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STATE OF ALASKA
2003 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date/Time (Note if corre ction):
Title Allowable Absence

for Military Service
Sponsor Senator Cowdery

Requester

Expenditures/Revenues

Senate State Affairs Committee

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

1050 Permanent Fund Dividend Fund
TOTAL

Estimate of any current year (FY2003) cost:

FY 2004
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FISCAL NOTE I MAY 1 2003
ShNMIV fitxiMNCI
h 1 COMMITEC
Bill Version: SB 148
(S) Publish Date: 4/9/03
Dept. Affected: Revenue

"BRU Revenue Operations
Component Permanent Fund Dividend
Component No. 981
(Thousands of Dollars)
FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
30.0
30.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
|
| !
(Thousands of Dollars)
30.0
30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0

Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2004 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:

(Attach a separate page if necessary)

This legislation would amend state statute governing allowable absences for the Permanent Fund
dividend (AS 43.23.008) as it relates to individuals serving in the U.S. armed forces. The existing statute
allows an individual serving in the armed forces to remain outside Alaska for up to 45 days a year, in
addition to time serving on active duty. The purpose of this limitation has been to assess the military
personnel's intent to return home to Alaska after his or her discharge from active duty, since the individual
has always claimed the intent to return to Alaska throughout his or her allowable absence for military

service. This legislation would amend the statute to allow up to 180 days of time outside Alaska each
year, in addition to time on active duty. This provision also would apply to the spouse and children of

military personnel.

Phone 465-5469

Prepared by:
Division
Approved by:
Agency

(RowkxJ (WOC20MB)

Larry Persily, Deputy Commissioner
Department of Revenue

Larry Persily, Deputy Commissioner
Department of Revenue

r-

OMMITTEE COP

\Y

Date/Time 3/29/03 10:28 AM
Date 3/29/2003
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FISCAL NOTE #1

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SB 148
2003 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION

Discussion

The number of military personnel living outside Alaska for part or all of the year, and who claim an
allowable absence in their application for the Permanent Fund Dividend, increases each year:

- 5,088 for the 1999 dividend.

- 5,678 for 2000.

-5,831 for 2001.

- 6,024 for 2002.
The Division is unable to report how many spouses and children of military personnel apply for the
dividend, but it is several thousand additional applications per year.

This legislation would increase that number by amending the statutory limitation on how long a member of
the military may remain outside Alaska in addition to his or her time on active duty. The existing statute
limits the applicant to 45 days. This legislation would increase that to 180 days. The Division is unable to
project how many individuals would qualify for the dividend under the new requirement but, for example, if
this new provision had been in effect for the 2002 dividend, for every additional 100 applicants who
qualified for the dividend it would have reduced the amount of the dividend for everyone else by just 25
cents.

The practical effect of this legislation would be that military personnel discharged from active duty could
remain outside Alaska for up to 180 days after discharge and still qualify for the dividend, or individuals
could reside outside Alaska for up to 180 days before joining active duty and still qualify.

This legislation would not change the statutory requirement limiting college and university students to no
more than 120 days of being absent from Alaska, in addition to their time as full-time students.

Cost to the Division

This legislation makes the change retroactive to January 1, 2002, with the intent of changing the eligibility
requirements for the 2003 dividend (2002 is the- qualifying year for the 2003 dividend). To accomplish that
goal, this measure would extend the dividend application period from the statutory deadline of March 31,
2003 to September 15, 2003 for those individuals who would benefit from the new provision allowing
longer absences from the state.

This could create administratives problems for the Division. First, the Division needs to estimate by mid-
September the number of applications that will be approved, in order to determine the amount of the 2003
dividend and to start processing direct-deposit payments. Such a late cut-off date will require the Division
to hold back sufficient funds to cover unexpected applications not yet processed or reviewed for eligibility.
It is unlikely that these late applications would be paid on time three weeks later in October with the rest of
the applicants.

The larger problem, however, would be contacting military personnel to notify them of the new statutory
provision and extended deadline. The S30.000 requested in this fiscal note would be used to send letters
to 2002 dividend applicants in the military service and to purchase advertising in those Alaska
communities with a significant military presence.

Page_2_of_2_
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SPONSOR STATEMENT FOR SB 148

"An Act relating to al lowable absences for certainmembers of the armed forces and
theirspouses and dependents forpurposes ofeligibility forpermanent fund dividends;
and providing for an effective date."

SB 148 is a correction to an oversight in our allowable PFD absences.

This was brought to my attention, when a 20-year Alaskan resident and constituent
who was activated on Sept 11, was recently denied his PFD. He is in the Navy

Reserves.

He was overseas protecting our country on Active Duty orders for 10 months. The
180-day requirement of being out of state is waived in his case, because he is on
military orders.

However here is the glitch.....

Upon his return to Alaska, he took a 7-week trip to California to care for and visit his
quadriplegic brother. Normally this would not be aproblem. People do it ALL the
time.

Those of us who are not in the military, we can be gone up to 180 days doing
whatever we want and still collect aPFD. No questions asked.

However if you are away on orders issued by the President of the United States,
protecting the freedoms of the United States of America, the greatest country on
EARTH, you can only be out of state for up to a maximum of 45 days. That is an
injustice and a sloppy way of saying Thank You to the men and women who make up
our volunteer force, and protect us without hesitation.

Senate Bill 148 corrects this oversight. Please join in sponsoring this cause, and

showing your p atriotic THANK YOU to the members of Reserves, Guards, and Active
Duty Military. "

ans
revised: March 24, 2003



FRANK H. MURKOW SKI.GOVERNOR
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DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

P.O.BOX 110400
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99311-0400

TELEPHONE; [907) 465-2300

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FACSIMILE:  (307) 455-2358

March 10, 2003

The Honorable John Cowdery
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol, Room 101
Juneau, AK 99801

Re: Daniel LaPlante’s 2003 Permanent Fund Dividend
Dear Senator Cowdery:

We have reviewed Mr. LaPlante's 2003 Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend application at
the request of your staff aide, Annette Skibinski. Mr. LaPlante, a U.S. Navy reservist,
was absent from Alaska for the first six months of 2002 when he was called to active
duty after the tragedy of September 11. He returned to Alaska in June 2002 and then
left again on personal business in August, coming home at the end of November. He
was absent from the state 104 days in 2002, in addition to his military service.

The Dividend Division has notified Mr. LaPlante that it will deny his 2003 dividend
application. He has appeal rights but, to be totally honest, | do not believe he will
prevail at an appeal hearing. | am sorry, but the law is against him.

Unfortunately, the statute that grants allowable absences for military service also limits
any additional absence — beyond military service — to no more than 45 days in a
calendar year. Alaska Statute 43.23.008(a)(14) allows "45 days in addition to any
absence or cumulative absences claimed under (1) —13) of this subsection.” Military
absences are Subsection (3). | believe the legislative intent was that military members
who call Alaska their r.ome should return to the state within a reasonable period of their
discharge. |am certain that no one ever anticipated the issue of reservists being called
to duty after such an event as September 11.

There is a statute, AS 23.23.005(f), that says,"... in time of national military emergency,
the commissioner may waive the requirement of (a)(4) of this section for an individual
absent from the state under military orders while serving in the armed forces of the
United States...." Subsection (a)(4) is the requirement that an applicant must return to
Alaska for at least 72 consecutive hours every two years to remain eligible for the

04-D2LH primes on Fioyce:



Senator John Cowdery 2 March 10, 2003

dividend. There is nothing in that statute that allows us to waive the 45-day absence
rule during a military emergency.

| am sorry that there just isn't anything we can do under the law to help Mr. LaPlante
gualify for the 2003 dividend. However, if you were concerned about a possible
recurrence of such a case, you could amend AS 43.23.005(f) to allow the commissioner
to waive the 45-day rule unde; AS 43.23.008(a)(14) in addition to the 72-hour rule under
AS 43.23.005(a)(4).

Please let me know if we can provide any further assistance with this case, or if you are
interested in pursuing any change to the statute. We look forward to working with you in
any way we can to help improve the program.

Sincerely,

Larry Persily
Deputy Commissioner



Current Statutes as of M arch 25, 2003

Permanent Fund Division

Sec. 43.23.008. Allowable absences.

(a) Subject to (b) and (c) of this section, an otherwise eligible individual who is
absent from the state during the qualifying year remains eligible for a current year
permanent fund dividend if the individual was absent

(1) receiving secondary or postsecondary education on a full-time basis;

(2) receiving vocational, professional, or other specific education on a full-time basis
for which, as determined by the Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education, a
comparable program is not reasonably available in the state;

(3) serving on active duty as a member ofthe armed forces ofthe United States;

(4) serving under foreign or coastal articles of employment aboard an oceangoing
vessel of the United States merchant marine;

(5) receiving continuous medical treatment recommended by a licens  p.ijr; rin or
convalescing as recommended by the physician that treated the illness if the eat....nt or
convalescence is not based on a need for climatic change;

(6) providing care for a parent, spouse, sibling, child, or stepchild with a critical life-
threatening illness whose treatment plan, as recommended by the attending physician,
requires travel outside the state for treatment at a medical specialty complex;

(7) providing care for the individual's terminally ill parent, spouse, sibling, child, or
stepchild;

(8) settling the estate of the individual's deceased parent, spouse, sibling, child, or
stepchild, provided the absence does not exceed 220 cumulative days;

(9) serving as a member of the United States Congress;
(10) serving on the staff of a member from this state of the United States Congress;

(11) serving as an employee of the state in a field office or other location;

March 25, 2003
PFD Statutes
1of2



(12) accompanying a minor who is absent under (5) of this subsection;

(13) accompanying another eligible resident who is absent for a reason permitted
under (1) - (3), (5) - (12), or (14) of this subsection as the spouse, minor dependent, or
disabled dependent of the eligible resident;

(14) for any reason consistent with the individual's intent to remain a state resident,
provided the absence or cumulative absences do not exceed

(A) 180 days if the individual is not claiming an absence under (1) - (13) of this
subsection;

(B) 120 days in addition to any absence or cumulative absences claimed under (1) or
(2) ofthis subsection ifthe individual is not claiming an absence under (3) - (13) of this
subsection; or

(C) 45 days in addition to any absence or cumulative absences claimed under (1) -
(13) ofthis subsection.

Sec. 43.23.005 (f) 72 Hour Waive

(f) In a time of national military emergency, the commissioner may waive the
requirement of (a)(4) ofthis section for an individual absent from the state under military
orders while serving in the armed forces of the United States, or for the spouse and
dependents of that individual.

SB148

March 25, 2003
PFD Statutes
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DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND DIVISION
DIVIDEND ENFORCEMENT REVIEW AND APPEALS
P.O.Box 110466
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0466

March 14, 2003 ~

Daniel L. LaPlante 2003

10101 Nantucket Loop PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND

Anchorage, AK 99507 4425 DENIAL LETTER
0307645S 8

Dear Mr. LaPlante:

I have denied your 2003 dividend. To decide you weren’t eligible, | used these facts:
* You were absent from Alaska 280 days in calendar year 2002.

* Your active duty military absence totaled 176 days.

e You were absent an additional 104 days for vacation and business.

And considered these issues:

e You were absent from Alaska more than 45 days in addition to your allowable military
absence.

See enclosed AS 43.23.008(a)(14)(C).
If you disagree with my decision:

* You need to show that you were not absent more than 45 days in addition to your military
absence.

* You have 60 days from the date of this letter to file a Request for Informal Appeal by filling
out and returning the enclosed form.

Kay Dickson
PFD Technician Il



A brief overview of PFD rules pertaining to SB 148

Prepared by Kierke A Kussart

Civilian (no special circum stances)
Can be gone up to 180 days in a calendar year for any reason as long
as home is maintained in state (own, rent, storage) and residency ties
are not created in other states.

M ilitary Active Duty
Must have AK as home of record.

Can be gone whole year - must return for 3 days every 2 years
minimum. After 5 years absence must have 30 days in AK.
Does not have to maintain home in AK.

Can obtain other states drivers license, vehicle registration, resident
hunting and fishing licenses.

Can purchase home in another state.

Spouse can work full time in another state.

Once out of AK for over 180 days in a calendar year only 45 days can
be for non-military reasons.

Main Points

1. Discharge is a scheduled event and can be planned for. Upon
discharge the military will ship the applicant’s belongings to any
address the applicant chooses.

2. Once returned to civilian status the applicant may have many
more ties outside then to AK. Needs to return to fulfill statement

of intent.

