7^*kn 90000 90793 90907

Cidcns 4,000000 4,790419 4,780857

$1.36 R dC tet $0400000 $0467,066 $0451,156

Inoomarti BfidertvlrmraeTBrts:
hteebng System 463,600 463600 463600

l.O’/oBTUaid'g^on 90000 97,606 90542

(Mans 4,000000 4,752,475 4,700421

RjElCtet $0480000 $0415842 $5352,310
liuwTErtd FLri Swngs $0 $51224 $101,839

5CP/o FtesertVfeluBcf Sarfngp $3090503

Benefit/Cbi 1.13 06%

scP/.tetRBseriV&ue $360040 Q85
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$100000
$600,000
$000,000

$100000
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463600
97,181
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101.S2B

4557,036
$0165498

$250060

463600
102513

4,521,817
$51W.453

$296,328

463680
100668

4,477,017
$0014,013

$345988

463600
104,601

4,432719
$5234,171

$303076

463600
105660

4/383331
$5924,922

$430506

Delta
OtEP/o 19% m
1.13 1.40 1.65

iT: 31 December 2002



Rjrai Alaska Enagy Ran 
Wnd Systems

K:UME~l\BFUGLE-l\LOCALS~l\Tcinp\REl>ExccSumI231g.doc

1 2 3

IrM Sbrert
2003 2004 2005

Delated Ste Rboq rasanoe $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
Final Feasibility Ra/iev* $133,000 $133,000 $134,000
Desigr/Buld FfP, Ctrtrad Adrrin $100,000 $60,000 $60,000
DesigTBildGrirad $5,000,000 $8,000,000

&CP/oRe9ertvaue
$633,000

$24,406,007
$5,583000 $8584,000

FtetUTB
Base Case
Fuel Savings firmWnd W thai Wnd Resure Darfdcpmeri Ftogram

20% kVwh generated dspiaced 1,100,000 1,122000 1,144,440
0.10% kWh gereratedgalkn 1341 13.42 13.44

Gebans 82,034 83,501 86,178
$125 Fuel Cost $102,542 $104,400 $108472

Incremental Benefit of Wnd Ftesaroe Dateccmert FYoaram
20% kWh generated dspiaced 1,108000 9,108000 17,100,000

0.1CP/o kWh generatedgailon 1341 1330 1320
Gabons 82034 684,211 1205,455

$125 FLh  CCbI $102542 $855263 $1,619,318
Incremald Fuel Savings $0 $750,774 $1,512846

ac% FYeseri Vfelue of Savings $28781217

B'sksfcrc
Benefit/Goet 1.10

scp/o Net Resort vaue $2378320

)

4
2J06

5
2007

6
2008

7
2009

8
2810

9
2011

$68000
$7,000,000
$7,068000

$50,000
$7,000,000
$7,060,000

P
ll 

? 
&

1,190,675
1346

88442
$118562

1,214,489
1348

98121
$112661

1238,779
1349

91,831
$114,780

1263554
1350

93574
$118968

1288,625
1352

96,350
$119,188

25,108000
1310

1,918031
$2398038
$2288545

33100,000
1300

2548154
$3,182602
$3072140

33/62000
1300

2507,077
$3248346
$3133606

34.437240
1301

2646,372
$3307,966
$3193,176

38128966
1303

2698603
$3378754
$3253706

38828504
1304

2747,787
$3434,734
$3318546
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Rural Alaska Energy Plan 
End Use Efficiency

1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 92003 2004 2005 2006 2007 212111 21112 2011
InvestmentHouaaholdaLighting Replacamanl 1350.000 1350,000 1350.000 1350,000Refrigerator Replace/Upgrade Pilot 1200.000 1200.000 1200,000 1200,000Inef/ldnntTV Raplacem ant Pilot 150.000 150.000 150,000 150,000Speca Healing Replacamanl Pilot 1200.000 1200.000 1200.000 1200.000Replace Electric Hoi Walai Healera 11,500,000 52,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000

Subtotal Households 12,300,000 12,800,000 12,500,000 12,500,000
Schoola 'Lighting Replacement 1500,000 1500,000 1500.000 1500,000

Model Ennrgy Code 1100,000
‘See also CUP - Design Guidelines'Subtotal Schools 1600,000 1500,000 1500,000 1500,000

Total 12,900,000 13,300,000 13,300,000 13,300,000
5.Q* ProaonlVoluo 111,320,664

Rural Alaska Household Marital- Baaa Casa1.5% Households 25,000 25,375 25.756 26,142 26,534 28,932 27,336 27,746 28,1625040 2.0% kWh/household/year 5,141 5,244 5,348 5,455 5,565 5,876 5,789 5,905 6,023Electrlclly - ItWhs 128,520,000 133,056,766 137,753,659 142,616.364 147.650,721 152,862,792 158,258,848 163.845,386 1G9,829,128
10.31 1/household - kWhs 11,594 11,626 11.658 11.691 11,725 11.780 11,795 11.831 11,867

700 1.0% gallons/household/year 707 714 721 726 738 743 750 758 760Healing Fuol • gallons 17,075,000 18,119,526 18.575,232 19,042,399 19,521,316 20,012,277 20,515,586 21,031,553 21,560,406
12,00 1/household - Healing Fuol 11.414 11.428 11,442 11,457 11,471 11,486 11,501 11,516 11,531TOTAL ithousehold 13,008 13,054 13,100 13,148 13,196 13,246 13,296 13,347 13,398TOTAL ANNUAL EXPENDITURES 1115,032,400 1118,734,241 1122,557,734 1126,508.944 1130,586,079 1134,799,485 1139,151,657 1143,847,244 1148,291,052

Rural Alaska School Facility Market - Baaa Caaa1.0% Square Footage ol Facility 4,150,000 4,191,500 4,233,415 4,275,749 4.31B,507 4,381,892 4,405,309 4,449,362 4,493,655
12,0 0 5% kWh/aq It/year 12.1 12.1 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.4 12.4 12 5 126kWhs/year 50,049.000 60,802,237 51,568,811 62,342,892 53,130,652 63,930,268 54,741,919 55,565,785 56,402,050

10.31 t/year • electrlclly 115,516,190 115.748.094 115.985.711 116,226,296 116,470,502 110,718,383 116,969,995 117,225,393 117,484,635
1.20 0.5% gallons/sq fl/year 1.21 1.21 1.22 1.22 1.23 1.24 1.24 1.25 1.26gallons/year 5,004,900 6,080,224 5,156.681 5,234.289 5.313,065 5,393,027 5,474,192 6,556,578 5,640,205

1160 1/year-lucl 17,607,350 17,620,336 17,735,022 17,851,434 17,969,598 18,089,540 18.211.288 18.334.868 18,460,307
TOTAL ANNUAL EXPENDITURES 123,022,540 123.369,029 123,720,733 124,077,730 124,440,100 124,807,923 125,181,283 125.560,261 125,944.943

RaturnaIncnminltl flans Bt ol End-Use Efficiency Programs 
Househotda5,040 1.0% Electrlclly - kWh/houeehold/year

700 1.6% Fuel - gallona/houaehold/yaar
Electrlclly - 1/year Fuel - 1/yeer

School Facilities 12.0 0.4% Electrlclly • kWh/aq ll/year
1.20 0.5% FuelElectrlclly - 1/year Fuel - t/yaar

Electrlclly Savings Fuel SavingsTOTAL ANNUAL SAVINGS s 0* Present Value of Savings

1.9%1.0%
5,090 5,141 5,193 5,245 5,297 5,350 5.452 5,555 5,661
711 721 732 743 754 765 773 781 789

$39.430,600 $40,442,783 $41,459,919 $42,502,636 $43,571,577 $44,667,402 $46,198,824 $47,782,751 $49.420,9B2
$35,525,000 $36,598,743 $37,704,940 $38,844,572 $40,018,049 $41,228,213

0.1%0.1%
$42,265,102 $43,328,070 $44,417,771

120 12.1 12.1 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.3 12.3
1.21 1.21 1.22 1.22 1.23 1.24 1.24 1.25 1.26

$15,499,752 $15,717,369 $15,938,040 $16,161,810 $18,388,722 $18,569,102 $16,751,589 $16,936,024 $17,122,489
$7,507,350 $7,820,336 $7,735,022 $7,851,434 $7,969,598 $8,069,540 $8,211,288 $8,334,068 $8,460,307

$406,038 $804,812 $1,243,716 $1,708,437 $2,200,147 $2,720,063 $2,861,419 $3,009,319 $3,164,047
<$176,000) ($339,691) ($554,475) ($759,773) ($978,018) ($1,203,659) ($1,233,93.) ($1,204,984) ($1,296,778)
$231,038$15,282,976

$445,121 $689,240 $948,664 $1,224,129 $1,516,404 $1,027,488 $1,744,355 $1,867,269

j Oonalll'Coit 1.35
s o* Net Preiont Value $3,962,292
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Labor and Commerce Committee considered CS FOR HOUSE-GONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 21 (FIN)

HCR 21 ALASKA ENERGY POLICY TASK FO RCE 

Relating to establishing the Alaska Energy Policy Task Force.

SENATE COMMITTEE REPO RT

DATE: 5/11/03 FURTHER: Finance
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The FINANCE Committee considered:

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 28
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FURTHER REFERRALS:

HCR 28

STUDIES OF SALMON HARVESTING COOPERATIVES 

Relating to the socioeconomic impacts of salmon harvesting cooperatives.
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F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2004 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S IO N

Revision D ate/T im e (Note if correction): 
T itle Relating to the socioeconom ic im pacts of
salm on harvesting cooperatives._________________________
Sponsor "Representative Seaton by re cues t...."
R equestor House Spec. C om m  on Econ Dev. Internat.

Dept. Affected:
;bru
Component:

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:
(H) Publish Date:

1

HCR 28
2/23/04

Legis lature
Legis la tive Council

C ouncil and Subcom m ittees 
Session Expenses

E xp e n d itu re s /R e ve n u e s

Component No. 

(Thousands o f D ollars)

783

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Travel U.U u.o u.u U.U 0.0 0.0
Contractual 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Supplies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Land & Structures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grants & Claims 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CHANCCr;REVENUES ( ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FV2004) cost: 0.0
Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2005 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This legislation has zero fiscal impact on the Legislative Affairs Agency.

Prepared by: 
Division

Approved by: 
Agency

Karla Schofield, Deputy Director Phone 465-6526
Administrative Services Date/Time 2/13'04 2 27 PM

Pamela Varm. Executive Director Date 2/13/2004
Legislative Affairs Agency
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F I S C A L  N O T E

200-4 L E G I S L A T I V E  S E S S IO N  Bill Version: CSHCR2S
() Publish Date __________

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  Fiscal Note Number.

R ev isio n  D a te /T im e (N o te  if co rrec tio n ):______________________Dept. Affected University of Alaska
Title S tudies of Salm on Harvesting Ccooer;____________RDU _______________________________
________________________________________________________________ Com ponent ________________________________
Sponsor R epresentative Seatom __________________________ _______________________________
R equeste r Salm on Industry Task Fore______________________ C om ponent No.__________ ____________

E x p e n d i tu r e s /R e v e n u e s _____________________________________ (T h o u sa n d s  of D ollars)____________________
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W ORK D R A F T

CS F O R  H O U SE C O N C U R R E N T  R E S O L U T IO N  N O . 28( )

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TW ENTY-THIRD LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

O ffered:
R eferred:

Sponsor(s): R EPR ESEN TA TIV E SEATON BY REQ U EST O F T H E  JO IN T  L E G ISLA T IV E  SALM ON 
INDUSTRY TA SK  FO R C E

A R E S O L U T IO N

R elating  to the s tudy  o f socioeconomic im pacts of salm on harvesting  cooperatives.

BE IT  R ESO L V E D  BY T H E  L E G ISL A T U R E  O F T H E  STA TE O F  A LA SK A :

W H E R E A S salmon harvesting cooperatives provide an opportunity to increase the 

efficiency o f  the Alaska salmon industry and improve the quality o f  A laska salm on products; 

and

W H ER EA S salmon harvesting cooperatives create social and econom ic changes 

within fishing communities; and

W H E R E A S the advantages and disadvantages flowing from  salm on harvesting 

cooperatives are difficult to quantify and to distinguish from the effects o f  broader regional 

and global trends affecting the Alaska salmon industry and the v.orld market for Alaska 

salmon;

BE IT  RESO LV ED  that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests the 

University o f A laska to ask the appropriate unit o f the university to continue to study the 

effects, with an emphasis on the broad socioeconomic impacts, o f  salmon harvesting 

cooperatives on commercial fishermen, processors, Alaska fishing communities, and the State 

o f  Alaska.

-1- CSIICR 28( )
K e w  T e s t  U n d e r l i n e d  (D E L E T E D  T E X T  BR A C K ET ED ]



C O PIE S o f  this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable M ark R. Hamilton, 

President, University o f  Alaska, and to the Board o f Regents o f  the U niversity o f  Alaska.

W O RK D R A F T  WORK D R A F T  2 3 -LS 1419W

C S L IC R  28( ) -2-
N ew  T e x C  U n d e r l i n e d  [D E LET E D  T E X T  BRAC K ETED ]
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Sponsor Statement

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUT ION  NO. 28

“ Relating to the socioeconomic impacts o f salmon harvesting cooperatives.”

