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(9) Tc qualify to lease a remote parcel under this section, a

person shall
(1) at the time of application he 18 years of age Ol older;
(2) submit proof, as required by regulation, that he has
been a resident of the state for not less than one year
immediately preceding the date his application was submitted; and
(3) certify that he has not previously leased a remote parcel
fromthe state within eight years immediately preceding the

date of selection of a remote parcel.

Section 15. AS 38.05.078(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) A lessee of a remote parcel may purchase the land
leased (USED FOR RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES IN A REMOTE PARCEL)
if, before the expiration of the lease or (A RENEWAL OF THE)

lease renewal. he

(1) pays a deposit to the department equal to five
percent of the fair market value of the land under

(¢) of this section;

(2) surveys the (RESIDENTIAL) 1land; and

(3) erects a habitable dwelling on the land

Section 16. AS 38.05.078(c) 1is amended to read:

(c) A lessee of a remote parcel may purchase land 1in the:

19



(A) remote parcel under the terms specified in AS 38,05.065 (b) .

The purchase price of land sold under this section shall be

its fair market, value as determined by the commissioner”®,

less the total amount paid to the department in annual

rental fees unc.cr AS 38.05.077 (d ((3) - The valuation date

for determining the fair market value of land sold under
FfisT

this section is the date that the remote parcel”leasejto the

purchaser of the land (PLAT OF SURVEY) 1is approved by the

commissioner.

Section 17,. AS 38.08.010 (b) is amended to read:

(b) Land classified as homesite entry land shall be divided

into parcels not exceeding five acres in reasonably compact

form, with boundaries conforming ar. nearly as practicable to

natural geologic and topographic features. However, a

parcel may exceed five acres if necessary to permit the

design of a viable subdivision because of sitc:-spec.ific

topographical features, soil conditions, on-site sewage

disposal requirements, or water drainage or supply considerations,

Section 18. AS 38.08.040(b) 1is amended to read:

(b) If the number of applicants qualified for homesite

entry exceeds the number of available homesites offered, or

if several applicants apply and qualify for the same homesite,
priority in award of an entry permit shall be accorded to

that applicant showing proof of the longest residency in the

20



state. An applxcar.t shall present, his proof of residency to
the department :in person at the trine and place designated by

the director.

AS 40.15.190(2) is amended to read:
@) "subdivision” means the division cf a tract or
parcel of land into two or more lots, sites, or other
divisions for the purpose, whether immediate or future,
of sale or building development, and includes resubdivision
and, when appropriate to the context, relates to the process
subdividing or to the land or areas subdivided; howev?
it may not include cadastral plats, cadastral control
~ir wow. |/
created by or on behalf of the state regardless of
whether such plats include easements or other public
dedications.

n P

Section <fc9T" A person who selected a remote parcel or acquired
a right to select a remote parcel before July 1, 1981, is
entitled to covert his remote parcel lease agreement to a
new .Lea.se agreement which contains terms and conditions
consistent with AS 38.U5.077(d) and 38.05.078 (a) and (c)
enacted 1in sees 13, 15 and 16 of this Act. The commissioner

shall prepare and distribute new lease forms to persons

described in this section.

Section 21. Land disposeils conducted by the commissioner

21,



for fiscal year 1982 shall be in accordance with appropriations
to the department for that purpose together with any instructions

attached to said appropriations.

Section 22. AS 38.05.047, 38.05.065(a), 38.05.077(b)(2),

and AS 33.05.078(b) are repealed.

Section 23. This Act takes effect July 1, 1981.
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TO: SENATOR KERTTULA
REP. CARNEY
HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE:

dcd™ REP = GARETINER"™ rer* CHUCKWUK, REP. GRUSSENDORF,
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FR: ELSIE O"BRYAN, PRECINCT CHAIRMAN, PREC. 3 i1 B, BIST. 6, SR BOX 2727

RE: 100,000 acre MANDATORY DISPOSAL OF LAND WASITLLA P9F.87

<F LANDS SEE~S TO BE PUT IN THE POSITION OF BEING PRESSURED TO
DISPOSE 01- UNSUITABLE LAND. ANY LEGISLATION TO BE ENACTED THIS YFAR wvunm n
HAVE IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE OR BE MADE RETROACTIVE TO STOP UNSUITABLE LAND
DISPOSAL IN THE MAT-SU BOROQUGH. IT IS AMAZING TO ME THE SAMF PFGPI F tmat
WENT TO WASHINGTON, D.C. TO OBJECT TO FEBERAL INTERVENFTSKIW THE use oF

SIrTL}-?1FrSR» NOW TNVOLVEB IN TELLING THE BOROUGHS THAT THEIR CODES ARE
NOT VALID BY DISPOSING OF LAND AS THEY ARE PRESENTLY IN THE FUYMRF Tur

DIVISION OF LANDS SHOULD BE INSTRUCTED TO TAKE BOTH SOciAL AND ECONOMIC

.
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REP. ZHAROFF, REP. GARDINER, REP. CHUCKWIJIC, REP. GRUSSENDOR, REP. HURLBFRT
REP. SMITH, REP. VASKA, REP. BARNES, REP. BETTISWORTH, REP. IAI FORD.
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FR: ENID VENTGEN, SR BOX 2673, WASILLA 99607

STRONGLY URGE YOU TO OPPOSE SEC. 3. 1B 31, WHICH WITHHOI .DS PATENT ™
MUNICIPAL LANDS UNTIL TWENTY PERCENT <20% > IS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAI
AND ALSO GIVES THE COMMISSIONER POWER FOR FINAL DECISION ABOUT WUTT]!
TWENTi PERCENT <207.) WILL BE! DISPOSED. ENCOURAGE YOU TO WORK TO
DELETE THIS DICTATORIAL SECTION.
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TO: REPRESENTATIVES TERRY GARDINER AND FRED ZHAROFF

RE: REMOTE AREA D IN HOMER™*

1 MKt, A THOMAS®, 4934 KNIGHT WAY 99504; 333-674L

GOOD BUSINESS TOFKNLITHUCrmTPEAPW-3,Ff0N MI.,I*FRr TRACT NOW. IT
alm *i'v cor ~ 7 1r<A;1 ~"FORE | PAY $2000

in7th"c*rAr m™16() INCLUDING $150 ANNUAL

10 A PURVEYOR TO PURVEY IT. r>
I COIJLDNAT4AFFORD !?2?MBLE THAT

LEA-YE FEE TO MAKE TWO ROUND TRTPV
THIS LAND COULD BE APPRAISED SO HIGH THAT



..Ma~After July 1, the commissioner shall
direct the expenditure of such funds as are appropriated for
the disposal of lands in accordance with «wjr instructions
attached to the budget, including those relating to scheduling

of disposals.

(D) Lands designated remote parcel shall be surveyed and
classified and, after procedures required by law, disposed

of as follows:

(A) 80 per cent of the parcels shall be sold
under the procedures for lottery sale specified in AS 38.05.057

and 35.05.065;

(B) 10 per cent of the parcels shall be disposed of as

homesites under AS 38.08; and

©) an additional 10 per cent of the parcels shall be
disposed of as homesites under AS 38.08, except that
notwithstanding AS 38.08.040(b), parcels offered under
this paragraph j;hall be offered by lottery under

AS 38.05.057.

(©)) 1>nds designated agricultural, commercial or industrial
shall, after procedures required by law, be sold under

AS 38,05.055 or 38.05.057.
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ican “"lInstitute o"Rea~Tstat"?*ppra*er"™lvATocr?~Tnfeainstat”
Appraisers, a person meeting the requirements for certification as an
Appraiser Il by the division of personnel, Department cf Administra—

tion, or a person qualified according to regulations adopted by the

commissioner under the Administrative Procedure Act.

DRAFT
Law

in
u
Sec. 32. AS 40.15.010 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

rrt5’

(b) Notlwithstanding (a) of this section, AS 29.33.190," 38,04.-

045(b), 40.15.070, and .40.15.200, subdivisions of state land classified
for disposal under AS 38.05 and AS 38.08 need not show the approval of
the platting board or other subdivision authority having jurisdiction
in order to file the plat for record in. the office of the recorder.
However” state subdivision plats must be submitted to the platting
authority for review in compliance with this subsection and AS 29,33.-

160(c) and recorded, before the sale of any lots or tracts in the

subdivision.

* In .7 AS~40TI15.190(2) 1s amended to rend

*

(2) "subdivision” meai.s the division of a tract or parcel of
land into two c<r more lots, sites, or other divisions for the purpose
)
whether immediate or future, of sale or building development, and in—

cludes resubdivision and, when appropriate to the context, relates t:o

the process of subdividing or to the land or areas subdivided; however M

it may not include cadastral plats ,~control plats, open-to-entrv plats/
or remote parcel plats created by or on behalf of the state regarding” |
>f whether such pints include easements or other public dedication”

SccTMrB':— AS—4 .40.350. 14 .40. 3CC> AS_19.05.110. 19.05.120; AS 1~30.- |l

/ S\ ) -17-

03-033 /

)& 'plifrit' fcuiccAt s/i<st<, v
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Disposal of land in the land disposal bank during each fiscal
year must be based upon an assessment by the commissioner of the cur—
rent needs and anticipated uses of state land in the different regions
of the .state. The assessment must be completed each year,” in writing,
and must include a survey of the supply of land in private ownership
currently on the market, plans for the disposal of municipal land which
have been submitted under AS 38.05.048, and the amount of federal Iland
available for disposal through sales, leases, or permits for specific
activities. The demand for state land must be evaluated in the assess—
ment on the basis of a purchase price equivalent to that of comparable
lands in private ownership. The assessment must include findings
regarding the amounr of state land which is necessary to meet the
statewide demand for three fiscal years immediately after the year 1in
which the assessment: is made. The assessment must also include the
location of land to be disposed of and recommendations for the methods

of disposal and terms under which the land will b. offered to the
public.
*T md InnnTW "H~g-

- 2- HB 193

@) The commissioner shall annually submit to the

governor

a“"ILLi-UMCIm- inlrrfcjag request* for the disposal of statu land 1in the

?.and disposal bank. The request# for fiscal

be submitted with the budget submitted to the legislature by

year shall

the gover—

nor. The aJ*hwwece request® must specify the amount of land to be

offered for private ownership uani®-—uh *>irTturm£Sii«e, the location of

the land, and the disposal program under which the land will

The alternatives submitted shall include

be offered

an estimate of the appropriation* required to finance

the disposal of the land 1identified for disposal during tho/*fiscal

year#



April 29, 1981

Citizens Committee for
Land Disposal Reform

835 D St. Suite 204
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Pouch V
State Capital
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Represent stive:

We wrote you earlier. to urge you to pass legislation this year reforming
the state land disposal program, and we enclosed a fact sheet which summarized
our most serious concerns. We were pleased to see the Resources Commitee re—
port legislation which would have repealed the 100,000 acre quota and replaced
it with a flexible quota based on an annual assessment of supply and demand.

We are afraid now, however, that land disposal reform is not receiving the at—
tention It deserves and that once again the session might end before a bill
can be passed.

We understand that one potential stumbling block is the provision in H.B.
31 that 20% of unpatenred municipal selections be designated for disposal.
Although we questioned the wisdom of adding another fixed quota to the pro—
gram, we generally supported H.B. 31 since our primary concern was the repeal
of the 100,000 acre figure, which we saw as the cause of a host of problems.