3. In my opinion six months is an excessive amount of time for a
move back to AK, especially, since military members are used to
moving without much notice. Now that they are free from
military obligation it is time to come home.

4 -1iT 1<==3



SENATE COMMITTEE REPOR i
First Committee of Referral

DATE: 3/18/03 FURTHER: Finance
Date of 5-Day Notice: 7 DATE TURNED
(in accordance with Uniform Rule 23) IN TO OFFICE:

State Affairs Committee considered SENATE BILL NO. 148

SB 148 PFD: ALLOWABLE ABSENCE FOR MILITARY SVC

"An Act relating to allowable absences for certain members of the armed forces and their spouses and
dependents for purposes of eligibility for permanent fund dividends; and providing for an effective date."

and recommends: Senate Bill:
[ ] same title
be replaced with CS ( ) [ ] newtitle
House Bill:
adopt previous CsS ( ) [ ] same title
[ j technical title
attached amendment(s) [ ] new: SCR #
adopt Letter of Intent by Committee
further referral to Committee
NEW FISCAL NOTE(S): PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTE(S):
Department Dlate Fiscal Zero FN# Department Date Fiscal Zero FN#

/

[ 1T APPROPRIATION - no fiscal note
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SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
SIGN-IN

SB 148-PFD: A ,OWABLE ABSENCE FOR MILITARY SVC

NAME: |6ng, A. ST L ——

Co./Depit/Mmittee: Phone: 0*° J
Address u yV ﬁp m o /
Do you wish to testify? Yes v No .Respond To Questions

NAME: Subject/Bill No:
Co./Dept./Title: Phone:------------
Address: Zip:

Do you wish to testify? Yes No .Respond To Questions

NAME: Subject/Bill No:
Co./Dept./Title: Phone:------------
Address: Zip:

Do you wish to testify? Yes No .Respond To Questions

NAME: Subjcct/Bill No:
Co./Dept./Title: Phone:------------
Address: Zip:

Do you wish to testify? Yes No .Respond To Questions

SFC-03 -1- 04/17/03
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPOPT
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ate Referred to Committee: May 16, 2003
Date of Committee Action: firirt
The FINANCE Committee considered:

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 149(RES)

FURTHER REFERRALS:

CSSB 149(RES)

TIMBER/TIMBER SALES/STATE FORESTS

"An Act relating to timber, to the sale of timber by the state, and to the management of state forests."”

Recommends it be replaced with [ JHCS or [ ]CS for

For Senate Bills with new title: [ J Technical Title [

[ ] attach amendments
[ ] add new referral to.
[ ] Letter of Intent

Committee
Committee

Listo f

NEW FISCAL NOTES
+Assiencd by Chief Clerk’s Office
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Abbrev
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EED
DEC
DFG
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LAW
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DNR
DI'S
REV
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] New Title: HCR
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[ ]SameTitle [ ] New Title

PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTES

List bv Dept(s): FN# Fiscal Intlet. Zero
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
2003 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction):

Title Repeal certain timber sale requirements.
Sponsor Sen. Taylor
Requester (S) RES

Expenditures/Revenues

Fiscal Note Number 1

Bill Version: SB 149

(S) Publish Date: 5/6/03

Dept. Affected: Natural Resources
'BRU Resource Development

Component Forestry Mgt & Development
Component No. 435

(Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2004
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants 8 Claims
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES |

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

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

Estimate of any current year (FY2003) cost:

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(Thousands of Dollars)

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Mark this box (X) If funding for this bill Is Included In the Governor's FY 2004 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page If necessary)

There is no anticipated fiscal impact associated with implementation of this legislation.

Prepared by:  Jeff Jahnke. Director
Division Forestry

Approved by: Tom Irwin. Commissioner
Agency Natural Resouces

(R»vu«J 8/2002 OWB)

Phone 269-8474
Date/Time 4/29/2003

Date 4/2C/2003

FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009

0.0

0.0

Page 1of 1



Alaska State Senate

Senator Robin Taylor
District A

SB 149 - Timber sales and planning
Sponsor Statement / Sectional Analysis

Senate Bill 149 addresses the planning requirements for forest management, including forest
management plans for legislatively designated state forests, Five-Year Schedules of Timber
Sales (FYSTSs), and Forest Land Use Plans (FLUPs) for individual timber sales. Currently there
are two legislatively designated State Forests, the Tanana Valley State Forest and the Haines
State Forest Resource Management Area.

Forest Land Use Plans

Section 1 (AS 38.05.112 (a)) moves the guidance on when general planning requirements under
AS 38.04.065 apply to Forest Land Use Plans from AS 38.05.112(c) to .112(a). It does not
change the requirements.

Section 2 (AS 38.05.112(b)) deletes the reference to consideration of information on collective
effects of forest activities. Consideration of collective effects cannot be done on a sale by sale
basis and is better addressed through regional planning under AS 38.04.065 and AS 41.17.230.

Section 3 (AS 38.05.112(c)) deletes the list of specific uses that must be considered in Forest
Land Use Plans. It replaces it with a requirement that FLUPs on land outside the State Forests
consider non-timber forest resources and uses. This change will make preparation of FLUPs
more efficient by deleting the requirement to consider uses and resources that may not be
pertinent to individual sales.

Five-Year Schedules of Timber Sales

Section 4 (AS 38.05.113(a)) changes the Five-Year Schedule from an annual to a biennial
requirement. This reduces the work required in preparing and reviewing the schedules, while
keeping the industry and the public informed about proposed sales.

Section 5 (AS 38.05.113(b)) changes the requirement that a sale be on the two Schedules
preceding the sale to a requirement that the sale have been on one of the two Schedules
preceding the sale. In combination, Sections 4 and 5 provide flexibility for the department to
adjust sale offering dates to respond to market conditions and funding levels, while ensuring that
the initial sale proposal has been on a schedule within no more than four years prior to the sale
date. Individual sales will still be reviewed through the FLUP process.

State Cupitol, Rm 30 ¢ Juneau, AK 99801 + (907) 465-3873 phone <« (907) 465-3922 fax
Senator.Robin.Taylor@legis.statc.ak.us
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Section 16 (AS 38.05.113(d)) deletes the authority to reoffer sales for two years after their initial
offering without relisting them on the Five-year Schedule. This provision is not needed due to
the changes in Sections 4 and 5.

State Forest purposes and forest management plans

Sections 8 and 9 (AS 41.15.315(a) and .320)address management plans for the Haines State
Forest. They replace the specific planning requirements for the Haines State Forest management
area in AS 41.15.315(a) with the requirements for State Forest management plans in AS
41.17.230. With this change, the two State Forests would be subject to the same guidance for
management plans. Specific requirements for consultation between the DNR and ADF&G, and
between ADF&G and local fish and game advisory committees are retained in AS 41.15.320.
These amendments also retain the requirement for a public hearing in Haines and Klukwan prior
to plan adoption. They delete the requirements for the plan to be based on an inventory
completed within the last 10 years and to revise the plan when a new inventory is done.

Sections 11,12, and 15 (AS 41.17.200(a), .220, and .400(c)) change the management emphasis
in legislatively designated State Forests from a mix of multiple use that provides for timber
management to timber management that allows other beneficial uses that are compatible with
timber. These sections change the primary purpose of State Forests from “multiples use ... that
provides for production, utilization, and replenishment of timber resources” to “timber
management...while allowing other beneficial uses”, and delete multiple use as a principle for
managing a State Forest. These changes apply to the Tanana Valley State Forest. The Haines
State Forest purpose is established in AS 41.15.300-.315 and is not changed by this bill.

Section 13 (AS 41.17.230(a)) requires that forest management plans consider nontimber uses to
the extent that such uses are compatible with timber management. In conjunction with Section 3,
this moves the consideration of nontimber uses in State Forests from the individual Forest Land
Use Plans to the management plan for the State Forest. This section would apply to both the
Tanana Valley State Forest and the Haines State Forest.

Section 14 (AS 41.17.230(b)) makes the timing requirement for review of forest management
plans more flexible. Rather than requiring review every five years, review will be required “as
necessary”. This will preclude time-consuming reviews when they are not needed. This section
will apply to both the Tanana Valley and Haines State Forest.

Section 16 (AS 41.17.210(a)(3) and (4)) deletes the requirement for proposals of new state
forests to include findings of incompatibility for the timber and nontimber uses previously listed
in AS 38.05.112(c) and agency comments on such findings.

Section 16 (AS 41.17.230(d)) deletes the requirement for forest management plans to be
provided to the legislature after adoption.

The amendments on State Forests and forest management plans will not require revisions to the
existing management plan for the Tanana Valley State Forests. (Note: to prevent a need to
reopen the Haines State Forest Management Plan, the new language in section 12 (AS
41.17.230) should be amended to refer to the "primarypurpose ofstateforests under AS
41.17.200 or 41.15.300.)



Riparian management standards

Section 10 (AS 41.17.118(b)) revises the conditions for imposing riparian protection standards
on state land that are more stringent than those established in the Forest Resources and Practices
Act.  This amendment deletes the reference to FLUPs as a basis for requiring more stringent
standards on timber sales outside the State Forests. Within'State Forests, additional standards
could only be imposed ifthe DNR Commissioner makes a finding of compelling state interest.

Negotiated timber sales for local manufacture of wood products

Section 6 (AS 38.05.123(d) broadens the area where sales under this section may be offered.
Currently offerings are limited to areas “designated for forestry uses” by an area plan, to areas
where forestry is an allowed use. This would allow this sale type in areas that have more general
designations such as “Resource Management” or “General Use". Review ofproposed sales
through the FYSTS and FLUP processes would continue to ensure that proposed sales are
compatible with the management intent for the particular location.

Section 7 (AS 38.05.123(j)) makes the definition of “high-value added wood product” more
flexible. The current definition is a list of specific products that qualify. Other products can
only be added by regulation. New products are developed every year, and the regulatory process
is an inefficient means to determine whether these products qualify as “high-value added”. This
amendment makes the statute more responsive to market and processing changes by allowing the
DNR Commissioner to determine whether a product not on the existing list has received
sufficient processing to qualify as a “high value-added wood product”. At a minimum, a product
must be processed beyond sawing and planing to qualify.

This amendment also

m adds dissolving pulp to the list of high value-added products,

m allows the use of any species in engineered products and paneled wood products, rather than
only allowing hardwoods, and

m clarifies that drying must be kiln-drying to qualify as a high value-added process.

For “value-added wood products”, this section

m deletes pulp and paneled wood products because they are moved to the high value-added
category,

m adds “flitches” (cants milled on four sides), and

m allows the Commissioner to determine what additional products qualify as “value-added
wood products”.



SENATE BILL NO. 149
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-THIRD LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BV SENATORS TAYLOR, Ben Stevens

Introduced: 3/17/03
Referred: Resources, Finance

ABILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

"An Act relating to timber and to the sale of timber by the state.”

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

* Section 1. AS 41.15.315(a) is amended to read:

23-LSO151\A

() The Haines State Forest Resource Management Area shall be managed

under the principles of multiple use and sustained yield and [,] under

AS 41.17 |,

AND UNDER A MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT.
THE PLAN MAY NOT BE ADOPTED OR REVISED WITHOUT PRIOR REVIEW
BY THE BOARD OF FORESTRY OR WITHOUT A PUBLIC HEARING HELD IN

HAINES AND KLUKWANJ.
*Sec. 2. AS 41.17.118(b) is amended to read:

(b) The commissioner may impose additional riparian protection standards for

timber harvest operations through the adoption of land use plans under AS 38.04.065
[AND UNDER FOREST MANAGEMENT PLANS AND REPORTS UNDER

AS 38.05.112 AND AS 41.17.230].
*Sec. 3. AS 41.17.200(a) is amended to read:

SBO149A -1-
New Text: Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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(a) The purpose of AS 41.17.200 - 41.17.220 [AS 41.17.200 - 41.17.230] is to
permit the establishment of designated state-owned or acquired land and water areas
as state forests. The primary purpose in the establishment of state forests is multiple
use management that provides for the production, utilization, and replenishment of
timber resources while perpetuating personal, commercial, and other beneficial uses of
resources.

*Sec. 4. AS 41.17.400(c) is amended to read:

(c) The [IN ADDITION TO THE USES DESCRIBED IN AS 38.05.112(c),
THE] commissioner may establish transportation corridors within the Tanana Valley
State Forest.

