


TABLE 6

Projected Present Value of the North Gulf of Alaska OCS Sale to

State of Alaska and Other Local Governments assuming
State of Alaska DNR NGOA economic model.

(in thousands of dollars)

Cash Inflows

3520
5426
6143
6973
8202
8007
8537
13166
11356
10247
9410
9006
0547
7665
6775
6076
5402
1409
1200
1109
954
021
697
589
500
410
347
207
232
192

143,4G9

Present Value of Present Value of
Year Cash Outflows
1975
76 17014
77 19271
70 18164
79 16879
1900 18377
01 16551
02 15759
03 20364
od 17370
198b 14490
86 12058
07 9910
00 0521
09 6003
1990 5494
91 4277
92 3240
> 93 2362
94 1609
1995 1369
96 1247
97 1136
90 1032
99 939
2000 053
01 776
02 705
03 641
04 503
2005 530
TOTAL 230,416
Urns, the net present value of this project (assuming the DOR economic model)
is a negative $94,947,000 or -$27) per capita.
Assumption: All cash flows are discounted at 102.
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TABLE 6A

Projected Present Value of the North Gulf of Alaska OCS Sale to
State of Alaska and Other Lccr.l Governments assuming

State of Alaska DNR NGOA economic model.

(in thousands of dollars)

Present Value of

Present Value of
Inflows

Cash

3652
5737
6611
7636
9162
9100
9872
15526
13622
12560
11720
11530
11049
10103
9075
8285
7503
2107
1850
1635
1428
1246
1079
935
803
680
503
487
402
340

176,326

Year Cash Outflows
1975
76 17653
7 20375
78 19547
79 10482 -
1980 20520
81 18009
82 18223
83 24015
84 20835
1985 » 17761
86 - 15007
87 12506
88 11016
89 9072
1990 7358
91 5832
92 4500
93 3341
94 2311
-995 2018
96 1866
97 1724
98 1602
99 1480
2000 1369
01 1267
02 1176
03 1005
04 1004
2005 - 933
Total 202,775
Thus, the Net Present Value of this project (assuming the Department

of Revenue economic model)

Assumption: 1. All cash flows are discounted at &J.

is a negative $106,449,000 or-$304 per capita.
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Year Cash Outflows Cash
1975 436000
76
77
78 <
79 1000
1980 3000
81 34000
82 1500 88000
83 3375 182000
84 7700 2900G0O
1985 10160 434000
86 14760 463000
87 15600 424000
88 15600 453000
89 15320 433000
1990 14760 412000
91 14200 405000
92 385000
93 364000
94 343000
1995 322000
96 302000
97 281000
98 255000
99 239000
2000 218000
01 197000
02 166000
03 145000
04 125000
2005 104000
Assumptions:
1. Bonus payments of $436 million are received by the Federal

TABLE 7

Projected Met Cash Flows Generated from the North Gulf of Alaska

0CS Sale to the U. S. Government assuming the

draft EIS economic model.

in December, 1975.

Inflows

Net Cash Flow

436000

1000
3000
34000
86500
178625
282300
423840
448240
448400
437400
417680
397300
390800
385000
364000
343000
322000
302000
281000
255000
239000
218000
197000
106000
145000
125000
104000

Government

Royalties paid to the I). S. Government are computed on the basis of

16.67%.
Oil is valued at a co .. 12.50 per barrel

Gas is valued at a constant $1.00 per M.c.f.

at the wellhead..

at the wellhead.

Cash outflows ate based upon federal revenue sharing provisions set

forth in SB 5B6(k).
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TABLE 8

Projected Net Present Value of the North Gulf of Alaska
OCS Lease Sale to the U. S. Government
assuming draft EIS economic model.

Present Value of Present Value of
)P?L Cash Outflows Cash Inflows
1975 414000
76
77
78
79 621
1980 1692
81 18468
82 701 46700
703 1431 81832
, 84 - 8972 110958
1985 - 3556 157150
06 4708 e 152801
07 4524 138910
08 4103 123084
, 89 3661 106833
1990 3218 92868
91 2812 80190
92 69300
98 59696
94 51107
1995 43470
98 37146
97 31472
98 26010
99 21908
2000 10312
01 14972
02 * 11454
03 9135
04 7125
2000 5408
TOTAL 31,686 1,938,702

Thus, the net present value of this project (assuming the draft CIS economic
model) 1is a positive $1,907,016,000.

Assumption: All cash flows arc discounted at 102.



TABLE 8A

Projected Net Present Value of the North Gulf of Alaska
OCS Lease Sale to the U. S. Government
assuming draft EIS economic model.

(in thousands of dollars)

Present Value of Present Value of
Year Cash Outflows Cash Inflows
1975
76
77
78
79 680
1930 1890
81 19822
82 810 47520
83 1688 91000
041 3565 134270
" 1985 4359 186186
86 5860 183811
87 T741 170752
88 5304 154020
89 4826 136395
1990 4310 120304
a1 3834 109350
92 96250
93 84448
94 73402
1995 64070
96 55568
37 47770
98 40290
99 34894
2000 29430
01 24625
02 19256
03 15515
04 12375
2005 9568
Total 40,297 1,963,469

Thus, the Net Present Value of this project (Assuming the draft EIS
economic model 1is a positive $1,923,172,000.

Assumption: 1. All cash flows are discounted at 82.
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TABLE 9

Comparison of Net Cash Flow Patterns of the North Gulf of Alaska
OCS Lease Sale to State of Alaska and the U.S. Government.

(in thousands of dollars)

Net Cash Flow to State of Alaska Net Cash Flows to U.S. Government
cTraft LIS draft EIS UmT*™ cfraft EIS
Year model model corrected model model
1975 436000
76 (9000) ( 9000) (16338)
77 (6000) ( 6000) (18436)
78 (2926) ( 2818) (17600)
79 694 902 (15951) 1000
1980 (1795) ( 1623) (18041) 3000
81 5146) ( 6378) (16654) 34000
82 (3773) ( 5804) (15465) 86500
83 (4278) ( 1317) (16978) 178625
84 ( 37 2542 (15579) 282300
1985 1663 2364 (12122) 423840
86 6255 6285 ( 8278) 448240
87 6790 6700 ( 2868) 448400
88 8305 8135 ( 97) 437400
89 7740 7450 3272 417680
1990 8695 8245 5810 397300
91 8190 20 9085 390800
92 (5955) ( 6985) 12010 385000
93 (5876 7370) ( 5320) 364000
94 (6161) ( 5935) ( 2155) 343000
1995 (6446) ( 6102) ( 1924) 322000
96 (6731) ( 6467) ( 2379) 302000
97 (7016) ( 6832) ( 2809) 281U00
98 7341 ) ( 7257) ( 3309) 255000
99 (7666; ( 7702) ( 3734) 239000
2000 (7971) ( 8107) ( *189) 218000
01 (8276) ( 8512) ( 39) 197000
07? (8581) ( 8917) ( 5109) 166000
03 (8886) ( 9302) ( 5584) 145000
04 (97.31) ( 9727) ( 6074) 125000
2005 (9616) (10272) ( 6444) 104000
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Year

1975
76
7
78
79

1980

1995
96
97
98
99

2000
01
02
03
04

2005

TABLE 9

Comparison of Net Cash Flow Patterns of the North Gulf of Alaska
OCS Lease Sale to State of Alaska and the U.S. Government.

(in thousands of dollars)

Net Cash Flow to State of Alaska

draft FIS
model

(9000)
(6000)
(2926)
694
(1795
5146
(3773
4278
37
1663
6255
6790
8305
7740
8695
8190
(5955)
15876
(6161
,6446
,6731
,7016,
7341
7666
7971
8276
8581"
, 8886
9231
[9616

draft EIS

model corrected

t 92000)
6000)

( 2818)
902
1623)
6378)
5804)
1317)
2542
2364
6285
6700
8135
7450
8245
7220
6985)
7370)
5935)
6102)
6467)
6832)
7257
7702)
8107)
8512)
8917)
9302)
9727)
(10272)

DNK
model

(16338)
(18436)
(17600
(15951
(18041)
(16654)
(15465)
16978)
15579)
(12122)
8278)
2868)
97)
3272
5810
9085
12010
5320"
2155*
1924
2379;
2809
3309)
3734"
4189"
4639"
5109]
5584
6074
6444]

Net Cash Flows to U.S.
draft E
model

436000

1000
3000
34000
86500
178625
282300
B 423840
448240
448400
437400
417680
397300
390800
385000
364000
343000
322000
302000
281000
255000
239000
218000
197000
166000
145000
125000
104000

Government
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UNOFFICIAL REPRODUCTION 3/19/75

INTERIOR MAKES TRACT LIST AVAILABLE FOR FOSSIBLE OFFSHORE SALE (OCS #39)

The Department of the Interior announced today that it is making
available a list of 330 tracts totaling 726,127 hectares (1.8 million
acres) which are being considered for a possible oil and gas lease sale
on the outer continental shelf (0CS) in the Gulf of Alaska tentatively
scheduled for late 1975.

Interior™s Bureau of Lard Management said that the submerged areas
are considered primary tracts, offering the highest priority for leasing
based on the number of industry nominations, the premising geological
structures involved, and the degree of environmental risk.

This selection of tracts for the proposed 0CS Sale #39 follows a
November 27, 1974, request by Interior for tract priority bidding
preferences from the petroleum industry and an identification from other
Federal agencies, State, and local governments, and all segments of the
general public of tracts which should not be offered for lease sale
because of environmental risk.

Based on the industry and public response, Interior®s tract
selection announcement defines the area for the tentative lease sale,
and provides the focus for tlie preparation of a draft environmental
impact statanent (EIS) wh ~h weighs the environmental risks and con—
siders alternatives to leading.