We believe, however, that the passage of reform legislation is critical,
and that the 20% ,rovlsion should be deleted if doing so is necessary to ob—
tain passage of a bill. We suggest substituting for that provision ti.c Enter—
prise Fund proposed by the administration in its bill, H.B. 193. The availa—
bility of a revolving loan fund to finance the construction of roads and other
capital 1improvements would serve as an incentive to municipalities to dispose
of their land. In any case, if the figures in the April 16 Anchorage Daily
News are accurate, the boroughs primarily affected, such as the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough, are not in fact resisting the disposal of reasonable quan—
tities of borough land.

Once again, we urge you to give state land disposal r .form the highest
priority and to pass and send Lo the Senate as soon as possible a bill which
repeals the quota, substitutes a flexible quota based on an ann"<al assessment
of supply and demand, and reasonably addresses the concerns of local govern-
ments.

Sincerely,

Cliff Fames
Chairman
Citizens Committee for Land Disposal Reform

CF/rhm



POUCH V
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

March 12, 1981

Mr. Cliff Eames, Chairman

Citizen®s Gctrrnitfcee for land Disposal Reform
835 D Street, Suite 204

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Eames:

Thank you very much for your letter of March 4.

As you may have noted from my voting record this past year, | am in
favor of revising substantially the land disposal program of the State
of Alaska.

As you may recall, a substantial revision of that program passed the
House of Representatives in the last session of the 11th Legislature,

but failed to pass the Senate.

This year, many of us in the House majority and in the House leadership
cure making it a priority to pass comprehensive Jegislationaddressing

this issue. We have some reason to believe that we may be more
successful jji the current Senate than we were in the last.
I am sure you are quite familiar with the recent hearings held onthe

.esubject by the I ouse Resources Committee, iind I intend to follow the
lead of the co~ hairman of that committee, Representatives Gardiner and
Zharoff on this subject. I am not giving them an irrevocable proxy or
anything, but | suspect that I will be able to support the legislation
that their committee will produce.

«

Rep. Fred Brown

cc: Rep. Gardiner
»-R6p. Zharoff



Vv March 2, 1981

Dear Legislator,

I would like to voice my objections to the 100,000 acre annual quota
of land disposal mandated bythe Legislature in the Bum®"s Initiative, HBG66.
This generous distribution of State lands into the hands of the voters
sounds good superficially but, in reality, has serious drawbacks. It has
generated an enormous dilemma for the Department of Natural Resources and
the General Publicl “

With the present manning, budjet and workload within the CNR, they
have not been able to focus sufficient time, effort and money to select
enough land that is compatable with natural terrain, soil features,eco—
systems, local residents desires, and the needs of potential buyers.

My specific complaint is that the DNR, 1in trying to meet this quota,
has resorted to creating subdivisions in attempts to dispose of large blocks
of land, divided into small five acre parcels. These subdivisions, when
located in remote areas not readily accessable by existing roads, create
an incongruous contamination of the land. Surveyers, working for the Dep—
artment, have used alll,-terrain vehicles in the Spring and Summer months
over the fragile tundra, swamps and fields and, by their incessant roaming,
have left a permanent ugly web of destruction that scars the land. Poten —
tial buyers of these small parcels generally are seeking for a resembleness
of a wilderness experience and not a devil club, mosquito swarming version
of the subdivision they already live 1in. It is certainly not fair and
equitable to existing property owners and residents, to artificially create
a cogestiDn of developement on a remote area with it"s attendant disruption
of the surroundirg area. Land developement is inevitable, but it should
follow a natural, orderly and intelligent progression and not resemble a
cancerous blight like a subdivision.

The needs of the people, you are pledged to serve, could be much
better fTulfilled, if distribution of lands were spread out more, allowing
it to lit into natural land features. This would minimize the environmental
impact on an area, and if coordinated with local interest groups would assure
a homogenous blending of the new with the old. Lower densities of people
provides each one with privacy, elbow room, firewood, natural building
supplies, and desireable land features. Subdivisions artificially create
crowding, shortage of natural supplies of water and wood, drainage and
sewage problems. These conditions will prematurely call fo*~ demands for
public services such as roads and maintenance, police and fire protection,
power, water and sewage services with the resulting tax burdens.

Public hearings in the Susitna Valley have overwhelmingly produced
vehement objections to the subdivision concept, especially in remote areas.
Sales of these parcels offered in SouthCentral Alaska have been little
more than 50% on Tfirst offering which indicates a lack of buyer interest.

My argument is not with thtr Department of Natural Resources. They
are faced with a nearly impossibe task of selecting quality, useable land
that is not subject to other claims and interests such as Native groups,
Local Governments, private ownerships, leases,Fish and Wildlife, mining,
timber, public use areas, etc. 100,000 acres represents 156% of the
Anchorage Bowl which is 64,000 acresi! This area supports over 400,000
people now. Disposal of 100,000 acres of State land on an annual basis
would have a disasterous effect on the land market both private and local
governments. Because the State actually owns very little of the developable
and available land that is desireable because of 1t ™ accessability, the
thrust of this quota is an extreme drain on land in the Susitna valley
with little or no regard for the wishes of local govenment or residents.

In conclusion, | urgently implore you to do everything in your power
to repeal the 100,000 acre quota this session!l An alternative plan would



would be a flexible figure to be set each year,
of all the economic and environmental facts.

pleted NOW to avoid irreversable damage. |
on your priority

based upon an analysis
This action must be com—

urge you to place this high
list and ask your contemporaries to do the same.

Sincerely

Stuart and Virginia Silver
3152 Donnington Dr.
Anchorage, Ak. 99504
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S*RJL. #3T
Hcmw, Ak. 99*03

Mr. Terry Gardiner "larch T8, 19£T
Hnuse Resources Committee

ffcuch. V

Juneau, Ak, 998IT

Dear Mr. Gardiner and members of the House Resources Committee,

I would like to erpress ny desire for legislative support "of small scale
agriculture.

We arm most of xuraware that the development of oucceaful agriculture must-
be a multifaceted program including the devlopment of land resources, the market,
and transportation networks. It is a well "InderstccU fact that agricultural
efforts without the simultaneous development of these three factors leads to orily
marginal productivity.

Today in Alaska we are surrounded by a growing population, an abundance of
undeveloped, potentially rich agricultural land, and a nearly total reliance on
a potentially tenuous transportation js”xksakcorridor and system whid" is supplying
nearly all of our foodstuffs. This reliance is not only a potential danger to
Alaskans, it is also getting more expensive, and is an insult findtpotendbial a
disgrace to Alaskals proverbial Independence,

The three factors favoring Alask n agricultural productivity are out of
balance) we need increased development of everyaspect in order to achieve a
reasonable level of self-sufficiency; this ip a patriotic duty.

Id Homdr there are many small farmers and ranchers such a3 myself who need
hel£ in getting a full time pofitable operation going. Several of us are instigating
the formation of the Kachemek Farmers Exchange, a farme3 cooperative organized
for marketing and purchasing. One of our foremost goals is the establishment of
a grain silo in Homer to hold Delta barley as a feed for our expanding redmeat
industry. We are also working for an over the counter marketing area and a loci

slaughter-house facility.

(]



Malay of us are sitting on the verge of major development of grazing areaq
hay fields, and/or truck farms but we lack the capitol neccessary for initial
ground breaking. One of the drawbacks is the requirement of the Agricultural
revolving l.oan fund that repayments to this fund come out of agricultural
profits. Vlip.i of the developing famrar who has little or no productidn at thzB
time? |If some other moans oduld be found for establishing the ngood faith" of
the loan recipient Fnd /or if reasonable deferad payment ach©duals could be
established! giving the farmer time to got his fields into production® then Pm
sure: you would find considerable agricultural efforts being made.

T am in support of House Bill

c.c. Senator Don Gilman
Sem-_tor Jalmar Kerttula
Rep. Hugh Malone
Rep. H. Moss

Rap, Bat 0"Connell



United States Agricultural Alaska State ASCS Office
Department of Stabilization and 2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd. Suite 201
Agriculture Conservation Service Anchorage, Alaska 99504

March 10, 1981

Resource Committee

House of Representatives
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Gardiner, Mr. Zharoff, and Members of the Committee, 1 wish to offer
the following testimony in support of House Bill 38. | wanted to offer
testimony during the teleconference hearing on Friday, March 6, but time
and the number of participants prevented my doing so.

First of all., 1 am strongly in favor of support being given to the small
farmers of Alaska. The State is now in the process of spending a great
deal of money assisting the development of large scale farming ventures
such as the Delta Barley Project, the Point McKenzie Project, and the
other development projects planned such as Delta Il and Nenana. These
projects are important and necessary if the total infrastructure for the
agricultural industry, especially marketing, is to be established. But
we must not, in doing this, neglect another very important segment of
the industry--the small farmers. In many ways these small farmers, if
assisted, will provide the necessary nucleus and stability that is so
necessary to the success of an industry of this Kkind.

House Bill 38 will provide the kind of assistance needpd and is important
for the following reasons: (1) To make possible the development of
Alaska®"s sniall farms into more viable economic units; (2) To provide for
the exercise of influence over the kind of land cleared and technical
guidance on tne method of clearing; and (3) To encourage, preserve and
strengthen tne small farms of Alaska as a continuing viable component of
Alaska agriculture and the economy of the state.

I do not view assistance with land clearing as a direct subsidy. The
State will be cost-sharing with farmers as an incentive to carry out
necessary soil preserving measures in the development of the land. The
Federal Government has been doing this for many years under the USDA
Agricultural Conservation Program. Cost-sharing by the State of this
nature must be looked upon as an investment in the development of an
important renewable resource which will pay back dividends many fold as
the agricultural industry prospers and thus adds to the overall economy
and growth of the sta*e.

Assistance in conserving and developing the prime agricultural soils -3
coming more and more to be considered the responsibility of the stal
rather than the Federal Government. Many states are already funding
cost-sharing nrograins and more are in the making. Our new Secretary of
Agriculture, Mr. John Block, has been emphasizing that the Federal
Government will offer only technical assistance to protect prime agri—
cultural land from soil erosion and loss to other uses. Mr. Block
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stresses that though the continued loss of agricultural land is a '"crisis
in the making," state and local governments will have to take the lead
in halting it. 1 think this is the trend and it will continue.

Past history has proven that farmers without incentives, in most instances
will not take the necessary costly measures themselves to properly
conserve and protect the prime agricultural soils. We cannot expect

them to do this. Land preservation and enhancement measures have long
lasting effects reaching far beyond the life span of individuals. It is
therefore difficult for an individual farmer to see how he will recover
the costs during his lifetime.

It is the public that benefits in the long run and this is, of course,
the justification for cost-sharing in the first place. We cannot expect
farmers to borrow the money, even at low interest rates, to carry out
long lasting conservation measures. Experience has shown tl.at they will
not. The money mu~t be paid back with interest and most small farmers,
while in the development phase of their business, can ill afford to be
saddled with additional indebtedness.