The purpose o f this resolution is to request the University of Alaska to further study the 
broader socioeconomic effects o f allocative salmon harvesting cooperatives.

In early 2002, the Alaska Board o f Fisheries passed regulations that provided a means for 
the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) permit holders in the Chignik 
salmon purse seine fishery to form a harvesting cooperative. 77% of the Chignik permit 
holders then formed the harvesting cooperative that has operated for the past two years.

The formation of the Chignik harvesting cooperative represents a clear departure from the 
current structure and management of A laska’s salmon industry. For the first time, limited 
entry perm it holders were allocated a percentage of a fisheries total allowable catch. 
Everywhere else in the state, limited entry permits only authorize the ability to 
com petitively fish for a part of the total allowable catch.

Chignik is, in many respects, the ideal place to conduct this structural experiment. It is 
isolated from other fisheries, has only one hundred permit holders with only one gear 
class, and has relatively simple biological and management conditions. Yet, this isolated 
coastal community and the salmon cooperative have become the center o f a statewide 
controversy.

Chair 
F i s h e r i e s

Vice-Chair
Education

M ember
Health, Education and Social Services

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

M ember 
State Affairs Representative Paul Seaton

House District 35

h ttp ://w w w .R e p P a u lS c a to n .c o m o

mailto:Rcp.PauI.Seaton@Iegis.state.ak.us
http://www.RepPaulScaton.com


Proponents of the cooperative point toward the benefits o f efficiency, decreased costs, 
and improved quality. Opponents argue that harvesting cooperatives unfairly 
disadvantage processors, allow non-participants to benefit from the fishery, decrease the 
number of jobs in the industry, and decrease the number o f dollars circulating through 
communities.

As the Joint Legislative Salmon Industry Task Force (JLSITF) considered these opposing 
viewpoints, and considered potential legislation to address policy issues, it became clear 
that there was very little definitive information on the broader social and economic 
effects o f harvesting cooperatives. The JLSITF did not forward any bills to the 
Legislature related to harvesting cooperatives, but did form a sub-committee on the issue 
and also supported this resolution requesting the University o f Alaska to research this 
com plicated question.



E f f e c t s  o f  t h e  C h i g n i k  S a l m o n  C o o p e r a t i v e :  

W h a t  t h e  P e r m i t  H o l d e r s  S a y

June 2003 
UA Research Summary No 1. 
Institute of Social and Economic Research

By Gunnar Knapp 
and Lexi Hill 

University of Alaska Anchorage

Three quarters of the permit holders fishing for salmon 
in Chignik are in their second season of an experiment: 
fishing cooperatively. By reducing the number of fishing 
boats, they hope to cut costs, improve quality, and keep 
their fishery profitable at a time when much of the Alaska 
salmon industry is in trouble.

Figure 1 summarizes how the Chignik fishery was struc­
tured in 2002. The Alaska Board of Fisheries gave the 100 
permit holders the option of joining a co-op or fishing inde­
pendently; 77 permit holders joined and 23 didn't. The 
Board allocated 69 percent of the catch to the co-op and 31 
percent to independent permit holders, who fished in sepa­
rate openings. The co-op paid 22 members to catch its allo­
cation, and shared the remaining catch value with all of the 
co-op members, including those who didn't fish.

ISER is studying the effects of the Chignik co-op as part 
of our ‘Understanding Alaska' research on Alaska's salmon 
industry. As part of that study, in late 
2002 we surveyed Chignik permit 
holders. As shown in Figure 2. most of 
those who joined the co-op said they 
w ::re better off financially as a result of 
the management change, and almost all 
those who didn't join said they were 
worse off.
A n  I m p o r t a n t  E x p e r im e n t

The value to fishermen of the 2002 
Alaska salmon harvest was $141 mil­
lion—less than one-third of the $481 
million average value of catches in the 
first half of the 1990s. Many factors 
contributed to this decline, including 
not only competition from farmed

salmon, but also lower sockeye salmon harvests, changes in 
consumer demand, and a worldwide economic slowdown.

These changes have created discussions throughout the 
salmon industry—among fishermen, processors, fishery man­
agers, and government officials—about how to restore prof­
itability to the salmon industry. Part of the discussion has 
been about options for “restructuring' the management of 
salmon fisheries to lower costs, increase value, or steer more 
of the benefits to Alaskans and their communities.

Several federally-managed fisheries, including halibut 
and Bering Sea pollock, have seen dramatic restructuring in 
recent years. But in Alaska's salmon fisheries, the Chignik 
cooperative is the first significant experiment in restructur­
ing. Within the industry, many people are interested in 
learning how the co-op has worked, and whether it could be 
a model for changes in other salmon fisheries.

Figure I. Chignik Purse Seine Permit Holders in 2002
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Figure 2. How Did Having a Co-op in 2002 AlTect You Financially'!
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Understanding Alaska (UA) Is a special series of ISER research studies examining Alaska economic development issues. The studies 
are funded by the University of Alaska Foundation. This is the first in a series of summaries reporting UA findings. Full reports and 
other UA producis are on the project Web site—'Mvw.alaskaneconomy.uaa.alaska.edu



Table 1. N um ber of Survey Responses

Number of permit holders 
Number of responses received 
Response rate (%)

Independent 
Permit Holders

23
20

87%

Co-op 
Members Who Fished* 

22 
21 

95%

Co-op Members 
Who Didn’t Fish 

55 
48 

87%

'Based on permit holders’ responses about whether they had fished for the co-op.

0

Establishment of the C o-op

In Chignik. as in many other Alaska salmon fisheries, 
there are more limited entry permits and boats than are need­
ed to catch the fish. When prices and catch values were high 
permit holders had little interest in reducing the number of 
boats. But as sockeye prices and fishing profits declined dur­
ing the 1990s, many Chignik permit holders argued they 
should pool their fishing effort to cut costs.

Not all Chignik permit holders wanted a co-op. Because 
some permit holders regularly catch more fish than others 
(the 13 highest-earning Chignik permit holders have typi­
cally caught three times as much fish per boat as the 40 low-. 
est-eaming permit holders), it was difficult to come up with 
a way of sharing costs and profits that would satisfy every­
one. And some permit holders simply preferred to keep 
fishing the way they had been.

To make a co-op possible, supporters asked the Alaska 
Board of Fisheries to give separate allocations—to be fished 
at different times—to those permit holders who wished to 
form a co-op and to those who wished to fish independent­
ly. In Januaiy 2002 the board adopted regulations providing 
for a co-op to receive 0.9% of the total salmon harvest for 
each permit holder who joined.

The new Chignik regulations represent two significant 
innovations in Alaska salmon management, both of which 
have been intensely debated by Chignik permit holders and 
others in the industry. One innovation is having separate 
allocations and fishing times for different groups of permit 
holders who choose to fish in different ways—which has 
led to debate over whether the allocation between the 
groups is appropriate and fair.

The other innovation is fishing cooperatively: reducing 
costs by fishing fewer boats—which has led to debate ever 
how to share costs and profits among those co-op members

who fish and those who don’t. A fundamental issue is 
whether it is appropriate for individuals who don’t fish— 
but who have invested in permits and are foregoing their 
right to fish those permits—to share in the benefits of 
Alaska salmon fisheries.

ISER’s Survey

To learn more about how permit holders felt about the 
changes in the Chignik salmon fishery, ISER surveyed 
Chignik permit holders in late 2002. The high response 
rate—89 of die 100 permit holders answered our survey 
questions—gives us confidence that the survey results 
reflect the views of Chignik permit holders in general. In 
the figures showing survey results, the percentages are of 
those who answered the question: some respondents didn't 
answer some questions. A copy of the full report. Including 
permit holders' detailed comments about the co-op, are on 
ISER's Understanding Alaska project Web site at 
www.alaskaneconomy.uaa.alaska.edu.
View of Management C hanges

Co-op members and independent fishermen had almost 
directly opposite views of the management changes that 
made the co-op possible, as Figure 4 shows.
• Almost all the co-op members—95 percent of those who 
fished and 86 percent of those who didn't—felt very or 
somewhat positive about the management changes.
• About 83 percent of independent fishermen felt very or 
somewhat negative about the management changes.
• Only about 5 percent of the co-op members who fished, 
14 percent of co-op members who didn't fish, and 17 per­
cent of independents had mixed feelings,

Figured* How Do You Feel About The M anagem ent Changes in 2002*2 
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Figure A. Was The Co-op Managed Well?
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Quality of Co-op Management

As Figure 4 shows, most of the co-op members thought 
the co-op was managed well in its first year. About 76 per­
cent of the co-op members who fished and 85 percent of 
the members who didn't fish thought the co-op was man­
aged well.
Payment for F ishing

An issue for co-op members was the size of the addition­
al payment for those who fished. As Figure 5 shows, permit 
holders who fished for the co-op were far more likely to say 
they weren't paid fairly. Several who wrote comments on the

• Over 60 percent of the co-op members who didn't fish 
said they missed it. Still, almost 30 percent said they didn't.
• Among independent permit holders, 55 percent said the 
cooperative had reduced their enjoyment of fishing. But 
most of the rest said they still enjoyed fishing just as much.
Other Effects of the Co-op

Co-op members who fished:
H E 3

• 100 percent thought the quality of the fish was better 
because of how the co-op fished.
• 95 percent thought the co-op did a good job marketing
the fish.

survey said that the payment wasn't enough to cover their — 
crew costs or wear and tear on their boats.
Enjoyment of Fishing

Most commercial fishermen say they think of fishing not 
just as a way to earn a dollar but a’so as a way of life they 
enjoy. So we asked Chignik permit holders—both the co-op 
members and the independents—hew the establishment of 
the cooperative had affected their enjoyment of fishing

Co-op members who didn't fish:
• 82 percent said that they would have fished if there 
hadn't been a co-op.

[ • 6 7  percent said that not fishing allowed them to earn 
[_money from other work.

• 89 percent thought the co-op did a good job marketing 
the fish.

33 percent sajd they would have hired Chignlk-area resi-(Figure 6)
• Half the co-op members who did fish said they enjoyed dents as crew if there hadn t been a co-op.
the more relaxed, less competitive atmosphere with fewer Independent permit holders:
boats in the water. But nearly one quarter said they didn't . 8Q sa|d (han
enjoy ,t as much, and another one quarter weren t sure. wou|(J ^  caugh[ , 4 ere6had not been a ' 0.0p

, „  , . *50 percent thought they had more
Figure 6. How The Co-op Affected Enjoyment or Fishing tf0uble finding and keepIng crew than
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I— > The majority of Chignik permit holders—most of those 
f who joined the co-op—clearly thought it was a success in 

its first year. They thought they were better off financially 
because of the co-op. They thought the co-op was managed 
well, improved fish quality, and did a good job marketing 
the fish. But a significant minority of Chignik permit hold- 

1 ere—including almost all of those who did not join the co- 
1 op—had negative feelings about the co-op. and felt they 
1 were worse off financially because of the co-op,
*r r " The co-op affected not just the permit holders whom we 

surveyed but everyone involved in the Chignik fishery. The 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game faced the new task of 
allocating fish to separate co-op and independent fleets, but 
could work with the co-op to control daily salmon catches 
more precisely. Some Chignik salmon processors and tender 
operators were not able to da business with the co-op 
(which controlled more than two-thirds of the harvest) and 
felt very negatively affected.

How relevant is the Chignik co-op to other Alaska 
salmon fisheries? Organizing a co-op was probably easier in 
Chignik than it would be in most other areas. All Chignik 
sockeye salmon return to a single river, making it easier for 
a smaller fleet to catch the fish, and to allocate fish among 
different groups. Chignik also has a relatively small number 
o.' permit holders, many of whom know each other well. 
(As shown in Figure 7. more than two-thirds of both co-op 
members and independent fishermen said they were cur­
rent or former year-round residents of the Chignik area.)

S u m m a r y The experience of tine first year of the Chignik co-op 
suggests that it is possible to restructure Alaska salmon fish­
eries in ways that reduce costs, improve quality, and make 
most permit holders better off financially. But restructuring 
is likely to be difficult and controversial. Change will not 
come easily.

Other "Understanding Alaska" Salmon Studies

As world markets change and Alaska's population grows, 
Alaskans face new challenges in managing our natural 
resources and balancing between different economic oppor­
tunities and the needs and goals of different user groups. 
We face similar issues and opportunities in managing our 
salmon resources as we do for many other Alaska resources. 
To understand these better. ISER is planning several other 
studies of Alaska salmon management as part of our 
“Understanding Alaska'project. ■"

One study will review options for restructuring Alaska’s 
commercial salmon fisheries—not only co-ops but other 
potential approaches for increasing the economic benefits to 
Alaskans from our commercial salmon fisheries.

Another study will examine the allocation of Alaska’s 
salmon resources between commercial, sport and subsis­
tence users—including biological, economic, social, politi­
cal, and legal considerations—and potential new approach­
es for thinking about allocation and balancing between dif­
ferent resource uses.

For more information about these and other studies visit 
ISER’s Understanding Alaska project Web site— 
www.alaskaneconomy.uaa.alaska.edu.