A multidisciplinary team of environmental specialists assigned
to the Bureau of Land Management®s Alaska OCS Office in Anchorage is
preparing the draft statement which is tentatively scheduled for
publication this spring.

These orderly and sequential steps in the process of a proposed
lease sale are defined by the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA), guidelines issued by the President®s Council on Environmtintal
Quality (CEQ), and Departmental Regulations.

Wlien the draft statanent has been published, and after the public
has had time to study the planning document, public hearings will be
lield. The hearing record is used as the basis for a final environmental
impact statement.
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None of these steps constitutes an actual decision to hold an OCS
oil and gas lease sale. No decision can be made until at least 30 days
after the final EIS has been submitted to CEQ for evaluation and public
cement again invited. When all these requirements have been met,
Secretary of the Interior Regers C. B. Morton is authorized to make
a decision.

He may decide to hold a sale, not to hold a sale, or to hold a sale
on only part of the area originally considered in today"s tract selection
announcement. He may also determine what tough environmental stipulations
should be written into the terms of the proposed lease sale.

The interval between the call for ruminations and comments and the
actual decision on whether to told sale is generally at least a year.

The Gulf of Alaska is in what has been termed "frontier areas.”
These are areas in which no oil and gas drilling has been done, and no
actual lease sales have been held.

Frontier areas are along the Atlantic seaboard, offshore California
ard the outer reaches of the Gulf of Mexico, as well as in offshore Alaskan
waters.

The Federal Government is attempting to accelerate oil and gas
leasing into OCS frontier areas in an effort to achieve greater energy
self-sufficiency.

The area of the proposed sale extends off the State of Alaska“"s
southern stores seaward trom the three-mile territorial waters boundary
out to the 200-meter line (approximately 600 feet of depth) fra
north of Middleton Island east to Icy Bay. The area is on a geru
East-West line north of Juneau.

All frontier OCS areas are being described in metric syston
measurements as the Nation begins to move into widespread useage of
the metric system. A hectare is about 2.5 acres, and a frontier area
0CS tract is 5,760 acres in size. In establishing O0CS areas of leasing
in the Gulf of Mexico, however, tracts are described in acres and are
about 5,000 acres in size.

A list of the tracts will be mailed upon request to the Manager,
Bureau of Land Management, Alaska OCS Office, P.0. Box 1159, Anchorage,
Alaska 99510; street address: 800 A Street, Anchorage, Alaska, or to
the Bureau of Land Management (730), Washington, D.C. 20240.
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List of Tracts Proposed for Leasing
Gulf of Alaska, Sale #39
March 20, 1975

Middleton Island Area, Map 6-2

Block Hectares Block Hectares Block Hectares
18 2304 228 2304 312 2304
19 2304 229 2304 319 2304

103 2304 230 2304 320 2304

104 2304 231 2304 321 2304

105 2304 232 2304 322 2304

106 2304 233 2304 323 2304

107 2304 234 2304 324 2304

108 2304 235 2304 325 2304

144 2304 236 2304 326 2304

146 2304 237 2304 327 2304

147 2304 238 2304 328 2304

148 2304 239 2304 338 2304

149 2304 240 2304 339 2304

150 2304 241 2304 340 2304

151 2304 243 2304 341 2304

152 2304 251 2304 342 2304

153 2304 252 2304 343 2304

154 2304 253 2304 344 495.38 est

155 2304 254 2304 356 2304

156 2304 255 2304 357 2304

183 2304 256 286.87 est 358 2304

184 2304 275 2304 363 2304

185 2304 276 2304 364 2304

186 2304 277 2304 365 2304

187 2304 278 2304 366 2304

188 2304 279 2304 367 2304

189 2304 280 2304 368 2304

190 2304 281 2304 369 2304

191 2304 282 2304 370 2304

192 2304 283 2304 382 2304

193 2304 284 2304 383 2304

194 2304 294 2250 est 384 2304

195 2304 295 2304 385 2304

196 2304 296 2304 386 2304

197 2304 297 2304 387 2304

198 2304 298 2304 388 599.56 est

199 2304 299 2304 400 2304

211 2304 300 391.15 est 401 2304

212 182.55 311 2304 402 2304

AGO 935572
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Block

407
408
409
410
411
412
413

List of Tracts Proposed for Leasing

Hectares

2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

2000
2100
2175
2150
1400

150.

2304
2304
2304
2304
2300
2250
2300
2200
1200

650

200
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

est
est
est
est
est
00 est

est
est
est
est
est
est
est

e Gulf of Alaska,

Sale #39

March 20, 1975

Block

414
420
453
454
455
456
457

Middleton Island Area, Map 6-2

Hectares

2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

Icy Bay, Map 7-el

76

77

78

79

99
100
101
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
142
143
144
145
149

2304
2295 est
1900 est
250 est
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2000 est
1000 est
400 est
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

Block

458
463
464
501
502

150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
185
186
187
188
189
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201

Hectares

2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2150 est
182.55 el
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
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List of Tracts Proposed for Leasing
Gulf of Alaska, Sale #39
March 20, 1975

Icy Bay, Map 7-1

Block Hectares Block Hectares Block Hectares
202 2304 291 2304 377 2304
203 2304 292 2304 368 2304
204 2304 293 2304 369 2304
205 2304 294 2304 370 2304
206 2304 295 2304 371 2304
207 2304 296 2304 372 2304
208 2304 297 2304 373 2304
209 2304 298 2304 374 2304
210 2304 317 495.38 est 378 2304
211 2304 318 2304 379 2304
229 286.87 est 319 2304 380 2304
230 2304 320 2304 384 2304
231 2304 321 2304 408 2304
232 2304 322 2304 409 2304
233 2304 323 2304 410 2304
239 2304 327 2304 411 2304
240 2304 328 2304 412 2304
241 2304 329 2304 413 2304
242 2304 330 2304 414 2304
243 2304 335 2304 415 2304
247 2304 336 2304 416 2304
248 2304 337 2304 417 2304
249 2304 338 2304 422 2304
273 391.15 est 339 2304 423 2304
274 2304 340 2304 453 2304
275 2304 361 599.56 est 454 2304
283 2304 362 2304 455 2304
284 2304 363 2304 456 2304
285 2304 364 2304 465 2304
286 2304 365 2304 466 2304
287 2304 366 2304
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Block

202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
229
230
231
232
233
239
240
241
242
243
247
248
249
273
274
275
283
284
285
286
287

List of Tracts Proposed for Leasing
Gulf of Alaska, Sale #39

Hectares

2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
286.87 est
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
391.15 est
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

March 20, 1975

Icy Bay, Map 7-1

Block

291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
317
313
319
320
321
322
323
327
328
329
330
335
336
337
338
339
340
361
362
363
364
365
366

Hectares

2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

495
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

599
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304

.38 est

.56 est

Block

367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
378
379
380
384
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
422
423
453
454
455
456
465
466

Hectares

2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
2304
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COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT: A SUMMARY

The Need for Early Passage of
Coastal Zone Management Legislation

The need for early passage of coastal zone management
legislation is related to the Department of the Interior ™ program
to accelerate the leasing of oil and gas in the outer continental
shelf surrounding Alaska (0CS). Below is a map depicting the

proposed lease areas and tentative leasing schedules:

Loasiaig

ScBscMIiBiflc

Tentative
Sale Area Sale Date
Cook Inlet Aug. '75
Gulf of Alaska Nov. '75
Bering Sca-St. Geo. Oct. '76
Gulf of Ak.-Kodiak Dec. '76
Beaufort Sea Sept. '77
Outer Bristol Basin Oct. '77
Bering Sca-Norton July '78
Gulf of Ak.-Aleutian Sept. '78
Chukchi Sea Dec. '78
* From "Alaska Seas and Coast"™, Alaska Sea Grant Program

(April 15, 1975)

The rapid development of the OCS resources will result
in onshore support centers for offshore activity. The exploration
and development stages will result in such facilities as tank
farms, ports, harbors, facilities for processing natural gas,
dredging and laying of pipelines, warehouses, oil rig fabricating

yards, as well as the secondary developments needed to service
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the primary industry. Much of the development will occur in
small coastal communities completely unprepared for this develop—
ment .

Coastal zone legislation can help to channel onshore
development in a constructive, reasoned way.. The Scottish com—
munities on the North Sea subjected to similar OCS activities
learned that the only way to control onshore 0CS development

was to engage in what can be characterized as coastal zone

planning. *

Relationship of State Legislation to the
Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972

A state coastal zone management program would result
in reasoned allocation of space in the coastal zone considering
broad social, economic and environmental values. Additionally,
if the state program 1is "approved” by the Department of Commerce
as complying with the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of
1972, two additional benefits flow to the state. First, the
state receives grants from the Department of Commerce to aid
the state in both coastal zone planning and in administration
of the program. Approximately $900,000 will come to the state
in the coming fiscal year for coastal zone planning. Second,
and most 1important, 1is that once the state program is "approved”,

federal agencies conducting or supporting activities or undertaking

development projects in the coastal zone must perform, "to the
Baldwin, "Onshore Planning For Offshore Oil, Lessons From
Scotland™. Conservation Foundation (1979)
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maximum extent practicable, consistent with approved state manage —
ment programs.”™ Finally, federal licensees and permittees per—
forming activities in the coastal zone must certify that their
proposed activies comply and are consistent with the approved
programs. Also a coastal state can establish procedures, including
public hearings regarding the certification of activities of
federal permittees and licensees in the coastal zone and may

render objections to the activities if inconsistent with the

state management program. While the federal "consistency"™ require—
ments will not give the state complete control over federal
activities in the coastal zone, including O0CS activities, it

will give the state greater leverage in relation to the federal

OCS leasing program and a greater voice than presently exists.