For the reasons | have given, | urge passage of House Bill 38. It would
undoubtedly do more for the small farmers of our state than anything

else we can do now. For some 15 years, the Federal Government cost-
shared for land clearing in Alaska. This has perhaps been the single
most important aid over the years to the development of the agricultural
base which we now have, but budget constraints will no longer allow the
Federal Government to do this. It is time the State assumed this respond
bility.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

CHARLES F. MARSH

State Executive Director

Agricultural Stabilization & Conservation Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture

cc:
The Honorable H. "Pappy" Moss
The Honorable Jalmer Kerttula
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Funding Information Introduced: 2/4/81

General Fund 4,000,000 Referred: Resources and
Other Funds -0- Finance
54,0 ffFfTTnro
IN THE HOUSE BY MOSS
LHOUSE BILL NO. 75
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act making a special appropriation to the Depart—

ment of Natural Resources; and providing for an effec—

tive date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Sectionl. The sum of $4,000,000 is appropriated from the general fund
to the Department of Natural Resources for cost-sharing for the clearing and
breaking of land on small farms.

* Sec. 2. The unexpended and unobligated portion of the appropriation
made by this Act lapses into the general fund June 30, 1986.

* Sec. 3. I/his Act takes effect on the effective date of an Act entitled

"An Act relating to the development of small farms; and providing for an

effective date."”

1B 75
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Introduced: 2/4/81
Referred: Resources and

Finance
IN THE HOUSE BY MOSS AND BEIRNE
HOUSE BILL NO. 38
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the development of small farms j
and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. DECLARATION OF POLICY. It is the policy of the state to
promote the development and stability of small farms as a component of
Alaskan agriculture through the use of a cost-sharing program administered
by the department for clearing and breaking land in a manner consistent with
soil and water conservation policies.

* Sec. 2. AS 03 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:

CHAPTER 12. ALASKA SMALL FARM DEVELOPMENT ACT.

Sec. 03.12.010. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. The department shall
establish and administer a program of cost-sharing for the development
of small farms by offering financitl assistance for the clearing and
breakirg of land to owners or holders of agricultural rights to eligible

land.

Sec. 03.12.020. ELIGIBLE LAND. (@ Only land which the depart-

\

-£3>
ment determines has 9 %%il capability classification of-15 o¥r%TKis

eligible for the cost-sharing program under this chapter.

/AW J
(b) Land which ¢ 'ntams gnger W|th commercial value is not

eligible for cost-sharing money until the timber on that land has been

used.
(c) Land whicn 1is the subject of a long-term agricultural loan
for clearing under AS 03.10 is not eligible for cost-sharing money.
(d In order for any land to be eligible for cost-sharing undp.r

-1- HB 38



this section all the land controlled by the person applying for cost-
sharing must be managed in a manner consistent with the principles of
soil and water conservation as determined by the department or the
Ac.ricul wUral Stabiliza.tion aVil Conservation Service of the United
States Department of Agriculture.

Sec. 03.12.025. ELIGIBLE PERSONS. If the agricultural rights to
eligible land are held by a person other than the owner of the land,
the holder of those agricultural rights 1is the person eligible to
submit the development plan and to receive the money under the cost-
sharing program.

Sec. 03.12.030,, DEVELOPMENT PLAN. (@) In order to receive
cr r-sharing money from the department for the purpose of clearing and
breaking eligible land the owner of land or, if the agricultural rights
are held by a person other than the owner, the holder of agricultural
rights to the land must submit a development plan for approval by the
dcpai. Lme.it.

(b> In preparing a development plan the owner of the eligible
land or the holder of agricultural rights to the land must obtain
technical services and consultation from the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service of the United States Department of Agriculture.

Sec. 03.12,040. LIMITATION ON COST-SHARING MONEY. The department
miy pay a person with an approved development plan cost-sharing money
subject to the following limitations:

(1) 75 percent of the cost of clearing land up to a maximum
of $200 per acre or 75 percent of the cost of breaking up land to a
maximum of $100 per acre;

(2) $7,500 per farm in one calendar j?.ar; and

(3 $30,000 per farm.
Sec. 03.12.050. REPAYMENT OF COST-SHARING MONEY. (g) |If eligible

-2- HB 38



*

land is not put into production as crop or pasture land within three
years after, cost-sharing money is paid to uhe owner of the land or to
<. holder of the agricultural rights to the land, the cost-sharing
jioney shall be repaid to the department by the recipient of the money.

(b) If eligible land does not remain in production as crcp or
pasture land for at least seven consecutive years after the owner of
the 1land or the holder of the agricultural rights to the land receives
cost-sharing money from the department, the cost-sharing money shall be
repaid to the department by the recipient of the money.

Sec. 03.12.060. DEFINITION. In this chapter, "department" means
the Department of Natural Resources.

2C. AS 03.12 is repealed on June 30, 1986.

* Sec, 3. This Act takes effect July 1, 1981.



DRAFT

A PROPOSED STATE-FEDERA j SMALL FARM PROJECT

STATE: State of Alaska
SCOPE: Statewide
PROJECT TITLE: Improvement of Alaska®s Small Farms

Project Description and Objectives:

This project is proposed as a joint State-Federal assistance
project with the State of Alaska providing the cost-share
money and the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service (ASCS-USDA) administering the project through its
county offices and county committee system.

Objectives of the project are: (1) To make possible the
development of Alaska®s small farms into more viable *
economic size units through a cost-share program enabling
farmers to clear and develop more cropland thereby in—
creasing individual farm income; (2) To exercise influence
over the kind of land that is cleared and to provide

guidance and technical assistance on the method of removing
the existing vegetation; (3) To encourage, preserve and
strengthen the small farms of Alaska as a eonlL.inuing viable
component of Alaska agriculture and the economy of the State.

Through an already existing cooperative agreement, technical
services will be fprovided by the Soil Conservation Service
(SCS) through ASCS. Cost-share limitation will be $7,500

per farm per year with a maximum total assistance limitation
of $30,070 per farm under the project. The $7,500 limitation
will allov; more acres to be developed at one time and thus
lower the cost per acre. Other necessary conservation
practices will be funded through ASCS under the regular
Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP).

cost of clearing not to exceed $200 per acre and 75 percent
of the actual cost of breaking not to exceed $100 per acre.



Number of Farmers, Economic Situation, Etc.:

It is estimated there are now 300-400 small farms 1in Alaska
which are economically underdeveloped and unprofitable
largely because farmers have lacked the necessary capital
required to clear and develop sufficient acres to allow the
application of best management practices and realize
economies of scale in the production of crops and livestock.
Because of this situation, most small farmers in Alaska are
forced into a subsistence type of operation with little
.prospect of organizing and developing their farms into
profitable economic units.

The State of A "aska has transferred and. will continue to
transfer more agricultural land into private ownership. The
boroughs also are disposing of agricultural 1land. Purchasers
of this land receive only the agricultural interest rights

to the land and must, in some instances, submit and follow
specific approved development plans.

Without assistance in clearing and developing this agricultural
land, a critical situation develops wherein the small farm
landowners find themselves unable to meet development schedules
The seller is then faced with the alternatives of either taking
back the land or excusing or ignoring the development plans
which were required as a part of the purchase contract. Even~
where development plans are not required, v*ithout assistance
development will likely be sporadic and insignificant.

This much needed land use adjustment will be accomplished
under this project in the interest of soil and water conserva—

tion and in keeping with the capabilities of the land. Only
those lands with soil capability classification 11 and I1I1 will
be eligible for cost-sharing under this project. "Ais 1Is in

harmony with the.current State land classification policy-
wherein only land with capability class 11 and 11l soils are
classified as agricultural land.

Through the exercise of control over the kinu of land that is
developed and the clearing method used, 1t will be possible
to minimize the erosion hazards which could cost millions of
dollars to correct in the future.

USDA Involvement:

ASCS through 1its county commi ictee system will administer the
project and will provide the cost-share money for the correc—
tion and control of other conservation problems. SCS will

provide technical assistance in carrying out the clearing and
breaking practice.

State Involvement:

The State of Alaska will provide $800,000 per year cost-share
money for the clearing and breaking practice under the project.

Completion Date: 1986



ENHANCEMENT OF SMALL FAJILY FARM LAND RESOURCES

A Purpose. To achieve needed land use adjustments and
improvements in the interest of soil and water conser —
vation and in keeping with the capabilities of the Iland
and thus to encourage, preserve and strengthen the small
farm as a continuing component of Alaska agriculture.

B Applicabillty. To lands with soil capability classifi-
cation Il and 111.

C "Policies. t

1 Cost-sharing may be authorized for removal of
existing vegetation by mechanical means.

2 Land under this practice must be devoted to crop
or pasture wichin three (3) years following the
program year in which the practice 1is started.

3 Burning will be permitted only 1in the areas where
allowed by applicable State and/or borough regulations.

4 Necessary conservation measures must have been applied
to all other land under the applicant®s control 1in
order for him/her to qualify for this practice.

5 Under this practice, this acreage must remain 1in
agricultural production for a minimum of seven years
following completion of the practice or cost-shares
must be repaid.

6 Land having timber with commercial value is not
applicable to this p. =ictice until such timber 1is
utilized.

7 This practice is not applicable on land using State
homestead credits for clearing or State agricultural
projects with long term land clearing loans.

D "Specifications. This practice shall be performed 1in
accordance with SCS standards and specifications.

E Technical Responsibility. Assigned to CS.
F Maximum Cost-Share Rates. 75 percent of actual cost not

to exceed $200 per acre for clearing and $100 per acre for
breaking.
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United States Agricultural Alaska State ASCS Office
Department of Stabilization and 2221 E. Northern L|g1hts Blvd. Suite 201
Agriculture Concervation Service Anchorage, Alaska 9950%

October 9, 1980

Honorable H. "Pappy" Moss
Alaska House of Representatives
P.O. Box 182

Delta Junction, Alaska 99737

Dear Pappy: ,

fou will recall that ASCS Administrator Ray Fitzgerald and | visited with you

over lunch at the Delta Field Day in August regarding a ﬁossible proposal to
initiate a land clearing i)ractice similar to the one we had for a number of yea«s
prior to 1980. Existing legislation for ACP does not permit the inclusion of
production oriented practices. They say we are bringing new land into production
and therefore, will not allow ACP funds to be used in cost-sharing on the practice.
ACP funds can only be used for conservation practices.

Ray "itzgerald had just come from our State ASCS Conference which we held in
Fairbanks prior to the field day. At the conference, | suggested asking the
State of Alaska to provide the cost-share money for the land clearing practice
and ASCS would administer the practice, as we did in the past, through our
existing county offices and county committee system. This would give assistance
to \laska's small farmers and the State would savemoneybdy not havin.j to set
up a duplicate administrative system. Besides, it would hold down the expansion
and cost of State government.

Mr. Fitzgerald thought this was a good idea and at Delta, you will recall, aske*4
us to pull together a joint State-Federal proposal and indicated it would probably
receive favorable approval on the national level.l am enclosing a copy of this
proposal for yourperusal. Please look it over and give us your comments and
suggestions. Any help you can give will be appreciated. While it Is tentatively
written with the State providing the. cost-share money, this arrangement could be
changed if ASCS would see fit to share the funding, however this does not appear
very likely.

| feel it would be a waste of time and effort to try to get the practice reinstated

under the regular ACP as it was before being disallowed. | have enclosed some
background material which will give you an idea of some of the dialogue we have
had on the practice. We battled national for three years but to no avail. They

finally said "no more" and disallowed the clearing practice for 1980. E.en if
they were somehow persuaded to again allow the practice under ACP, our State
allocation Is pitiably small and must be used for existing high priority conserva-
tion and pollution abatement problems.