* Sec. b. AS 38.05.112, 38.05.113, 38.05.117, 38.05.123(d); AS 41.15.320;
AS 41.17.210(a)(3), 41.17.210(a)(4), 41.17.210(a)(5), 41.17.220(3), 41.17.230, and
41.17.400(b) are repealed.

New Text Underlined IDELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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Sustaining ourpartnership with the land

Community
Ecology

Economy

May 15, 2003

The Issue: If passed into law as currently written, CSSB 149(RES)" Timber/Timber Sales/State Forests"
would change the primary purpose of the state forests.

Why we are coming to you as a natural resource professional:
1. To make you aware of the bill so that you can decide whether you want to offer testimony on it, and

2. To help the Alaska Boreal Forest Council (ABFC) focus its testimony. ABFC plans to testify when the
bill is heard in House Resources . It may be scheduled as soon as Friday, May 16, 1 p.m. (For further
information about committee schedule, check BASIS: or call the Legislature Information Packet, 452-

4448).
There are four critical reasons for our opposition to the current wording:

1. It replaces multiple resource values with management emphasis on a single resource value. We
feel it runs counter to the current professional standard for best forest resource management

practices.

2. It clearly designates one use as primary above all others, thus giving multiple use consideration a
lower status than current definition. This clearly runs counter to the intention behind creation of
the Tanana Valley State Forest in 1983 (The specific wording is stated in a letter from Senator
Bettye cahrenkamp to District Forester t.es Fortune, dated December 14,1984). Most
importantly, it runs counter to the stated requirements and wishes of the broad Interior Alaska
community expressed repeatedly over the past decade through public opinion polls, community
forest round tables and technical workshops (Documentation available).

3. If CSSB 149(RES) is signed into law as currently worded, it will almost certainly reduce the public's
confidence in state forest management. If our experience over the past decade is valid, this couU
seriously set back many of the advances we've made in the debate over forest development in
Interior Alaska over the past 10 years. The Alaska Boreal Forest Council does not want to see
this happen. Itis not in the best interests of our state, the resources, or the goal of developing
sustainable forest-based economies throughout Interior Alaska.

4. While the most dramatic consequences of CSSB 149(RES) as currently worded would be long
term, the short term impact is likely to be a change in the tenor of public participation in
subsequent revisions of the TVSF Management Plan.

(907) 457 -0453 PO B ox 04530 F airbanks, AK 99700-4530 Fox (907) 457-5105

http://w ww .akboroalforast.org
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What should the primary purpose of the state forests be?

THE EXISTING STATE STATUTE describes the primary purpose in the establishment ot state forests as
follows: “The primary purpose in the establishment of state forests is multiple use management that
provides for the production, utilization, and replenishment of timber resources while perpetuating
personal, commercial, and other beneficial uses of resources."

THE CHANGE PROPOSED BY CSSB 149(RES) IS "Repeal of Certain Timber Sale Requirements,"
would change the primary purpose of the state forests to read as follows: "The primary purpose in the
establishment of state forests is timber management that provides for the production, utilization, and
replenishment of timber resources while allowing other beneficial uses of public land and resources."

OPTION 1: ABFC would offer this amendment to CSSB 149(RES): "The primary purpose in the
establishment of state forests is forest management that provides for the production, utilization, and
replenishment of commercially valuable resources while allowing other multiple uses of public land and

resources."

OPTION 2. ABFC would offer this amendment to CSSB 149(RES): "The primary purpose in the
establishment of state forest is timber management that provides for the production, utilization, and
replenishment of commercial timber and non-timber resources while allowing other multiple uses of public
land and resources."

Please let us know as soon as possible:

Which of the purpose statements (see above) do you feel is most in line with modern forest management
standards?

Email: ian.abfc@ak.net

Thank you.

(907) 457 -8453 P O B ox 84530, Fairbanks, AK 99708 -4530 Fax (907) 457-5128£5

obfc@ m osquitonet.com http ://w ww .akboroetforost.org
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May 16, 2003

TO: House Resources Committee Members
From: Jan Dawe, Ph.D. and Director, Alaska Boreal Forest Council
Re: Preferred wording for primary use of state forests, in CSSB 149(RES)

Dear House Resource Committee Members,

In your packet you have several documents from the Alaska Boreal Forest Council. This letter
provides you results to our email question responses to preferred wording for state torests:
From Natural Resource Professionals (pages 1-2)
From Members of General Public (page 2)

** from Natural Resource Professonals:

1. Edmond C. Packee, Sr., Ph.D.; Certified Forester, Certified Profession n ocientist, Professional

Forester, Member of the Soaciety of Forsters,
preferred option is to revise the change proposed in CSSB 149(RES) as follows:

"The primary purpose in the establishment of state forests is timber management that provides for the
production, utilization, and replenishment of timber resources while allowing other beneficial, multiple

uses of public land and resources."

[Note: On phone, Ed said (paraphrased by jan dawe): " | buy into this 100%. | believe, after just spending
3 days in SE forest stands, that | understand much more about this piece of legislation than I did before.
From my understanding, industry is willing to buy that one word change to the primary purpose."]

2. Carol E. Lewis, Ph.D. and MBA, Dean, School of Natural Resources and Agricultural Sciences and
Director, Agricultural and Forestry Experimental Station, University of Alaska Fairbanks, supports the
above single-word revision of the CSSB 149(RES) wording.

3. Bob Ott: private fore: ter
prefers option 2 only because it limits primary use to forest products. Option 1is multiple use (of
commercial ventures), which may be too close to the original wording.

4. Bob Ritchie: consultant (wildlife biologist) working regularly in the Tanana Valley State Forest:
Prefers the existing state statute describes the primary purpose in the establishment of state forests as
follows: "The primary purpose in the establishment of state forests is multiple use management that
provides for the production, utilization, and replenishment of timber resources while perpetuating
personal, commercial, and other beneficial uses of resources."

(907) -457-6453 PO B ox 84530 F airbanks A K 997089 -4530 Fax (907) 457-516865

abfc@ m osqgultonat.com h tip ://www .akboroalforost.org
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[Note: From Bob’s email: “This is the only way our forests should be manage: multiple uses, representing
needs of all of the public.”]

5. Audrey Magoun: Natural Resource Profeessional, private consulting firm = Wildlife Research and
Management (WRAM), prefer Option 1 but | think Option 2 probably has a better chance of passing
and | wouldn't mind it if it stated "forest management" instead of timber management. Personally, | don't
see how the legislature can remove "multiple use" from the primary purpose since it is woven throughout
other state statutes and already allows for preferential use of timber if it best meets the present and future
needs of the people of Alaska. See below. CSSB 149 presents the possibility that commercial interests
could argue that timber production, utilization, and replenishment override the present and future needs
for other uses of the people of Alaska on our state forests and that use of the state forest cannot be
adjusted for changing needs and conditions--in other words, even if greater economic or commercial gain
could be made from the state forests that conflicts with any timber use being currently conducted, the
people of Alaska could be denied that gain-even this current legislature wouldn't want that, I'm sure.

** Members of the General Public:

6. Kimberley Maher (SNRAS/UAF graduate student): option 2
7. loanne Groves, works at the University of Alaska Fairbanks): Option 1

8. haron Aidcn, Board of Directors, Alaska Boreal Forest Council,

The existing state statute is my choice followed by Option 1

The existing state statute language covers the timber harvesting adequately
without sacrificing the other uses of the Tanana Valley Fores'. By putting
the timber harvesting first there is a greater danger of damage to the

other uses.

9. Arthur Hussey, Executive Director, Northern Alaska Environmental Center,
option 2: gives more specificity and detail.

10. Richard McCaffrey, Alaska Boreal Forest Council staff, Option 2, but would prefer different
stating: "The primary purpose in the establishment of state forest is to sustain public land and forest
resources by providing for the management of the forest’s timber and non-timber products, and its other
uses, values and benefits."( A very brief version might simply end with a period after "resources"”, or a
slightly longer form might end after "non-timber products”, and still work for me)

11. Deidre Helferrich: Managing Editor, Schoofof Natural Resources and Agricultural Sciences
SNRAS/AFES Publications Office

Prefers this reformulation: "The primary purpose in the establishment of state forests is multiple-use
management that provides for production, utiliztion, and replenishment of forest resources while
providing for other multiple uses of public land and resources."

(907) 457 -8453 P O B ox 84530 Fairbanks, A K 9 9708-45230 Fax (907) 457-51875

abfc@ m osqul(onet.com http://www .akboraalforest.org


http://www.akboraalforest.org

An Abstract of Non-timber Forest
Products and Activities From

The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey
1999 - 2000

A collaborative project of

The Alaska Boreal Forest Council
The Alaska State Division of Forestry
The University of Alaska Fairbanks



The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey:
How households used the forest in the Tanana River Watershed
from September 1999 to August 2000

A collaborative project of the University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska State Division of Forestry and
the Alaska Boreal Forest Council.

by
Scott Bates,
M.S., Resource and Applied Economics

Submitted to the University of Alaska Fairbanks, School of Management,
Department of Economics as a project for partial fulfillment of the
requirements of the Master of Science Degree in Resource and Applied
Economics

Submitted: September 2002

Accepted: September 2002



The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey: NTFP Abstract

PREFACE

The purpose of this document is to report abstracted results from the Tanana
Valley Forest Use Survey. The aim is to summarize the personal use harvest of selected
non-timber forest products in the Tanana Valley by Tanana Valley households.

The subject matter of the survey has generated a great deal of interest.
Presentations have been made to the Alaska State Board of Forestry and at the state
Division of Forestry’s annual resources meeting. A request from the Fairbanks North Star
Borough for a breakdown of harvest and recreation data for the region of the Tanana
Basin covered by the Borough has been received and requests for copies of the finalized
report have been requested by employees from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.
A poster presentation was made at the first Alaska Non-Timber Forest Products
Conference in Anchorage, Alaska in November 2001. This interest in the survey results
suggests that the Forest Use Survey can become an important tool for land and natural
resource managers who seek to make the most informed decisions possible. It will also
serve as a tool for community members who desire to participate in the decision making
process in an informed way.
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Executive Summary

The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey is aimed at creating a complete inventory
of how households in the Tanana River Watershed use the natural resources around them.
While much attention has been focused on hunting"and fishing activities of Alaskan
sportsmen and upon subsistence pursuits of Alaska Natives, general household use has
not been looked at in depth so far. The survey collected data about what households
harvested in the Tanana River Watershed. The area in question contains most of the
Tanana Watershed and is approximately the size of the state of Pennsylvania.

The purpose of the Forest Use Survey is to provide information about natural
resource use so that land and resource managers can understand the impacts of their
management activities. Policy makers can understand potential conflicts that may arise
from new and old policies. Community members who wish to be involved in the decision
making process in an informed way will benefit from this data as well.

An important aspect of this project is that it is a collaborative project involving
the state Division of Forestry, the University of Alaska and the Alaska Boreal Forest
Council. A project of th>c -.mure could not be accomplished without such varied interests
being involved. Collaboration can bring a very strong set of tools to such a varied project
as this.

To gather the information necessary to fulfill the goals of the survey 1000
households in the Tanana Valley received a survey. Twelve percent of the surveys were
returned as undeliverable. Ofthe surveys that were deliverable 474, or 54%, were filled
out and returned. The respondents reported many activities such as harvesting moose,
house logs and berries. They also reported collecting things like birch sap, diamond
willow sticks and artist’s conks. Data was also collected regarding recreational pursuits.

One way the data can aid in understanding the impacts that various activities have
is to find values for those activities that are easily understood. For example, the data
show that blueberry harvesting is very important in the Tanana Valley. Thirty-five
percent of all households that responded reported picking an average ofjust over two
gallons of blueberries. The potential harvest of blueberries is a total of 112,182 quarts for
all households in the Tanana Valley. To purchase 112,182 quarts of blueberries in the
year following the survey would have cost approximately $1.78 million. Clearly the
blueberry harvest may need to be considered when land and resource policies are
considered. This survey provides this type of information about other uses as well.
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Introduction:

The Forest Use Survey (FUS) is a collaborative project involving the Alaska
Boreal Forest Council, the University of Alaska Fairbanks School of Management
(SOM), UAF Agricultural and Forestry Experiment Station, UAF School of Agriculture
and Land Resource Management (SALRM), and the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Forestry.