1l
Sponsor Substitute for SB No. 175
The Administration Bill Relating to
Coastal Zone Management

After extensive public debate, the administration
ha. “ introduced a sponsor substitute for SB 175, attempting to
utilize the best concepts raised by the debate. The administration
also largely utilized the recommendations of the Alaska Growth
Policy Council.

The policy of the sponsor substitute 1is:

"to improve and coordinate land and water

use planning in the coastal zone of the

state, 1In c"eoperation with the regions,

local governments, other public and private

organizations and concerned individuals,
through the development and implementation
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of a coast;?1 zone plan desinned to achieve

wise uso or the land ana water uses of the

coaszl zone rlvinr full o<msideration to

c-:r 0o, (mmmo._vfica:, r.Tstoric ar.a aesthe~tlc

value .g"

The bill divides the planning and the regulating respon-

f c.c. -ta3 non- management. Flaming begins with

thecreati.cn of the Alaska Coastal Zone Planning Council composed
of five Commissioners, the Lieutenant Governor, ana seven public
members. Three of the sever members are selected by the Governor
and four by the legislature. The council, after public hearings,
establishes guidelines for preparation of the coastal none plan
at the local level. Municipalities with planning and zoning
capability may elect to participate in the coastal zone management
program and prepare coastal zone plans for their municipalities.
The plans of the municipalities are reviewed by the council for
consistency with the guidelines and are incorporated as a part
of the statewide plan.

In the unorganized borough, regional planning advisory
boards are created which prepare recommendations for coastal
zone plans in their regions 1in the unorganised borough. The
recommendations for coastal zone plans of the boards must be
followed by the council to the largest extent feasible.

The council itself may define and develop additional
standards for "large-scale development™, '"geographical areas
of particular concern™, and "uses of regional benefit"™, concepts
which, because of their nature or magnitude, are clearly of greater
than local concern. Those particular areas or uses will entail
a higher degree of state involvement than matters of local concern.

The guidelines and regulations prepared by the council, nr well as

the coastal zone plan itself, are filed with the legislature for
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45 days before taking effect. The legislature may disapprove- the
guidelines, regulations or plans, 1in which case they do not take
effect.

Implementation of the Alaska Coastal Zone Flan occurs
at the local Ic"el in the municipalities which have elected to
participate in coastal zone management. Subject to guidelines
prepared by the council, the municipalities would develop regu® atory
mechanisms for implementing the plan within their jurisdictions.

In the unorganized borough, and with respect to large-
scale development, the Department of Environmental Conservation
would administer the plan.

Finally, the bill provides for interim regulation of
coastal zone activities in three areas of the state targeted for
early 0CS activity: the northeastern Gulf of Alaska, the south-—
eastern Boring Sea, and the Beaufort Sea. Any large-scale devel —
opment of the type associated with offshore oil and gas development
would require a permit from the council. A permit would be granted
if the net social, economic and environmental benefits of the devel —
opment outweighed the not social, economic, and environmental detri—
ments of the development. The information developed in the permit
procedures, hopefully, would result in early flagging of problems
and stimulate a reasoned response by state and local government.

In sum, coastal zone management provides a coordinated
approach to the allocation of space in the coastal zone. It would
bring together the jurisdictional fragmentation of authorities
over regulation of the coastal zone and allow quick, responsive,
reasoned mechanisms to coastal zone planning and regulation. It

would provide a loc; voice and legislative oversight.
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Mr. Speaker: Date /

The Committee on has had
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() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
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() "other™
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recommends:

recommends:

recommends:
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House Commuinty and Regional Affairs Committee
Fg? uary 20, 1974

8

a.m.
Present Excused
Chairman Carrol Rep. Guy
V. Chairman Hackney Rep. Fritz
Rep. Laktonen Rep. Petersen

Rep. Gardiner
Guests

Don Berry-Alaska Municipal League
James Wiedeman-Office of the Governor, Division of Planning and
Research
Lawrence Kimball-Dept. of Community and Regional Affairs, Div—
ision of Research and Planning

The Committee considered KB 445.

Mr. Berry-AML requested Rep. Fischer to introduce the bill. It
IS an attempt by the Municipal League to guarantee recreational
and open lands in any subdivision to be developed from now on.
It provides that a certain proportion of land must be dedicated
to open space in a development.

Rep. Gardiner-Did any of the smaller communities feel that this
type of legislation was going to pose problems for them?

Mr. Berry-Not 1in the communities 1 talked with.

Chairman Carrol-Will there be any problems with public parking
because of this?

Mr. Berry-There shouldn"t be, because most builders are required
to provide for public parking in their plans, if the area is
to be used by the public.

Rep. Gardiner-What is this Sec. B, the exemption for industrial
zoned land?

Mr. Berry-There seems to be trouble in zoning an area of a com—
munity strictly for industry, and this bill gives a plan for
planning bith industrial and recreational areas.

V. Chairman Hackney-How about the provision in Line 117

Mr. Berry-Why give the developer the right to pay a money fee in—
stead of dedicating open land?

Mr. Wiedeman-Usually the payment of fees 1is for areas where a
subdivision goes in adjacent to an existing park, 1in which case,
the fees paid by the developer might be used to either help
maintain the existing park or to purchase recreational land in
another location.
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Pep. Gardiner-Would there be any problem with these fees being
used for anything other than their originally intended purpose?

Chairman Carrol-Rep. Malone has provided us a copy of his reac—
tion to this bill.

The memo was read by the secretary to the Committee. It was
addressed to Rep. Fritz, from Rep. Malone.

Mr. Kimball-The Dept, of CRA is in favor of the bill. Other
states have passed the same type of legislation and its con—
stitutionality has been upheld in these states, provided the
standards set by the municipalities are reasonable. The idea

of leaving the standards to the discretion of the local govern—
ments 1s a good one, because it will allow the different Alas—
kan communities to design around their own topographical prob—
lems .

V. Chairman Hackney-Do you see restrictions on developers mak—
ing their owsn plans, and having these plans not be accepted by
the local government?

Mr. Kimball-Not really, because the developer would already
have had to consult with the proper local authorities before
going ahead anyway.

V. Chairman Hackney-How many boroughs would have a parks and
recreation plan at this time, to implement this legislation?

Mr. Kimball-Probably Anchorage, maybe Fairbanks. The main ob—
ject in all this 1is to simply locate the recreational areas
near the residential sections.

V. Chairman Hackney-Hawaii has this type of plan, including the
idea of industrial parks. They also have a green strip pol—
icy, iIn which there are certain areas 1in an industrial section
where no buildings may be built.

Mr. Kimball-Yes, Connecticut also has this policy.
V. Chairman Hackney-Is this bill really necessary?

Mr. Kimball-This type of planning ordinance usually requires
state legislation to be effective on a local level.

V. Chairman Hackney-ls there any virtue 1in requiring the bor—
oughs to have this type of comprhensive plan?

Mr. Wiedeman-1t gets very complicated at the local level.

There almost has to be a pre-existing plan in an area for this
type of ordinance to be effective. The Dbill 1is enabling legis—
lation.

The municipalities have to do certain things first:
1) There has to be some sort of parks plan to relate the new

ordinance to. o
2)There has to be a set of standards or conditions as to where
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the ordinance shall apply. It would be unreasonalbe, 1iIn most
cases, for the city to ask a developer who was subdividing
only 20 lots to dedicate 5 to open space. But the passage of
this type of legislation may get the different localities to
look at the 1dea of planning.

Chairman Carrol-Do you think the bill needs more specific lang—
uage concerning this point?

Mr. Kimball-These standards are usually developed at the local
level.

V. Chairman Hackney-1s there no danger of municipalities using
this bill as a rip-off on the subdividers?

Mr. Kimball-Usually representatives of the developer work with
the local governments in these cases... so there should be no
problem.

V. Chairman Hackney-There needs to be something in the bill to
specify that the fees acquired in lieu of open space property
should be earmarked for the purpose of recreation.

Mr. Berry-It all goes into a genera” fund from which the parKs
and recreation monies are drawn anyway, so what difference can
it make?

V. Chairman Hackney-There 1is the possibility of the money going
elsewhere.

Mr. Berry-I1f 1t makes Rep.Hackney feel better, language can be
inserted to specify that the funds must be used for this pur—
pose only.

Chairman Carrol-1 disagree. When funds are earmarked, they are
sometimes spent needlessly. The local governments need the lat
itude to decide what to do with the funds, to use them where
they are needed.

Mr. Berry-So much is spent by the municipalities on parks and
recreation in comparision to what might be received from any
fees a developer might pay, that there really seems little
point in specifying.

V. Chairman Hackney-If the city 1is going to pick someoneS§
pocket for a specific purpose, let the money be earmarked for
that specific purpose.

Mr. Wiedeman-Seldom, in my experience, 1s the land commuted to
a fee payment anyway.

Chairman Carrol-What would be an example of such a case?

Mr. Wiedeman-The case | mentioned before, where an already exis
tin park makes more open land unnecessary. Surplus park prop—
erty can be detrimental to a community, and payment of a fee
can be substituted in this case.



Page 4,
Feb. 20

Mr. Kimball-Or, in the case of a large development owned by sev—
eral holdersj the fees may be taken to develop one larger area
for recreation.

Because of the gag ness of the hour”™ Chairman Car gé adjourned
the meeting at J:9U, to be continued tomorrow at a.m.