Most Federal and State agencies heartily endorse the concept of this proposal;
i.e., need for it, etc., and | am enclosing a few letters that have come in on
it so far. Of course, our county ASC committees and State ASC Committee and

all farmers are strongly for it.  This project, if funded, would probably do

more to assist the small farmers in Alaska than anything else we could do for
them.

Again, we appreciate your interest in and strong support for agriculture. Do.
not hesitate to call me on this or anything else at any time. Good luck on
election day.

Sincerely yours,

CHARLES F. MARSH
State Executive Director

Enclosures



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
(} Agricultural Stabilization and Conftervatton Scrv

Memoran um U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

70
In Reply Refer to:

FROM Director/ Conservation and Environmental Protection Division

subject* Request for Proposed Special Practice for Fiscal Year 1980 -
Conserving and Protecting Rural Land Resources - Your Memorandum
of January 17 {
We have carefully reviewed the provisions of the above proposed
special practice. You indicate in the documentation submitted with
the request that new lands would be brought into production and at
present, no conservation problem exists, only a potential one. There
are no provisions under the ACP which would allow cost-sharing for 9
such items. It is for these reasons that the proposed special practice

of conserving and protecting rural land resources is not approved for

cost-sharing under the ACP.



subject:

Date:  june 20, 1930
In Reply Raler to: : #

Disapproval of.Special ACP-Practices

The Alaska State ASC Committee appeals the decision of CEPD to -
disapprove Alaska"s Special ACP Practices, SP14 - Conserving and
Protecting Rurcl Land Resources (for 1980) and SP15 - Removal of

Berm Rows and Berm Piles (for 1979 and 1980). -

Alaska"s farmer elected county committeemen in all counties of
Alaska, without, exception, are unanimous in their requestlfor these
special practice"s and emphasize the statewide need for tlem. The

STC recognizes the fact that these committeemen know their respective
counties best - with their particular micro climate, soils, etc.

The STC feels quite strongly that Alaska is indeed unique and has
special problem> unlike those encountered elsewhere in the

United States. Unless these special problems are understood, and
delt with, an iniustice may be done to Alaska"s farmers and soil
erosion problems lay be allowed to develop which could cost millions
of dollars in remedial measures to correct in the future. Ue would
appear very shortsighted not to take these factors into consideration.

The STC acknowledges the fact that new land is coming into production.
But rather than contributing to it, these practices assist in screening
out land unsuitable for development and provide participating farmers
with the necessary technical knowledge for developing the best soils

so that erosion does not occur now or in the future. The STC feels

. that USDA has a responsibility through ASCS and SCS to give technical

information and assistance to Alaska®"s landowners which will provide
them with alternatives for developing the agricultural land. Unless
some control is exercised over the kind of land in Alaska that is
developed and the way it is brought into agricultural production,
serious erosion hazards may be created. This should be avoided if

possible.

The State Comnittee also wishes to call attention to Special Practice
SP16a - Conserving and Improving Native Grass Land, which was disapproved
for Homer County for 1980. Again the STC feels that a closer look

should be taken iw an effort to understand the conservation problem
involved. While it can be argued that it is production oriented, the
Committee points out that the purpose for carrying out soil conservation
measures 1is to maintain the productive capacity of our soils. Every
conservation practice affects production directly or indirectly.

Exactly where do we draw the line?



The STC requests more dialogue with Area and CEPD officials
regarding these special practices hoping that a better under—
standing of Alaska®"s conservation needs may result and that our
farmers may reap the greatest benefits in the long run. We are
again enclosing a copy of a letter received in January, 1979
from W. E. Long, State Conservationist in Alaska, giving SCS's
justification and support of two of these special practices.
The STC hereby urges reconsideration and reinstatement of these
special practices.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
2221 East Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 129, Anchorage, Alaska 99504

January 31, 1979

Charles Marsh-

State Executive Director

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Anchorage, Alaska

De«r Mr. Marsh:

Re: ACP Special Practices in Alaska

The ACP practices, Conserving and Protecting Rural Land Resources, and
Removal of Berm Rows and Berm piles, are two practices that are designed
to specifically meet the conservation needs of Alaskan farms. Through
the use of these practices, the best agricultural soils are developed
and permit land management that will avoid the erosion problems that are
so prevalent in other areas of the United States.

In the.early years of farmland development in Alaska, many acres were
cleared and partially developed only to find that the soil was not
suitable for agricultural use. This created an economic burden on the
landowners and also unnecessarily disturbed the environment.

Unplanned land clearing can create erosion hazards. These include wind
erosion, water erosion, and hazards due to thawing of permafrost soils
with high ice content. Although there is no absolute v/ay of fully
predicting the permafrost hazards, soil surveys and SCS staff experience
under previous ACP work has generally provided guidelines that minimize
the hazard.

The permafrost problem is exemplified by one field cleared by a home-
steader near Fairbanks without technical assistance. He produced three
annual crops of barley before the field became too rough to farm. The
roughness was from thawing ice lenses which resulted in severe soil
subsidence. Today, there areseveral small lakes in that abandoned

field.

On sloping land the methodof clearing and stacking the clearing residues
is important tc minimizingerosion hazards. It is often necessary to

use the clearing residues as temporary conservation diversions, dams,
etc. These are used untila field is developed to the extent that
adequate agronomic or other conservation practices can be installed to
stabilize the field. In other areas care must be taken to prevent the
interception of water by bermpile, causing the concentration of flow,

resulting in gully erosion.



Hr. Charles Marsh 2
January 31, 1979

ACP land development procedures (Conserving and Protecting Rural Land
Resources) have been important to assure sound development of Alaska
agricultural soils. The effects of the two practices can be summarized
as providing for:

1. The development of or"iy soils that have adequate agricultural
potentials.
2. The development of soil resources in an enviromentally sound manner

that minimizes erosion hazards, arctic and subarctic development
hazards, and undue overall environmental hazards. 1 In most of
Alaska, land clearing must be accomplished in the winter months or -
when the ground is frozen, to prevent the loss of topsoil during

the process. It is very important that proper methods be used,

and, inspection provided for through ACP assures development with
minimum environmental degradation.

3. These ACP practices have had an important effect of getting technical
assistance to a land owner before any development occurs, and 1in
effect, providing the opportunity to "do it right" as® the the farms
are developed.

4. In Alaska it has been graphically demonstrated that agricultural
soils, properly developed, have greatly enhanced wildlife values
for both moose and migrating waterfowl.

It should be noted that the 1978 Soil and Water Resources Conservation
Act (RCA) public hearings listed soil erosion as a low concern in
Alaska.. It is suggested the reason for this is that conservation
agencies have been very instrumental in providing guidance to farm
development before the actual development starts. As the ACP practice,
Developing Rural Land Resources, has been Alaska®s number one cost share
practice, we suggest that this has been the major factor for sound
overall development of farmland in Alaska.

All county committees in the state require that a complete conservation
plan be developed with the local soil conservation subdistrict before

any cost share car be given. As a result, virtually all cooperating ACP
farms have a conservation plan, and again, these plans were prepared
before any land development occurred -- setting the stage for technically
sound guided development.

State Conservationist



June 16, 1980

The Honorable Bob Bergland - /
Secretary

Department of Agriculture *
14th Street and Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Secretary Bergland: m

I am writing to urge the reinstatement by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture of Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP)
practices ot land development that are uniquely suited to
Alaska.

In the past, two practices, "Conserving and Protecting Rural
Resources™ and "Removal of Berm Rows and Berm Piles,” have
been included in the ACP cost-share program for Alaskan farmers.
It is my understanding that while the FY 31 appropriation to
the ASCS program in Alaska has not been cut, these two practices
have now been declared inconsistent with Department of Agricul —
ture policy because they are production rather than conser —
vation oriented.

While it is true that some Alaskan farmers are putting new
lands into production, many agricultural officials 1in the
State maintain that the ACP cost-sharing program has been a
major factor in the prudent development of farmland in our
state. The value of the ACP program is that it provides the
farmer with necessary technical assistance before any develop—
ment occurs, thereby 1insuring sound development of soils that
have adequate agricultural potential. This is particularly
important in the fragile arctic and sub-arctic conditions
where erosion and destruction of topsoil can be easily accom—
plished. In most of Alaska, land clearing must be performed
when the ground 1is frozen to prevent loss or permanent damage
to the topsoil.

The use of berm rows and other clearing residues have an
important impact in Alaska. These practices minimize erosion
and improve drainage. Further, by 1improving the quality of
agricultural soils, they have greatly enhanced wildlife values
for some big game and migrating waterfowl.



The Honorable Bob Bergland
June 16, 1980
Page 2

Federal agricultural programs designed for fully developed
farm areas often exclude the emerging Alaskan farmer. One
notable exception has been the ACP cost-share program 1in
Alaska, which promotes the philosophy that a relatively small
amount of money spent now on prevention will multiply.in value
as more agricultural land is developed in Alaska. It will be
far more costly in the future to remedy present day mistakes,
if they can be repaired at all.

It is my belief that the two practices of land clearing done
in Alaska do comply with the 1intent of ASCS policy in that
they have great long-range conservation and pollution abatement
effects, despite the fact that they are being instituted on
new Tfarmland. I hope you will give full consideration to
reinstituting these practices.

Sincerely yours,

Terry Miller
Lieutenant Governor

cc: The Honorable Ted Stevens
The Honorable Mike Gravel
The Honorable Don Young

bcc: Mr. Bob Palmer, Special Projects
Mr. Nick Carney
i/Mr. Charles Marsh
Mr. Bob Pollock
Mr. James Fisher
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October-1, 1980

TO: Alaska State ASCS Office
2221 E. Northern Lights - Suite 201
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

FROM: Alaska Soil Conservation District

At their meeting of October 3, 1930 the Alaska Soil Conservation
District Board of Directors reviewed the proposed State-Federal
Small Farm Project which was submitted by your office. After
discussing this proposal the Board issued the following statement:

The Alaska Soil Conservation District Board of Directors
endorses the concept of a State funded land clearing

cost-sharing program.

If we can be of any further assistance, please feel free to contact
us at the Division of Agriculture.

Sincer<""y yours,

Harvey C>
Conservation Coordinator

paw

il

OCT 8 1980

AT .A3S&
ASCS OFFICE



DEP/ RTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 126
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

Administrator Ray Fitzgerald

Agricultural Stabilization & Conservation Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Washington, D.C. 20250

Re: Proposed State/Federal Project to lend ASCS structure to Alaska for
cost share program.

The proposed project for improvement of Alaska ™ small farms by a
State-Federal Project which would lend the Agricultural Stabilization &
Conservation Service (ASCS) structure and network to the state for
distribution of state provided incentive payments, appears to be the
very type of activity desirable to help Alaska move towards agricultural
self-sufficiency.