Figure 7. Whai Share of Permit Holders are Curreni 
or Former Year-Round Chignik Residents'?
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R ep resen ta tiv e  B ill W illiam s, C h a ir
House Finance Committee
State Capitol (Mail stop 3100)
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Williams,

United Fishermen o f Alaska supports 11CR 28 relating to socio-economic impacts o f 
Salmon harvesting cooperatives. UFA has discussed the matter of salmon harvesting 
cooperatives in many fisheries in the State of Alaska. Harvesting cooperatives represent 
a significant policy change and have the potential to change the complex longstanding 
structure o f fisheries and communities.

UFA believes there arc few places where cooperatives can he establishc- i
differences in fisheries and factors such as geography, infrastructure, nc . .aient 
and fished permits, and the local economy. The existing harvesting cooperative in 
Chignik is a unique situation, and the results of a study based on this cooperative may 
result in findings specific to the local situation. UFA appreciates that HCR 28 calls for a 
study on cooperatives. We request that the study look beyond the existing Chignik 
cooperative, and offers that the Legislature may also want to include in the resolution that 
a study be performed before new salmon harvesting cooperatives arc considered in 
different areas.

United Fishermen o f Alaska represents 33 Alaska Commercial fishing organizations and 
hundreds of individual fishermen and fishing related businesses, altogether representing 
over 10,000 Alaska fishermen. We support HCR 28 arid thank you for your attention to 
this matter.

Sincerely ,

Mark D. Vinsel 
Kxeculivc Director

CC: Representative Paul Seaton
MEMHta PBQANIZATiaaS
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C lick  h e re  to re tu rn  to th e  o rig ina l sto ry

Judge finds Chignik salmon co-op legal
Tuesday, October 1, 2002

THE ASSOCIATED PRESS

AN CH O RAGE - A Ju n e a u  ju d g e  on M onday ruled in favor o f  the A laska 
Board o f  F ish e r ie s  in a la w su it  ch a lle n g in g  the  lega lity  o f a co m m ercia l 
sa lm o n  f ish e ry  co o p era tive  at C h ig n ik .

D is s id e n t  Ind ep en d ent f ish e rm e n  w ho su e d  ea rlie r th is  ye a r, c la im ing  the  
f ish  board o v e rstep p ed  it s  au thority , m ay appeal.

Sa lm o n  f ish e rm e n  fo rm ed  the coo p era tive  o v e r the su m m e r to sa v e  
e x p e n se s  and sh a re  p ro fit s  by d e sig n a tin g  so m e  m e m b ers to f ish  in 
w a te r s  o ff th e  A laska P en in su la  on b eh a lf o f  th e  en tire  g rou p .

"W e 're  th r ille d ,"  sa id  Ja m ie  R o s s ,  a f ish e rm e n  and co-op o rg a n ize r . "We 
not ju s t  happy fo r u s . W e 're  happy fo r  all o f A la sk a ."

T h e  C h ig n ik  co-op  w a s v iew ed by m any people in A la sk a 's be leaguered  
co m m e rc ia l sa lm o n  In d u stry  a s  an Im portant exp e rim e n t to cu t c o s t s  and 
he lp  A la sk a 's  w ild  sa lm o n  com p ete  on p rice  and quality a g a in st f ie rce  
co m p etit io n  fro m  fo re ig n  sa lm o n  fa rm s. O b se rv e rs  sa id  su c h  co -o p s m ight 
be tried  in o th e r  troub led  A laska sa lm o n  f ish e r ie s .

N orm a lly , A la sk a 's  sa lm o n  f ish e rm e n  race one an oth er fo r f ish . In  
C h ig n ik , h o w e v e r, 7 7  o f  about 10 0  C h ig n ik  s e in e r s  parked m o st  o f  th e ir  
b o a ts, ca tch in g  the f ish  w ith a m uch sm a lle r  flee t.

T h e y  sh a re d  e x p e n se s  and e v e ry  co-op  m em b er rece ived  at le a st  
$2 0 ,0 0 0 , re g a rd le s s  o f w h e th e r th ey  ca ught any f ish .

T w o  f ish e rm e n  w ho e lected  not to jo in  the co-op , Dean A n d e rso n  and 
M ichae l G ru n e rt , su e d  the  board, sa y in g  th e  plan unfa irly  a llocated  m o st 
o f  the  f ish  to the  co-op . T h e y  q u e st io n ed  w h eth er the a lloca tion  v io lated  
th e  "co m m o n  u se "  and "equa l trea tm ent" c la u se s  o f  the sta te  
c o n st itu t io n 's  natural r e so u rc e s  a rt ic le .

S u p e r io r  C o u rt Ju d g e  Patricia C o llin s  ru led the co-op  d o e s not v io la te  the 
co n st itu t io n  and that each  C h ign ik  f ish e rm e n  h a s the sa m e  ch a n ce  to 
e ith e r  jo in  th e  co-op  o r rem a in  ind ep endent. S h e  a lso  ru led the board had 
th e  a u thority  to p a ss  the co-op  regu la tion  in Ja n u a ry .
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"That's exciting, good news," said Board of Fisheries member John White 
of Bethel. I f  the judge had ruled against the board, it would have "stifled 
our room to move" to help the commercial salmon industry, he said.

"I'm  excited that hopefully some innovative thinking to move us as a 
salmon industry out of this rrr 'ass  is going to find a little clear sailing," 
he said.

Heather McCarty, who represents the independent fishermen, said she 
was "really disappointed and surprised" by the ruling. She said no 
decision on an appeal had been made.
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‘ I O U S E  C O M M I T T E E  R E P O I  ,

Date of Committee Action: 2-0 * _________

The FINANCE Committee considered: HCR 32

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 32 AK INFO INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY TASK FORCE

Relating to inform ation infrastructure and establishing the Alaska Information In frastructure Policy Task 
Force.

Recommends it be replaced with [ ] HCS or £< ] CS for M
For Senate Bills with new title: [ ] Technical Title [ ] New Title: HCR________  [><J Sam e T itle [ ] N ew  T itle

[ ] attach amendments
[ ] add new referral t o _____________ Comm ittee
[ ] Letter o f Intent____________ Committee



F I S C A L  N O T E

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
2004 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S IO N

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): 

Title AK INFO INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY TASK FORCE

Dept. Affected______

_RDU _______
"Component _______

Fiscal Note Number

Bill Version:
(H) Publish Date:

1

CSHCR 32(EDT)
3/3/04

University of Alaska

Sponsor
Requester

Representative(s) Kott, Crawford

Expenditures/Revenues

Component No. 

(Thousands o f Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) [

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Heal'h
Other (Specify Type--Do nol abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate o f any curren t year (FY2004) cost: 0.0
Mark th is  box (X) if fund ing fo r th is  b ill is included in the Governor’s FY 2005 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
Th is is  the estimated cost of participating in the Alaska Information Infrastructure Policy Task Force.

Prepared by: 
Division

Approved by: 
Agency

Paul Jenny Phone 907-474-7958
University of Alaska Date/Time 2/23/04 4:20 PM

Paul Jenny Date 2/23/2004
University of Alaska

(Revised 12/1003 OMB) Page 1 of _1___



F I S C A L  N O T E

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

2004 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S IO N

Revision Date/Time {Note if correction): _______
Title "Relating to information infrastructure and ~
establishing the Alaska Information Infrastructure Policy.." 
Sponsor "Representative Kott, Crawford, Heinze"
Requestor "House Econ Dev, International Trade,..." ~

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:
() Publish Date:

CSHCR 32 (EDT)

Dept. Affected: Legislature
’ BRU Legislative Council
' Component: Council and Subcommittees-

Component No. T5T

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2003 FY 2009 FY 2010
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous

74.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
15.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

r z rCHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0

TOTAL 99.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any cu rren t year (FY2004) cost: 0.0
Check this box (X) If fund ing  fo r th is b ill Is included In the Governor's FY 2005 budget proposal: 

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time 1 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparato page if necessary)

CSH CR32 (EDT) estab lishes the 13  member Alaska Information Infrastructure Policy Task Force to 
review and analyze the state's current and long-term information infrastructure needs and define the 
state's role and interest in information development. The task force shall address the state's long-term 
information infrastructure needs and develop a long-term information infrastructure plan for Alaska that 
will efficiently enhance the sla te 's economic future. The task force will be comprised of the 
Com m issioners of Military and Veterans' Affairs and Community and Economic Development (or 
designees), one member chosen by the President of the University of Alaska, seven at-large members 
chosen jointly by the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate; and thro.'* members of the 
Legislature chosen jointly by the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate, one of whom

Prepared by: Karla Schofield, Doputy Director
Division Administrative Services

Phone 465-6626
Date/Time 3/4/04 9:33 AM

Approvod by: Pamela Vami, Executive Director 

Agoncy

Dalo 3/4/2004

Legislative Affairs Agoncy

0/2001 OMB) P a g e  1 o f 1



S TATE OF A L A S K A
2004 LE G IS LA T IV E  SESSIO N

F IS C A L NOTE
C SH C R  32(EDT)

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION
i s  proposed by the Minority Leaders of the House of Representatives and the Senate.

The task force will se lect a chair from among themselves, be staffed by a legislative assistant, and 
prepare and submit a report of its findings regarding an information infrastructure plan to the Legislature 
not later than the first day the First Regular Se ssio n  of the Twenty-Fourth Alaska State Legislature. The 
task force terminates not later than the adjournment of the First Regular S e ss io n  of the Twenty-Fourth 

Alaska State Legislature.
The task force will begin work in June 2004. Any co sts incurred during June will be absorbed within the 

Legislature’s  budget.

P e r s o n a l  S e r v i c e s

The task force will be staffed by an 1 1  month, Range 2 1 position Total Personal Serv ices 74.2

Travel co sts for the two com m issioners will be absorbed within their respective agencies.
For purposes of this fiscal note, two Legislators are assumed to be from Anchorage, one from 

Fairbanks. The seven at large members are assumed lo be one from Anchorage, one from Kodiak, and 
one from Nome, one from Juneau, one from Fairbanks, one from Sitka, and one from Ketchikan. The 
University of Alaska appointee is  assumed to be from Fairbanks. It is  also assumed that the task force 
will travel to meet one time in Anchorage, and one time in Fairbanks for a total of 2 meetings lasting 2 
days each. All other meetings will be teleconferenced. Total Travel 15 .8

Contractual
Contractual for phone co sts, postage - 3.0, The task force may need to contract for expert Information 
consultants to complete their report - 5.5. Meetings will be noticed in BA SIS so  no advertising co sts are 
included in this fiscal note. Teleconference co sts for meetings will be absorbed within existing budgets. 

Total Contractual 8.5

Supplies
Miscellaneous supplies for the task force. The Legislative Printshop will print the reports so  this cost will 
be absorbed within existing budgets. Total Supplies 1.0

Equipment
Equipment co sts for the staff person will be absorbed within existing budgets.

Page 2 o f 2



A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

Sexxinn: (Jun-Max)
Slate Capitol, Room 2( 8 
Juneau, AK 99801-118.’ 
(907)465-3777 
Fax (907)465-2819

Interim: (Junc-Dec) 
716 West 4th Avenue, Suite 600 

Anchorage, AK 99501-2133 
(907) 269-0155 

(907) 269-0154 Fax

P e t e  K o t t

Speaker o f the House

SPONSOR STATEMENT

H C R  32

R elating lo inform ation  in fra s tru c tu re  an d  estab lish ing  the 
A laska In form ation  In fra s tru c tu re  Policy T ask  Force.

House Concurrent Resolution 32 establishes the Alaska Information Infrastructure 
Policy Task Force. The task force will be charged with consideration o f Alaska’s role and 
interest in long-term information infrastructure development.

The development of information infrastructure will provide Alaska communities 
with access to broadband connectivity and provide for improved telecommunications, 
health care, education, homeland security, and economic development opportunities.

Access to fiber optic connectivity will help bridge the divide that separates rural 
Alaska from the benefits of technological advances realized in urban areas. Public- 
private partnerships have been used successfully around the globe lo facilitate 
information infrastructure development.

The task force is composed o f 13 members.
V The Commissioner of Military and Veteran’s Affairs or the Com m issioner’s 

designee.
> The Commissioner of Community and Econom ic Development or the 

Com m issioner’s designee.
>  Three members o f the legislature chosen by the Speaker o f the House and the 

President o f the Senate.
>  Seven members at-large chosen jointly by the Speaker o f the House and the 

President of the Senate.
>  One member chosen by the President of the University of Alaska.

The task force is to begin its work the first o f June 2004 and terminate no later 
than the close of the first session o f the 24lh Legislature. The task force will develop a 
com prehensive package with recommendations including legislation, if necessary, to 
meet the needs of Alaska.

We respectfully request favorable consideration and support for HCR 32
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Greg Berberich
P resid en t

201 E 56th, Suite 114 
Anchorage, AK 99518 

(907)563-4000 James Rowe
E xecutive  D irecto r 

jro w e G a rc tia n e t
April 3,2004

FAX (907) 562-3776 
www.d8statd.org

Alaska State Legislature 

House Finance Committee

Support for HCR32

All ATA members serve rural Alaskans. We are part of the communities.

HCR32 demonstrates the Legislature’s recognition of the potential value of access to

Broadband connectivity for our rural citizens; opportunities for economic development and 
enhanced quality of life.