Minutes
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Fg? aary 21, 1974

8

am
Present Excused
Chairman Carrol Rep. Guy
V. Chairman Hackney
Rep. Fritz

Rep. Gardiner
Rep. Petersen

Guests

Billy Berrier--City Attorney, Juneau City and Borough

Don Berry- AML

Dorie Clark- Parks and Recreation, Geater Anchorage Area Borough
Rep. Helen Fischer- sponsor of HB 445

Karen Hedley--League of Wommen Voters, Anchorage

Lawrence Kimball--Dept. CRA, Divsion of Research and Planning
Gary Thurlow--Greater Anchorage Area Borough, City Attorney

Continuing hearings on 1IB 445.

Mrs. Hedley: The subdivider should bear the burden of seeing that
there is a minimum amount of open land in the dvelopment. The

in 1ieu fee should be up to the local government, as should be

the required minimum amount of land to be dedicated. The League
of Women Voters 1s urging a speedy do pass recommendation.

Rep. Fritz: Have you had problems with the developers over this
type of thing?

Mrs. Hedlen: Not unless the requirements are too stringent.

Rep. Fritz: There have been no cornpaints from anyone on your
committee?

Mrs. Hedlen: There were some monor disput es.
Rep. Hckney: Did you have contact with real estate people?
Mrs. Hedlen: Most could see the advantage of the program.

Chairman Carrol: What about the claim that the tenant pays for
the park anyway in a bigger markup?

Mrs. Hedlen: The price 1is passed on to the consumer, so he pays
for the parks anyway, but | would rather do it.

Rep. Gardiner: A community as it grows will want parks, and they"r

more expensive later; 1it"s just a question of when you pay, and how
much.
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Rep. Hackney: Where several small developers own a general area,
they would have to decide who gives up the park land.

Mrs. Hedlen: Most of the land we are talking about 1is owned by
two or three people, so that problem relly isn"t what concerns
us directly in Anchorage.

Mrs. Clark: Each community in Alaska is unique and has its own
needs and the formula in HB 445 1is flexible and workable.

There 1is a real estate representative on the Greater Anchorage
Area Park Board and he favors this legislation.

The opposition to this kind of thing is usually to the unknown,
the developers don"t know what formula will be adoped at the local
level.

HB 445 will not provide all the parkland needed by the communties,
but the land it does set aside will be acquired at i1ts least ex—
pensive. We urge passage of this bill.

Rep. Hackney: What do you do for Anchorage, Mrs. Clark?
Mrs. Clark: 1 am the manager of the Parks and Recreation Dept.
Rep. Fritz: We only have one chance at parks. I urge passage.

Rep. Hackney: Would you have any objection to requiring fees
in lieu of dedication to be especially earmarked for parks and
recreation.

Mrs. Clark: No, | would have assumed they would be used for this
purpose anyway.

Mr. Van Doren: How about the following amendment: The land, fees,
or combination thereof shall be used only ofr the purpose of pro—
viding park, recreational, or open space facilities to serve the
subdivis ion.

Rep. Fischer--! was going to ask for this type of amendment.

Rep. Gardiner--Is the phrase, "to serve the subdivision" too re—
strictive?

Mr. Van Doren: Perhaps the fees could be used for the upkeep of
an adjacent area, so the subdivider can see a benefit to his area
through the fees he has paid.

Mr. Kimball: In California courts, 1t is felt that the subdivider
should provide certain services 1in return for land pressures, but
they are not held responsible for programs normally supported by
the community.

Mrs. Clark: Some subdivisions might have a park nearby in var—
ious stages of development. In this case, couldn"t the fee be used

in a different area?

Mr. Ber 1ier: The phiase, "to serve the subdivision™ ties i1t dow,
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unnecessarily.

Mr. Thurlow: It wouldn"t creatb a problem in Calif., but it might
here.

Rep. Hackney: I just don"t want the borough ripping off the dev—
elopers .

Rep. Gardiner: There have to be certain stipulations on the lo—
cal level. IfT the cities were ripping off the subdivders, it would
never hold up 1in court.

Mr. Thurlow: I represented a developer in Calif. Their ordinance
works well and protects the responsible developer. IT there 1is

no statute convering this, the parks situation, especially in Anch—
orage,will be irretrievable.

Rep. Carrol: How do you see Fairbanks?

Mr. Thurlow: Fairbanks needs small community parks.

Rep. Carrol: This would seem to be atimely bill for Alaska.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 because of the lateness of the

hour. Further consideration to be held at the meeting Monday,
Feb. 25.



Minutes
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
Fg? uary 25, 1974

8

a.m.
Present Excused
Chairman Carrol Rep. Guy
V. Chairman Hackney
Rep. Fritz Guests
Rep. Gardiner
Rep. Laktonen Rep. J. Miller
Rep. Petersen Mr. Don Berry--AML

Mr. Billy Berrier- CityAtty., Juneau
The Committee continued to deliberate on HB 445.
Rep. J. Miller testified on the bill.

The bill was passed out of committee with a unanimous vote,
amendment attached.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at
9:30 a.m.
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Legal Issues

There are two major legal issues regarding mandatory dedication of land or
fees-in-lieu of land for schools and parks as a prerequisite to subdivision

plat approval: (1) whether the conceived purpose of the regulation cornes with—
in the constitutional limits of the police power--the protection of health,
safety and morals, or the general welfare. And, (2) whether the specific
requirements are "reasonable," that is, whether they exceed the limitations

on the exercise of regulatory power.

The Constitutionality of Subdivision Exactions

Subdivision regulations requiring the mandatory dedication of land or fees-
in-lieu of land as a precedent to plat approval must generally be authorized
by state legislation. Several states have passed dedication and fees-in-lieu
provisions statutes One indication of the increasing interest in such
legislation is the ACIR State Legislative Program fu 1970J in which a bill
(reproduced in Appendix A) is proposed for mandatory dedication of park and

school sites. In its introduction to the model draft bill, ACIR states that
it is now generally recognized that land for open space, park and recreation
areas, and school sites is a vital feature of sound subdivision design. Pro—

viding land is as necessary as is providing common physical facilities, such
as streets and sewers.

California lias one of the finest examples of stale enabling legislation in
the Quimby Act (AB 1150 of Chapter 1809). This section reads as follows:

Section 1. Section 11510 of the Business and Professions Code is
amended to read:

11510. "Design." Refers to street alignment, grades and widths,
alignments and widths of easements and rights-of-way for drain-

31bid., p. 11.22.

~*Arkansas -- Ark. Stal:. Ann. 19-2829 (Supp. 1959); Washington Wash.

Pw. Code 38. 16.1-0 (1951); Minnesota - Minn. Mocama462. 15 -402.31
(1.965); California -- Business and Professions Code section 11596, Ab 1150,
chapter 1809 (1965); New York -- Section 277, Town l.aw, Section 179-1, Village

haw, Section 3.9, General City haw; Hawaii (proposed) S.B. No. 28? (1.966). ASID
did not survey states concerning enabling legislation for subdivision dedication
and/or fees-in-lieu requirements and does not contend that this list is complete,

mikdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, ACIR State legisla—
tive Program: New Proposals for 1970. (Washington, D.C.: Advisory Commission
oil Intergovernmental Relations, 1969) p. 31-37-00,1.



age and sanitary sewers and minimum lot area and width. "Design"
also includes land to be dedicated for park or recreational
purposes.

Section 2. Section 11546 is added to said code, to read:

11546. The governing body of a city or county may by ordinance
require the dedication of land, the payment of fees in lieu
thereof, or a combination of both, for park or recreational pur—
poses as a condition to the approval of a final subdivision map,
provided that:

(a) The ordinance has been in effect for a period of 30
days prior to the filing of the tentative map of the subdivision.

(b) The ordinance includes definite standards for determin—
ing the proportion of a subdivision to be dedicated and the
amount of any fee to be paid in lieu thereof.

(©) The land, fees, or combination thereof are to be used
only for the purpose of providing park or recreational facilitie
to serve the subdivision.

(d) The legislative body has adopted a general plan con—
taining a recreational element, and the park and recreation
facilities are in accordance with definite principles and stand-—
ards contained therein.

(e) The amount and location of land to be dedicated or the
fees to be paid shall bear a reasonable relationship to the use
of the park and recreational facilities by the future inhabitants
of the subdivision.

(f) The city or county must specify when development of the
park or recreational facilities will begin,

(g) Only the payment of fees may be required in subdivisions
containing fifty (50) parcels or less.

The provisions of this section do not apply Lo Industrial sub-—
divisions

°A recent apyitij.late court in Oalitnruia lias generally validated the or-
dinance for the city of Walnut Creek which was basically patterned after the
suggested ordinance prepared by the League of California Cities based on the
state enabling legislation. The court in this decision (Associated Home
builders of the Greater Mast: Hay, inc. v. City of Walnut Creek, J:i.led on
October 13, i970) commented negatively on certain aspects of the Walnut Creek
ordinance and determined that subsection (g) of section 1154b was ambiguous
in that the use of the term "parcel" was not: subject to definition. Aside
from this, it does appear that the appellate court sustained the California
law iu this field.

4



Appendix A

ACIR SUGGESTED STATE LEGISLATION

[Title should conform to state requirements. The follow—
ing is a suggestion: "Amendment to state legislation au-—
thorizing counties and munic: .tlities to exercise subdi—

vision regulation powers."]

(Be it enacted, etc.)