It would seem the project would encourage and enhance conservation
practices in a way, and in a sector of activity, in the state of Alaska
which ordinarilly might not be exposed to such conservation emphasis.
The experience of ASCS should permit administration without immediate
addition of state employment. However, the oxperience itself would
provide a reservoir of knowledge for future activities and assist state
renewable resource development.

The 1idea of encouraging careful and appropriate clearing practices seems
essential since such activity will go on regardless of Federal policy
disapproval. As a matter of fact, the state®s land disposal policy, in
some instances, almost mandates clearing. Therefore, it is highly
desirable the appropriate conservation practices be encouraged, with a
cooperative commitment of the farmers entering on newly opened Alaska
land.

The emphasis on 100 small farmers per year would seem to dovetail with

the land disposal sales made by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources.
The proposed clearing rotes per acre appear realistic enough to lend
reasonable thrust to conservation practices. The limitation would also

be more valuable to the small farmers which would match USDA initiatives

to help that sector of agriculture.

I would enthusiastically endorse and encourage this program in any way
possible.

h‘E . < ¥ A *
James E. Fisher
U,S. Department of Agriculture
Representative

cc: Office of Intergovernmental Affairs

Encl.



2651 Providence Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99504
Phone: (907)263-1866

September 25, 1980

Charles F. Marsh
State Executive Director

ASCS
2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd.
Suite 125

Anchorage, AK 99504
Dear Charlie:

I appreciated the opportunity to renew the proposal for "A

Proposed State-Federal Small Farm Project."” The objectives

in the proposal are well stated. The proposal®s objectives

fit well the objectives that the Cooperative Extension Service

has for Alaska®"s small farmers. I certainly hope that the proposal
is funded. Our CES staff work with all of the farmers that will

be involved and we will give full support through our programs to
this project.

Peter M. Probasco
Associate Director

baf

CC Dr. James W. Matthews
Al Epps

UNIVERSITY OFALASKA. AND U.S.DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE COOPERATING
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Mr. Speaker:
The Commi ttee on RESOURCES has had HB 47

"An Act establishing mandatory imprisonment and fines as penalties
for violation of hunting Jaws prohibiting waste of moose and caribou."”

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[ 1 do pass [ ] do not pass
[ ] do pass with attached amendments(s)
) [ 1 same title
[ 1 replace with CS for F‘%n, ) I X[ new title
and recommends i X X 1
[ 1 AmD attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Committee

MEMBERS HAVING
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

2y —fMlyt iy

//
'-i|\7!H lt‘it-' 7t

CHATRMAN
H 60 (Rev. 12/78)



Draft of propsed Amendments for HB.A7

*Section 1. AS 16.30.010 iS amended Dy:

(d) In this section, "most of the edible meat” of a
big game:3?wild% food animal means no less than the meat of the
ribs, neck and brisket, and the meat of the front quarters, as far
as the juncture of the humerus and the radius-ulna (knee), and the
meat of the hindquarters, as far as the distal Jount of the tibia-
fibula (stifle joint) and that portion of the animal between
the front and the hindquarters except the viscera. However; the followi
is not considered edible meat:
(1) the meat of the head;

(2) any meat that has been damaged and made inedible by the
method of taking; and

(3) the bones, sinew, and incidental meat reasonably lost as a
resu?.t jf boning or a close trimming of the bones.

(e) In this section, "most of the edible meat* of a small game
animal means no less than the meat of the breast.

(" IT a person is convicted under this section cf failing to
salvage edible meat of a big game food animal-, the court shall impose
a minimum sentence of imprisonment of 5 days and a rlnimum fine of
$2500 and shall, 1in addition, Impose loss of huntir.g privlledges for
that year and the year following. The execution of the minimum
sentence under this subsection may not be suspended nor may probation
be granted until the minimum Imprisonment provided in this section
has been served. Imposition of sertence may not be suspended.
ASection 11. AS 16.30.030 is amended:

(2) "big game"sgwild®afood animal™ includes a moose, caribou,
mountain sheep, mountain goat, feral reindeer, deer elk, bison, musk ox.

10FIVEUS goose, brant, wilson or jack snipe, grouse and ptarmigan.]

(3) "Small game wild food animal™ Includes all species of wild

waterfowl, snipe and cranes, and grouse and ptarmigan.
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USE OF GAME

5AAC 81.210. GAME AS ANIMAL FOOD OR BAIT. The use or game as food
for dogs or fur animals or as bait is prohibited with the following exceptions:

(1) the hide, skin, viscera, or bones of any game;
() the skinned carcasses of bear or for animals;
(3) hares, rahbits and red squirrels;
(@) legally taken unclassified game.

5AAC 81.215. UTILIZATION OF CARNIVORES. The hide or flesh or bears,
wolves, wolverine, coyotes, fox and lynx must be salvaged for human use.

5AAC 81216. RETRIEVAL OF BIG GAME MEAT. The meat of caribou
taken in the portions of Units 18 and 2L north of the Yukon River and Units 22
through 26 must be removed immediately or cached within 10days of taking in such
amanner that it cannot readily be reached by scavengers.

5AAC 81218 FEEDING OF GAME. Within the State of Alaska it is unlawful
to deliberately feed bears, wolves, foxes or wolverine or to deliberately leave human
food or %arba%e in suel: @ manner that it attracts such animals. This docs not apply to
the use of legal bait materials used in trapping fur animals.

QUANTITY OF MEAT TO BE SALVAGED FROM
WILD FOOD ANIMALS (AS 16.30.010)

(a) It is unlawlul for a person who kills a wild food animal to intentionally,
knowingly, recklessly or nequlgently_ fail to salva?e for human consumption most of
the edible meal ol a wild food animal, unless Tie shows that failure to salvage the
meat was due to circumstances beyond his control, including but not limited to:

(D lossin the Held to another animal;
(2) weather or other acts of God;
(3) then.

() If the edible meal is not lawfully salvaged =~ human con.aunption under
(a) of ‘this section, the person who killed ‘the animal is guilty of a misdemeanor and
upon conviction:

(1) is punishable by a fine of not more than $5,000, or by imprisonmen'

for not'more than six months, or by both; and

(2, shall surrender to the Department of Fish and Game all portions of
the animal that have been salvaged.

(c) The shooting of a wild food animal is prima facie evidence of intent to kill

gd) [n Ibis section, most of the edible meat" of a wild food animal means no
less, than the meat or the | out quarters, as far as the juncture of the humerus and the
radius ulna (knee), and_the meat of the,hmdq'uarters, as far as the distal joint of the
tihiafilmla (stifle” joint) and thai portion of the anjmal between the’front- and
hindquarters except the viscera and the meal of the ribs. However, the following is
not considered edible meat:

(1) the meal of the head and the neck;

_(2) any meat that has been damaged ar.ii made Inedible by the method or
taking; and

USE OF GAME

) the bones, sinew, and incidental meat reasonably lost as a result of bon-
ing or a close trimming of the bones. AS 16.30.010

NOTICE TO HUNTERS

Hunters who jakc Pame, and who may not wish to utilize all the moat
legally required to be salvaged, arc urged to"contact the village council of the
néarest town or village to offer the meat for their use. Wild game is important
to many local Alaskans.

POSSESSION OF RAW HORNS OR ANTLERS (AS 16.30.012)

(@) It is unlawful to possess the raw horns or antlers of a wild food animal
without its being accompanied by most of its edible meat unless:

(D) most of its edible meat was salvaged in accordance with law;

(2) the horns or antlers were acquired by gift from another person after
the associated meat was salvaged; .

(3) .the meat was lost due to circumstances beyond POSSEssor’s
control, including loss in the field to another animal, weather or other acts of
God, or theft. . .

(b) If & person who possesses raw horns or antlers without its b
panied by most of its edible meat raises ajustificatjon specified in (a)(l
section, additional corioborating evidence of that justification may be
the department. In this section: ~ . .

(1) “being accompanied” means having most of the meat in actual
Possessmn with“llm horns or antlers unless (he person is engagil_ng in the act of
ransporting most of the meat front the same animal in Por ions at different
times but in a continuous manner without unnecessary interruption, from the
place of taking to its destination for human consumption;

_ (2 "raw" means an appearance, by reasonable observation, that indicates
its having been taken from a wild food animal during the current or most recent
lawful hunting season for that animal.

ging accom-
)(3) of this
required by

ARTICLE 6.
CONTROLLED USE AREAS.

5AAC 81.221 DELTA MANAGEMENT AREA. That aica hounded on the
north by the Alaska Highway cast from Delta Junction to the Little Gerslle River
trail, then south c'on,? the west side of the trail to its end, then alonﬁ ali..e running
due south-southeast if, <hc west bank of (he Johnson River, then soutAwest along the
west_bank of the Johnson River and Johnson Glacier to Mount Gakona (latitude
63°17'N, longitude 145°12'W) then due west to the north edge of Canwcll Glacier,
then west along the north ed%e of Canwcll Glacier and north bank of Miller Creek to
the Richardson Highway (latitude 63°22'N, longitude 145°45W) then across the



DEFINITIONS

5AAC 90.020. DEFINITIONS. 11 chapters 81-90 of this title:

~ AIRPORT means an AUrka airport listed in the Federal Aviation Agency Alaska
Airman's Guide and Chart Supph-ment;

ANIMAL, for the purpose of these regulations, means those species with a
vertebral column (backbone):

BAG LIMIT means the greatest number ofgame species permitted to be
taken by any one person in the Unit or portion of a Unit in which the taking occurs;
however, additional numbers of a species may be taken in another designate
open Unit or portion of a Unit where a greater limit on such species is prescribed; in
no-ease may the total or cumulative bag for one person exceed the limit set forthe
Unit or portion of a Unit in which the additional game was taken;

_BIG GAME ANIMALS includes black hear, brown .and grizzly hear hison.
caribou. Sitka biacktail deer, elk, mountain goat, moose, muskoxen, mountain or
Uall sheen, woll and wolverine;

BOW means long bow, recurve bow, and compound bow, but not crossbows.

“BROW TINE means a tine on the anterior portion of a moose antler, typically
projecting forward from the base of the antler toward the nose;

CAMP means a structure erected for the purpose of providing overnight shelter
and equipped with bedding and eating facilities for occupants;

CLOSED SEASON means the time during which game may r.ot be taken;

. CUB BEAR means a brown, grizzly or polar bear in its first or second year of
life, or a black bear (including the Cinnamon and blue-color phases) in its first year of

life;

DIRE EMERGENCY is limited to a situation in which a person:

1) isinaremote area; . _

2) 1S involuntarily experiencing an absence of food required for sustainment:

3) if wild game food is not immediately taken and consumed, will be unable
to perform the functions necessary for survival, leading to a high risk of death or
serious and permanent healthgrob,lemi' and o ,

4) cannot expect to Obtain alternative food sources in time to avoid the
consequences described in (3) above;

FALCONRY means the sport of taking game by means of trained raptors.