The FUS is an unprecedented attempt to inventory the ways in which househoi Is
use the forest in the Tanana Basin. Collecting knowledge of the many, varied ways in
which the forest is use ican allow for more informed decision-making when land use
and/or resource management is in question. A smaller attempt was made by The Alaska
Department of Fish and Game to find out how households in the upper Tanana Valley use
certain areas, but did not go into the depth that the present survey does The FUS is part of
a larger project called “Who’s Who in the Woods” which is gathering information about
how the forest is used, by whom and for what purposes. As “Who’s Who” endeavors to
bring together information about all users of the forest from subsistence and personal use
harvests to research and recreation, the FUS is the means by which we will find out about
the household component of forest use.

The idea for the FUS came about at a time when there was a question of whether
to substantially change management of Alaska State forests to significantly favor logging
and mineral exploration. Feople wanted to know what other activities were happening in
the forest before they could reasonably answer the logging and mineral question.
However, derailed information about forest use was simply not available. Thus the FUS
was designed as a comprehensive questionnaire about how households use the forest,
what and how much they harvest, and what recreational activities they participate in.
With detailed information about harvest quantities we can arrive at minimum values that
can be compared to the value of logging.

The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey:

The population from which we drew the sample for the Forest Use Survey is all
households of the Tanana River drainage. The survey was mailed to 1000 households in
the Tanana Valley. Approximately twelve percent of the surveys were undeliverable,
reducing the sample population to 878. Ultimately 474 households responded after three
mailings, resulting in a response rate of 54%. This response rate is sufficient to give us a
95% confidence level in the data. Table 1summarizes the survey response.
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Table 1. Forest Use Survey sample summary

Original Sample Size 1000
Number of respondents 474
Number of undeliverable 122
Adjusted sample size 878
Response rate 54.0%

Harvest data for six categories of food and other types of uses were collected:

1. Fishing

2. Harvest oftree products

3. Gathering of forest floor products
4. Hunting

5. Trapping

6. Recreation

On the basis of household size our sample matches the 2000 census figures for the
Tanana Basin very closely at 2.78 persons per household in the sample and 2.8 per
household in the census. When individual characteristics are considered, though, we
appear to have greatly under-sampled the 20 to 30 age group as well as females and to
have over sampled the middle age groups and males

Some validation of the sample is gained from a comparison of the estimated harvest of
big game animals from the FUS sample to the harvest reported to ADF&G by hunters.
We were able to compare the harvest of moose, black bear, brown bear, caribou and dal |
sheep. The survey estimates of the percentage of households that harvested big game are
well within one standard deviation of the mean, while moose are barely within two
standard deviations. Even though moose is far out from the mean, we can still say with
95% confidence that the percentage of the population of households that harvested moose
is within 5% of the estimate. Since we were so close on the other species it seems
reasonable to place confidence in the estimates from the other sections of the survey.

Section Ill of the survey dealt with the harvest for personal use of wood products,
both timber and non-timber. Here the valuation was constrained to calculating
replacement values. In order to ascertain timber prices, lumber mill in the Fairbanks area
were queried. Prices for the other non-timber items were collected as possible from
published sources such as ads in the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner. Table 2 summarizes
those replacement values that we could find. Not all of the products reported in the
survey are amenable to this method however; such items are those that may not be
purchased in a store ifa harvest attempt fails and thus were not valued in this project.
Table 3 summarizes those items harvested, but not valued.
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Table 2— Estimated potential personal use harvest and replacement cost for wood
products harvested in the Tanana Basin

Wood Product Type  Potential TV Average Unit Cost Replacement Value

Harvest Quantity of Potential Harvest
House Logs 12,818 logs $33.60 per log $430,685
Saw Logs 52,722 logs $37.20 per log $1,961,258
Firewood 47,748 cords $109.33 per cord $5,220,289
Spruce Burls 4756 burls $6.00 per foot (raw) $28,536
Diamond Willow 20,718 sticks $10.50 per stick (raw) $217,539
TOTAL $7,858,307.00

While the simple replacement values cannot begin to place actual values on the
harvest activities of Tanana Basin households, they can provide basic minimum values to
provide a baseline for comparison. It must always be noted that the values people receive
from their harvest will certainly include things that do not directly flow from the harvest.
Time spent with family and friends, enjoyment of outdoor activities or a sense of self
sufficiency are examples of valuable things which cannot be estimated by comparing the
price of a thing in the store to the amounts that were harvested. It seems very likely that
we could find that some people are just as happy to attempt harvesting blueberries and
then buy blueberries in the store if the attempt fails, as they are if they have a successful
harvest.

Table 3— Wood also harvested for personal use, but not valued

Wood Product Type Potential Harvest

Pole Logs 30,956 Logs
Cones 1612 Bushels
Spruce Roots 887 Pieces
Birch Bark 16,929 Pieces
Conk or Punk 4192 Each
Christmas Trees 4514 Each
Birch Sap 36,317 Gallons

Section IV of the survey asked respondents about the harvest of non-wood items
such as berries or mushrooms. Berries can be said to be a very important part of TV
residents gathering activities. One third of all respondents reported picking blueberries.
Prices were determined by querying produce managers at both Safeway and Fred Meyer
in Fairbanks. Table 4 summarizes the replacement values of the potential harvest of
berries picked for personal use by Tanana Valley households in the summer of 2000.
Table 5 summarizes harvest the personal use items that could not be valued base upon the
available information.
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The final harvest portion of the survey is Section VI, which deals with trapping.
Finding values for this area was relatively straightforward. Information from Alaska
Department of Fish and Game about the prices Alaska trappers received for pelts in the
1999/2000 season were used to create the data in table 6

Table 4— Estimated potential personal use harvest and replacement values of the
wild berry harvest in the Tanana Basin.

Wild Berries Potential TV Average Unit Cost Replacement Value
Harvest Quantity of Potential Harvest
(quarts")
Blueberries 112,182 $15.94 per quart $1,788,185
High-bush Cranberries 27,520 $5.98 per quart $164,567
Low-bush Cranberries 75,555 $5.98 per quart $451,821
Raspberries 88,998 $5.86 per quart $521,527
Wild Strawberries 2942 $3.54 per quart $10,416
TOTAL: 307,197 $2,936,516.00

Table 5—Non-wood also harvested, but not valued

Non-Wood Product Type Potential Harvest
Mushrooms 22,249 Pounds
Lichen 81 unknown
Medicinal Plants 2902 Pound
Plants for Landscaping 35,511 Each

Table 6—Potential harvest from trapping and estimated value of the furs to
trappers in the Tanana Basin

Species Potential Harvest Average Price per Value of potential
animal pelt harvest

Marten 5079 $26.89 $136,574.31
2338 $54.75 $128,005.50
Fox 1532 $31.97 $48,978.04
Mink 484 $13.14 $6,359.76
Beaver 484 $21.77 $10,536.68
Wolf 322 $213.75 $68,827.50
Wolverine 161 $233.75 $37,633.75
Muskrat 81 $1.47 $ 119.07
River Otter 81 $41.13 $3,331.53
Coyote 81 $22.17 $1,795.77
Ermine or Weasel 162 $4.00 $ 648.00
TOTAL: $442,809.91



The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey: NTFP Abstract

At this time we have not collected enough information to value the recreational
activities of Tanana Valley households. However many activities were reported and are
summarized in Table 7. We are currently unsure if the reported activities were the
primary or secondary activities, thus we do not know how much of the wildlife viewing,
for example, was done while hiking or driving, etc. A survey of Alaska Voters for
ADF&G to find the values Alaskans place on wildlife viewing trips found that Interior
Alaska registered voters placed a mean value on trips specifically meant to view wildlife
at $408. The mean value placed on the wildlife viewing experience for trips primarily
meant for a purpose other than wildlife viewing was $82.

We wanted to know how people characterize their use of the forest. Is their use
primarily for subsistence or personal use or are the harvests used to supplement income
or is recreation the primary use or is it some mix ofsome or all of these? In order to make
respondents start thinking about the ways they use the forest, this question was asked as a
warm-up to the survey. Respondents were free to choose as many options as they liked.
Table 8 summarizes how respondents characterize their use of resources in the Tanana
Valley, which we believe may be extrapolated to the general population. No inventory of
land use would be complete without knowing how the users ofthe public lands feel about
how those lands are managed. We gave respondents an opportunity to rate each ofthe
government agencies with land management responsibilities in the Tanana River
Watershed. How respondents rated these agencies is presented in table 9.

One question we asked that we present here was whether Tanana Valley residents
would like to have a formal trail system in Alaska’s Tanana Valley State Forest. A
majority of respondents indicated they would prefer such a system of trails. The answers
to this question are found in table 10. We wanted to know why our respondents live in the
Tanana Valley. Note in table 11 that more than halfof respondents answered each of the
top five options. We can gain some intuition as to the most important properties from the
information here. This survey question did not include the choices for University of
Alaska and military. We realized, early in the data entry process, that these options
should have been included and so added categories for them. Since four people said
military here and 22 people listed military as occupation (see table 12 in full report,) we
have to wonder whether more respondents would have given military as a reason they are
here. The same may be true for the University of Alaska Fairbanks as well.
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Table 7—Potential Time Spent in Recreational Activities

Activity Potential Number of Days Spent in
This Activity by Tanana Valley
Residents
Air Boating 2996
ATV Riding 226,461
Backpacking 30,991
Bird Watching* 1,010,857
Camping 116,908
Catch and Release Fishing** 1997
Cross Country Skiing 200,032
Day Hiking 97,130
Dog Mushing 41.261
Down Hill Skiing 14,978
Leisure Driving 328.361
Flying Airplanes 26,835
Motor Boating 104,293
Mountain Biking 68,578
Ncn-motor Boating 16,599
Photography 342,521
Picnicking 17,719
Recreational Private Cabin Use 129,616
Recreational Public Cabin Use 7168
Rock Climbing 4434
Scenic Viewing* 1,709,279
Skijoring 109,651
Snow Machine Riding 182,718
Snow Shoeing 30.534
Target Shooting 63,303
Wildlife Viewing* 979,692

*Some respondents reporting these activities saic they did them 365 days a year, so the estimates
may overstate the potential by a great deal.

«*N ot all angler respondents who did catch and release fishing told tu that their report was for
catch and release, so this estimate is likely very low.

Table 8: Summary of how residents characterize their use of the Tanana Valley
# of responses % of households

For recreation purposes 393 82.9%
For home use 209 44.1%
For Subsistence purposes 123 25.9%
To supplement our income 47 9.9%
Do not use Tanana Valley 44 9.3%

Other 34 7.2%
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Table 9: Ranking of government agency’s management of public lands

1 2 3 4 5
Poor  Fair Good Very Excellent Average
Good
AK Dept, of Fish and 29 29 131 9% 43 3.2
Game
AK Div. Of Forestry 9 49 151 72 26 3.2
Outdoor Recreation
Bureau of Land 55 78 109 44 17 2.6
Management
uS F_lsh and Wildlife 59 69 102 39 18 26
Service
AK Div. Of Mining, Land 33 55 114 35 12 28
and Water

Table 10: Do you think the state forest should have a formal trail system?

Yes 207 43.7%
No 179 37.8%
No Answer 72 15.2%

Table 11: Why respondents live in the Tanana Valley?

For the natural beauty 283
For the freedom offered here 257
For ajob 248
For the recreation opportunities 248
Because of the people and community

here 241
For a good place to raise children 205
Because you have family here 142
Other 61

University of Alaska Fairbanks 7

Military 4
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PREFACE

The purpose of this document is to report the results of the Tanana Valley Forest
Use Survey. Section 1 discusses the survey history and results. Section 2 summarizes
general questions and the demographics of the survey. Sections 3 through 8 of this report
summarize the harvest and recreation uses reported "by respondents.

The subject matter of the survey has generated a great deal of interest.
Presentations have been made to the Alaska State Board of Forestry and at the state
Division of Forestry’s annual resources meeting. A iequest from the Fairbanks North Star
Borough for a breakdown of harvest and recreation data for the region of the Tanana
Basin covered by the Borough has been received and requests for copies of the finalized
report have been requested by employees from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.
A poster presentation was made at the first Alaska Non-Timber Forest Products
Conference in Anchorage, Alaska in November 2001. This interest in the survey results
suggests that the Forest Use Survey can become an important too! for land and natural
resource managers who seek to make the most informed decisions possible. It will also
serve as a tool for community members who desire to participate in the decision making
process in an informed way.
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The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey 1999-2000
Executive Summary

The Tanana Valley Forest Use Survey is aimed at creating a complete inventory
of how households in the Tanana Rivf- Watershed use the natural resources around them.
While much attention has been focused on hunting and fishing activities of Alaskan
sportsmen and upon subsistence pursuits of Alaska Natives, general household use has
not been looked at in depth so far. The survey collected data about what households
harvested in the Tanana River Watershed. The area in question contains most of the
Tanana Watershed and is approximately the size of the state of Pennsylvania.