Section 1. [Appropriate citalLion to existing subdivision regulation law] is
hereby amended by adding the following new sections at the end thereof:

Section | ], Dedication of School, Park and Playground Sites. For those,
portions of [municipalities, counties] for which plans for future sites for
schools and parks and playgrounds have been adopted and published pursuant

to [cite local planning enabling stature], the [governing body] may be reso—
lution or ordinance include, as a part of the [municipality®"s, county"s] sub-—
division control regulations, requirements that a subdivider of land dedicate
such land areas, sites and locations for school, park and playground purposes
as are reasonably necessary to service the proposed subdivision and the future
residents thereof, hut xn no case more, than [ ] percent of the gross area of
the proposed subdivision. The regulations may provide that (.lie dedication
shall he a condition precedent to the approval of any subdivision plat. They
shall set forth the standards to I> applied in determining the amount of land
that is required to be dedicated. These standards shall he based upon the
number and type of dwelling units or structures to bo included in each subdi—
vision. These standards shall also be based upon studies and surveys con-—
ducted by the [municipality, county] in order to determine the need, if any,
for school, park and playground sites generated by existing subdivisions with—
in the [municipality, county] containing various types of dwelling units to*
structures.

The regulations may also provide that the [municipality, county], or a desig-—
nated department or agency thereof, shall have the authority lo select the lo—
cation of land areas to be dedicated for school, park, and playground purposes.
IT «ecll authority 1is exercised, the dedication provision shall tale into con-

The suggested state legislation cited in this appendix is taken from Ad—
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, ACIR State Legislative ITo-
gram: New Proposals for 1970 (Washington, D.C.: 1969), Sec. 31-37-1)07 p. 2.

K



sideration variations in the relative desirability and market value of the
land that may be included within the area of any particular, proposed subdi—

vision.!

Section [ ]. Payment in Lieu of Dedication. When the [governing body] adopts
regulations requiring a subdivider to dedicate school, park and playground
sites, as authorized by section [the preceding section], it may also adopt, as
part of the [municipality®s, county"s] subdivision control regulations, pro—
visions requiring a subdivider, in lieu of dedicating the sites, to pay to the
[municipality, county] a sum of money equal to the value of land that would
otherwise be required to be dedicated for school, park and playground purposes,
whenever the department or agency charged with administering the dedication
provisions determines that it would not be in the public interest to accept

the dedication in connection with a particular proposed subdivision.2 The pro—
visions shall enumerate the standards to be applied in determining when it is
not in the public interest to accept the dedication and shall provide for the
manner of making payment, jAll funds so received shall be hold by the [muni-—
cipality, county], or a designated department or agency thereof, in a special
account, andshall he applied and used In, the “municipality, county] to acquire
r.r7tfinl , park an.1 playground sites for the benefit of the residents of the sub-#
division for wh ci the payment~~was made, j Provisions may be adopted establish—
ing standards for the application and use oC the funds in accordance with the
foregoing limitation. The provisions may also provide that the payment in lieu
of dedication shall be a condition precedent to the approval of any subdivision

The legislature m*y wish to spell out the procedure for adjusting the
area of land dedicated to the varying value of property throughout the subdi—
vision. Following is one suggestion:

Such consideration shall he in the form of provisions that adjust the
total amount of land that may he required to be dedicated in accordance with
the value of the particular land area or areas selected for dedication as op—
posed to the average per acre or other unit value of all land within the pro—
posed subdivision, 1in accordance with the following formula;

Average value (per acre or
other unit) of all land with—

in subdivision X"

Average value (per acre or Number of acres (or other units
other unit) ol the land se- of land) required to be. dedicated
lected for dedication. under standards relating to number

and type of dwelling units or
structures

where equals the total amount: of laud that may be. required to be
dedicated.

2’Ife legislature may consider it desirable to specify the procedure for

determining the amount of the in-lieu payment. Following is a possible ap—
proach: (Footnote continued)



plat, or may provide that the payment be deferred or made in installments fol—
lowing approval of a subdivision plat, or may provide that the payment be de—
ferred or made in installments following approval of a subdivision plat upon
the subdivider®s posting of a good and sufficient surety bond guaranteeing the
payment.

[Section [ ]. Certification of Standards by School and Park Districts. Wien
the boundaries of the [muncipality, county] do not coincide with those of the
[school district] [park district] responsible for administering the school and
park programs, the governing body of the [municipality] [county] shall refer
the standards required by [the preceding two sections] to the [school district]
[park district] 1in which the proposed subdivision is located. The standards
shall not be effective itil the [school district] [park district] certifies,
pursuant to procedures set forth in an interlocal agreement, that they are the
same as those prevailing throughout the jurisdiction of the [school district]
[park district].]

Section 2. Separability. [lInsert separability clause.]

Section 3. Effective Date. [Insert effective date.]

(Footnote continued.)

Where a fee is required to be paid in lieu of land dedication, the amount
of such fee shall be based on the average price per acre which the [school
board] and the [park authority] would be required to pay for an amount of Iland
equivalent to that which the subdivide.)* or developer would otherwise bo re-
qu!’d to dedicate, pursuant to section | | hereof. [Ihe average price per
acre USEd to calculate the f€€ shall be established annually by the [school
board] and the [park authority], subject to [governing body®"s] approval, based
Ol their best knowledge of trends in site costs, and suchprice shall be ap—
plied [municipal-, cou .ty-] wide. The average price per acre used toestab—
lish the fee for the current calendar year shall be that for land to be pur—
chased in the. following calendar year. An appropriate schedule of fees shall
be published in the [planning agency], subject to the approval by the [gov—
erning body], and shall become effective January 1. Thisschedule of fees
shall be reviewed annually and revised as necessary.
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An Act making a special appropriation tc the Department of
Fish and Game tc purchase real property within Potter Point
State Game Refuge: and pr ovidirg for an effective date.™"

1/20/75 COMMITTEE REPORT FINANCE
HOUSE
Mr. Speaker: Date 1T. 101F .
The Commillee on has had I
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee

() recommends it DO PASS

() recommends it DO NOT PASS

() recommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)

() recommends it BE REPLACED WITH CS FOR J° W AND THAT
CS FOR H i DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMM ITTEE

() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

() "other"

Members signing the Major 2ty report;

tv Gf\O -

01

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

Cha irman
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ACQUISITION PP.!0.iUTI tS

Parcel

7-3'29

No.

in-18 -

19-22

11-13

Justification

Existing marsh conditions support the greotes
variety of waterfowl. As a result of the
large, number of birds and variety of habitat,
the greatest occurrences of school field
trips, bird watching, dog training, hunting

_and cross country syiing takes place here.

This is the only existing access to the
central portion of the refuge. The area
supports-large numbers of spring migrating
waterfowl and, within the refuge, is second
only to Area A in public use.

This area has Lhe highest potential for
increasing waterfowl reproduction through
habitat manipulation, It now has little
public access, but at a later data access
could be extended from adjoining state lands

These parcels lie within the experimental
pond/barm nesting habitat nonipul ated area
and should be purchased for protection
from other development.

This area attracts large numbers of fall
migrating duck and gcesu. It also has sandy



Assessed value of
parcels completely

Maine Address within Marsh
R. Rather ford 8/28 17 Dintend Blvd., Anchorage, -Ak
E. flail 902 Jackson PI., Wenatchee, t/a

Parts of 8 lots severs 1 owners

Parts of 5 lots several owners

T. Carey 331/ Mt. View Dr., Anchorage, Ak.

R. Thomas and R. Rhodes 1801 \7. Dimond Blvd., Anchorage, Ak.
R. Chadwick Box /|37, Chugiok, Ak.

R Muff 9957 Endicott St., Anchorage, Ak.

D. Kyzer and J. McManamin  Box 9-3, Anchorage, Ak.
fl. Kyzcr 1601 East 151 Ave., Anchorage, Ak.
W Hickol " Box r/00, Anchorage, Ak

\/. fluncock and M Bowdish 3538 Knik Ave., Anchorago, Ak.

R Slaymakcr 11/ W Fireweed Ln., Anchorage, Ak.
J» ll« liOtts tc 1 WO E. St., Anchorage, Ak.

J. While Co. 909 17 91 h Ave. //12, Anchorage, Ak.
1 lii)ire Co* 909 \7 9th Ave. //12 Anchorage, Ak.
L. Thomas Si Rt. A Box 199C, Anchorage, Ak

Parts of J lots - several owners
(i. Weo 232 Fifth Ave., Anchorage, Ak.

R. Johns Box 393, Anchorage, AK.

Johns Road Company 209,i Northern Lights, Anchorage, Ak.

$ 8.9/acre

$15'i/acre



POTTER MARSH [I.AHI) O"t."MEIGHIP

Private (Coni.i if.md)

Assessed value of
parcels completely

Aorea< Hilt o Address within Marsh
70 Ocean View Manor P.0. Bo; VilAl, Anchorage, Ak. ' $173/acre
3 Ocean Vie;/ Manor P.O. Box Anchorage, Ak.

33 K. Buckner 1135 EighthAve., Anchorage» Ak.

1 E. Jarvi 601 Chestnut, Yakima, V/a

i) Vi. Hancock St. Rt. A, Box ).\c2,Anchorage, Ak. $227/ocre

9 Hancock St. Rt. A Box WB62Anchorage, Ak. $2cl/acre

350 H. Clements 825 \l. Eighth Ave., Anchorage, Ak. $165/acrc
62 Alaska Range Association St. Rt. A, Box J1003-U, Anchorage, Ak

oial: 745 acres

Sint-

Acreage

Type
1,212
Marsh
Tidal 1,7.50 _
Total: 2,962
Borough

Acreage

Type
35

Marsh

Pol l.er ReiTep:

Ownershjp Total
Privale 7AS 7'e5
slii to 2.5S2 1,212
Borough V) 35
: -
Total: J,7'\V acres 1 *$7 acres

HH






"An Acu*Wk"in? a special appropriation to the Department of Putlie Skfat™
for the establishment of an undercover unit of fish arid*ft&éme enforcement
and providing for an effective date.Tl

FINAMCZ

COMMITTEE REPORT 1UQZSNKY.