FUR ANIMALS includes beaver, coyote*, arctic fox, red fox, lynx, marten, mink
and weasel, muskrat, land otter, sea otter, raccoon, red squirrél, flying squirrel
groun? squirrel and marmot, wolf and wolverine, excepting domestically raised fur
animals;

GAME. All species rtf birds and mammals, including feral domestic aiitmals,
found or that may be introduced in Alaska, except domestic birds and mammals;
provided, however, that "game” as herein defined is further classified by regulations
as big game, small game, fur animals, marine mammals, ami unclassified game;

HIGHWAY means the drivcable surface of any constructed road;

MARINE MAMMALS includes walruses, fur scal\ hair seals, sea lions, sea otters.
porpoises, belukhas, and other whales;

NONRESIDENT Any person who docs not qualify as a resident herein defined;
MOTORIZED VEHICLE means a motor-driven land, water nr air conveyance;

DEFINITIONS

. OPEN SEASON means the time during which game ma?( lawfully be taken, each
period of lime prescribed as an open season includes the first and ast days of the
period prescribed;

~ PERMIT HUNTS as used in S AAC 81.055, means hunts in which permits are
issued on a drawing or registration basis;

DRAWING PERMIT means a ﬁermit issued to a limited rumbcr jf people who
arc selected by means of a lottery held for all persons submlttln%,valld applications
for s-, permits and who agree fo abide by the conditions specitied for each hunt,
ar.[j.

REGISTRATION PERMIT means a permit issued to an unlimited number of
persons who agree with the conditions specified for each hunt;

PERSON, for purposes of hunting and trapping regulations (chapters 8L and
84). means a natural Ferson and docs not “include "a corporation, company,
partnership, firm, association, organization, business trust or society;

, tF?OISON means any substance which is toxic or poisonous upon contact or
ingestion;

RAW IVORY means a walrus tusk (upper canine tooth) which has not been
endowed with functional cultural or aesthetic qualities by altering, its natural form or
surface through,carvm% drilling, cutting, filing, or engraving: raw’ivory is not altered,
in (he connofation of his definition, b)( surface pollshm? or for a head mount; the
latter consisting of ivory (tusks) in a skull or part of a skull;

REGULATORY YEAR means July | to June 30, inclusive;

RESIDENT. A person who for 12 consecutive months has maintained a
permanent place of abode within the state and who has continually maintained his
voting residence in the state; and in the ease of a partnership, association, joint stock
company, trust or corporation, resident shall mean one that has its main office or
headquarters in the state; provided, however, that any member of the military
services who has been stationed in the stale for the immediately preceding 12
consecutive months shall lie considered a resident, and the dependent of any such
member, who has been living in the state for the immediately preceding year shall
likewise be considered a resident; provided, further that a person who is an alien, hut
who for three years maintained a permanent place of abode within the state, shall
likewise be considered a resident;

SEALING is the placm? of a mark or tag on a portion of an animal by an
authorized representative of the Department of Fish and Game in accordance with
requlatory requirements that such specimens he sealed. ‘Sealm_?_" usuallg includes the
provision” and recording of information concerning the conditions under which the
animal was harvested and may include measurements of the specimen submitted for
“sealing" aml/or the surrendering of specific portions of the animal for biological
PUTPOSES;

SEAL PUP means a seal that weighs less than 50 pounds;

SECOND DEGREE OF KINDRED means the relatives who are parents,
gragdparents, children, grandchildren and sister;, or brothers of the person acting as a
quide;
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DEFINITIONS

SEVEN-EIGHTHS CURL HORN means the hom of a mature mountain sheep,
the tip of which has grown through seven-eighths of a circle (3)5°2), described by the
outer surche of the horn, as viewed from the side. (Beginning in 1979. 7/8 curl is the
minimum legal size sheep o

7/8 CURL

315

SKIN means any tanned or untnnned hide of an animal, including claws;

SMALL GAME me_amf< all species of grouse, hares, rabbits, ptarmigan and
waterfowl, and Wilson or jacksnipe;

~ TAKE means takin?(,, pursuing, hunting, fishing, trappin%, orin any manner
dlsturbmg, capturing, or killing, or attempting to take, pursue, hunt, fish, trap, or in
any manner capture or kil fish"or game;

_ TINE or antler poinl refers to an){ point on an antler whose length is at least one
gg?gsglth)e bags%.m addi.ion, greater inlength than its width measured in a straight line

. TRANSPORT means shipping, carrying, importing, exporting, or receiving or
dellver,-\r;g for's |F|$Jment, carrs|a eporgexporf/; g, Importing, exporting g

ldNCL/.-\SSIFIED GAME means all species of game not otherwise classified in
these definitions;

~ UNIT means one of the 26({;eogr,aphical areas listed under Game Management
Units in the codified hunting, trapping and guiding regulations and the” Game
Management Unit Map of Alaska;

-WILD FOOD ANIMAL means wild animals incliidinp.ioacsc, caribou, mountain
sheep, mounlam eoat. reindeer, deer, elk, bison, muskox, ducks, gcru' cranes! brant.
Wilson or jacksnipe, grouse and ptarmigan.

RABIES INFORMATION
Depl. of |le'ilth & Social Services
Division of Public Health

RAMIES, a Virus disease of the centra] nervous system which is nearly always
fatal, occurs naturally in wild animal populations

Man can become infected through the bile of a rabies-infected animal ?generally
a fox, wolf, or dog) or through exposure of nn open cut or scratch to saliva of an
infected fammal. For this reaSon, plastic or rubber gloves should be worn when
skinning foxes or wolves.

_ Most diseased animals act strangely; being unnaturally withdrawn, overlK
friendly or "mad." The latter action, one in which the animal will bite or attac
anything including other animals, people > objects, is most often associated with
rabies. “Dumb" rabies also occurs, however, and should be recognized as being
equally dangerous. Paralysis, usually of the lower jaw, Is its fifst recognizable

symptom,
66
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.  CSHB 47

Title Prohibition Against Waste of Meat of Wild Food Animals

Requested by Resources Date 5/22/81

FISCAL DETAIu
Agency Affected Department of Fish and Game

Program Category Affected  NRMEC

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Game Division

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 32 FY 83 FY 84

lop  PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500  EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0-
FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERALFUND -0- -0- -0- -N

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME & -0- -0- -0-
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)

Would not affect program, except to tend to curtail wastage of game meat.

IV. DATE June 5, 1981 PREPARED BY  catherine H. Brown
AGENCY  Dpepartment 0f Fish and Game

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4100

cC: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)

FY 85

FY 86



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

I . REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. HB 47
Title "An Act Establishing Mandatory Iniprisonment/Fines For Violation of Hunting
Requested by Hnn.se resources Date 1/29/82 Laws....

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Public Safety
Program Category Affected NRVEC
BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected £|gh fi Wildlife Protection
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 82 FY 8 FY 8 FY 8 FY 38s

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL -0- “0- 0- 0- 0-

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

II1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section I11)

NO FISCAL IMPACT

ft
IV. DATE  1/29/82 PREPARED BY/ +t )1. Robert J. Stickles
AGENCY Rish szVitdiife Protection DPS
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE  760-
cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/81)

ENTERED FE3 22 13P



TABLE 1
Arrests for Waste of Moose, Caribou, Sheep, Goat and Deer
By Disposition of Case
1975 - 1980

* Data for 1980 is incomplete.
** JIncludes suspended jail sentences.

Source: Department of Public Safety, 2/10/81.



Arrests for Waste of Caribou by Disposition of Case

1975 - 1980
All
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980* Years
Arrests 10 10 5 5 30
Resident 10 9 3 2 24
N-Resident 1 2 3 . 6
Convictions 7 7 . 5 4 23
No Penalty 1 1
Fine Only 3 5 1 9
Jail Sentence
Only*=* 2 2
Revocation
of License
Only
Fine & Jail*~* 2 3 2 7
Fine, Jail**
Revocation
of Licenre 3 1 4

Fine & Revo—
cation of
License
* Data for 1980 is incomplete.

** Includes suspended jail sentences.

Source: Department of Public Safety, 2/10/81.



1975

None

1976

10

TABLE 3
Arrests for Waste of Caribou By Year
1975 - 1980
(Net penalty equals the amount actually paid
or length of time actually served.)

Fine Jail
Verdict Total Net Total Net
Fine Jail
Verdict Total Net Total Net
Resident Dismissed
Resident Guilty $ 500 $ 500 Suspended
Resident Guilt_; 500 500 Suspended
Resident Guilty 500 500 Suspended
Resident Dismissed
Resident Dismissed
Resident Guilty 10 days
Resident Guilty 50C 500 2
Resident Guilty m
Resident Guilty 500 300 60

Revocation of
License
# Months

Revocation
License
# Months

12

12

12

10 days



Arrests for Waste of Caribou

Continued
Revocation of
Fine Jail License
1977 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Month

1 Resident Guilty

2 Resident Guilty $ 500 $500

3 Resident Guilty 500 500 °

4 N-Resident Guilty 500 50°

5 Resident Guilty 500 500

6 Resident Dismissed

7 Resident Guilty 1000 400 10 days 2 days

8 Resident Dismissed .

9 Resident Dismissed

10 Resident Guilty 1000 400 10

Revocation of
Fine Jail License
1978 Verdict Total Net Total Net § Months

| N-Resident Guilty S 750 Suspended

2 .N-Resident Guilty 750 750

3 Resident Guilty 250

4 Resident Guilty 250

5 Resident Guilty 250



1979
1 Resident
2 N-Resident
3 N-Resident
4 N-Resident
5 Resident
1980

None

Arrests

Verdict
Guilty
Guilty
Guilty
Guilty

Dismissed

Verdict

for Waste of Caribou
Continued
Fine
Total Net
$ 600 $ 600
750 500
500 500
1000
%
Fine
Total Net e

Jail

Total Net

45 days

Suspended

5

Jail

Total Net

3 days

Revocation of
License
# Months

12

Revocation of
License
# Months



TABLE 4
Arrests for Waste of Sheep By Disposition of Case
19751980

Ail
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980* Years
Arrests 3 2 5 5 2 17
Residents 3 4 4 2 13
N-Residents 2 1 1 4
Convictions 2 1 1 1 2 7
No Penalty 1 1
Fine Only 1 1 2
Jail Sentence
Only*=*
Revocation
of License
Only
Fine & Jail** 1 1
cine, Jail**
& Revocation
of License 1 1
Fine and Revo -
cation of
License 2 2

* Data for 1980 1is incomplete.
** Includes suspended jail sentences.

Source: Department of Public Safety, 2/10/81.



1975

1976

1977

1978

TABLE 5

Arrests for Waste of Sheep By Year

1975 - 1980

(Net penalty equals the amount actually paid
or length of time actually served.)

Resident

Resident

Resident

N-Resident

N-Resident

N-Resident

Rebident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

N-Resident

Resident

Verdict
Dismissed
Guilty

Guilty

Verdict
Guilty

Dismissed

Verdict
Guilty
N-Guilty
N-Guilty
Dismissed

Dismissed

Verdict
N-Guilty
N-Guilty
N-Guilty

Guilty

N-Guilty

Fine

Total

$ 300

Net

Fine

Total

$1500

Net

$1500

Fine

Total

$ 500

Net

$ 500

Fine

Total

$ 500

Net

$ 500

Jail
Total Net

Jail
Total Net

30 days

Jail
Total. Net

Jail
Total Net

Revocation of

License
# Months

Revocation of

License
# Months

24

Revocation of

License
# Months

Revocation of

License
# Months



Arrests for Waste of Sheep By

1979 Verdict
1 Resident Guilty
2 Resident Guilty
1.980 Verdict

Continued

Fine
Total Net
$ 200 $ 200

200 200

Fine
Total Net

Year

Jail

Total

Net

Jail

Total

Net

Revocation of
License
# Months

12

12

Revocation of
License
# Months



1975

Arrests

Resident

N-Resident

Convictions

*

**

Source:

No Penalty
Fine Only

Jail Sentence
Only**

Revocation
of License
Only

Fine and Jail**
Fine, Jail**

& Revocation

of License

Fine and Revo—

cation of
License

Data for 1980

Includes suspended jail

is

TABLE 6
Arrests for Waste of Goats by Disposition of Case
1975~~r~1980

1976

incomplete.

sentences.