In an address last Friday, President Bush said “We ought to have universal, affordable 

to broadband technology by the year 2007” We have access to die technology, but 

“affordable access” is still a challenge here in Alaska. This task force will be an appropriate 

body to address that issue.

We particularly note the importance of defining the state role and the concept of joint efforts, 

both of which are included in this resolution.

The members of this association are willing to serve and look forward to working with the 

Task Force to assist in the preparation of a useful report to the Twenty-Fourth Alaska State 
Legislature.

Sincerely,

Jim Rowe

t/l 3 0 W d 9ZiES99i!.0B<ai

http://www.d8statd.org


H eadquarters: 
217 2nd Street, Suite 201 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 
(907) 586-2323 FAX 463-5515

Regional Office: 
601 West S’*1 Ave., Suite 600 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

(907) 278-2722 FAX 278-6643

♦ S T A T E *
CH AM BER
OF COM V ERCt

Alaska State Chamber of Commerce 

Position 18-2004 

Integrated Statewide Fiber Optic System

The Alaska State Legislature is encouraged to ensure that Alaskan communities have the ability to 
access any fiber optic line that passes by their communities. The Legislature is urged to use all the 
resources at its command including the Alaska Industrial and Economic Development Authority, the 
Department o f Military and Veterans Affairs and federal agency funds to ensure that the financial 
resources are there to support the development o f fiber optic projects around the State. Many small 
rural communities would greatly benefit from access to fiber optic lines. Access to services such as 
ISDN and DSL would enhance the capabilities of these communities to sustain their economies.

Adopted December 4, 2003

~ P a ~ J L
Pamela La Bollc, President Pete Leathard, Chairman



Southwest
M U N I C I P A L  

C 0  N F E R E N C

‘ -••.S.,

Southw est  Alaska Municipal Conference 
R esolution 03-23

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION OF A FIBER OPTIC 
COMMUNICATION CABLE THAT WILL ULTIMATELY PROVIDE INCREASED COMMUNICAITONS 

CAPABILITY TO THE COMMUNITIES OF SOUTHWEST ALASKA.

WHEREAS, the Alaska Department of Military and Veterans Affairs has proposed a fiber optic 
cable route in support of the Ground Missile Defense System that would link 
southwest Alaska communities.

WHEREAS, the development of information infrastructure will provide southwest Alaska 
communities with access to broadband connectivity and provide for improved 
telecommunications, health care, education, homeland security, and economic 
development opportunities, and

WHEREAS, opportunities to access fiber optic connectivity will help bridge the ‘digital divide’ 
that separates rural Alaska from the benefits of technological advances realized by 
urban areas, and

NOW T h erefo re  Be  It  Resolved that the members of the Southwest Alaska Municipal 
Conference support the development of fiber optic infrastructure, in southwest 
Alaska and urge the communities of southwest Alaska to:

SECTION 1: Adopt the development and construction of a fiber optic backbone as 
a priority economic development project for Southwest Alaska

PASSED AND ADOPTED by a duly constituted quorum of the Board of Directors of the 
Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference this 10* day of April 2003.

Signed: Attest:

Alice Ruby, President ^ Wanetta Ayers, Executiv^birector

Submitted by: SWAMC Board 
Referred to: Infrastructure Committee 

Infrastructure Committee: Do Pass As Amended 
Board: Motion to Adopt: Gardner 

Second: Woodruff 
Adopted by: Unanimous Vote of the Board of Directors



Western
Governors'
A ssoc ia tion

Resource Documents

Economic Development 
and Technolouv: A 
Guidebook Economic 
Development 
Association o f  North 
Dakota -  October 2000

Links

Lusk, W yoming 
Powell, W yoming 
Glcnrock, W yoming 
Watford City, North 
Dakota
Mavvillc. North Dakota

Mayville State 
University -- a wired 
campus

C e n t e r s  o f  E x c e l l e n c e  I n  R u r a l  A m e r i c a

Many rural com m unities across America are in a battle for survival. Traditional 
industries such as agriculture and natural resources development are faced with 
lower prices and higher outputs using fewer workers. Y oung people are 
continuing a decades long trend o f  leaving their com m unities in search o f  better 
economic opportunities — m ost often in larger cities.

At the same time, many urban areas are faced with sprawl, congestion, long 
commutes, and poor air quality as people continue to crowd into cities. Surveys 
o f  urban residents reveal that many would prefer to live in smaller towns and 
long for a sense o f  community, for safer streets, and better schools.

For the last two years, state and local leaders from W yom ing and North Dakota 
have been implementing a concept they are calling Centers o f  Excellence in 
Rural America (CERA). The CERA concept builds on the roots o f  small towns 
in the W est -  their independence but mutual support for the common good. 
CERA is an effort to test the hypothesis that creating a network o f  small rural 
towns deploying affordable, high speed telecom m unications services will result 
in increased job  creation and/or income in those towns w hile also improving 
access to education, healthcare, and governmental services. CERA is a m ulti­
state, m ulti-site project sponsored by the W estern G overnors' Association, with 
leadership from the governors o f  North D akota and W yom ing and participation 
from the towns o f  Lusk, Powell, and Glen rock in W yoming and Watford City 
and M ayville in North Dakota.

The technologies deployed will enable citizens in these towns to pool their 
collective talent that can be utilized in an extended workplace situation and 
market that pool o f  talent to corporations. In addition, with the high speed 
telecommunications capabilities in place, the participating towns will focus on 
improving access to health, education, and government services to take full 
advantage o f  the installed infrastructure and m ay share services and c/.pertise 
among the towns over the network as well.

Beneficiaries o f  the CERA project will include citizens, businesses, and 
governments in these towns that have been traditionally underserved and or 
bypassed by the nation's telecom munications infrastructure. A half a century ago 
the nation invested in a national highway system that integrated small towns 
because they grew, and needed to ship to urban consumers, the nation's food 
supply. A look at the high speed fiber highways being constructed today shows 
these towns are being bypassed entirely. This sends the signal that these towns 
have nothing to contribute to the nation's econom y and well being anymore. We 
believe the CERA network will help small towns in the country continue to 
survive and prosper in the next century.

Centers for Excellence is Rural Am erica is looking fo r partners and corporate sponsors who are 
w illin g  to help design, implement, and evaluate the emerging C ER A model. W G A  
Contact: Chris M cK innon



T e ch w it : C o n s id e r  th e se  th re e  id e a s about A la sk a 's  te ch n o lo g y  future

Thursday, March 6, 2003

T h e re 's  a fin e  line  betw een be ing  a v is io n a ry  and a v illa g e  id io t. H ere a re th re e  id e a s about A la sk a 's  
fu ture  that w ill t e st  y o u r ab ility  to d ist in g u ish  betw een le a d e rsh ip  and lu n a cy .

C o n vert co m m u n it ie s  to d ig ita l e c o n o m ie s . In  m any w a y s rura l co m m u n it ie s  are the  lifeb lood  o f  the  
A laska ch a ra cte r . Vet m any are  d y ing  a s lo w  e co n o m ic  d ea th . M ine and lu m b er m ill c lo su r e s ,  a s  w ell 
a s  m e ltd o w n s in the f ish in g  in d u stry , a re  ca u sin g  m any in h a b ita n ts to lea ve  and m any co m m u n it ie s  to 
a trop hy .

T h e  typ ica l re sp o n se  s e e m s  to be to look fo r  m ore  r e so u r c e s  to d eve lo p . But th ere  are  o n ly  so  m any 
t re e s  to ch o p  dow n , f ish  to n e t, and b a rre ls  o f  o il to su ck  out o f the g ro u n d . W e need to begin 
a g g re ss iv e ly  exp a n d in g  A la sk a 's  d ig ita l e co n o m y . How about CHEAP a s  an acronym  fo r su c h  a p u rsu it?  
I t  s ta n d s  fo r C o m m e rce  ( in c lu d in g  e -co m m e rce , te le -co m m u tin g , e t c .) , Health s e r v ic e s  (cu rre n t  
o ffe r in g s  a re  p le n t ifu l) , Ed ucation  (d ista n ce  edu ca tion  o f fe r s  a ga la xy  o f  o p p o rtu n it ie s) , A c c e s s  to 
g o v e rn m en t (m a n y s e r v ic e s  are  now  W e b - a c c e ss ib le ) , and P ersona l fu lfillm e n t (you nam e it).

P erhaps CHEAP d o e sn 't  qu ite  ca p tu re  the  sp ir it  o f it . H ow ever, the p o int i s  c le a r. I f  rura l r e s id e n t s  
knew  how  to g row  th e ir  d ig ita l e co n o m ie s  and to u se  d ig ita l s e r v ic e s  fo r  ed u ca tio n , h ea lth , 
g o v e rn m e n t, and o th e r  p u rp o se s  th ey  w ould  sta n d  a fa r b e tte r ch a n ce  o f  keeping th e ir  co m m u n it ie s 
to g e th e r w ith o u t g o v e rn m e n t su b s id y . I  re co m m end  A laska fund the  d ig ita l co n v e rs io n  o f fou r 
co m m u n it ie s , s tu d y  th e  r e su lt s ,  and a ct iv e ly  p u rsu e  the  goal o f co m m u n it ie s  a ch iev ing  e co n o m ic  se lf-  
su ff ic ie n c y  th ro u g h  th e  d ev e lo p m e n t o f  d ig ita l e co n o m ie s .

W ire A la sk a . O f c o u r se  n on e  o f th e  above w ill e v e r happen u ntil we g et rid  o f o u r d e p e n d e n ce  on 
sa te ll it e s  to b ring  In te rn e t  to th e  h o m e . T h is  i s  p robably m ore  tech  talk than you w ant to h ea r, but i t 's  
b a sica lly  t h is  s im p le . S a te ll ite s  d o n 't  p ro v id e  a fraction  o f w hat a d ig ita l e co n o m y  n e e d s . P icture try in g  
to p u sh  a ton  o f  peanut b u tte r dow n a stra w  and you  g e t the  idea. T h e  stra w  i s  a sa te llite ; the  peanut 
bu tter i s  w ha t you a re try in g  to do on the  In te rn e t . And sa te llite  co m m u n ica tio n  i s  e x p e n s iv e . An 
average In te rn e t  s e s s io n  at p a in fu lly  s lo w  sp e e d s  from  a rem ote  area in A la ska  c o s t s  the  eq u iv a len t o f 
a w e e k 's  g ro c e r ie s . A w ire -b a se d  sy s t e m  cou ld  c o s t  fa r le s s  than that.

T h e  fact i s  that w e have th e  te ch n ica l know -how  to w ire  A la sk a . Y e s , I  m ean bu ild ing a p ipe line  that 
ca rr ie s  data in stea d  o f  o il o r  natura l g a s . I s  d o ing  so  a ffo rd a b le? It  i s  at le a st  com parab le  to b illio n s o f 
d o lla rs sp e n t  on la u nch in g  sa t e ll it e s .  W ith ou t a w ire  in fra stru c tu re , a d ig ita l e con o m y o u tsid e  the  
m a jo r m etrop o lita n  a re a s i s  u n fe a sib le .

Add ed u ca tiona l te ch n o lo g y  to the  co m m u n ity  in fra stru c tu re . W hat co m e s a fte r w a ter, se w a g e , and 
s t re e t  m a in ten a n ce  in te rm s o f co m m u n ity  in fra st ru c tu re ?  T e ch n o lo g y  in s c h o o ls .  I  s e e  no w ay to end 
the  e n d le s s  h a ra ngu e  about how  to keep te ch n o lo g y  cu rre n t  in o u r s c h o o ls  o th e r than to fold it in to  
the  in fra st ru c tu re  that o u r tax b a se  su p p o rt s . Not long ago the  idea o f a co m m u n ity  w ater and se w a g e  
sy s te m  se e m e d  cra zy . But th e se  d a y s if  you  w ant to s e e  p an ic in the s t r e e t s  ju s t  sta rt  a ru m o r that 
yo u r g o v e rn m e n t 's  g o ing  out o f  th e  w a te r- su p p ly  b u s in e s s  and that c it iz e n s  w ill have to find w a ter fo r 
th e m se lv e s . W e d o n 't  talk about w h e th e r a s c h o o l i s  go ing  to have to ile t s , and we sh o u ld n 't  talk about 
w h e th e r th e y 're  g o ing  to have co m p u te rs  and n e tw o rk s e ith e r . Like b a th ro o m s, th ey  need to s im p ly  
be th e re  and in good w ork ing  o rd e r. I t  i s  the  n e xt la y e r o f in fra stru c tu re  w e need if w e are go ing  to 
g ive  o u r c it iz e n s  the t o o ls  n e c e s sa ry  to be tru ly  re sp o n s ib le  fo r th e m se lv e s .

S o , v is io n a ry  o r v illa g e  id io t, you  take y o u r p ick . But h e r e 's  a fa ct: W e e ith e r  begin to su p p le m e n t 
A la sk a 's re so u rce -b a se d  e co n o m y  w ith  a d ig ita l e co n o m y , o r  co m m u n it ie s  w ill go th e  w ay o f m any o u r 
natural r e so u r c e s  - tow ard e x t in c t io n .