Mr. Speaker: Date
‘esource::;

The Committee on SKX2 has had blouse mill t
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee
( yrecommends it DO PASS
( yrecommends it DO NOT PASS
( yrecommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT (c)
( Jrecommends it BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

() "and"™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMM ITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other"

Members signing the Majority report:

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Chairman



March 25, 1975

HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE REPORT

The special appropriation would initaially establish two investigate
positions, both of whom would be assigned to the existing criminal
investigation unit.

Incumbents would be graduates of the State Public Saftey Acadeniy and
would be scheduled for advanced investigative training outside the
State of Alaska. A typical course of study suggested is the Internal
Revenue Service Special Agent School offering an agenda of seven weeks
duration in Washington D.C. where enphasis is placed on techniques,
fraud, and investigative procedures. Upon completion of the training,
immediate efforts would be directed towards operations to deter the
unlawful commercial utilization of game resources, as well as to app—
rehend violations in the area of coirmercial fisheries.

Specifically, the two positions would be trained and would be directed
to pursue a method of investigation in fish and wildlife that would
include techniques normally associated with drug and narcotic units?”
Unlawful purchases would be made upon opportunity, hunts would be *-
booked with individuals known to be conducting unlawful hunts, officers
would be placed aboard fishing vessels to observe areas and vessels
where fishing violations have been known to occur.

Funds appropriated for the specific purpose of this program would be
assigned an individual code, and funds expended would be accountable
for review. An annual report of activity and expenditure would be
prepared and available for legislative review.



JAY S. HAMMOND, Covcrnor

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY Pouch N
DMAHOAASADWIDIFEFROETIN Juneau, Alaska 99811

March 27, 1975

Honorable Nels A. Anderson, Jr.
Chairman

House Resource Committee

Room 106, 109 Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Anderson:

Previous discussion with you and with members of your committee have ad—
equately clarified and conveyed the thoughts and interpretation of the
committee toward the intent of House Bill No. 5. It is the desire of
the Division of Fish and Wildlife to conform with the opinion and intent
of the committee, and 1 suggest the. following program to conform with
these previous discussions.

There presently exists within the Division of Fish and Wildlife, Department
of Public Safety, an investigative unit comprised of three officers charged
with responsibility to methodically pursue and prepare for court prosecution,
evidence of unlawful activity in fish and wildlife resources. An addition

to this existing unit of two full time positions would be provided by special
appropriation.

The two investigator incumbents would be specifically charged with the re—
sponsibility of devoting full attention to the unlawful commercial utilization
of fish and game resources with the goal of bringing the offenders before the
courts in criminal actions. The appropriation would provide the potential to
accomplish a style of undercover enforcement in fish and wildlife proven to

be successful in such areas as narcotics and consumer fraud.

An outline of projected costs for the Initial program is attached. Funds
appropriated for the specific purpose of this program would be assigned an
individual code, and funds expended would be accountable for review. A
report of activity and expenditure would be made available for legislative
review.

Sincerely yours,

RICHARD 1.. BURTON
COMMISSIONER

By: Fred M. Woldstad
Deputy Director
Fish & Wildlife Protection



A. Salaries and Wages

Position Monthly
1 Investigator Il (Anchorage - Range 18) 1,555
1 Investigator | (Anchorage - Range 17) 1,445
Overtime

Benefits @ 18%

TOTAL

B. Travel and Per Diem

Outside Travel for training 2 men - total
of 140 days @ 40.00

Outside Travel for investigation
Travel within state

C. Contractual Services

Contracts (Guide), Purchase (unlawful
game and fish

Vessel and equipment charter
Undercover participation (outside Alaska)

D. Commodities

Uniform and supplies

TOTAL

Annual

18,660
17,340
36.000
6,645
42,645
7,355

50.000

5,600

3,000
2,400

11,000

18,000

.14,000
5,000

37,000

2,000

$100,000



OBJECT FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 1 EY 80
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 50.0 57.5 99.2 114.1 175.0
200 TRAVEL 11.0 iL o 18.3 19.2 26.7
300 CONTRACTUAL 37.(1 J . 4qlL ikl .. 748 1100,0 .
*100 COMMODITIES 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.5 2.5
500 EQUIPMENT . 20. 0 20.0
Coo LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.
TOTAL 100.0 110.8 207.5 209.6 324.2
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND . 100,11.n . 1idi.H 207 5 .209.6 . -324,2
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. positions:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / 2 < iiy 3/ 3/ Al
MAN MONTHS (P ./T.) L 21 J 24/ 36 / 36 / 48 /
11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)
Seo attached sheet.
IV. ATTACHMENTS
Summary
Vona L. Hall, Fiscal Officer
V. DATE: 3/27/75 PREPARED BY: Department of Public Safety
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: budget and Management

The Legislature of the Sjbate of Alaska
FISCAL NOTE

First Session - Ninth Legislature

REQUEST

Bill Nop. House Bill No. 5

Title: Undercover Unit Fish and Wildlife Protection

Requested by: Date: 3/27/75

Return Date Requested: 3/28/75

Agency: Public Safety Program: Fish g Game Resources f4l)

FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: 04.41.05.01.01

A. EXPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)"

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)



- VICE CHAIRM

PN ANDERSON, It TED S|
S0V VanDOREN BETH O'DONNELL
CHYV PHONAr 465-3715
EAU. ALASKA 99011 ,65-3781

JMimse JRssourcc (ftmtmittee

FRED BROWN ALVIN OSTERBACK DICK ELIASON LEO RHODE
MIKE HERSHBERGER LESLIE (RED) SWANSON JAMES HUNTINGTON

HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE REPORT

The special appropriation would initially establish two 1investigator
positions, both of whom would be assigned to the existing criminal Investi—
gation unit.

Incumbents would be graduates of the State Public Safety Academy and would be
scheduled for advanced investigative training outside the State of Alaska. A
typical course of study suggested is the Internal Revenue Service Special Agent
School offering an agenda of seven weeks duration in Washington D.C. where
emphasis is daced on techniques, fraud, and investigative procedures. Upon
completion of the training, immediate efforts would be directed towards operations
to deter the unlawful commercial utilization of game resources, as well as to
apprehend violations in the area of corrsnercial fisheries.

Specifically, the two positions would be trained and would be directed to pursue
a method of investigation in fish and wildlife that would include techniques
normally associated with drug and narcotic units. Unlawful purchases would

be made upon opportunity, hunts would be booked with individuals known to he
conducting unlawful hunts, officers would be placed aboard fishing vessels to
observe areas and vessels where fishing violations have been known to occur.

Funds appropriated for the specific purpose of this program would be assigned
an individual code, and funds expended would be accountable for review. An
annual report of activity and expenditure would be prepared and available for
legislative review.



Explanation kJ

PURPOSE: Establish an undercover unit of the Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection.

BACKGROUND: Problems of commercial use of Alaska®s game recources 1is not a new area, but rather an element of
wildlife enforcement work that is extremely time consuming, as well as expensive, and has been set aside to be
pursued when funds and personnel permit. Priorities are essentially established by the people of the State, and
the priority of undercover work and investigation in commercial use of resources has perhaps not reached the top
of the pile, due to the facj® the public is yet unaware of the magnitude of the problem.

The attached narrative has been taken from a prepared speech given in February 1974 to over 200 Wildlife Officers
attending the Northwest Wildlife Law Enforcement Association meeting in Calgary, Alberta. It does describe a
degree of problem in one area of game enforcement work. Other problems exist such as:

Alaska moose and caribou has been purchased in Chicago and on the east coast in a special canned pack and packed
somewhere 1in Alaska.

Nine individuals within one game management unit, all aircraft owners and operators, are known to be guiding without
a license, when the price is right and opportunity exists.

Bear hides, brown and polar bear, are available for sale from $2,000 to $6,000 each.

Innumerable guiding violations could be pursued from present investigative information files provided funds were
available to travel and contact the non resident client and bring him back to the State for testimony in legal
action.

OBJECTIVE: The primary purpose of the program is to establish ;tunit within the Division to devote full attention
and time to working with this problem and bringing the offenders before the courts. Not only would our officers
gain the training and expertise to conduct this type of work, it would be necessary for the State to enlist the
services of a number of other states where mutual agreements could be executed for exchange of officers for under—
cover investigations.

The potential for securing officers from other states presently exists and costs are those of transportation and
contractual arrangements for booking of hunts. Additionally, the federal government has officers available for
this unique use.

In addition to prosecution of offenders, the objectives include creating a deferent to discourage commercialization

BRU BRUCODE REVISED

EXPLANATION



Explanation

Page 2 - continued
g [

of game resources and impress upon the potential offender that the risk is significant.

SUGGESTED INITIAL.EXPENDITURE:

33
PERSONNEL - Two Investigators stationed in Anchorage
TRAINING - Nine week Treasury School in Washington, D. C.
BRU BRUCODE REVISED

EXPLANATION



............ "The guiding industry and its effect on our wildlife rejources is

one of our major areas of concern. By statute it is unlawful for nonresidents

to pursue or take brown bear, grizzly bear, polar bear or sheep in theState,
unless personally accompanied by a person who is licensed as a master, reg—

istered or assistant guide. At the present time we license 28 master guides.

Hunting effort by nonresidents varies annually between 9 to 12 thousand hunters
and approximately 925 of these are in pursuit of brown or grizzly bearand thus
require services of a guide.