The purpose of the Forest Use Survey is to provide information about natural
resource use so that land and resource managers can understand the impacts of their
management activities. Policy makers can understand potential conflicts that may arise
from new and old policies. Community members who wish to be involved in the decision
making process in an informed way will benefit from this data as well.

An important aspect of this project is that it is a collaborative project involving

the state Division of Forestry, the University of Alaska and the Alaska Boreal Forest
Council. A project of this nature could not be accomplished without such varied interests

being involved. Collaboration can bring a very strong set of tools to such a varied project
as this.

To gather the information necessary to fulfill the goals of the survey 1000
households in the Tanana Valley received a survey. Twelve percent of the surveys were
returned as undeliverable. Of the surveys that were deliverable 474, or 54%, were filled
out and returned. The respondents reported many activities such as harvesting moose,
house logs and berries. They also reported collecting things like birch sap, diamond
willow sticks and artist’s conks. Data was also collected regarding recreational pursuits.

One way the data can aid in understanding the impacts that various activities have
is to find values for those activities that are easily undeistood. For example, the data
show that blueberry harvesting is very important in the Tanana Valley. Thirty-five
percent of all households that responded reported picking an average ofjust over two
gallons of blueberries. The potential harvest of blueberries is a total of 112,182 quarts for
all households in the Tanana Valley. To purchase 112,182 quarts of blueberries in the
year following the survey would have cost approximately $1.78 million. Clearly the
blueberry harvest may need to be considered when land and resource policies are
considered. This survey provides this type of information about other uses as well.
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SECTION |
Introduction

The Forest Use Survey (FUS) is a collaborative project involving the Alaska
Boreal Forest Council, the University of Alaska Fairbanks School of Management
(SOM), UAF Agricultural and Forestry Experiment Station, UAF School of Agriculture
and Land Resource Management (SALRM), and the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Forestry.

The FUS is an unprecedented attempt to inventory the ways in which households
use the forest in the Tanana Basin. Collecting knowledge ofthe many, varied ways in
which the forest is used can allow for more informed decision-making when land use
and/or resource management is in question. A smaller attempt was made by The Alaska
Department of Fish and Game to find out how households in the upper Tanana Valley use
certain areas (Marcotte, 1991), but did not go into the depth that the present survey does
The FUS is part of a larger project called “Who’s Who in the Woods” which is gathering
information about how the forest is used, by whom and for what purposes. As “Who’s
Who” endeavors to bring together information about all users of the forest from
subsistence and personal use harvests to research and recreation, the FUS is the means by
which we will find out about the household component of forest use.

The idea for the FUS came about at a time when there was a question of whether
to substantially change management of Alaska State forests to significantly favor logging
and mineral exploration. People wanted to know what other activities were happening in
the forest before they could reasonably answer the logging and mineral question.
However, detailed information about forest use was simply not available. Thus the FUS
was designed as a comprehensive questionnaire about how households use the forest,
what and how much they harvest, and what recreational activities they participate in.
With detailed information about harvest quantities we can arrive at minimum values that

can be compared to the value of logging.

Methods

Instrument Design

In designing the FUS—the full survey instrument is included in Appendix H—we
wanted to leam about several aspects of household forest use in addition to harvest
quantities. First, we wanted to know how people characterize their use of the forest. Is
their use primarily for subsistence or personal use or aie the harvests used to supplement
income or is recreation the primary use or is ita mix of some or all of these? In the
present survey we allowed respondents to pick as many as applied to them. However, in
future surveys it may be better to ask households to rank the various characterizations if
they wish to answer more than one. We also wanted to know why they live in the Tanana
Basin; is it for ajob or the beauty of the place or family reasons? Most importantly, in
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order to be sure we have an accurate picture of forest use by Tanana Basin households,
we also needed to ask personal information such as age, gender, education level and
income. With this demographic information we can compare our sample of respondents
to the population at large.

The survey was broken down into eight parts:”

l. Directions and the characterization question
. Fishing

I Harvest of tree products

V. Gathering of forest floor products

V. Hunting

VI. Trapping
VIlI.  Recreation
VIIIl. Personal data

In parts Il through VII we attempted to provide as comprehensive a list as possible to
ensure the highest level of completeness. This comprehensive list resulted in a rather
imposing seeming survey. For example we provided spaces in part IV for blueberries,
high-bush cranberries, low-bush cranberries, raspberries, rosehips, mushrooms, lichens,
medicinal plants, plants for landscaping and spaces for other types of gatherable items not
in the list. We provided a break between each section with simple check box questions.
These questions included yes or no questions, a ranking question concerning how they
rate various state and federal agencies, and the question regarding why they live in the
Tanana Basin. Since we ultimately achieved a return rate of 54%, the completeness may
have paid off in terms ofjogging people’s memories as some reported handfuls and
mouthfuls of berries. Had there not been a space for blueberries, for example, we might
not have heard about a handful of blueberries that was reported and this may also apply to
some of the larger amounts that were reported as well.

In addition to the expertise in survey design provided by SOM and SALRM, a
number of focus groups provided guidance as well. Focus groups are a useful tool for

determining just what the target audience of the survey will tolerate. Additionally focus
groups can help to point out missing questions that ask for important information or

questions that are meaningless. Using groups can generate a creative synergy that isn’t
possible through simple instrument pre-testing (Greenbaum, 1988).

Sampling and Mailing Procedure

The sampling unit for this survey was the household. A random sample of 1000
households was drawn according to the zip codes that encompass the Tanana River
Watershed. The survey procedure was designed roughly according to accepted techniques
(Salant and Diliman, 1994). Four mailings were used:
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1d mailing—Full Survey, including Alaskan Wild Berry Tea bags and a sample
Birch Syrup Stick (FN)

2rd mailing—Thank You/Reminder postcards

3rd mailing—Full Survey

4mmailing—Full Survey

The first mailing went out in late September in order to follow the heaviest period
of harvest, the summer months. Including Alaska made non-timber forest products was
intended to be an incentive to complete the survey. However, the power of postal
machinery to break open the syrup sticks was not considered. Many of the sticks broke
open in transit making the survey difficult or impossible to fill out. It is not known how
many of the syrup sticks broke in the mail nor how much the response rate may have
suffered. Approximately 12% ofthe surveys were returned as being undeliverable .
Ultimately 474 households responded after three mailings, resulting in a response rate of
54%. This response rate is sufficient to give us a 95% confidence level in the data.

Database Design

Currently the forest use data reside in Microsoft Excel spreadsheets linked to
Microsoft Access forms for data entry. Problems arose from the extensive information
that we asked for in the survey. Each specific item we asked about—trout for example—
has thirty-one variables: one for quantity, four seasonal variables, five variables for how
the harvest area was reached (e.g. by paved road, by trail or by air) and twenty-one
variables for where in the Tanana Basin that the harvest took place. With so many
variables, we were unable to contemplate using only one spreadsheet for storing our data.
Neither Excel or Access are able to have more than 255 variables in a single table, a
number which is quickly eclipsed by the number of variables in a single section of the
survey; the gathering section alone has 434 (14x31) data points.

The request for data from the FNSB pointed out problems with our ability to
query the database. The Borough was only interested in certain areas of the map that we
asked about. Ideally we would query the database about which activities occurred only in
those specific areas. Unfortunately at this time the relationships between data items are
not clearly defined and such a query was not possible. Work continues to bring the data
into a relational database that will allow easy querying of the dataset. Data entry is
essentially complete. Though some minor interpretation problems remain, these will not
substantially affect analysis of the data set.

Sample Validity

From our demographic data it appears that our sample may be very close to
statistically representative of the Tanana Basin population, though some discrepancies
need to be addressed. On the basis of household size our sample matches the 2000 census
figures for the Tanana Basin very closely at 2.78 persons per household in the sample and
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2.8 per household in the census. When individual characteristics are considered, though,
we appear to have greatly under-sampled the 20 to 30 age group as well as females and to
have over sampled the middle age groups and males. Thus we may be able to have more
confidence in the harvest data due to its household nature than in the recreation data that
are based on the experience of the person who filled out the survey.

Some validation of the sample is gained from a comparison of the estimated
harvest of big game animals from the FUS sample to the harvest reported to ADF&G by
hunters. We were able to compare the harvest of moose, black bear, brown bear, caribou
and dall sheep. The survey estimates of the percentage of households that harvested big
game are well within one standard deviation of the mean, while moose are barely within
two standard deviations. Even though moose is far out from the mean, we can still say
with 95% confidence that the percentage of the population of households that harvested
moose is within 5% of the estimate. Since we were so close on the other species it seems
reasonable to place confidence in the estimates from the other sections of the survey.
Table 1summarizes the comparisons.

Table I—Summary' of comparison of FUS sample to ADF&G reports

Species Percent of sample Percent of Tanana  Difference One Standard
households reporting Valley households Deviation

Moose 12.24% 15.24% 0.300 0.1505

Caribou 1.26% 0.99% 0.27 0.51

Black Bear 1.89% 2.31% 0.41 0.62

Brown/Grizzly 0.21% 0.28% 0.07 0.21

Dall Sheep 0.84% 0.86% 0.02 0.42

Valuation Analysis
Valuation Methods

Some of the valuation analysis from this first survey must be confined to simple
replacement values for much of the harvest. Because of the comprehensive nature of this

first survey, respondents were not asked how much time was spent in their harvest
pursuits. Nor were they asked whether they seek substitutes if their original harvest

attempts are unsuccessful. For example, what do households do to make up for a failed
moose hunt or a bad blueberry' season? Another datum that would have been useful was
how far they traveled to conduct the harvest. Therefore, some of the data collected in the
harvesting and gathering sections have been valued according to what it would have cost
had these items been purchased in Fairbanks, Alaska. Other items from those sections
simply cannot be valued from the current data as they are not available for purchase, but
must be gathered from the wild.

In finding values for the items harvested in the Tanana Basin, different types of
values have necessarily been used. Ideally, we would use one type of valuation for all
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items in order to find the range of values for each. Replacement values are easily
understood and since we are limited to these values for some items it would have been
ideal to use them for all items. Unfortunately we are not able to readily determine
replacement values for the harvest from hunting or fishing. For example we cannot go to
the supermarket end buy moose meat if our moose hunt comes up empty; nor is there a
readily identifiable substitute for moose meat. This goes for all of the fish and game
species that respondents reported. Thus for the purposes of this report net economic
values (NEV) were used for the valuation of fish and game. Net economic values
measure the amount of money that hunters and anglers would have been willing to pay
above the actual costs they incurred on their respective trips. These values come closer to
capturing the recreational value that these respondents received from their efforts. It is
important to remember that having used the different values we are looking at different
aspects of the demand for harvesting natural resources.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has done much work that can help to
place values on the harvest reported in the hunting, fishing and trapping sections. Every
year F&G conducts surveys about sport fishing and subsistence harvest. Big game
hunters are asked to submit information about their hunting trips. Work to find net
economic values of sport harvests have aided in the valuation of the harvest in this
project. Additionally, work to find replacement values for the subsistence harvest have

been helpful as well.

Valuing the Fish Harvest

Fishing as reported in Section Il is a very important part of harvesting pursuits in
the Tanana Basin. The numbers reported here are problematic since an option to report
fish that were caught and released was not offered. Thus the numbers are likely inflated
due to released fish being reported and counted as harvested. The number of fish do
exceed the number of fish reported in F&G’s 2000 Sport Fish Survey (ADF&G, 2000) by
half again as much to over 10 times depending upon the species when adjusted to exclude
subsistence use as shown in Table 2.