Jason Ohler is professor of educational technology at the University of Alaska Southeast and can be reached at iason@iasonohier.com. © 2002 Jason Ohler.
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Purpose

To discuss the building of a broadband
telecommunications network,

• % •

specifically a "backbone" system
Why such a network is desirable for 
the economic growth and welfare of
Alaska and its residents I

. • # /

Technical and policy considerations for 
implementing such a plan for Alaska

X *  T L -
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What is a Broadband network?
« » ■* • 1

• "Backbone" system: long-distance, high 
capacity transmission of voice, video, 
data, and other signals -  tens of . 
kilometers or more, between hubs

• High level in the communications network 
hierarchy -  carrying capacity of hundreds 
of megabits per second (mbps) to gigabits 
per second (<5bps). ■ - .

• Broadband services are always-on) 
speed data services.
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. '  W h a t  t e c h n o l o g i e s  a r e  

i n v o l v e d ?  • , /
• * . •

• Fiber Optics -  secure, long distance, high
capacity broadband transmission medium

• ♦

e Satellite WelFs'uited for voice and video 
. broadcasting to remote sites
• Microwave -  Known technology iuifed for 

moderate distance, line-of-site 
transmission

• Fixed Wireless
. •

connection to 
entire village)

3/3 /2004
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Fiber ofttic backbone feasibility
• w

#

• Robust technology, deployed around the 
globe in the most demanding *
environments '• # ■

® Unparalleled security of transmission
• High capacity broadband -  up to tens of 

Gigabits per fiber pair
® Fiber is the fastest, most reliable

f  r * %

broadband medium.
%

3/3 /2004
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Business benefits

O n - l i n e  b u s i n e s s ,  b a n k i n g ,  v i d e o c o n f e r e n c i n g ,  
a n d  a d v a n c e d  a p p l i c a t i o n s
W i f h  V O I P ,  p e r m i t s  s i m u l t a n e o u s  p h o n e  b n d  o n - '  
l i n e  c o m p u t e r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  r e d u c i n g  c o s t s  &  
s a v i n g  t i m e  .

t

I n c r e a s e  e f f i c i e n c i e s ,  r e d u c e  c o s t s ,  o v e r c o m e  
d i s t a n c e ,  o p e n  n e w  m a r k e t s  a n d  e m p l o y m e n t  
. o p p o r t u n i t i e s  . *  •

/ K e y .  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  f o r  t h e  2 1 st c e n t u r y  i n  t h e  w a y  
t h a t  s h i p p i n g  r o u t e s ,  r o a d s ,  a n d  r a i l r o a d s  w e r e  
f o r  e a r l i e r  g e n e r a t i o n s  ^
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Health benefits

•  r e l i a b l e  p l a t f o r m . t o  d e l i v e r  s e r v i c e s  t o  a l l  
A l a s k a n s ,  ( e g a r d l e s s  o f  w h e r e  t h e y  a r e

•  r e d u c e s  p a t i e n t  a n d  d o c t o r  t r a v e l  r e q u i r e m e n t s
•  i n c r e a s e s  p a t i e n t  a c c e s s  t o  s p e c i a l i s t s
•  r e m o t e  c o n s u l t a t i o n ,  d i a g n o s i s ,  m o n i t o r i n g ,  a n d  

t r e a t m e n t
•  i m m e d i a t e  o n - l i n e  a c c e s s  t o  t e s t  r e s u l t s  a n d  

r e c o r d s ;  e l e c t r o n i c  p r e s c r i p t i o n s
•  r e m o t e  e d u c a t i o n  f o r  h e a l t h  c a r e  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  

, - a n d  c o n s u m e r s
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Education & Research 
Benefits '

, ]  K r  ' • .
• High bandwidth applications are 

transforming the classroom
• Access to real-time, interactive content 

from around the. state and around the
world

, (

• Participation in virtual classroom 
environments •

^ " -

•  Long distance research and fielcfe^x 
monitoring

%  '  h
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State Policy Considerations

• New or existing authority for governance 
and financing incentives

• Wholesale telecommunication companies 
thabafe not in retail, market

i t y "  •

P̂artnering with the Federal or Alaska 
government and agencies or other 
businesses to manage cost-effective

’ strategies • "
• Low interest or fnterest-free borxlin 

capabilities *

3/3/2004



9 , • °

Benefits of Public-Private Project
% *

• *

• Efficient way for the state to build . 
infrastructure

4 * •

• Uses commercial lending and investor • 
capital

• Allows for lower cost of capital (through 
guarantees)

®. Longer debt terms

3/3/2004
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Notes on the Progressive Policy Institute

The Progressive Policy Institute’s New Economy Index looks at a 
host of indicators to rank the 50 states according to their adaptation 
to the New Economy.

There are 22 indicators that are used to develop an index score.

The indicators range from the amount of managerial/professional 
jobs in the economy, to the amount of Initial Public Offerings 
made by companies based in each state.

Digging into the indicators tells us an interesting story about where 
Alaska is nationally in the New Economy, and how competitive 
Alaska has been in the past few year:.

The first New Economy Index was released in 1999, and the 
second in 2002.

In 1999 Alaska was ranked the 13th most competitive State in the 
New Economy.

In the 2002 ranking Alaska had dropped to the S f 1 most 
competitive State, registering the sharpest drop in the index of all 
the State’s.

We are losing ground, and this Task Force can address the question 
of how Alaska can get back on track.



O V E R A L L  S C O R E S

Based oil the scores below, the states b rc 'k  into percentiles as indicated on the map. Sec methodology fo r  fu rther explanation.

|  100th—7Gth percentile 

[H| 75th- 51st percentile 

50th—26th percentile 

|  25th-1st percentile

2 0 0 2  2002  1999 1999  Rank
Rank Score S ta te  Rank S core Change

New Jersey 
Li?.;, :...^74.2 C ohrfie i^

8 72.1 Virginia 12 58.8

10 69.3 New York 16
1 . 68

54.5

D
12 68.7 Utah 64.0
13>-  - 68.7f
14

16

67.6

67.2

Texas

Arizona

17

10

52.3

59.2 -6
in

18 62.7_________Florida________ 20 50.8 2
6Lj3^jH Penn^lv^taH>;i:''24 ; '  v 463; . S .

20 61.6 Idaho 23 47.9
21 . . 6 1 . 5 Rhode Island 29 . ..,. 45.3 8
22 60.1 Georgia 25 46.6 3
» 2 3 • 6 0 . 0 ' ^  • M icH igah-^;:v:, 34 y  44.6 ■ .11
24 58.9 Missouri 35 44.2 11
25 58.3 \ . Maine , 28 , . 45.6 3 . / ;

2002  200 2  1999 1999 Rank
Rank S core S ta te  Rank Score C hange

Nnrtti
27 57.2 New Mexico 19 51.4 -8
|28 ife$?6 -9

29 56.7 Kansas 27 45.8 -2

m m . ir  m *  \
31 56.3 Alaska 13 57.7 -18

W O
j. <
’

33 54.4 Nebraska 36 41.8 3II

35 53.7 Hawaii 26 46.1 -9I

37 52.8 Montana 46 29.0 9

f e i i w i i M n i w a m m m m

39 52.2 Tennessee 31 45.1 -8

41 51.1 South Carolina 38 39.7 -3

43 47.4 South Dakota 43 32.3 0
44.':' .46.1.7 North D a k o ta : . '.  7i 4 5 f
45 45.9 Louisiana 47 28.2 2
46 v .45,7- .Wyoming L v  41:
47 45.3 Alabama 44 32.3 -3
48 .. .41.7 ■ :
49 40.9 Mississippi 50 22.6 1
|50 ■1 40.7 V  ". West Virginia"';/ M 8 .0 .X 26 .8 ''4 f*-23s f

60.3 United States 48.1

’ Because of differences in methodology changes in ranks between 1999 and 2002 cannot all be attributed to changes In actual economic conditions In the state.

2 0 0 2  S T A T E  N E W  E C O N O M Y  I N D E X  7



T H E  R A N K I N G S

S T A T E  N E W  E C O N O M Y  S C O R E S  B Y  O V E R A L L  R A N K

Managerial/ Manufacturing Export 
Professional Workforce Workforce Focus of Foreign Direct 

Overall IT Professionals Jobs Education Education Manufacturing Investment

Stato Rank Score Flank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

“Gaiollo*
Jobs

Rntik Score

Job Churning 

Rank Score

IPOs 

Rank Score

Online
Population

Rank Score

Massachusetts 1 90.00 4 25% 2 31.4% 4 582 22 1.13 18 $38,209 7 6.0% 4 15.4% 41 17.4% 2 10.78 22 56.7%

Washtv-oo 2 66.21 2 2.8% 14 27.7% 1 1  53.1 6 153 3 $82,911 33 3.7% 1 16.5% 10 213% 1 11.78 7 61.3%

California 3 85.50 9 22% 5 28.8% 28 482 3 1.65 B $65,021 21 4.6% 3 15.6% 8 213% 3 9.06 35 52.1%

Colorado 4 84.33 1 3.3% 8 283% 2 59.6 9 1.40 6 $66,182 23 4.3% 13  142% 6 22.1% 4 7.08 1 1 60.1%

Maryland 5 75.56 5 2.4% 3 31.4% 1 60.9 32 0.95 28 $29243 26 4.1% 14 14.1% 22 19.8% 7 6.49 5 61.4%

New Jersey 6 75.10 14 1.9% 10 273% 15 52.0 21 1.15 5 $68,225 5 6.3% 36 12.4% 25 19.7% 14 5.81 12 60.0%

Connecticut 7 74.16 8 22% 6 285% 7 56.0 35 0.82 14 $46,347 6 62% 8 14.6% 37 17.8% 9 6.26 14 58.6%

Virginia 8 72.11 3 25% 9 28.0% 3 59.1 44 0.47 25 $31,182 15 5.0% 7 14.7% 23 19.8% 6 6.66 15 58.5%

Delaware 9 70.49 10 2.1% 17  272% 20 51.1 24 1.09 1 $122,362 3 6.9% 46 11.0% 14 20.5% 34 3.55 16 53.4%

New York 10 6927 20 1.7% 11  273% 8 53.8 17 120 4 S71,676 16 4.9% 30 13 .1% 29 19.2% 17  528 33 53.0%

Oregon 11  68.88 25 15 % 1 31.4% 13 52.3 2 1.66 15  $44,549 31 3.7% 19 13.7% 13  20.7% 23 4.61 8 612%

Utah 12 68.69 7 22% 34 24.6% 12 52.8 8 1.40 37 $21,286 38 3.3% 11 142% 4 22.5% 21 4.82 5 61.4%

Minnesota 13 68.65 1 1  1.9% 13 27.8% 6 56.1 29 0.99 13 $47,300 36 3.5% 16 13.9% 44 16.9% 13 5.94 2 63.5%

Texas 14 67.61 12 1.9% 12 27.8% 43 435 14 125 7 S65.281 22 4.5% 5 15.2% 7 21.6% 16 5.41 39 512%

New Hampshire 15  67.56 24 1.5% 18 272% 5 58.0 4 156 35 $22,314 8 6.0% 9 14.5% 34 18.1% 27 4.42 2 63.5%

Arizona 16 67.22 13  1.9% 28 252% 42 44.0 34 0.88 16 $40,694 42 3.3% 2 15.7% 3 22.7% 18 521 32 53.1%

Illinois 17 64.67 17  1.7% 7 28.3% 21 50.8 28 1.01 19 $37,726 17 4.8% 26 13.4% 39 17.8% 5 6.85 38 51.3%

Florida 18 62.75 23 1.5% 30 24.9% 35 46.3 20 1.16 10 $56,588 24 42% 10 14.4% 2 23.7% 20 4.93 37 52.0%

Pennsylvania 19 6231 26 1.4% 22 26.3% 19 5 12 33 095 22 $33,165 18 4.7% 25 13.4% 47 16.7% 12 6.10 29 55.0%

Idaho 20 61.63 27 1.4% 15 27.4% 38 45.4 18 1.19 17  $39,778 37 3.4% 38 120% 9 21.3% 34 3.55 26 55.8%

Rhooe Island 21 61.50 22 1.6% 24 25.6% 9 53.8 16 120 44 518,154 20 4.7% 20 13.7% 43 17 .1% 34 3.55 22 56.7%

Georgia 22 60.07 15 1.8% 32 24.8% 40 44.8 25 1.04 29 $26,811 12 5.6% 22 13.5% 5 22.4% 15 5.78 41 50.3%

Michigan 23 59.96 30 1.3% 23 25.7% 23 505 7 152 1 1  $53,783 14 5.4% 35 126% 36 17.9% 32 3.9C 25 56.4%

Missouri 24 58 85 18  1,7% 29 252% 24 50.4 40 0.67 38 $21,252 32 3.7% 17  139% 30 19 n% 10 6.23 20 57.3%

Maine 25 58.30 28 1.4% 4 30.4% 37 45.6 23 1 .1 1 43 $19,657 ,0 5.6% 40 11.9% 33 1o.b% 22 4.74 10 60.4%

North CaroSna 26 57.54 16 1.7% 31 249% 29 47.7 42 0.63 32 $23,904 4 6.7% 24 13.5% 16 20.3% 26 4.51 45 472%

NewMexicu 27 57.17 6 22% 16 273% 46 42.7 36 0.81 47 $12,380 48 22% 44 11.4% 11  2 12% 34 3.55 42 49.B%