Annual take of brown or grizzly bear in Alaska in recent years has averaged
approximately 650 .nimals. One of twenty-six game management units, Unit 9,
has consistently contributed 25% (160 bear) of the average annual harvest.
Research activities have been concentrated in this unit to take advantage of
the high bear densities and thus it was 1in this area it became evident that
harvest statistics were apparently inaccurate.

A mandatory sealing program has been in effect since 1961 and the sealing
documents were the primary source of harvest information. To confirm or
refute the exodus of brown bear trophies from the state without compliance
with sealing requirements, two biologists and one enforcement officer were
sent to the states of Washington and Colorado to visit four taxidermy es—
tablishments who were known to process a significant quantity of Alaskan
trophies taken by both resident and nonresident hunters. The U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service was requested to accompany our personnel at the time of the
visits as a malter of courtesy and to assist with legal procedures in the
event that a voluntary inspection of taxidermy receiving records could not
be obtained. The visit at this time was not planned with the intent to
pursue the matter beyond a statistical gathering of information.

e.Results from the invoices viewed at the four taxidermy shops, produced a
total of 198 bear hides had been received by these studios during a period
of approximately eighteen months that could not be identified by Alaska

bear sealing records. This quantity presented a potential error of alarming
proportions in Lhe accuracy of sealing statistics and bear management.

Upon return to Alaska, the three began a detailed review of bear sealing
records and the entire matter was reviewed at staff level. It was determined
necessary to find the origin of the unidentified bear hides received at tlie
four studios and if a significant number of these were Alaskan, to find the
means to prevent this from occurring in the future. A thorough search of
sealing records in Anchorage and Juneau plus soliciting sealing certificates
from all Department field personnel, reduced the number of unidentified hldc6
to 164.

The identity of the owners of the 164 hides as indicated by taxidermy receipts
were separated as follows: 22 with Alaskan addresses, 13 with addresses out—
side of the United States, and .129 addresses scattered In 27 states. The task
of trying to make contact wit- each of these was begun through the cooperation
of the Fish a~d Wildlife Service and Willdlfc Enforcement Agents in all of the
27 states and in the Canadian provinces. Results of the interviews were analyzed

It is known that many nonresident hunters depend entirely upon their guide--for
direction and advice concerning laws and regulations and, that advice received
is not always in the best interest of the state and the resource. The invest—
igation revealed one guide associated and responsible for 15 bear hides shipped



Page 2 - continued

from Alaska without sealing during a fourteen month period. This period did
coincide with the same period in which regulations limited the number of
brown or grizzly bear each guide could contract or hunt for, and requiring
harvest control tags. One conclusion that appeared evident is that voluntary
compliance was not statistically sufficient for accurate management. Further,
the problem was large enough to devote funds and manpower to methodically
revisit the four taxidermy studios and 10 additional establishments located

in Washington, Wyoming, Montana, Oregon and Colorado.

A team of two men were sent outside the state and in visiting the 14 taxidermy
studios, sorted through over 40,000 taxidermy invoices and reduced 158 ques—
tionable hides and trophies that, having been taken in Alaska, were questionable
as to legality. This figure of 158 included 30 polar bear hides, 93 brown bear
hides and 35 miscellaneous trophies including fur animals and protected species.
This number was in addition to the previous trip.

74
Personnel were assigned the task of sorting, investigating and putting the
information in usable form. With the assistance of many enforcement officers
outside of the state, including Mr. Fitzgerald of the Yukon Territory, Mr.
James Hatter of British Columbia, Mr. Ferguson of the Department of Lands and
Forests in Toronto, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Agents too numerous to mention,
and many state officers, we organized a picture of what was happening and gave
us an insight on what must be done to combat the problem.

Many of the investigations .led to frustration only, however, we were successful

in a number of prosecutions, revocation of guide licenses and perhaps most im—
portant, an aware and aroused public. Rather drastic changes are now occurring

in guide control, the guides themselves have initiated an aroused role in at—
tempting to police themselves, legislation and regulation has been passed to
assist the enforcement of re-ourcc laws, and we as an organization have modified
our approach to the enforcement of the laws associated with the guiding profession.
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R BUDGET YEAR (BY) =
% annual amount
R REVISED TOTAL AGENCY A
T PAY MTHLY. PROGRAM POSITION NO. NO. GOVERNOR
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I Investigator 11 Anchorage 1 IS 1,555 51,364 1 12 1S,660
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I16 Overtime b ,645
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9 Benefits 5 15": 7,676
10
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|
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PERMANENT PART TIME/SE ASONAL POSI TIONS unci (n.onthi) I I 1 | |
TEMPORARY ,FULL TIME EQUIVALENT: POSITIONS ft (month*) ( i | 1 (
TOT A] MONTMf, 24
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C K:quest Toi New Posilie;

:poﬂﬁontiﬂe Investigator | range J7 location Anchorage
NEW X
type of position ipft,ppt seasi AT established m/c. PRIORITY 2 PADP'i INT 12/2
BUDGET YEAR 19Y)
type OF EX'ENDITURE LMOUNT | FUNDING SOURCE DETAIL OF RELATED EXPENSES
°Z RSONAL SERVICES 24,237 Salary 17,340; OT 3,200; Benefits 3.697
TRAVEL 5,500
CONTRACTUAL 3
COVVODITIES 1,000
ECJ'FMEN'T 5,000
CThER «3,7S0
TOTAL 39,517
Mmoo IATW
EXPLANATION:

TRAVEL - OQutside travel for training 2,500, outsiie travel for investigation 1,500,
Inside travel 1,200.

COMMODITIES - Ur.ifort: $600, supplies $400
EQUIPMENT - Vehicle and radio

OTHER - Vehicle rental, Department of Highways

O NT=E,

< | vc<

certification by agency head DATE

GOVERNOR  APPROVED L] LEGISLATURE wWT*ROVKD 3

DISAPPROVED [ ] DISAPPROVED [

gry  Enforcement BRU CODE 12.41.3.05.01 REVISED

0 PERSONAL SERVICES
» A REOUFST FOR NEW POSI". ION]



Polish N, Juneau, Alaska 99811

March 6, 1975

Honorable Nels A. Anderson, Jr.
Chairman
House Resource Committee

Dear Representative Anderson:

For the purposes of explanation and to establish a declaration of
intent, | would like to propose the following program for your
consideration.

T j special appropriation would initially establish two investigator
positions, both of whom would be assigned to our existing criminal
investigation unit. Incumbents would be graduates of our Public
Safety Academy and would be scheduled for advanced investigative
training outside the State of Alaska. A typical course of study
suggested is the Internal Revenue Service Special Agent School of—
fering an agenda of seven weeks duration in Washington, D.C. where
emphasis 1is placed on techniques, fraud, and Investigative procedures.
Upon completion of the training, immediate efforts would be directed
towards operations to deter the unlawful commercial utilization of
game resources, as well as to apprehend violations in the area of
commercial fisheries.

Specifically, the two positions would be trained and would be directed
to pursue a method of investigation in fish and wildlife that would
Include techniques normally associated with drug and narcotic units.
Unlawful purchases would be made upon opportunity, hunts would be
booked with individuals known to be conducting unlawful hunts, officers
would be pj iced aboard fishing vessels to observe areas and vessels
where fishing violations have been known to occur.

Funds appropriated for the specific purpose of this program would be
assigned an individual code, and funds expended would be accountable
for review. An annual report of activity and expenditure would be
prepared and available for legislative review.

Sincerely yours

RICHARD L. BURTON
COMMISSIONER

By: Fred M. Woldstad
Deputy Director
Fish & Wildlife Protection



JMiate Megislature
OF REPRESENTATIVES

REPRESENTATIVE LESLIE E. "RED” SWANSON

COMMITTEES HOUSE DISTRICT 19
EDUCATION POUCH V P.0. BOX 3
RESOURCES JUNEAU. ALASKA NEHANA, ALASKA
HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES 598l 99760
It is the intention of the sponsor of this bill that the
money appropriated by this act will be used only for under —
cover work. Also that none of the appropriated money may

be transfered to any other function

of the Department.



The Legislature of the State of Alaska
FISCAL NOTE

First Session - Ninth Legislature
T. REQUEST
Bill NO* House Bill No. 5
Title: Undercover Unit T-Tsh I, Wiidlite Protection “
Requested by: Beth 0"Donnell Date : 2/21/75....... .... .
Return Date Requested: ASAP
Agency: PublicSafet y Program: Pish Game Resources (4iy"

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unlt(s) Affected: 04.41.05.01.01

A. EXPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)

OBJECT FY 75 FY ?6 FY 77 FY 70 FY 79
100 PERSONAL SERVICES JHJ.3 82.0 94 .3 108. 2 124 .7
200 TRAVEL 11.0 10.8 13.4 15.0 16.5
300 CONTRACTUAL 17.6 20.2 23.3 26.8 30.8
Too  COMMODITIES 2.0 2.6 2.7 2.9 5.0
500 EQUIPMENT 10.0 10.0

Coo LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL 90.9 125,6 133.7 153.1 175.0
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND 90.9 125.6 133.7 153.1 175.0
FEDERAL, FUNDS

OTHER

C . POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / ) 4 L3/ - 1. 2y 1 5
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) 7 7/ 36/ . _36/ _ 36/ j 36 /
. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 1I11)

Sec attached sheet.

V. ATTACHMENTS Budget pages: Explanation - 2
Speech excerpts - 2
Form 12 - Position Summary
Form 13 - Position Request - 2

V. DhTE: 2/21/75 PREPARED BY: Vona L. Hall
Fiscal Officer
Dept, of Public Safety

Original: Legislative Finance - Beth 0"Donnell
cc : Budget and Management- Jeff Morrison
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named) Swanson



Analysis

Problem: Il1legal depletion of bear/moose/caribou herds by guides who com—
bine air charter service and guiding activity.