Department of Public Safety,

1977

1978

2/10/81.

1979

1980*

All
Years



TABLE 7
Arrests for Waste of Goats By Year
1975 - 1980
(Net penalty equals the amount actually paid
or the length of time actually served.)

Revocation of

Fine Jail License
1975 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months
None
Revocation of
Fine Jail License
1976 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months
None
Revocation of
Fine Jail License
1977 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months
1 Resident Guilty $1000 $ 500
2 Resident Guilty 1000 500
3 Resident Guilty 500 500
4 Resident N-Guilty
5 Resident N-Guilty
Revocation of
Fine Jai 1 License
1978 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months
1 Resident Guilty $ 150 $ 150
2 Resident Guilty 250 200
3 Resident Guilty 250 200
Revocation of
Fine Jail License
1979 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months

None



Arrests for Waste of Goats
Continued

Revocation of
Fine Jail LICGHSG

1980 Verdict Total Net To"ral Net # hﬂonths



Arrests for Waste

1975 1976

Arrests

Resident

N-Resident

Convictions

*

**

Source:

No Penalty
Fine Only

Jail Sentence
only*=*

Revocation
of License
onl>

Fine & Jail**

Fine, Jail-""
& Revoc«.+ fr.;.
of Liu...

Fine & Revo—
cation of
License

Data for 1980 is incomplete.

TABLE 8
of Deer By Disposition of Case

1975 -

1977

Includes suspended jail sentences.

Department of Public Safety,

1980

1978

2/10/81.

1979

1980*

All
Years



TABLE 9
Arrests for Waste of Deer By Year
1975 - 1980
(Net penalty equals the amount actually paid
or the length of tine actually served.)

Revocation

Fine e Jail License
1975 Verdi ct Total Net Total Net # Months
None
Revocation
Fine Jail License
1976 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months
None
Revocation
Fine Jail License
1977 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months
1 N-Re 1ident Guilty $ 500 $ 50
2 Resident Guilty 300 150 5 days 2
evocation
Fine Jail License
1978 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months
None mm
Revocation
Fine Jail License
1979 "erdict Total Net Total Net # Months
1 Resident Guilty $ 250 $ 250 Suspended
Revocation
Fine Jail License
980 Verdict Total Net Total Net # Months

of

of

of

of

of

of






HOUSE
216/81 rurTHER:  FINANCE

(11)
Date

Mr. Speaker:

The Committee on @ SOURCES has had SSHB 49

"An Act making a special appropriation to the development of Commerce
and Economic Development for the Alaska Agricultural Action Council to
construct facilities for a smal™. grains marketing system; and
providing for an effective date "

under consideration and (a majority of the connittee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[ 1 do pass [ 1 do not pass
[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)
[>*] same title
EM " replace with CS for /7 .V S [ 1 new title
and recommends O ¢ ya ~ 3
r*j AND attaches a "Letter of Intent"” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
[ i reports it back without recommendation
i 1 referred to the Commi ttee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
0.7 .
UAf/ _
o« M
£/ 07 A7 cx--. [fa- ' ms" i. -yX-' r 4 .
/ /7
(7 - <
yf,- Y
r [/
I f -/ iY 4JH ~
"/t Sr/fy /f;C
/ /

£

/ /v oW (
.-"-CHAIRMAN

H 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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REPRESENTATIVE WHILE IN JUNEAU

H. PAPPY MOSS POUCH V
P.0. BOX 182 JUNEAU ALASKA
DELTA JUNCTION. ALASKA 08737 00611

(007) 805-4304 /\CU St rtf "Represerﬁatlves (007) 463-4800

February 19, 1981

The Honorable Terry Gardiner
The Honorable Fred Zharoff
Co-Chairmen of House Resources

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I would like to thank you and members of the Committee for attending the
Joint Senate/House Resources Commit+ee when SSSB 162 was discussed. As

you know, SSHB ~9 deals with the same subject - a tidewater grain elevator
and transfer facility for handling grain grown in Alaska.

I agree with you, that if the State of Alaska wishes to develop its
renewable resources, and have this development done by the citizens of
the state, we must also be willing to make the commitment to supply the
fr>.nt-end to construct the necessary facilities.

It should also be noted that this appropriation is a loan ... a loan
to the present and future farmers of Alaska. As the production levels
increase, the amortization will be assured.

I can not emphasize strongly enough the absolute necessity of this
terminal and transfer facility for the continued expansion of agriculture
development in the state.

Sincerely,



REPRESENTATIVE WHILE IN JUNEAU

POUCH V
i F?.éFé)()YX %gss JUNEAU. ALASKA
JUNCTION, ALASKA 98737 99611

607) 65384 Mush of JRepreseniatfoes S07) 465409

February 16 , 1981

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp
Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

Madam Chairman:
Re: SSSB 162

The Delta agricultural development project is presently approaching its
second year of production. The program established 60,000 acres in the
Delta area designated for agriculture production to be sold by lottery.
Successful applicants contracted to a schedule of completing one third
of the clearing work in the first year, 60% of Class Il and IIl soils
prepared to plant by the second year and 90l by the third year.

In 1980, operating ahead of schedule, ?,600 acres were in production,
with a harvest of 8,000 tons of barley. In 1981, with the project on
schedule, 30,000 acres will be prepared for planting, with fertilizer on
order for 16,000 acres.

In-state use will account for approximately 6,000 tons of grain. The
state must be prepared to sell 15,000 tons of grain this year. If we
are truly interested in the development of agriculture in Alaska, we

must plan for an exporting capability.

In 1980,. 15 tons of grain were test-marketed to Japan. The product met
the quality and price competitiveness criteria for a viable export
product. We are already anticipating on increase in tonnage production
of over a hundred per cent in one year. The remaining element is
transportation.

A tidewater facility for loading grains onto ships, railroad cars to
transport the grain to tidewater, and a transfer facility in North Pole
are necessary. The funds for grain cars have been transferred from
another allocaticr made in 1979 for passenger cars which were never
purchased. The rercaining two legs of this transportation tripod are the
grain elevator at the tidewater location and the transfer facility at
North Pole.



Senator Fahrenkamp -2- February 16, 1981

Markets have already "been established in Japan, Korea, and Taiwan.
Recently, interest vas also expressed by Hawaii. I personally met with
three Japanese representatives from Hokkaido who have tested and utilized
Alaskan barley. Their present sources are Australia, Canada, and

domestic production. These tests show that Alaskan grain is far superior,
and they are interested in purchasing 70,000 metric tons per year.

This system — transfer facility, transportation, and tid" -ater elevator -
is integral to this year"s agricultural effort. The sys\ has been

well planned, and I would strongly encourage the Committe*. ;0 approve

the funds.

H. Pappy Moss



KU»RE*INTATIVX WHILT IN JUNCAU

H. PAPPY MOSS POUCH V
P.0. BOX 182 JUNEAU. ALASKA
DELTA JUNCTION, ALASKA DB737 BB811

(c07) e dsos JCmiss of JRspesenlaifties o) sos-45%

February 16, 1981

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp
Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

Madam Chairman:
Re: SSSB 162

The Delta agricultural development project is presently approaching its
second year of production. The program established 60,000 acres in the
Delta area designated for agriculture production to he sold by lottery.
Successful applicants contracted to a schegule of completing one third
of the clearing work in the first year, 00% of cass 1X and 111 soils
prepared to plant by the second year and 9096by che third year.

In 1980, operating ahead of schedule, T,600 acres were in production,
with a harvest of 8,000 tons of barley. In 1981, with the project on
schedule, i8,888 acres will be prepared for p."inting, with fertilizer on
order for , acres.

In-state use will account for approximately 6,000 tons of grain. The
state must be prepared to sell 15,000 tons of grain this year. If we
are truly interested in the development of agriculture in /laska, we
must plan for an exporting capability.

In 1980,. 15 tons of grain were test-marketed to Japan. The product met
the quality and price competitiveness criteria for a viable export
product. We are already anticipating an increase in tonnage production
of over a hundred per cent in one year. The remaining element is
transportation.

A tidewater facility for loading grains onto ships, railroad cars to
transport the grain to tidewater, and a transfer facility in North Pole
are necessary. The funds for grain cars have been transferred from
another allocation made in 1979 for passenger cars which were never
purchased. The remaining two legs of this transportation tripod are the

grain elevator at.the tidewater location and the transfer facility at
North Pole.



Senator Fahrenkamp -2- February 16, 198

Markets have already been established in Japan, Korea, and Taiwan.
Recently, interest was also expressed by Hawaii. | personally met with
ethree Japanese representatives from Hokkaido who have tested and utilized
"Alaskan barley. Their present sources are Australia, Canada, and

domestic production. These tests show that Alaskan grain is far superior,
and they are interested in purchasing 70,000 metric <.ons per year.

This system - transfer facility, transportation, and tidewater elevator
" is integral to this year"s agricultural effort. The system has been
well planned, and 1 would strongly encourage the Committee to approve
e the _funds. -

H. Pappy Moss



February 7,1981
Feeding trials with Alaskan barley

Coordinator in Japan: Dr_.H.Oohara

1 Chemical analysis of Alaskan barley and Canadian barley

2. Feeding trials with Alaskan barley and Canadian barley

1) beef cattle
(1) Higashimokoto

Alaskan barley 16 heads
Canadian barley 16 heads

Period of feeding ;Dec.8,1980-Feb.12,1981

(2) Kunneppu
Alaskan barley 7 heads
Canadian barley 7 heads
Period of feeding;Dec.9,198Q-Feb.11,1981

(3)Shihoro
Alaskan barley 15 heads
Canadian bay)ey 15 heads
Period of feeding;Dec.10,1980-March 10,1981

2) Swine
(1) Kunneppu
1st trial
Alaskan barley 34heads
Canadian barley 26 heads
Period of experiment;0ct.21,1980-Feb.5,1981

2nd trialfollows to 1st trial.
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No. SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BTT.T. 4Q

TitleMaking a special appropriation to DCED for AAAC for small

Requested by pate 2/13/61 system

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Department of Commerce and Economic Development

Program Category Affected Economic Development

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Alaska Agricultural Action Council

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY .85 ,FY 86
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL
COMMODITIES

EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES 5 O 0- . .o- -0- 20-
GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 5.,.400,. -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

$fe eircflaities to be constructed will be sold or leased to the
private sector, at no further -xpense to the State.