Vermont 28 56.95 39 0.9% 40 23.4% 16 5 15 41 0.65 9 S56.925 27 4.1% 18 13.9% 35 18.0% 34 3.55 9 60.5%

Kansas 29 56.69 19 1.7% 21 26.6% 14 52.0 49 0.12 31 $24,100 25 42% 23 13.5% 32 18.7% 34 385 18 560%

Ohio 30 56.47 29 1.3% 26 253% 27 48.2 30 098 27 $29,524 19 4.7% 27 133% 46 16.9% 33 3.67 29 55.0%

Alaska 31 56.32 35 1 .1% 19 27.1'.o 17  51.5 47 0.19 2 $115,098 30 3.8% 42 11.7% 18 20.3% 31 3.55 1 68.8%

Nevada 32 55.74 33 0.9% 50 18.6% 49 38.8 15 122 12 $53,540 40 3.3% 29 13.1% 1 25.0% 30 4.05 36 52.1%

Nebraska 33 54.35 21 1.6% 27 25.3% 34 46.6 5 156 23 $33,079 45 2.8% 32 12.8% 45 10.9% 28 4.31 28 55.4%

Oklahoma 34 54.07 36 1 .1% 25 25.6% 30 475 39 0.69 41 $19,927 43 3.0% 12 14.2% 21 20.1% 8 6.43 43 49.7%

Hawaii 35 53.74 37 1.1% 44 23.0% 10 53.3 1 1.76 20 S54.699 1 8.3% 50 8.5% 28 192% 34 385 40 50.9%

Indiana 36 52.81 40 0.9% 47 22.1% 33 46.G 13 128 34 $22,406 11 5.6% 37 12.3% 40 17.8% 19 4.93 27 558%

Montana 37 52.75 44 0.9% 20 26.9% 18 5 12 26 1.04 21 $33,385 35 3.6% 47 10.8% 17  20.3% 34 3.55 19 57.6%

Iowa 38 52.23 33 12 % 33 243% 32 47.5 12 150 45 $14,535 46 2.7% 43 11.7% 50 16.1% 1 1  6.11 17 58.3%

Tennessee u9 5218 34 12 % 42 23.1% 26 48.6 46 0.39 30 $26,083 9 5.7% 34 12.6% 19 202% 24 4.60 34 528%

Wisconsin 40 52.01 31 12 % 43 23.0% 25 49.3 11  15 3 36 $21,403 34 3.6% 39 11.9% 48 163% 29 429 21 57.0%

South Carolina 41 51.13 43 0.9% 41 23.3% 39 45.0 45 0.39 32 S23.974 2 7.4% 28 132% 15 20.4% 34 3.55 44 47,7%

Kentucky 42 48.62 41 0.9% 45 22.8% 47 42.7 10 1.33 26 $31,120 13 5.4% 33 12.8% 31 18.8% 31 3.97 31 532%

South Dakota 43 47.44 32 12 % 48 21.8% 31 47.5 19 1.17 50 $8,601 50 1.7% 15 14.0% 38 17.8% 34 3.55 13 58.8%

North Dakota 44 46.10 50 05% 39 23.6% 22 50.5 38 0.73 24 $31,317 47 2.4% 49 10.0% 49 16.3% 34 3.55 24 568%

Louisiana 45 45.87 46 0 8% 35 24.4% 48 39.3 37 0.74 40 $20,058 39 3.3% 31 13.0% 26 19,5% 25 4.54 49 43.4%

Wyoming 46 45.71 47 0.7% 36 24.4% 45 43.1 43 0.50 46 $14,074 44 2.9% 48 10.3% 27 19.4% 34 3.55 4 62.3%

Alabama 47 45.28 42 0.9% 37 243% 44 43 4 48 018 42 $19,717 28 4.1% 21 13.6% 20 20.1% 34 3.55 47 462%

Ariransas 48 41.68 49 05% 49 2 13% 41 44.6 50 0.01 48 $ 11,110 41 3,3% 41 11.8% 12 20.8% 34 3.55 48 44.3%

Mississippi 49 40.94 43 0.6% 46 223% 36 45.7 27 1.01 49 $9,650 49 22% 6 14.7% 24 19.7% 34 3.55 50 41.8%

West Virginia 50 40.71 45 0.8% 38 242% 50 38.7 31 0.98 39 $20,361 29 3.8% 45 112 % 42 17.4% 34 3.55 46 46.7%

US. average 60422 1.7% 265% 492 1.00 $42913 4.7% 133% 198% 800 53.9%
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I N D I C A T O R S
T H E  R A N K I N G S

Commercial 
Internet 

Domah Names
Technology 
In Schools

Digital
Government

State Honk Scoro Honk Scoro Rank Scoro

Online
Agriculture

Rank Score

Online
Manufacturers
Rank Scoro

Broadband 
Rank Score

1 'gh-Tech 
Jobs

Rank Scoro

Scientists
and

Engineers
Rank Scoro

Patonts 
Rank Scoro

Industry R&D 
Investment

Rank Score

Venture
Capital

Rank Scoro

MA 4 1.34 40 1.06 27 3.06 12 3.8 15 87 .5% 1 5.42 1 10 .4% 4 0.92% 12  0.94 9 2.45% 1 3 .58%

WA 15 0.97 27 1.95 2 4.38 10 3.9 19 07.0% 8 4.03 9 6.6% 1 1 0.59% 9 1.03 1 1 2.25% 5 1.3 4 %

CA 1 1.86 50 0.02 10 3.68 18 3.7 32 84.5% 2 5.22 4 8.9% 10 0.62% 5 1.20 8 2.56% 2 3 .39%

CO 13 1.04 21 2 .3 1 35 2.79 4 3.9 21 86.6% 15 3.47 2 10 .0% 8 0.63% 4 1 2 1 12 2 .18 % 3 3.00%

MD 6 1.25 42 0.87 14 3 .57 30 2.8 39 8 1 .7 % 1 1 3.76 8 6.6% 3 1.0 5% 10  1.0 1 26 1 . 1 8 % 6 1 .3 1 %

NJ 9 1.13 24 2.01 12 3.60 39 2.6 43 79 .8% 3 4.74 6 7 .1% 9 0.63% 3 1.29 4 3 .2 1% 7 1 .2 1 %

CT 14 1.01 47 0.42 25 3 .1 1 12 3 .8 10 87.9% 6 4.43 10 6.6% 6 0.65% 6 1 . 1 3 13 2 .16 % 9 1 .0 1%

VA 7 1.20 14 2 .8 1 20 3.30 30 2.8 18 87 .2% 25 3.04 5 7.5% 13 0.56% 29 0.51 27 1 . 1 5 % 8 1 . 1 1 %

DE 12 1.08 3 3.58 36 2.78 30 2.8 5C 66.7% 36 2.38 32 3 .4% 2 1.0 7% 2 1.49 3 3.63% 26 0 .3 1%

NY 5 12 7 43 0.86 8 3.72 1 1 3.9 47 77 .4% 5 4.44 18 5 .3% 12 0.56% 7 1.06 15 1 .8 7 % 12 0.90%

OR 19 0.83 25 2.00 23 3 .16 2 4.6 6 88 .7% 18 3.35 12 6 .3% 14 0.52% 16  0.81 23 1.3 3 % 10 0.96%

UT 11 1.10 20 2.47 13 3.57 4 3.9 1 1 87 .8% 17 3.42 1 1 6 .4% 15 0.52% 1 3  0.85 20 1.5 4 % 13 0.90%

MN 24 0.69 7 3.21 26 3 .10 24 2.9 1 9 1 .7 % 24 3.06 7 6.9% 20 0.48% 8 1.05 14 2 .10 % 16 0.64%

TX 20 0.80 17 2.63 3 4.34 36 2.7 30 85.3% 13 3.58 1 7 5 .7% 30 0.39% 15  0.83 21 1 .5 1% 14 0.86%

NH 16 0.96 45 0.49 44 1.7 6 12 3 .8 27 85 .8% 20 3.23 3 9 .6% 25 0,43% 3 1 0.49 18 1.70 % 4 1.5 6 %

AZ 3 1.34 32 1.65 38 2.69 4 3.9 26 86.0% 9 3.96 16 5 .8% 32 0.38% 1 1  0.95 6 3.00% 24 0.39%

IL 18 088 23 2.06 15 3.55 20 3.6 29 85 .5% 16 3.44 2 1 4 .8% 27 0 .4 1% 23 0.65 16 1.8 3 % 18 0.54%

FL 10 1,1 1 39 1 .1 6 7 3.83 28 2.8 40 8 1.4 % 10 3.77 26 4 .3% 49 0.26% 22 0.66 30 0.80% 19 0.50%

PA 22 0.74 34 1.42 6 3.85 .9 2.6 23 86.4% 28 2.98 23 4 .6% 1 7 0.50% 1 7  0.81 7 2.76% 17 0.54%

ID 34 0.49 13 2.87 39 2.60 1 5.0 35 84.2% 34 2.4 1 14 5.9% 24 0.44% 1 1 .5 3 2 3.68% 41 0.04%

Rl 21 0.77 35 1.39 45 1.64 12 3.8 44 79.4% 7 4.22 25 4 .4% 7 0.64% 19  0.72 1 4.29% 22 0 .4 1%

GA 17 0.91 33 1.60 31 2.95 48 1 . 1 33 84.5% 26 3.00 20 4 .8% 43 0.32% 27 0.52 31 0.80% 1 1 0.93%

Ml 29 0.59 36 1.3 5 1 4.49 26 2.9 14 87 .7% 23 3 .10 36 3 .2 % 29 0.40% 20 0.69 10 2.33% 34 0 .17%

MO 33 0.52 9 2.94 28 3.06 27 2.9 24 86.0% 29 2.89 29 3 .8% 3 1 0 .38% 34 0.45 29 0 .8 1% 25 0.34%

ME 31 0.57 15 2.79 9 3.70 12 3.8 3 89 .5% 35 2.39 34 3 .3% 23 0.44% 44 0.32 40 0.48% 20 0.49%

NC 27 0.63 44 0.84 16 3.45 41 2.0 36 8 4 .1% 33 2.4 1 24 4 .5% 2 1 0.46% 30 0.49 19 1.69% 15 0.69%

NM 23 0.71 38 1.32 48 1.39 4 3.9 38 8 2 .1% 31 2.66 15 5 .8% 1 1 .2 1 % 1 8  0.77 5 3 .15 % 44 0.02%

VT 25 0.63 28 1.84 50 0.93 12 3.8 41 8 1 .2 % 48 1.5 5 13 6 .3% 5 0.70% 14  0.83 1 7 1.7 3 % 29 0 97%

KS 36 0.48 16 2.74 1 1 3.60 37 2.6 28 85.6% 2 1 3.22 27 3.9% 42 0.32% 36 0.42 24 1 .3 1% 23 0.40%

OH 28 0.62 4 3.47 5 3.85 29 2.8 16 87 .5% 22 3.22 30 3 .5% 26 0 .4 1% 24 C.57 22 1.4 4 % 31 0 .16 %

AK 26 0.63 6 3.35 33 2.83 34 2.7 49 72 .4% 49 1.2 3 44 2 .1% 19 0.48% 32 0.48 46 0 .18% 46 0 .0 1%

NV 2 1.71 49 0.35 29 3.03 4 3.9 45 78 .3% 4 4.45 38 2 .7% 50 0.22% 25 0.57 33 0.70% 40 0.04%

NE 42 0.41 1 3.82 22 3 .18 22 3 .1 3 1 84.6% 12 3.62 19 4.9% 40 0.33% 41 0.34 42 0.42% 35 0 .16 %

OK 40 0.46 29 1 .8 1 49 1.2 5 43 1.9 9 88.0% 14 3.52 37 2.9% 36 0.34% 33 0.47 4 1 0.46% 39 0.05%

HI 8 1.16 26 1.95 40 2.54 34 2.7 48 72 .7% 19 3.26 46 2.0% 18 0.50% 40 0.36 49 0 .1 1% 21 0.48%

IN 35 0.49 22 2.07 4 4.29 38 2.6 4 89,0% 40 2 .19 33 3 .4% 38 0.34% 39 0.39 34 0.66% 36 0 .16 %

MT 45 0.36 3 1 1.65 30 2.97 3 4.5 1 7 87 .3% 43 1.8 6 48 1 .8 % 16 0 .5 1% 2 1 0.67 44 0.24% 33 0 .17 %

IA 49 0.30 5 3.37 34 2.83 2 1 3.5 20 86.9% 38 2.30 28 3 .9% 37 0.34% 26 0.58 32 0 .7 1% 42 0.03%

TN 30 0.58 37 1.3 3 43 2.07 47 1 .3 22 86 .5% 30 2.78 39 2.6% 35 0.34% 42 0.34 28 1.0 1% 37 0 .13%

Wl 38 0.47 19 2.59 19 3.33 23 3.0 13 87 .7% 32 2 .61 3 1 3 .5% 34 0.35% 28 0.52 25 1.2 4 % 32 0 .17 %