Table 2—Comparison of sample fish harvest estimate to ADF&G estimates

Species Estimated Total for Adjusted to Fish and Game
Tanana Basin Exclude Subs  Sport Estimate
Trout 116,971 77,551 54,832
Salmon 298,352 59,493 17,529
Pike 43,612 18,461 3467
Grayling 135,351 111,490 8560
Burbot 19,428 12,415 3740
Sheefish 9351 564 220

Whitefish 52,722 4353 385
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The present data set does not provide enough information to know whether we are
seeing a large catch and release incidence or if quantities were misread or were
misreported. The survey gave respondents the option to report in number of fish or in
pounds. In data entry it was assumed that a number without some indication to indicate
pounds, such as Ibs. or #, was meant to report number of fish. Therefore the number may
be inflated when, say, 100 pounds was actually counted as number of fish. Another
problem encountered was that some reports were in pounds while others were in number
of fish, which made tallying tota! number of fish difficult. Some respondents reported
both pieces of data and the averages from these numbers were used to convert form
pounds to guantity.

Placing a value on the fish harvest must be considered in light of the fact that
there is a sport fish harvest and a subsistence harvest. These activities lie upon a
continuum that runs from fishing purely for recreation to fishing purely for food. Thus
placing values on the harvest is far from simple. In 1997 three surveys ofsport fishers
were conducted by the Department of Fish and Game that developed net economic values
for trout, salmon, pike, grayling and burbot (Duffield, et al 2001a, 2001b, 2001c). These
surveys cover a larger area than does the FUS as it covers most of Region I1l, however
the investigators divided the region and derived values for an area which excludes the
Seward Peninsula and the Copper River drainage leaving an area where the bulk of the
population resides in the FUS area.

Using the net economic values (NEV) from Duffield, et al, values have been
estimated for those fish species in the FUS that coincide with their study. Whitefish and
sheefish were not included in that other study. More than half of the respondents
reporting these two fish reported their use of them as subsistence. Estimates for the value
of all fish caught were calculated based on the potential harvest determined from the FUS
data as well as from the F&G estimates in order to provide a range of values.

Table 3—Estimated net economic value of the sport fish harvest in the Tanana

Basin

Species NEV for  Estimated total value for Estimated total value for

anglers Tanana Basin from FUS Tanana Basin from F&G
Trout $377.88 $29,304,431 $20,719,916
Salmon $79.94 $4,755,946 $1,417,256
Pike $251.92 $4,650,530 $873,407
Grayling $211.43 $23,572,673 $1,20° 841
Burbot $508.83 $6,254,861 $1,903,024
Sheefish $286.00 $161,304 $62,920
Whitefish $286.00 $1,244,958 $110,110

TOTAL: $69,944,703.00 526,896,474
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Valuing the Harvest of Wood Products

Section Il dealt with the harvest of wood products, both timber and non-timber.
Here the valuation was constrained to calculating replacement values. Not all of the
products are amenable to this method however. Birch bark, cones, spruce roots and shelf
fungi were asked about and quantities reported. These are not items one may purchase in
a store if a harvest attempt fails and thus weie not valued in this project. Pole logs are
another item that cannot be reasonably valued based on the amount of data collected.
They might be likened to 2x4 or 4x4 lumber as one use might be to build a fish wheel if
one is looking at possible subsistence uses or sheds on ones properly in personal use. In
order to ascertain timber prices, lumber mill in the Fairbanks area were queried. Prices
for the other non-timber items were collected as possible from published sources such as
ads ir the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner.

Table 4— Estimated potential harvest and replacement cost for wood products
harvested in the Tanana Basin

Wood Product Type  Potential TV Average Unit Cost Replacement Value

Harvest Quantity of Potential Harvest
House Logs 12,818 logs $33.60 per log $430,685
Saw Logs 52,722 logs $37.20 per log $1,961,258
Firewood 47,748 cords $109.33 per cord $5,220,289
Spruce Burls 4756 burls $6.00 per foot (raw) $28,536
Diamond Willow 20,718 sticks $10.50 per stick (raw) $217,539
TOTAL $7,858,307.00

Table 5—Wood also harvested, but not valued

Wood Product Type Potential Harvest

Pole Logs 30,956 Logs
Cones 1612 Bushels
Spruce Roots 887 Pieces
Birch Bark 16,929 Pieces
Conk or Punk 4192 Each
Christmas Trees 4514 Each
Birch Sap 36,317 Gallons

While the simple replacement values cannot begin to place actual values on the
harvest activities of Tanana Basin households, they can provide basic minimum values to
provide a baseline for comparison. It must always be noted that the values people receive
from their harvest will certainly include things that do not directly flow from the harvest.
Time spent with family and friends, enjoyment of outdoor activities or a sense of s°If
sufficiency are examples of valuable things which cannot be estimated by comparing the
price of a thing in the store to the amounts that were harvested. It seems very likely that
we could find that some people are just as happy to attempt harvesting blueberries and
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then buy blueberries in the store if the attempt fails, as they are if they have a successful
harvest.

Valuing the Harvest of Non-w_ood Vegetation

Section IV ofthe survey asked respondents about the harvest of non-wood items
such as berries or mushrooms. Berries can be said to be a very important part of TV
residents gathering activities. One third of all respondents reported picking blueberries.
Prices were determined by querying produce managers at both Safeway and Fred Meyer
in Fairbanks. Because of the buying power of these two chains these average values may
be viewed as minimum values. Additionally, some ofthe wild berries and rosehips are
purchased by local makers ofjams and syrups. Table 6 provides values for the sale of
these items, but these values must be viewed in light of the fact that not all of the
harvested items would be of suitable quality to be sold.

Table 6— Potential wholesale value of wild berry harvest in the Tanana Basin

Wild Berries and other Potential TV Harvest Purchase Price  Value of Potential
fruits from shrubs Quantity (approx. Ibs.) Harvest Sales
Blueberries 149,576 $4.00 per pound $598,304.00
High-bush Cranberries 27,520 $2.50 per pound $68,800.00
Low-bush Cranberries 75,555 $2.50 per pound $188,887.50
Raspberries 142,396 $3.00 per pound $427,188.00
Rosehips 10,512 $2.50 per pound $26,280.00
TOTAL: 310,825 $1,309,459.50

Table 7—Estimated potential harvest and replacement values of the wild berry
harvest in the Tanana Basin.

Wild Berries Potential TV Average Unit Cost Replacement Value
Harvest Quantity of Potential Harvest
(quarts)
Blueberries 112,182 $15.94 per quart $1,788,185
High-bush Cranberries 27,520 $5.98 per quart $164,567
Low-bush Cranberries 75,555 $5.98 per quart $451,821
Raspberries 88,998 $5.86 per quart $521,527
Wild Strawberries 2942 $3.54 per quart $10,416
TOTAL: 307,197 $2,936,516.00

Valuing the Harvest from Hunting

Section V asked about hunting in the Tanana Basin. As with fish we are able to
obtain harvest estimates from ADF&G to help with the valuation of harvesting game
animals. McCollum and Miller (1994a) estimated net economic values for big game
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animals as well as for waterfowl. This study calculates values for Alaska hunters across
five basic regions of the state. Their interior region includes the Game Management Units

that lie within the FUS area as well as several to the north and to the west. As with the
fish studies above, the bulk ofthe population for the hunter NEV study resides in the area

also considered by the FUS.

Table 8—Non-wood also gathered, but not valued

Non-Wood Product Type Potential Harvest
Mushrooms 22,249 Pounds
Lichen 81 unknown
Medicinal Plants 2902 Pound
Plants for Landscaping 35.511 Each

Snowshoe hare, ptarmigan and grouse were not asked about in the McCollum
study though they are taken in high numbers with respect to the other types of game.
Valuing the harvest of these three animals would benefit from more knowledge of hunter
effort and substitutes. Since this information is not currently available from the FUS data
valuing these animals will be ignored for now. Table 9 summarizes the net economic
values for the other game animals in the FUS. Wolf hunting had only one respondent
reporting a value which happened to be the maximum value offered by the investigators.
So to more accurately offer a v lue for wolf hunting

Table 9—Potential harvest from the hunt and the estimated net economic value to
hunters in the Tanana Basin.

Species Potential Harvest NEV NEV of Potential
Harvest
Moose 4837 $242.71 $1,173,988.27
Caribou 484 $194.12 $93,954.08
Black Bear 726 $226.39 $164,359.14
Brown/Grizzly Bear 81 $188.26 $15,249.06
Dall Sheep 322 $113.95 $36,691.90
Wolf 81 $193.11 $15,641.91
Waterfowl 20,557 $188.95 $3,884,245.15
TOTAL: $5,368,568.60

10
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Table 10—AIlso hunted, but not valued

Species Potential Harvest
Snowshoe Hares 15,155 *
Ptarmigan 38,372
Grouse - 55,543

¢Includes estimated 9593 hares harvested by trapping, the only
reported animal trapped for which there is not a value as fur.

Valuing the Harvest from Trapping

The final harvest portion of the survey is Section VI, which deals with trapping.
Finding values for this area was relatively straightforward. Here again data from ADF&G
com™ into play. Periodically Alaskan trappers are surveyed by mail to determine the
characteristics of fur trapping in Alaska. In the Trapper Survey report are found the
average prices paid for pelts during the period of this survey. These prices are used in the
calculations here. (It should be noted, however, that a sma.l portion of the harvest
reported here was not sold and may coincide with subsistence use.)

Valuing the Subsistence Harvest

Valuing the subsistence portion of the survey results presents a challenge also.

Work by Robert Wolf (1996), an anthropologist with the Subsistence Division of
ADF&G has presented estimates that tally replacement values based on $3.00 per pound
and on $5.00 per pound. His calculations take into account the total number of pounds of
all items harvested. Table 12 summarizes W olfs calculations for Interior Alaska in 1990.
Having calculated replacement values for the harvest of wood and non-wood items on an
item for item basis, the food or shelter values have been calculated alret.McCollum’s
(19944a) net economic values for hunting were based on answers to a survey to all hunters
including Alaska Natives. Thus the hunting values should be inclusive of the subsistence
value. The values calculated for the trapping harvest should be viewed as minimum

values since adding value to the furs by making clothing would exceed these values.
Since some respondents reported fish in both pounds and quantity we can calculate some
rough replacement values in this category. These values are summarized in table 13.
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Table 11— Potential harvest from trapping and estimated value of the furs to
trappers in the Tanana Basin

Species

Marten

Lynx

Fox

Mink

Beaver

Wolf

Wolverine

Muskrat

River Otter

Coyote

Ermine or Weasel
TOTAL:

Potential Harvest

animal pelt

5079
2338
1532
484
484
322
161
81

81
81
162

Average Price per

$26.89
$54.75
$31.97
$13.14
$21.77
$213.75
$233.75
$1.47
$41.13
$22.17
$4.00

Value of potential
harvest

$136,574.31
$128,005.50
$48,978.04
$6,359.76
$10,536.68
$68,827.50
$37,633.75
$ 119.07
$3,331.53
$1,795.77
$ 648.00
$442,809.91

Table 12—Summary of Interior Alaska Subsistence Harvest and Replacement

Value
Area 1990 Pounds Per  Total Replacement Replacement
Population Capita Pounds at $3 per at $5 per
Harvested pound pound
Fairbanks/ 81,728 16 1,307,648 $3,922,944 $6,538,240
Delta area
Interior 10,383 613 6,359,597 $19,078,791  $31,797,985
Ta ble 13—Estimation of Subsistence Fish Replacement Values
Species Estimated Estimated Replacement at Replacement at
Number of Pounds of $3 per pound $5 per pound
Subsistence Fish  Subsistence Fish
Trout 39,706 55,588 $166,765 $277,942
Salmon 235,873 15,567,763 $4,670,292 $7,783,820
Pike 24,761 103,995 $311,985 $519,975
Grayling 23,752 28,502 $85,507 $142,512
Burbot 6981 6981 $20,943 $34,906
Whitefish 49,128 49,128 $147,385 $245,642
Sheefish 9371 9371 $28,114 $46,856
TOTAL 389,572 15,755,848 $5,430,991 $9,051,653

+Burbot, whitefish and sheefish were not reported with both values. To achieve minimum values, one
pound per fish is used, which is certainly less than typical weight.

12
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Recreation

At this time we have not collected enough information to value the recreational
activities of Tanana Valley households. Many activities were reported and are
summarized in Table 14. However, the questions were aimed at the individual who filled
out the survey and not the household. Since we are not as certain that our sample of
respondents is truly representative of the population ofadults in the Tanana Basin we
cannot be as certain of estimates from this section of the FUS. One important omission
from this section was a question aimed at determining if the reported activities were the
primary or secondary activity. Thus we do not know how much of the wildlife viewing,
for example, was done while hiking or driving, etc.