IV. DATE February 13, 1931 PREPARFD BY W. 1. "Bob™ Palmer 4

AGENCY Alaska Agricultural Actiol co_.uncil
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-3568
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



CLOSURE HI L

. DATE:
70; A1l Council Members December 15, 1980

- = FAN
Alaska Agricultural Action CounC|.ILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:
SUBJECT: . _
Robert C. Pollock Grain Marketing Systenm

Executive Director \
Alaska Agricultural Action Council™

FROM:,

One of the major causes for this year®s crop damage and the
resulting tonnage reduction was late seeding of the barley. This
late seeding caused the grain to mature late and make it more
vulnerable to frost damage, early snows, and bison.

A professional farmer usually begins planning his season and

operational requirements immediately after harvest. Twu major-
obstacles are preventing our State"s farmers from proper advance
planning - 1. no marketing system and 2. bison damage.

Without at least a good indication of a marketing system, you
J can expect the following:

1. Potential acreage 1in production will be greatly reduced
because farmers will not be able to plan far enough in
, advance.

2. The chance of another poor quality crop will be increased
because of late seeding.

3. There will be a shortage of both seed and fertilizer
because Alaska Farmers Cooperative, 1Inc. will not be able
to adequately plan and order supplies.

4. There may be a shortage of farm machinery because neither
farmers nor dealers will stock sufficient equipment.

5. There will definitely be a shortage of grain storage.
*

At the direction of the Alaska Agricultural Action Council, our
farmers have spent considerable time exploring various marketing
systems and have unanimously decided :0 pursue a cooperative-
pooling arrangement as described by Greg Engellant at the Ilast
Alaska Agricultural Action Council meeting. l"ve enclosed a
draft of the legislation they intend to introduce to the legislature.
The Alaska Grain Exchange has been meeting with various legislators
and soliciting support from many areas.

Please analyze their proposed legislation and be prepared to
discuss it at the next Alaska Agricultural Action Council meeting.

02-001 (R.r. 5F751



For an Act entitled: The Non-Recourse Loan Program for Small Crains.

Section I. INTENT. The legislature finds that there is a need to
develop agriculture in the Stale of Alaska and, furthermore, the prompt
establishment of a marketing system is necessary to promote the orderly
growth of agriculture.

Section 2. AS 03.19.010 is repealed and re-enacted as follows:

ESTABLISHMENT OF A PROGRAM. The division of agriculture shall
establish and administer a loan program for small grains according to the
provisions of this chapter. The Division of Agriculture may operate the
facilities obtained or constructed pursuant to this chapter or may lease said
facilities or a portion of them to farm co-ops, the Alaska Crain Exchange,

or any othe'* suitable entity.

Section 3. AS 03.19.020 is repealed and re-enacted as follows:
9 .,

TIDEWATER CRAIN TERMINAL. The sum of 5.7 Million Dollars is
appropriated from the general fund to the Agricultural Action Council for
the construction of a tidewater grain terminal.

Section /. AS 03.19.030 is repealed and re-enacted as follows:

CRAIN RAILROAD CARS. The sum of 000 Thousand Dollars is
appropriated from the general tfund to the Agricultural Action Council to
purchaseoand obtain railroad cars designed for the transport of small grains.

Section 5. AS 03.19.0*10 is repealed and re-enacted as follows:

CRAIN SUB-TERMINAL. The sum of 700 Thousand Dollars is
appropriated from the general fund to the Agricultural Action Council for

the construction of a grain sub-terminal and elevator facility between

Fairbanks and Delta Junction, Alaska.

Section 6. AS 03.19.050 Is repealed and rc-cnacted as follows:



non-profit corporation, for organization and operation of a marketing system
to purchase and resell agricultural commodities grown in Alaska.
Section 7. AS 03.19.060 is repealed and re-enacted as follows:
NON-RECOURSE CRAIN LOANS. The sum of 8 Million Dollars is
appropriated from the general fund to the Agriculture Revolving Loan Fund
to be kept in a special interest-bearing account and used for a non-recourse
farm program as a means for providing for orderly marketing of grain products
grown in Alaska. The loan amount shall be made on a per ton basis and
shall be in an amount equal to the difference between the current local Federal
non-recourse loan level and the current Federal target price for the particular
commodity; thereby establishing within Alaska the Federal target price as

the effective loan level.
t

Section 8. AS 03.19.070 is repealed and re-enacted as follows:

REGULATIONS. The director shall promulgate, regulations and policies
to carry out the purposes of this chapter, including but not limited to regulations
adequate to insure (l) the equitable rights of participation in the program;
(2) the issuance of non-recourse loans to participants; and (3) the privilege
of appeal to a higher administrative level where the producer has information
leading to the conclusion of inequitable treatment or denial of rightful program
benefits. *

Section 9. AS 03.19.080 shall be enacted as follows:

ADMINISTRATION. (a) The director may with the concurrence of the
commissioner of the Department of Natural Resources enter into a cooperative

it

agreement with the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service, of

the United States Department of Agriculture, to delegate to the service part
rruAA-- "




(b) In the absence of a cooperative agreement with the United States

Department of Agriculture the provisions of this chapter shall be carried out

by the Alaska Crain Exchange.

Section 10. AS 03.19.090 shall be enacted as follows:

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE ACT. This chapter is subject to the

Administrative Procedure Act (AS A4.62).

Section Il. AS 03.19.100 shall be enacted as follows:

DEFINITIONS. In this chapter "director"” means the director of the

division of agriculture.



flasks j&tate “ejtslatwre

House of Representatives

Committee on Resources

Terry Gardirer, Co-Chairman Pouch V
Fred F. Zaroff, Co-Chairman State Capitol
465-3715 Juneau, Alaska 99811
To: House Resource CommitteeMembers
From: Mary Hakala, A.A. toResource Committee jh/U
Date: February 19, 1981
Re: SS HB 49

Following is a possible amendment to SSHB 49 which the committee may wish
to consider.

Line 12. Delete $6,400,000, insert in its place $6,700,000
Line 16. Delete $5,700,000, insert in its place $6,000,000

The latest cost estimate provide to the Senate and House Resources Committees
for construction of the grain terminal is $5.8 million. Given the variability
of cost estimates, and the need for adequate funding to ensure the completion
of this project by fall of 1981 a $6.0 million figure may be better. The
Senate Resource Committee has amended the Senate version of the bill (SSSB 162)
in this manner.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Alaska Agriculturnl Action Council

FROM: The Alaska Agricultural Action Council Transportation
Committee

DATE: February 11, 1981
SUBJECT: Committee®s conclusion on location of grain port terminal
elevator.

The construction of a grain export terminal at tidewater 1is of
paramount importance to the continued development of Alaska“"s
agriculture. The decision of site location can severely affect
the short term economics of our agriculture because of the lew
volumes of initial development. The committee would like to note
that certain technical expertise was not available, particularly
in the area of underground geography of various sites and exact

influence various sites will have on ocean freight rates. The
Alaska Agricultural Action Council may wish to pursue these questions
prior to making a formal decision. Based on the best information

available, the committee 1is prepared to offer our recommendation.

The grain port terminal should be constructed at the Port of. Anchorage
provided that cost of site preparation and facility construction

not exceed $2 million over similar cost at the. P.ort of Seward.

This potential cost "differential should be" est.ijijated as soon as
possible by a competent engineer imj“and .design firm. . “c "

The committee®s conclusion 1is based principally on projected
tonnages fo.. 10 years, additional transportation costs to Seward,
and the desire to insure the best possible conditions for competition.
Valdez and Whittier were eliminated principally because of the
abs.ence of multi-modal transportation corridors which would eliminate
all possibility of competition between transportation modes.
POINTS FOR AND AGAINST THE PORT OF ANCHORAGE
For :
1. Anchorage is the closest point to the present and future
major production areas of the State. (Deltc Junction,
Nenana, and Point Mackenzie);

2. A larger service area exists;

3. The conditions surrounding road and rail routes offer a
better competitive scenerio;

4. Power, at present, 1is the least expensive 1in Alaska;



J - i

H P>.

nG.

Against:

1.

2.

7'y
Anchbrage has a greater possibility of serving as a
distribution point for the agricultural 1industry 1in

southcentral;

A complete port management system is 1in place.

There may be access problems to the dock due to icing,
siltation and tidal variation;

Location of a grain terminal in a major population center
may cause environmental concerns;

Depending on site location, construction costs in Anchorage
may exceed those 1in Seward;

The Port of Anchorage offers limited possibilities for
expansion. .. > > N otu-

POINT.3 FOR AND AGAINST THE PORT OF SEWARD

1.

Against:

1.

The Port of Seward would appear to be abetter port
facility for major shipping; - r

Seward has a low population desity which may not raise
environmental concerns; ... \ -

The Port of Seward has a good area for expansion;
N.

The construction cost may be "lower 1in Seward specifically
for site preparation and due to a location in closer
proximity to the water. r

There is a $2/ton minimum cost differential favoring
Anchorage over Seward;

There 1is a longer turn-around-time for rr”~cars in Seward;

The road conditions and distance to Seward are not favor-
able for competition between transportation modes;

There J.s no tugboat available 1in Seward;
Seward .offers a smaller service area;

There 1i1s a greater possibility of road and. rail closure
due to avalanche in;o Seward than there 1is into Anchorage-



Sincerely,

Robert C. Pollock - Chairman
Export/Transportation Committee

Lyle T>. Carlson

Carol E. Lewis

Ronald S. walt - vr:Mad sc> T

William R. Wood



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

JEISCAL  NQTF_
. REQUEST _
Bill/Resolution No. SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE )OR HOUSE BTLT, 49
TitleMaking a special appropriation to DCED for AAAT for i snc WHr-
Requested hv Date 2/13/81 syscenm

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Commerce and Economic Development:
Program Category Affected Economic- Development
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Alaska Agricultural Action Council
(Note: Ifmore than one budget component Baffected, separate Jinc-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysiis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81  FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY .35 FY 86

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
700 TRAVF1
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
20 EQUPHENT N
600 LAND & STRUCTURES & <5 -0- D" .. -0-. -0- -0-
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC,
TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAI FUND 6.400.. -0- | -0- -0- -0- -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

III. ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section Il

$?e ~cfciT ities to be constructed will be sold cr leased to the-
private sector, at no further expense to tie State.

IV. DATE February 13, 1931  PREPARED BY W. 1. "Hob" Palmer /)
AGENCY Alaska_Anricnltural Act ioft..Council
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-.3568
cc: Budget and Management
Primie Sponsor (Fiist Legislator Named)
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.February 7,1981

Feeding trials with Alaskan barley

Coordinator in Japan: Dr.H.Oohara

N Chemical analysis of Alaskan barley and Canadian barley

2. Feeding trials with Alaskan barley and Canadian barley

1) beef cattle

1)

(2)

Higashimokoto

Alaskan barley 16 heads
Canadian barley 16 heads

Period of feeding ;Dec.8,1980-Feb.12,1981

Kunneppu

Alaskan barley 7 heads

Canadian barley 7 heads

Period of feeding;Dec.9,1980-Feb.11,1981

(3)Shihoro

Alaskan barley 13 heads
Canadian bayley 15 heads
reriod of feeding,-Dec.10,1980-March 10,1981

2) Swine
(1) Kunneppu

1st trial

Alaskan barley 34heads

Canadian barley 26 heads

Period of experiment;0ct.21,1980-Feb.5,1981

2nd trial”ollows to 1st trial.