SC 39 0.46 10 2.94 37 2.73 46 1.6 8 88.4% 39 2.27 4 1 2 .5% 46 0.29% 46 0.24 36 0.57% 27 0.29%

KY 41 0.43 18 2.59 32 2.89 50 0.1 12 87 .8% 41 2 .14 42 2 .5% 47 0 .27% 45 0.30 39 0.53% 30 0 .2 1%

SD 50 0.29 2 3.64 17 3,43 25 2.9 34 84 .3% 44 1.79 22 4 .7% 44 0 .3 1% 50 0 .13 50 0.06% 48 0 .0 1%

ND 44 0.37 1 1 2.94 18 3.38 19 3.6 2 90.3% 46 1 .7 3 40 2.6% 22 0.44% 38 0.39 37 0.55% 49 0.00%

LA 37 0.48 48 0.39 21 320 45 1 .9 5 88.9% 27 2.99 49 1 .6 % 41 0.33% 37 0.41 48 0 .17% 38 0.08%

WY 46 0.35 8 3.05 46 1.5 7 4 3.9 7 88.6% 45 1.7 8 50 1.4 % 28 0 .4 1% 35 0.43 46 0 .18% 49 0.00%

AL 32 0.52 46 0.42 47 1.54 44 1.9 42 79.B% 37 2.30 35 3 .3% 33 0.36% 47 0.24 38 0.54% 28 0.27%

AF 47 0.32 30 1.66 24 3 .14 42 1.9 25 86.0% 42 38 43 2.4% 48 0.27% 49 0.21 43 0.40% 45 0 .0 1%

M S 48 0.32 41 1.05 42 2 .1 1 49 0.8 37 83.4% 47 1.5 5 47 1 .9 % 45 0.30% 48 0.21 45 0.20% 43 0.03%

WV 43 0.37
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Managerial! Manufacturing Export
Professional Wo ktorco Workforce Focus of Foreign Direct "Gazelle" Online

Overall IT Professionals Jobs Education Education Manufacturing Investment Jobs Job Churning IPOs Population

S tate Rank Score Ronk Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Scoro Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Scoro Rank Scoro

Alabama 47 45.28 42 0.9% 37 24.2% 44 43.4 48 0.18 42 519,71-’ 28 4.1% 21 13.6% 20 20.1% 34 3.55 47 46.2%
Alaska 31 56.32 35 1.1% 19 27.1% 17 51.5 47 0.19 2 5115,098 30 3.8% 42 11.7% 18 20.3% 34 3.55 1 68.8%
Arizona 16 67.22 13 1.9% 28 25.2% 42 44.0 34 0.88 16 540,694 42 3.3% 2 15.7% 3 22.7% 18 5.21 32 53.1%
Arkansas 48 41.68 49 0.5% 49 21.3% 41 44.6 50 0.01 48 511,110 41 3.3% 41 11.8% 12 20.8% 34 3.55 48 44.3%
California 3 85.50 9 2.2% 5 28.8% 28 48.2 3 1.65 8 565,021 21 4.6% 3 15.6% 8 21.3% 3 9.06 35 52.1%
Colorado 4 84.33 1 3.3% 8 28.3% 2 59.6 9 1.40 6 566,182 23 4.3% 13 14.2% .6 22.1% 4 7.08 11 60.1%
Connecticut 7 74.16 8 2.2% 6 28.5% 7 56.0 35 0.82 14 546,347 6 6.2% 8 14.6% 37 17.8% 9 6.26 14 58.6%
Delaware 9 70.49 10 2.1% 17 27.2% 20 51.1 24 1.09 1 5122,362 3 6.9% 46 11.0% 14 20.5% 34 3.55 16 58.4%
Florida 18 62.75 23 1.5% 30 24.9% 35 46.3 20 1.16 10 S56.588 24 4.2% 10 14.4% 2 23.7% 20 4.93 37 52.0%
Georgia 22 60.07 15 1.8% 32 24.8% 40 44.8 25 1.04 29 526,811 12 5.6% 22 13.5% 5 22.4% 15 5.78 41 50.3%
Hawaii 35 53.74 37 1.1% 44 23.0% 10 53.3 1 1.76 20 534,699 1 8.3% 50 8.5% 28 19.2% 34 3.55 40 50.9%
Idaho 20 61.63 27 1.4% 15 27.4% 38 45.4 18 1.19 17 539,778 37 3.4% 38 12.0% 9 21.3% 34 3.55 26 55.8%
Illinois 17 64.67 17 1.7% 7 28.3% 21 50.8 28 1.01 19 537,726 17 4.8% 26 13.4% 39 17.8% 5 6.R5 38 51.3%
Indiana 36 52.81 40 0.9% 47 22.1% 33 46.6 13 1.28 34 522,406 11 5,6% 37 12.3% 40 17.8% 19 4.93 27 55.5%
Iowa 38 52.23 33 1.2% 33 24.8% 32 47.5 12 1.30 45 514,535 46 2.7% 43 11.7% 50 16.1% 11 6.11 17 58.394
Kansas 29 56.69 19 1.7% 21 26.6% 14 52.0 49 0.12 31 524,100 25 4.2% 23 13.5% 32 18.7% 34 3.55 18 58.0%
Kentucky 42 48.62 41 0.9% 45 22.8% 47 42.7 10 1.33 26 531,120 13 5.4% 33 12.8% 31 18.8% 31 3.97 31 53.2%
Louisiana 45 45.87 46 0.8% 35 24.4% 48 39.3 37 0.74 40 520,058 39 3.3% 31 13.0% 26 19.5% 25 4.54 49 43.4%
Maine 25 58.30 28 1.4% 4 30.4% 37 45.6 23 1.11 43 519.657 10 5.6% 40 11.9% 33 18.5% 22 4.74 10 60.4%
Maryland 5 75.56 5 2.4% 3 31.4% 1 60.9 32 0.95 28 529,243 26 4.1% 14 14.1% 22 19.8% 7 6.49 5 61.49-4

Massachusetts 1 90.00 4 2.5% o 31.4% 4 58.2 22 1.13 18 538,209 7 6.0% 4 15.4% 41 17.4% 2 10.78 22 56.7%
Michigan 23 59.06 30 1.3% 23 25.7% 23 50.5 7 1.52 11 553,783 14 5.4% 35 12.6% 36 17.9% 32 3.96 25 56.4%
Minnesota 13 68.65 11 1.9% 13 27.8% 6 56.1 29 0.99 13 $47,600 36 3.5% 16 13.9% 44 16.9% 13 5.94 2 63.5%

Mississippi 49 40.94 48 0.6% 46 22.3% 36 45.7 27 1.01 49 59,650 49 2.2% 6 14.7% 24 19.7% 34 3.55 50 41.8%
Missouri 24 58.85 18 1.7% 29 25.2% 24 50.4 40 0.67 38 £21,252 32 3.7% 17 13.9% 30 19.0% 10 6.23 20 57.3%
Montana 37 52.75 44 0.9% 20 26.9% 18 51.2 26 1.04 21 533,385 35 3.6% 47 10.8% 17 20.3% 34 3.55 19 57.6%
Nebraska 33 54.35 21 1.6% 27 25.3% 34 46.6 5 1.56 23 533,079 45 2.8% 32 12.8% 45 16.9% 28 4.31 28 55.4%
Nevada 32 55.74 38 0.9% 50 18.6% 49 38.8 15 1.22 12 553,540 40 3.3% 29 13.1% 1 25.0% 30 4.05 36 52.1%
New Hampshire 15 67.56 24 1.5% 18 27.2% 5 58.0 4 1.56 35 522,314 B 6.0% 9 14.5% 34 18.1% 27 4.42 2 63.5%
New Jersey 6 75.10 14 1.9% 10 27.8% 15 52.0 21 1.15 5 568,225 5 6.3% 36 12.4% 25 19.7% 14 5.81 12 60.0%
New Mexico 27 57.17 6 2.2% 16 27.3% 46 42.7 36 0.81 47 512,980 48 2.2% 44 11.4% 11 21.2% 34 3.55 42 49.8%
New York 10 69.27 20 1.7% 11 27.8% 8 53.8 17 1.20 4 571,676 16 4.9% 30 13 1% 29 19.2% 17 5.28 33 53.0%
North Carolina 26 57.54 16 1.7% 31 24.9% 29 47.7 42 0.63 33 523,904 4 6.7% 24 13.5% 16 20.3% 26 4.51 45 47.2%
North Dakota 44 46.10 50 0.3% 39 23.6% 22 50.5 38 0.73 24 531,317 47 2.4% 49 10.0% 49 16.3% 34 3.55 24 56.5%
Ohio 30 56.47 29 1.3% 26 25.3% 27 48.2 30 0.98 27 529,524 19 4.7% 27 13.3% 46 16.9% 33 3.67 29 55.0%
Oklahoma 34 54.07 36 1.1% 25 25.6% 30 47.5 39 0.69 41 519,927 43 3.0% 12 14.2% 21 20.1% 8 6.43 43 49.7%
Oregon 11 60.88 25 1.5% 1 31.4% 13 52.3 2 1.66 15 544,549 31 3.7% 19 13.7% 13 20.7% 23 4.61 8 61.2%
Pennsylvania 19 62.31 26 1.4% 22 26.3% 19 51.2 33 0.95 22 S33.165 18 4.7% 25 13.4% 47 16.7% 12 6.10 29 55.0%
Rhode Island 21 61.50 22 1.6% 24 25.6% 9 53.8 16 1.20 44 518.154 20 4.7% 20 13.7% 43 17.1% 34 3.55 22 56.7%
South Carolina 41 51.13 43 0.9% 41 23.3% 39 45.0 45 0.39 32 523,974 2 7.4% 28 13.2% 15 20,4% 34 3.55 44 47.7%
South Dakota 43 47.44 32 1.2% 48 21,8% 31 47.5 19 1.17 50 58,601 50 1.7% 15 14.0% 38 17.8% 34 3.55 13 58.8%
Tennessee 39 52.18 34 1.2% 42 23.1% 26 48.6 4b 0.39 30 526,083 9 5.7% 34 12.6% 19 20.2% 24 4.60 34 52.5%