McCollum (1994b) conducted a survey of Alaska Voters to find net economic
values for wildlife viewing trips. Interior Alaska registered voters placed a mean value on
trips specifically meant to view wildlife at $408. The mean value placed on the wildlife
viewing experience for trips primarily meant for a purpose other than wildlife viewing
was $82. While these numbers are interesting they are not useful to us in placing values
until we are able to differentiate between primary and secondary pursuits. Still they do
indicate the importance of wildlife to Alaskans.

Recommendations for the 2002 Forest Use Survey Design

In order to create a set of time series data, the second survey should collect the
same information as did the first survey. The harvest quantity information is valuable by
itself as a resource use indicator. However ADF&G collects a large amount of hunting
and fishing information and the new survey should aim to augment that data rather than
repeat it. Trimming the size of the hunting and fishing sections could allow for more in
depth data to be collected in the other sections. Additionally, we may want to ask how
many trips are made to participate in activities rather than when the harvest is made; we
know generally when salmon runs occur or when the berries are ready for harvesting.

It is important to acquire data that will lead to more meaningful valuation
estimates. There are a variety of methods that may be used to obtain these. Among the
possibilities are the Travel Cost Method whereby respondents reveal information about
how far they traveled, etc. and estimates are calculated based on how much a trip to make

the harvest would cost. TCM may not be terribly appropriate here as there are multiple
destinations and multiple activities. The Contingent Valuation Method would pose a

hypothetical situation to test a harvester’s willingness to pay, perhaps for greater access
to harvest potential or activity possibilities, or to test willingness to accept less access.
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Table 14- Potential Time Spent in Recreational Activities

Activity Potential Number of Days Spent in
This Activity by Tanana Valley
Residents
Air Boating 2996
ATV Riding 226,461
Backpacking 30,991
Bird Watching* 1,010,857
Camping 116,908
Catch and Release Fishing** 1997
Cross Country Skiing 200,032
Day Hiking 97,130
Dog Mushing 41,261
Down Hill Skiing 14,978
Leisure Driving 328,361
Flying Airplanes 26,835
Motor Boating 104,293
Mountain Biking 68,578
Non-motor Boating 16,599
Photography 342,521
Picnicking 17,719
Recreational Private Cabin Use 129,616
Recreational Public Cabin Use 7168
Rock Climbing 4434
Scenic Viewing* 1,709,279
Skijoring 109,651
Snow Machine Riding 182,718
Snow Shoeing 30,534
Target Shooting 63,303
Wildlife Viewing* 979,692

“Some respondents reporting these activities said they did them 365 days a year, so the estimates
may overstate the potential by a great deal.

**Not all angler respondents who did catch and release fishing told us that their report was for
catch and release, so this estimate is likely very low.

A survey that is as easy to fill out as possible is also important. The first
instrument tried to do this by presenting as comprehensive as possible a list of
harvestable and recreational pursuits. However, space was provided for handwritten
answers, which has provided some of the interpretation problems we have experienced.
Check boxes for responses may provide more readable answers and therefore be more
easily entered into the database. Another problem with handwritten answers was that
respondents were allowed to provide, or not provide as the case may be, their own units
of measure. The largest cause of interpretation problems has been the lack of a set unit of
measure. For example, birch bark has proven to have a number of ways in which it can be

14
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reported from pieces and rings to square feet to pounds. The next iteration of the survey
should specify the units that can be reported.

Some additional information about how respondents would characterize the
quality ofthe harvest will also be desirable. A question about how this years harvest
compares to last year’s harvest, or to the harvest 5 and 10 years ago. We might also want
to ask questions that relate the level of harvest lo accessibility of the resources. How local
residents would react to changes in accessibility could be of great interest. One final
change might be to ask a subset of our sample about whether, and how, they use a
specific area in the Tanana Basin.
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SECTION Il

General Summary Data from the Forest Use Survey

The population from which we drew the sample for the Forest Use Survey is all
households of the Tanana River drainage. The survey procedure was carried out as
described by Salant and Diliman (1994), from which we expected to obtain a response
rate of between 50% and 60% (p. 54.) We did in fact receive completed survey
instruments from 54% of all deliverable addresses (table 1.) In order to be 95% confident
that we have a sampling error of no greater than +5%, we needed to receive at least 384
completed surveys (p. 54.) Since we received 474 completed responses, we can be
assured that we fall within this range.

Table 15: Forest Use Survey sample summary

Original Sample Size 1000
Number of respondents 474
Number of undeliverable 122
Adjusted sample size 878
Response rate 54.0%

In designing the FUS we wanted to learn about several aspects of household forest
use in addition to harvest quantities. Respondents were asked when they harvested, how
they used the harvest, how they reached the harvest and where they harvested. Since the
task of reporting all harvests for a one year period might seem imposing, questions that
were relatively simple to answer were provided as breaks between sections. These simple
questions consisted of the sort that can be answered with a check mark or by circling the

answer.

Warm-up Question: General Resource Use

We wanted to know how people characterize their use of the forest. Is their use
primarily for subsistence or personal use or are the harvests used to supplement income
or is recreation the primary use or is it some mix of some or all of these? In order to make
respondents start thinking about the ways they use the forest, this question was asked as a

warm-up to the survey.

In the present survey we allowed respondents to pick as many options as applied to
them. However, in future surveys it may be better to ask households to rank the various

characterizations if they wish to answer more than one.

16
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Table 16: Summary of response to general use of Tanana Valley Forests

#of responses % of households
For Subsistence purposes 123 25.9%
For recreation purposes 393 82.9%
To supplement our income 47 9.9%
For home use 209 44.1%
Do not use Tanana Valley 44 9.3%
Other 34 7.2%

Ranking Question: How do you rate the overall management of public lands in the
Tanana Valley?

No inventory of land use would be complete without knowing how the users of
the public lands feel about how those lands are managed. We gave respondents an
opportunity to rate each ofthe government agencies with land management
responsibilities in the Tanana River Watershed.

Table 17: Ranking of government agency’s management of public lands

1 2 3 4 5
Poor Fair Good Very Excellent Average
Good
AK Dept, of Fish and 29 29 131 95 43 3.2
Game
AK Div. Of Forestry 9 49 151 72 26 3.2
AK Div. OfParks and
Outdoor Recreation 5 47 157 82 36 3.2
Bureau of Land
Management 55 78 109 44 17 2.6
US Fish and Wildlife
Service 59 69 102 39 18 2.6
AK Div. Of Mining, Land 33 e5 114
and Water 35 12 2.8

Yes or No Questions

While these questions are meant to allow respondents to lake a break from thought
intensive questions, we by no means wanted to ask fluff questions. Thus in our first yes
or no option (see table 4,) we asked a question of commercial interest as well as resource
use. The next one asked a policy question (table 5) and the third asked about participation
in interest groups (table 6.)

17
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Table 18: Have you ever used Alaska wood products for a building project?

Yes 201 42 .4%
No 114 24.1%
No Answer 136 28.7%

Table 19: Do you think the state forest should have a formal trail system?

Yes 207 43.7%
No 179 37.8%
No Answer 72 15.2%

Table 20: Do you belong to any outdoor activity or conservation groups?

Yes 121 25.5%
No 285 60.1%
No Answer 51 10.8%

In future iterations of the survey the wood use question very likely would remain
to track how local use of local products changes over time. The interest group question
might also remain, though rev ..rded to allow any person who belongs to any kind of
group that would be interested in the outdoors or resource use. The policy question would
undoubtedly address a different policy issue.

Multiple Answer Checkbox Questions

We wanted to know why our respondents live in the Tanana Valley. Note in table
7 that more than half of respondents answered each of the top five options. In the future
we may want to ask people to rank these reasons rather than select the ones that apply.
We can gain some intuition as to the most important properties from the information
here, but had respondents ranked the choices instead, the numbers below might be very
different.

This survey question did not include the choices for University of Alaska and
military. We realized, early in the data entry process, that these options should have been
included and so added categories for them. Since four people said military here and 22
people listed military as occupation (see table 12,) we have to wonder whether more
respondents would have given military' as a reason they are here.

Table 21: Why do you live in the Tanana Valley?

For the natural beauty 283
For the freedom offered here 257
For ajob 248
For the recreation opportunities 248
Because of the people and community

here 241
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For a good place to raise children 205
Because you have family here 142
Other 61
University of Alaska Fairbanks 7
Military 4

Sample Demographics

Table 22: Gender of respondents

Male respondents 379
Female respondents 82
Number who answered 461

Table 23: Age of respondents

Youngest 20
Oldest 92
Average 50.57
Number who answered 458

Table 24: How long in Alaska

Average 26.25
Number who answered 458

Table 25: Education level

Average 15.18
number who answered 460
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Table 26: Occupation

Unemployed 3
Retired 88
Disabled 1
Homemaker 7
Student - S
Trade/Blue Collar 99
Clerk/Sales 22
Management 35
Professional 148
Military 22
SelfEmployed 19
Number who answered 449

Table 27: Household size

Number of people—
Average 2.78
Number under 18 0.71

Table 28: Household income

Under 10,000 10
10,001 to 20.000 22
20,001 to 30,000 33
30,001 to 40,000 41
40,001 to 50,000 41
50,001 to 60,000 64
60,001 to 70,000 47
70,001 to 80,000 45
80,001 to 90,000 27
90,001 to 100,000 31
100,001 to 150,000 49
Over 150,000 14

Number who answered 424
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SPONSOR STATEMENT FOR SB 153

"An act authorizing along-term lease ofcertain Alaska Railroad Corporation land at
Anchorage; and providing for an effective date.”

I n 2002, the Alaska Legislature passed HB298. It’s purpose was to allow the Alaska
Railroad to increase its maximum lease term without termination rights from 35 to
55 years. The purpose of the increase was to afford entrepreneurs an opportunity
to obtain financing or grants that might require a lease length longer than the
original limit. Overall, the issue was promoting economic development within the
Railbelt and its communities.

One beneficiary of HB298 was a developer of low-cost senior housir.g, who was
applying for HUD (Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development) section
202 Senior Housing Grants.

Shortly after HB298 came into effect, however, HUD extended its lease requirement
to 75 years. This meant developers seeking to receive HUD 202 grants were put out
of the picture. The way the law now reads, the Alaska Railroad can approve leases in
excess of 55 years; however the railroad must reserve the right to terminate the
lease in the event the land is needed for railroad purposes.

If SB 153 comes into effect, the railroad will be allowed to offer the lease in question
in excess of 55 years without the right to terminate.

A multifamily senior housing project has been planned for Government Hill (in
Anchorage), and the developer received a 55-year lease from the Alaska Railroad
Board. However with changes in the lease term requirement the project was no
longer eligible for a HUD 202 grant.

SB153 will allow the Alaska Railroad to extend the developer’s current 55-year lease
without termination clause, in order to allow the senior housing developer to seek
HUD 202 funding.
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HUD Section 202 Program Now Allows Participation by For-Profi
Owners, Developers

Private sector participation in the HUD Section 202 elderly housing progra
is now possible due to legislative changes enacted in 2000. The changes v
permit the use of the low-income housing tax credit for such projects for t
first-time, according to Washington, DC attorneys Monica Sussman and Ri
Goldstein.

Tne two, partners in the law firm of Nixon Peabody LLP, spoke on a panel
August 18 at the National Housing & Rehabilitation Association's 2001
Summer Institute in Half Moon Bay, CA. (See related article on p. 1 on
opportunities for owners of older HUD-assisted properties.)

Under the Section 202 program, HUD provides grants to nonprofit sponso
to finance the construction or rehabilitation of supportive housing projects
for the elderly. It also provides rent subsidies for such developments.
Sussman said an opportunity "just getting underway" is development and
ownership of Section 202 projects by for-profit developers/owners injoint
ventures with nonprofits.

This stems from amendments made to the program made by a law (P.L.
106-569) signed last December. It permits Section 202 and Section 811
(housing for persons with disabilities) projects to be owned by limited
partnerships that include a for-profit limited dividend entity, provided a
nonprofit sponsor is the sole general partner. A recent HUD notice (H 200
11), outlining policies for Section 202/811 projects receiving FY 2001 HUC
funds, says the purpose of for-profit participation must be to develop a
"mixed-finance or mixed-use project for additional units (i.e., units in
addition to the Section 202 or Section 811 units)."