Scope of problem: From one 3 man trip "outside™, to 4 taxidermy shops
we identified 164 illegal bear hides. A subsequent trip of 2 men to 14
shops identified an additional 158 animals of dubious legality.

Assumption: The creation of a specially trained investigative unit to
pursue presently known violations, and participate in the hunting activi—
ties of suspected violators, would result in violators being brought to
court. There are State and Federal agencies willing to supply supple—
mental undercover agents to participate in hunts, at a cost to us of only
travel and hunt costs.

In addition, a significant chance of prosecution would deter potential
offenders.



O Explanation

PURPOSE: Establish an undercover unit of the Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection.

BACKGROUND: Problems of commercial use of Alaska®"s game recources is not a new area, but rather an element of
wildlife enforcement work that is extremely time consuming, as well as expensive, and has been set aside to be
pursued when funds and personnel permit. Priorities are essentially established by the people of the State, and
the priority of undercover work and investigation in commercial use of resources has perhaps not reached the top
of the pile, due to the fact the public is yet unaware of the magnitude of the problem.

The attached narrative has been taken fron a prepared speech given in February 1974 to over 200 Wildlife Officers
attending the Northwest Wildlife Law Enforcement Association meeting in Calgary, Alberta. It does describe a
degree of problem in one area of game enforcement work. Other problems exist such as:

Alaska moose and caribou has been purchased in Chicago and on the east coast in a special canned pack and packed
somewhere 1in Alaska.

Nine individuals within one game management unit, all aircraft owners and operators, are known to be guiding without
a license, when the price is right and opportunity exists.

Bear hides, brown and polar bear, are available for sale from $2,T00 to $6,000 each.

Innumerable guiding violations could be pursued from present investigative information files provided funds were
available to travel and contact the non resident client and bring him back to the State for testimony in legal
action.

OBJECTIVE: The primary purpose of the program is to establish a unit within the Division to devote full attention
and time to working with this problem and bringing the offenders before the courts. Not only would our officers
gain the training and expertise to conduct this type of work, it would be necessary for the State to enlist the
services of a number of other states where mutual agreements cou”J be executed for exchange of officers for under—
cover investigations.

The potential for securing officers from other states presently exists and costs are those of transportation and
contractual arrangements for booking of hunts. Additionally, the federal government has officers available for

this unique use.

In addition to prosecution of offenders, the objectives include creating a deterent to discourage commercialization

BRU. BRU CODE REVISED

EXPLANATION



Explanation

Page 2 - continued

of game resources and impress upon the potential offender that the risk is significant.

SUCGESTED INITIAL EXPENDITURE:

J
PERSONNEL - Two Investigators stationed 1in Anchorage
TRAINING - Nine week Treasury School in Washington, D. C.
BRU BRU CODE: REVISED

EXPLANATION



........... "The guiding industry and its effect on our wildlife resources is

one of our major areas of concern. By statute it is unlawful for nonresidents
to pursue or take brown bear, grizzly bear, polar bearor sheep in the State,
unless personally accompanied by a person who is licensed as a master, reg—
istered or assistant guide. At the present time we license 28 master guides.
Hunting effort by nonresidents varies annually between9 to 12 thousand hunters
and approximately 925 of these are in pursuit of brownor grizzly bear and thus
require services of a guide.

Annual take of brown or grizzly bear in Alaska in recent years has averaged
approximately 650 animals. One of twenty-six game management units, Unit 9,
has consistently contributed 25% (160 bear® of the average annual harvest.
Research activities have been concentrated in this unit to take advantage of
the high bear densities and thus it was in this area it became evident that
harvest statistics were apparently inaccurate.

A mandatory sealing program has been in effect since 1961 and the sealing
documents were the primary source of harvest information. To confirm or
refute the exodus of brown bear trophies from the state without compliance
with sealing requirements, two biologists and one enforcement officer were
sent to the states of Washington and Colorado to visit four taxidermy es—
tablishments who were known to process a significant quantity of Alaskan
trophies taken by both resident and nonresident hunters. The U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service was requested to accompany our personnel at the time of the
visits as a matter of courtesy and to assist with legal procedures in the
event that a voluntary inspection of taxidermy receiving records could not
be obtained. The visit at this time was not planned with the intent to
pursue the matter beyond a statistical gathering of information.

Results from the invoices viewed at the four taxidermy shops, produced a
total of 193 bear hides had been received by these studios during a period
of approximately eighteen months that could not be identified by Alaska

bear sealing records. This quantity presented a potential error of alarming
proportions in the accuracy of scaling statistics and bear management.

Upon return to Alaska, the three began a detailed review of bear sealing
records and the entire matter was reviewed at staff level. It was determined
necessary to find the origin of the unidentified bear hides received at the
four studios and if a significant number of these were Alaskan, to find the
means to prevent this from occurring in the future. A thorough search of
sealing records in Anchorage and Juneau plus soliciting sealing certificates
from all Department field personnel, reduced the number of unidentified hides
to 164.

The identity of the owners of the 164 hides as indicated by taxidermy receipts
were separated as follows: 22 with Alaskan addresses, 13 with addresses out—
side of the United States, and 129 addresses scattered in 27 states. The task
of trying to make contact wit- each of these was begun through Lhe cooperation
of the Fish and Wildlife Service and Willlife Enforcement Agents in all of the
27 states and in the Canadian provinces. Results of the interviews were analyzed.

It is known that many nonresident hunters depend entirely upon their guide for
direction and advice concerning laws and regulations and, that advice received
is not always in the best interest of the state and the resource. The invest—
igation revealed one guide associated and responsible for 15 bear hides shipped
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from Alaska without sealing during a fourteen month period. This period did
coincide with the same period in which regulations limited the number of
brown or grizzly bear each guide could contract or hunt for, and requiring
harvest control tags. One conclusion that appeared evident is that voluntary
compliance was not statistically sufficient for accurate management. Further,
the problem was large enough to devote funds and manpower to methodically
revisit the four taxidermy studios and 10 additional establishments located

in Washington, Wyoming, Montana, Oregon and Colorado.

A team of two men were sent outside the state and in visiting the 14 taxidermy
studios, sorted through over 40,000 taxidermy invoices and reduced 158 ques—
tionable hides and trophies that, having been taken in Alaska, were questionable
as to legality. This figure of 158 included 30 polar bear hides, 93 brown bear
hides and 35 miscellaneous trophies including fur animals and protected species.
This number was 1in addition to the previous trip.

Personnel were assigned the task of sorting, investigating and putting the
information in usable form. With the assistance of many enforcement officers
outside of the state, including Mr. Fitzgerald of the Yukon Territory, Mr.
James Hatter of British Columbia, Mr. Ferguson of the Department of Lands and
Forests 1in Toronto, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Agents too numerous to mention,
and many state officers, we organized a picture of what \was happening and gave
us an insight on what must be done to combat the problem.

Many of the investigations led to frustration only, however, we were successful
in a number of prosecutions, revocation of guide licenses and perhaps most im—

portant, an aware and aroused public. Rather drastic changes are now occurring
In guide control, the guides themselves have initiated an aroused role in at—
tempting to police themselve , legislation and regulation has been passed to

aisist the enforcement of re-ource laws, and we as an crganization have modified
our approach to the enforcement of the laws associated with the guiding profcssii
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TRAVEL - Outside travel
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for training 2,800, outside travel for investigation 1,500,
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eme Legislature or cne a,cace Oi 1\xaa*a.
> & Fiscal note

First Session - Ninth Legislature

I. REQUEST
BJALI No. Q :
Title: m ;ct rreat.lne ¥~ c.™n py, ct*u-> —
Requested by: - re-trf-"p Date:- 2F.1ZfJ$
Return Date Requested
Agency: Fish andfane Program: e P.-1-ninro<;

,anngen;ent £ Environmental Conservation

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Fequest Unit(s) Affected:
A. expenditures: (Thousands of dollars)

OBJECT FY 75 FY 76  FY 77  FY 78 | FEY 7ig. I Fy 80
100  PERSONAL SERVICES
200  TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400  COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600  LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL -0 . 0.

B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

C. POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY /o YA L /
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) / / A / . / ..
(I ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)

Subject piece of Legislation rmroly establishes a State fare I8fugo. Lie ,"opart-
rent of Fish ft cairo envisions no Impact upon operating budget 1n the foreseeable
future of this department as a result of this piece of Legislation. It is con—
ceivable that at seme point in the future it nay be desirable to develop access
to the land in question.

1V. ATTACHMENTS

V. DATE: 2/1a/7b PREPARED BY: ///A |/
~ Vern Roberts
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)



FISCAL NOTE
First Session - Ninth Legislature

l. REQUEST
Bill No. HB_8
Title:An Act creating the Palmer Hev Flats Game Defu”e
Requested bv: . - A Date: /75—
Return DateRequestel30 U rees’ Cotitii Ateemrrmmrrrcee -3
Agency:- Ej.sh and Gama _Program.- .p-aooupces-

.m_lanagetrent Environmental Conservation

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected:
A. EXPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)*

OBJECT FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
%88 TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
*100 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT " T

GO0 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL -0- -0-

B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

C. POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY /o RS R | I -
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) /. [/ ./ / / o1

. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

Subject piece of Legislation merely establishes a State (lame Refuge. The Depart-
ment of Fish A Game envisions no imnact upon operating budget in the foreseeable
future of this department as a result of this piece of Legislation. It is con—

ceivable that at some point in the future it nay be desirable to develop access

to the land in question.

IV. ATTACHMENTS

V. DATE: 2/13/78 PREPARED BY:
Vern Roberts, Admin. Director
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
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