Texas 14 67.61 12 1.9% 12 27.8% 43 43.5 14 1.25 7 565,281 22 4.5% 5 15.2% 7 21.6% 16 5.41 39 51.2%
Utah 12 68.69 7 2.2% 34 24.6% 12 52.8 8 1.40 37 521,286 38 3.3% 11 14.2% 4 22.5% 21 4.82 5 61.4%
Vermont 28 5-3.95 39 0.9% 40 23.4% 16 51.5 41 0.65 9 556,925 27 4.1% 18 13.9% 35 18.0% 34 3.55 9 60.5%
Virginia 8 72.11 3 2.5% 9 28.0% 3 59.1 44 0.47 25 531,182 15 5.0% 7 14.7% 23 19.8% 6 C.66 15 58.594
Washington 2 86.21 2 2.8% 14 27.7% 11 53.1 6 1.53 3 S82.911 33 3.7% 1 16.5% 10 21.3% 1 11.78 7 61.3%
West Viiginia 50 40.71 45 0.8% 38 24.2% 50 38.7 31 0.98 39 520,361 29 3.8% 45 11.2% 42 17.4% 34 3.55 46 46.7%
Wisconsin 40 52,01 31 1.2% 43 23.0% 25 49.3 11 1.33 36 521,403 34 3.6% 39 11.9% 48 16.3% 29 4.29 21 57.0%
Wyoming 46 45.71 47 0.7% 36 24.4% 45 43.1 43 0.50 46 514,074 44 2.9% 48 10.3% 27 19.4% 34 3.55 4 62.3%
U.S. overage 60.32 1.7% 26.5% 49.2 1.00 $42,913 4.7% 13.8% 19.8% 5.00 53.9%
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AL 32 0.52 46 0.42 47 1.54 44 1.9 42 79.8% 37 2.30 35' 3.3% 33 0.36% 47 0.24 38 0.54% 28 0.27%
AK 26 0.63 6 3.35 33 2.83 34 2.7 49 72.4% 49 1.23 44 2.1% 19 0.48% 32 0.48 46 0.18% 46 0.01%
AZ 3 1.34 32 1.65 38 2.69 4 3.9 26 86.0% 9 3.96 16 5.8% 32 0.38% 11 0.95 6 3.00% 24 0.39%
AR 47 0.32 30 1.66 24 3.14 42 1.9 25 86.0% 42 1.88 43 2.4% 48 0.27% 49 0.21 43 0.40% 45 0.01 %
CA 1 1.86 50 0.02 10 3.68 18 3.7 32 84.5% 2 5.22 4 8.9% 10 0.62% 5 1.20 8 2.56% 2 3.39%
CO 13 1.04 21 2.31 35 2.79 4 3.9 21 86.6% 15 3.47 2 10.0% 8 0.63% 4 1.21 12 2.18% 3 3.00%
CT 14 1.01 47 0.42 25 3.11 12 3.8 10 87.9% 6 4.43 10 6.6% 6 0.65% 6 1.13 13 2.16% 9 1.01%
DE 12 1.08 3 3.58 36 2.78 30 2.8 50 66.7% 36 2.38 32 3.4% 2 1.07% 2 1.49 3 3.63% 26 0.31 %
FL 10 1.11 39 1.16 7 3.33 28 2.8 40 81.4% 10 3.77 26 4.3% 49 0.26% 22 0.66 30 0.80% 19 0.50%
GA 17 0.91 33 1.60 31 2.95 48 1.1 33 84.5% 26 3.00 20 4.8% 43 0.32% 27 0.52 31 0.80% 11 0.93%
HI 8 1.16 26 1.95 40 2.54 34 2.7 48 72.7% 19 3.26 46 2.0% 18 0.50% 40 0.36 49 0.11% 21 0.48%
ID 34 0.49 13 2.87 39 2.60 1 5.0 35 84.2% 34 2.41 14 5.9% 24 0.44% 1 1.53 2 3.68% 41 0.04%
IL 18 0.80 23 2.06 15 3.55 20 3.6 29 85.5% 16 3.44 21 4.3% 27 0.41% 23 0.65 16 1.83% 18 0.54%
IN 35 0.49 22 2.07 4 4.29 38 2.6 4 89.0% 40 2.19 33 3.4% 38 0.34% 39 0.39 34 0.66% 36 0.16%
IA 49 0.30 5 3.37 34 2.83 21 3.5 20 86.9% 38 2.30 28 3.9% 37 0.34% 26 0.56 32 0.71% 42 0.03%
KS 36 0.48 16 2.74 11 3.60 37 2.6 28 85.6% 21 3.22 27 3.9% 42 0 32% 36 0.42 24 1.31% 23 0.40%
KY 41 0.43 18 2.59 32 2.89 50 0.1 12 87.8% 41 2.14 42 2.5% 47 0.27% 45 0.30 39 0.53% 30 0.21%
LA 37 0.48 48 0.39 21 3.20 45 1.9 5 88.9% 27 2.99 49 1.6% 41 0.33% 37 0.41 48 0.17% 38 0.08%
ME 31 0.57 15 2.79 9 3.70 12 3.8 3 89.5% 35 2.39 34 3.3% 23 0.44% 44 0.32 40 0.48% 20 0.49%
MD 6 1.25 42 0.87 14 3.57 30 2.8 39 81.7% 11 3.76 8 6.6% 3 1.05% 10 1.01 26 1.18% 6 1.31%
MA 4 1.34 40 1.06 27 3.06 12 3.8 15 87.5% 1 5.12 1 10.4% 4 0.92% 12 0.94 9 2.45% 1 3.58%
Ml 29 0.59 36 1.35 1 4.40 26 2.9 14 87.7% 23 3.10 36 3.2% 29 0.40% 20 0.69 10 2.33% 34 0.17%
MN 24 0.69 7 3.21 26 3.10 24 2.9 1 91.7% 24 3.06 7 6.9% 20 0.48% 8 1.05 14 2.10% 16 0.64%
MS 48 0.32 41 1.05 42 2.11 49 0.8 37 83.4% 47 1.55 47 1.9% 45 0.30% 48 0.21 45 0.20% 43 0.03%
MO 33 0.52 9 2.94 28 3.06 27 2.9 24 86.0% 29 2.89 29 3.8% 31 0.38% 34 0.45 29 0.81% 25 0.34%
MT 45 0.36 31 1.65 30 2.97 3 4.5 17 87.3% 43 1.86 48 1.8% 16 0.51% 21 0.67 44 0.24% 33 0.17%
NE 42 0.41 1 3.82 22 3.18 22 3.1 31 84.6:.‘ 12 3.62 19 4.9% 40 0.33% 41 0.34 42 0.42% 35 0.16%
NV 2 1.71 49 0.35 29 3.03 4 3.9 45 78.3% 4 4.45 38 2.7% 50 0.22% 25 0.57 33 0.70% 40 0.04%
NH 16 0.96 45 0.49 44 1,76 12 3.8 27 85.8% 20 3.23 3 9.6% 25 0.43% 31 0.49 18 1.70% 4 1.56%
NJ 9 1.13 24 2.01 12 3.60 39 2.6 43 79.8% 3 4.74 6 7.1% 9 0.63% 3 1.29 4 3.21% 7 1.21%
NM 23 0.71 38 1.32 48 1.39 4 3.9 38 82.1% 31 2.66 15 5.8% 1 1.21% 18 0.77 5 3.15% 44 0.02%
NY 5 1.27 43 0.86 8 3.72 11 3.9 47 77.4% 5 4.44 18 5.3% 12 0.56% 7 1.06 15 1.87% 12 0.90%
NC 27 0.63 44 0.84 16 3.45 41 2.0 36 84.1% 33 2.41 24 4.5% 21 0.46% 30 0.49 19 1.69% 15 0.69%
ND 44 0.37 11 2.94 18 3.38 19 3.6 2 90.3% 46 1.73 40 2.6% 22 0.44% 38 0.39 37 0.55% 49 0.00%
OH 28 0.62 4 3.47 5 3.85 29 2.8 16 87.5% 22 3 22 30 3.5% 26 0.41% 24 0.57 22 1.44% 31 0.18%
OK 40 0.46 29 1.81 49 1.25 43 1.9 9 88.0% 14 3.52 37 2.9% 36 0.34% 33 0.47 41 0.46% 39 0.05%
OR 19 0.83 25 2.00 23 3.16 2 4.6 6 38.7% 18 3.35 12 6.3% 14 0.52% 16 0.81 23 1.33% 10 0.96%
PA 22 0.74 34 1.42 6 3.85 39 2.6 23 86.4% 28 2.98 23 4.6% 17 0.50% 17 0.81 7 2.76% 17 0.54%
Rl

oT—CM 35 1.39 45 1.64 12 3.8 44 79.4% 7 4.22 25 4.4% 7 0.64% 19 0.72 1 4.29% 22 0.41%
SC 39 0.46 10 2.94 37 2.73 46 1.6 8 88.4% 39 2.27 41 2.5% 46 0.29% 46 0.24 36 0.57% 27 0.29%
SD 50 0.29 2 3.64 17 3.43 25 2.9 34 84.3% 44 1.79 22 4.7% 44 0.31% 50 0.13 50 0.06% 48 0.01%
TN 30 0.58 37 1.33 43 2.07 47 1.3 22 86.5% 30 2.78 39 2.6% 35 0.34% 42 0.34 28 1.01% 37 0.13%
TX 20 0.80 17 2.63 3 4.34 36 2.7 30 85.3% 13 3.58 17 5.7% 30 0.39% 15 0.83 21 1.51% 14 0.86%
UT 11 1.10 20 2.47 13 3.57 4 3.9 11 87.8% 17 3.42 11 6.4% 15 0.52% 13 0.85 20 1.54% 13 0.90%
VI­ 25 0.63 28 1.84 50 0.93 12 3.8 41 81.2% 48 1.55 13 6.3% 5 0.70% 14 0.83 17 1.73% 29 0.27%
VA 7 1.20 14 2.81 20 3.30 30 2.8 18 87.2% 25 3.04 5 7.5% 13 0.56% 29 0.51 27 1.15% 8 1.11%
WA 15 0.97 27 1.95 2 4.38 10 3.9 19 87.0% 8 4.03 9 6.6% 11 0,59% 9 1.03 11 2.25% 5 1.34%
WV 43 0.37 12 2.90 41 2.16 30 2.8 46 77.4% 50 0.96 45 2.1% 39 0.34% 43 0.33 35 0.61% 47 0.01%
Wl 38 0.47 19 2.59 19 3.33 23 3.0 13 87.7% 32 2.61 31 3.5% 34 0.35% 28 0.52 25 1.24% 32 0.17%
WY 46 0.35 8 3.05 46 1.57 4 3.9 7 88.6% 45 1.78 50 1.4% 28 0.41% 35 0.43 46 0.18% 49 0.00%

0.95 2.00 3.00 3.0 84.5% 3.00 5.3% 0.49% 0.80 1.91% 1.10%



B efore  (he  
H O U S E  S P E C IA L  C O M M IT T E E  O N  E C O N O M IC  D E V E L O P M E N T , 

IN T E R N A T IO N A L  T R A D E , A N D  T O U R IS M

H C R  32  — A lask a  In form ation  In fra stru ctu re  P o licy  T a sk  F orce  

T estim o n y  o f  T in a  P id geon  
V ice P resid en t, F ed era l R eg u la to ry  A ffa irs  

G en era l C om m u n ica tion , Inc. 

M arch  2 , 2004

Thank you, Madame Chair and Members of the Committee. GCI appreciates the 

opportunity to appear before the Committee as you consider whether to establish the proposed 

Alaska Information Infrastructure Policy Task Force under HCR 32, and we applaud your 

interest in ensuring tire Alaskan communities have widespread access to broadband connectivity.

GCI has three principle recommendations for your consideration o f HCR 32:

(1) First, take the opportunity to assess Alaska’s current telecom infrastructure 

before constituting a Task Force. We anticipate that you will be pleasantly 

surprised at what you will fmd regarding the extent, quality, and 

sophistication of the telecom infrastructure in Alaska. In the event that the 

Task Force is constituted, one of its first tasks should be to inventory existing 

and planned broadband infrastructure;

(2) If a Task Force is created, industry' members should be included among its 

membership. Industry representatives can provide invaluable expertise based 

on actual experience serving Alaska; and



(3) Any Task Force should give great weight to the telecom advances and

infrastructure investments that have been made available through competitive 

entry and consider the practical challenges o f designing technologies that meet 

the needs o f rural communities at urban rates, as GCI has done.

Attached to this testimony is proposed language to incorporate these recommendations.

GCI has been at the forefront o f deploying new and innovative technologies to improve 

and advance telecommunications services for Alaskans since 1982. It is fair to say that at that 

time, Alaska’s telecom infrastructure lagged significantly behind that in other states. Since that 

time, however, significant investments—largely through private capital—have dramatically 

improved Alaska’s telecom infrastructure. For example, since 1996, GCI has invested 

approximately $534 million in Alaska’s telecom infrastructure, including: approximately $64 

million in telemedicine, school access, and other rural Alaska broadband-upgrade projects-each 

requiring extensive facilities upgrades to deliver broadband connectivity, and approximately 

$138 million in two undersea fiber-optic cable projects-the second o f which is currently 

underway. This project will substantially fortify Alaska’s fiber optic network and the security of 

Alaskan telecommunications.

As a result of continued investments, telephone penetration in Alaska has increased 

significantly— for both basic telephone and broadband services—since the early ‘80s. Then, 

only 83.8% of the homes in Alaska had service. Today, 96.6% do, exceeding the national 

average of 95.2%. As for broadband connectivity, the progress has been even more impresshe, 

and Alaska is a national leader in many respects: first in individual Internet use at 71.6 percent, 

compared to a national average of 54.1 percent, and fust in home subscription to broadband 

service at 26%, compared to a national average o fl3% . This data demonstrates that Alaskans



demand these services, and they use them. In fact, many rural areas have better access to 

broadband services than some urban areas in the lower-48.

There is a lot to be excited about concerning ongoing and future infrastructure investment 

in Alaska. As you consider HCR 32, GCI strongly urges the Committee to take a hard good at 

the current status of broadband connectivity, infrastructure investment, and fiber deployment in 

Alaska— of which Steve Walker and I have offered just an overview— and we look forward to 

continued participation in this discussion. Thank you.
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review and analyze the state's current and long-term information infrastructure needs and define the 
state's role and interest in .nformation developm ent. The  task force shall address the state’s long-term  
information infrastructure need:, and develop a long-term information infrastructure plan for Alaska that 
will efficiently enhance the state's economic future. The task force will be comprised of the 
Commissioners o f Military and Veterans' Affairs and Community and Economic Developm ent (or 
designees), one m em ber chosen by the President of the University o f Alaska, seven at-large members  
chosen jointly by the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate; and three m embers of the 
Legislature chosen jointly by the S peaker of the House and the President of the Senate, one of whom
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is proposed by the Minority Leaders of the House of Representatives and the Senate.
The task force will select a chair from am ong them selves, be staffed by a legislative assistant, and 

prepare and submit a report of iis findings regarding an information infrastructure plan to the Legislature  
not later than the first day the First R egular Session of the Twenty-Fourth A laska State Legislature. The  
task force terminates not later than the adjournment of the First Regular Session of the Twenty-Fourth  
Alaska State Legislature.

The task force will begin work in June 2004 . Any costs incurred during June will be absorbed within the 
Legislature's budget.

Personal S ervices

The task force will be staffed by an 6 .5  months, R ange 21 position Total Personal Services 44.2  

Trave l
Travel costs for the two commissioners will be absorbed within their respective agencies. Travel costs 
for two Legislators will be absorbed within their respective budgets, The seven at large m em bers are  
assumed to be one from Anchorage, one from Kodiak, and one from Nom e, one from Juneau, one from  
Fairbanks, one from Sitka, and one from Ketchikan. The University of Alaska appointee is assum ed to be 
from Fairbanks. It is also assumed that the task force will travel to m eet one time in Anchorage, and one 
time in Fairbanks for a total of 2  m eetings lasting 2 days each. All o ther meetings will be teleconferenced. 
Total Travel 13.8

C ontrac tua l
Contractual for phone costs, postage will be abso d within existing budgets. Teleconference costs for 
meetings will be absorbed within existing budgets.

S upplies
Miscellaneous supplies for the task force will be absorbed within existing budgets.

E q u ip m en t
Equipment costs for the staff person will be absorbed within existing budgets.
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AMENDMENT

TO: CS HCR 32(EDT) am

Page 2, line 17 

Insert:

“(1) the commissioner of administration or the commissioner’s designee;” 

Renumber remaining subsections.

Pase 2, line 22c  7

Delete “seven”
Insert “six”
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