Sussman said HUD is trying to decide whether it must issue regulations tc
implement the 202 program changes. But she contended that HUD now hi
authority to close transactions on an "ad hoc" basis without rules, noting
precedent in HUD programs. Sussman, though, indicated that she isn't ai
of any transactions that have closed yet.

She said the changes will also permit greater leveraging of 202 program
funds, by allowing allocations of 202 funds - which now typically fund sme
projects - to be combined with other funds to produce larger housing

cjv/ i'clcled S en. Cocurdercj
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projects containing both 202 and non-202 units. Sussman likened this to
many HUD HOPE VI projects, where the HOPE VI grant is combined with

other public and private funds to finance developments with a m x of unit;
for public housing, tax credit-eligible, and market-rate tenants.

Goldstein said for-profit participation in 202 projects will enable the use ol
housing tax credits for such projects, and the raising of equity for them
through the syndication of the credits.

Sussman and Goldstein discussed several issues regarding the use of crec
in 202 projects.

One is whether HUD will continue to provide 202 funds to nonprofit spons<
as grants. Second is whether HUD will permit such nonprofits to convert t
grant they receive to a loan to the project partnership.

Tax credit program rules require a federal grant to be excluded from the
eligible basis of a credit project, which reduces the tax credit amount. If tl
grant is provided as a loan to a project, and the interest rate on it is at let
at the Applicable Federal Rate (AFR), the project won't be considered to b
"federally subsidized," and new construction or substantial rehabilitation
expenses won't be limited to the so-called 4 percent rather tl.e 9 percent
credit.

Goldstein said a statement by the congressional banking committee that
wrote the 202 program changes said the program shouldn't be considered
a federal grant program. However, he continued, the congressional bankir
committees don't have jurisdiction over federal tax law - the tax committt
do.

A related issue is whether Section 202 funds, if provided as a loan to the
project with an interest rate below the AFR, will be treated as providing
"federally subsidized" financing. If so, the project would be limited to the
percent tax credit. The IRS has said certain federal funds won't be treated
federal subsidies, including Section 8 rent subsidies, HOME funds, and a ft
other resources.

NH&RA Executive Director Peter Bell said the 202 program changes might
also enable for-profit developers to work with nonprofit sponsors to make
existing 202 properties more attractive to prospective tenants, by helping
reconfigure the unit mix to convert studio units to larger apartments. He

said 202 projects often were built with many studio units, but consumers
prefer two- and three-bedroom units instead.

About | Publications | Conferences | Olflcers. Boa.J. Staff | Testimonials | Apply
Comments | Links | Site Map | LIHTC | Multlfamllv Financing | Historic Preservation
HVP..& .FHA Programs | Public Housing Redevelopment | Development Issues | News | Home
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 344(FIN)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-FIRST LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Offered: 3/27/00
Referred: Today’s Calendar

Sponsor(s): HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE BY REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act authorizing a land exchange between the Department of Natural
Resources and Alaska Hardrock, Inc.; approving a long-term lease of certain

Alaska Railroad Corporation land at Healy; and providing for an effective date."

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

* Section 1. The uncodificd law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new
section to read:

PUP POSE. The purpose of section 2 of this Act is to approve die final agreement for
the exchange of land between the State of Alaska, Department of Natural Resources and
Alaska Hardrock, Lie., dated January 26, 2000. The land to be acquired by the state under
the agreement is located within or adjacent to the Independence Mine State Historical Park.
The appraised fair market value of die land to be exchanged is unequal. AS 38.50.020
requires the submission of a land exchange agreement for legislative review and approval if
the agreement involves die exchange of land of other than cquai appraised fair market value.

The Department of Natural Resources has determined dial die value of the land to be received

11110344b CSII 344(FIN)
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by the state under the agreement exceeds the value of the state land relinquished.
* Sec. 2. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section
to read:

APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT AND LAND EXCHANGE. The final agreement for
th exchange of land between the Department of Natural Resources and Alaska Hardrock, Inc.,
dated January 26, 2000, is approved. The approval of the final agreement authorizes the
exchange of state-owned land for land owned by Alaska Hardrock, Inc., as specified in the
approved final agreement.

* Sec. 3. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section
to read:

APPROVAL OF THE LEASE OF LAND AT HEALY. (a) The Alaska Railroad
Corporation is authorized to lease certain corporation land at Healy, Alaska, for the Tri-Valley
subdivision within Township 12 South, Range 7 West, Section 18, Fairbanks Meridian, that
is the subject of Alaska Railroad contract no. 69-25-0003-4779 for a period in excess of 35
years without reserving the right to terminate the lease.

(b) This secLon constitutes legislative approval under AS 42.40.285(4) for die Alaska
Railroad Corporation to lease the land described in (a) of this section for a period in excess
of 35 years without reserving the fight to terminate the lease if the land is needed for railroad
purposes.

* Sec. 4. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

CSHB 344(FIN) -2- 111103441)
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MORGAN, HUDSON; NR: JOULE

ZERO FISCAL NOTE (DNR) 2/7/00

FIN RPT CS(FIN) NT 10DP

DP: THERRIAULT, MULDER, BUNDE, DAVIES,
GRUSSENDORF, MOSES, DAVIS, PHILLIPS,
WILLIAMS, FOSTER

ZERO FISCAL NOTE (DNR) 2/7/00

RULES TO CALENDAR 3/27/00

READ THE SECOND TIME

FIN CS ADOn‘'rcD UNAN CONSENT
ADVANCED THIRD READING UNAN CONS
READ THE THIRD TIME CSHB 344(FIN)
PASSED Y34 E6

EFFECTIVE DATE(S) SAME AS PASSAGE
TRANSMITTED TO (S)

READ THE FIRST TIME - REFERRALS

RES

FIN REFERRAL ADDED AFTER RES

RES RPT 6DP

DP: HALFORD, TAYLOR, PARNELL.
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04/06/00 2904 (S) PETE KELLY, LINCOLN, GREEN

04/06/00 2904 (S) HOUSE ZERO FISCAL NOTE (DNR)

04/19/00 3295 (S) FINRPT 7DP

04/19/00 3295 (S) DP: TORGERSON, PHILLIPS, GREEN, LEMAN,
04/19/00 3295 (S) ADAMS, WILKEN, DONLEY

04/19/00 3295 (S§) HOUSE ZERO FISCAL NOTE (DNR)

04/25/00 3490 (S) RULES TO CALENDAR AND 10R 4/25/00
04/25/00 3496 (S) READ THE SECOND TIME

04/25/00 3496 (S) ADVANCED TO THIRD READING UNAN CONSENT
04/25/00 3496 (S) READ THE THIRD TIME CSHB 344(F1N)
04/25/00 3497 (S) PASSED Y19 N-Al

04/25/00 3497 (S) EFFECTIVE DATE(S) SAME AS PASSAGE
04/25/00 3497 (S) MACKIE NOTICE OF RECONSIDERATION
04/26/00 3533 (S) RECONSIDERATION HELD TO 4/27/00
04/27/00 3554 (S) RECON TAKEN UP - IN THIRD READING
04/27/00 1554 (S) PASSED ON RECONSIDERATION Y20 N-
04/27/00 3555 (S) EFFECTIVE DATE(S) SAME AS PASSAGE
04/27/00 3555 (S) RETURN TO (H), TRANSMIT TO GOV NEXT
07/14/00 3842 (H) 10:25AM 5/12/00 TRANSMITTED TO GOVERNOR
07/14/00 3875 (H) SIGNED INTO LAW 5/31 CHAPTER 91 SLA 00
07/14/00 3875 (H) EFFECTIVE DATE OF LAW 6/1/00

Similar Subject Match or Exact Subject Match
MINING

PARKS & RECREATION

PUBLIC LAND

RAILROAD

RESOURCES

Bill Root: Display Bill Root Next Bill

cha BQL3BV«

approved <JuO/IPPJ}OVKn

TO REPORT PROBLEMS WITH BASIS INQUIRY
LIVE KTOO STREAMS

Return to Basis Main Menu (21 Legislature)
Return to Legislature Home Page

20f2 3/25/2003 2:15 PM


http://www.lcgis.slalc.nk.us/basis/gct_b...n=21&bill=hb344&subniil=Display+Bill+Reoi

Government Hill Community Council

Susanne DiPietro and Thomas Pease, Co-Presidems/Dan Lowery, Vice President/Diane Miller and Bob
french, Co-Secretary-Treasurers/Belinda Breaux and Caroline Higgins, At-Large Borrd Members/
Stuart C. Hall, Past President
P.O. Box 100018 Anchorage, AK 99510*0018

March 21,2003

Senator Johnny Ellis

Representative Lcs Gara

Representative Nancy Dahlstrom

Senator Fred Dyson

State Capitol Re: HB 97 and SB 153

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Senator Ellis, Representative Gara, Representative Dahlstrom, and Senator Dyson:

At its regular monthly meetings on February 20 ind March 20, 2003, the Government
Hill Community Council discussed House Bill 97 concerning the extension of the lease
terms from 55 to 70 years for an Alaska Railroad property located on Hollywood Drive
on Government Hill. The Community voted at its March 20* meeting unanimously to
oppose this bill. The Community believes that HB 97 (and its companion, SB 153),
focusing on a single piece of real property, is narrow, special interest legislation, is
unsound public policy and is not in the best interest of our neighborhood, the Alaska

Railroad Corporation or the State of Alaska.

Please feel free to call me or Co-President Susanne DiPietro if you have any questions or
would like more information about our concerns about this legislation. | can bo reached at

277-4351 and Susanne can be retched at 264-0785, or by email at dipictro@alaska.net.

Sincerely,

Thomas C. Pease
GHCC Co-President

Cc: Sen. John Cowdery Rep. Bud Fate Rep. Ethan Berkowitz
Sen. Lyda Green Rep. Mike Chenault Rep. John Harris
Sen. Gary Wilken Rep. Ralph Samuels Rep. Bill Williams

Rep. James Holm

rvi 1c:tT cooz/t-z/co
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Alaska Enfranchise

Facilities, Inc.

Providing safe,
Clean and affordable
Housing for Alaskan

Seniors.



Alaska Enfranchised Facilities, Inc. respectfully requests your assistance in providing
legislation allowing for the development of senior housing, on land leased from the
Alaska Railroad Cogjoration, using HUD’s 202 program.

HUD’s 202 program was initiated in the 1960’s as a low interest loan program, designed
to provide rental housing for low income persons sixty-two years of age and older. The
program has evolved over the years and in the mid 1990’s the program became a grant
program whereby 501 C-3 not-for-profit applicants would receive the grant funds and use
the money to build and operate housing for low income people sixty-two years of age and
older.

Each year HUD uses a formula to determine how many housing units to assign to each of
the fifiy states in two categories. The categories are rural and urban. Once the allocation
is made the opportunity to apply for the grant funds is advertised to all potential not-for-
profit applicants with a NOFA (notification of funding availability). The NOFA is
typically posted on the HUD website each April.

The last several years Alaska’s annual allocation has been twenty urban units and five
rural units. The grant program allows for grant funded buildings to be built on leased
land. Before the 2002 grant cycle the rules called for the duration of the lease to be a
minimum of forty years. In the April 2002 NOFA the duration of the lease, necessary to
build on leased land, was increased to seventy-five years.

Alaska Enfranchised Facilities, Inc. has received seven grants in the past eight years.
Four buildings are built and occupied in Anchorage. One building is under construction
in Sutton, and later this summer another building will be built in Sutton and one in
downtown Anchorage. These buildings total 115 housing units. Marc Marlow has acted
as the contractor for most of the buildings built with the grants AEF has received to date.
Mr. Marlow also acts as a facilitator for AEF, Inc., coordinating requirements for
application in a timely manner as well as assisting in coordinating efforts after AEF, Inc.
has received a grant.

Please find attached a brochure of the buildings AEF, Inc. has finished for Alaska’s
elderly to date.

Alaska Enfranchised Facilities, Inc. desires to apply for the 2003 HUD 202 grant and
hopes to build the building on Government Hill in Anchorage, on a piece of land that the
Alaska Railroad Corporation owns. The Alaska Railroad Corporation in only allowed to
lease land for a period not to exceed fifty-five years, unless a longer period is approved
by the legislature. In so far as the 202 program requires a lease period of at least seventy-
five years, the legislature’s approval is hereby requested to allow the Alaska Railroad
Corporation to lease the portion of Section 8, Township 13 North, Range 3 West, Seward
Meridian that is owned by the Alaska Railroad Corporation for a pt.riod in excess of fifty-
five years.



