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requires a certain reimbursement to the state for its pay­
ments of municipal taxes.if.it is subdivided.

Sec. 3 amends AS 29.53 to provide that land receiving pro­
tection under AS 03.07 shall be assessed on the basis of 
value as farm land. ' ; ‘

Sec. 4 conforms AS 38.05.345 to the amendments to the amend­
ments made in this section; sec. 345 relates to notice to 
the public on the disposition of state land. .

Sec. 5 requires a report by the commissioner of natural 
resources on six aspects of the implementation of AS 03.07.
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Several questions were raised in regard to the intent of HB 148 in its 
first hearing in the House Resources Committee on March 30, 1983. I 
would like to take this time to address these issues in turn.

Concern was expressed as to the extent to which this bill effects areas 
of thF- state other than the Mat-Su valley. In other words, is this a 

Mat-Su bill? Agricultural lands are endangered throughout the state. 
Farmer's Loop Road in Fairbanks wr.<s mostly farms, and is now pre­

dominantly subdivided. A 160 acre dairy farm, also in Fairbanks, is 
subdivided and partially developed. The Bench area in Homer was 
originally all farmland, while Today there are but a few small farm 

acres left due to subdivisions, bsveral fanners from the Bench area 
testified in the teleconference held on this bill in the C&RA Committee, 

earlier this session. The rate of subdivision is best documented for 
the Mat-Su area, where about 1,000 acres per year are being subdivided. 
The Department of Agriculture has not been keeping records for other 
regions of the state, but the absence of thest records should not be 

interpreted as an indication that this is only a Mat-Su phenomena.

The $77,000.00 fiscal i te attached to this bill has been questioner for 
its reasonablene is C. this note, Sharon Barton of the DNR testified,

In the 3/30/83 het.-i.ng, Lh^c "...were HB 148 to pass it would not be a 
Department priority and that the funds provided in the bill would be 
spent for staff work on other priority projects." It should be pointed 
out that the legislative intent and direction of this bill is quite 

clear. The DNR should be reminded of the consequences of intentional 
failure to comply with legislative direction. The $77,000 fiscal note, 
provided by the DNR, is quite reasonable. It is intended to cover the 
costs of administrating the enabling legislation of HB 148. The admin­
istration of HB 148 will not require tvo full time staff positions.

Most assessment valuations conducted under thio program would be con­
tracted to private assessors or use present state employee assessors.



These expenses would probably not total the $77,000 provided in the 
fiscal note. HB 148 is enabling legislation and therefore the fiscal 

note does not provide funds for the acquisition of any agricultural 

preservation easements. These funds must be specifically designated and 

appropriated by the legislature.

HB 148 does not mandate that the DNR, Division of Agricult re purchase 
all property submitted for purchase by the program; nor does this 

legislation mandate that the Director or Commissioner purchase at any 
price. Th*. State's liability in regard to questionable land valuations 
is guarded on two counts. First, the bill requires the use of an 

assessor ( member of the organizations or a state employed assessor). 
Secondly there is no obligation stipulated in the bill that the Depart­
ment purchase all submitted purchase applications.

Some members of this legislative body have raised questions as to the 
status of agriculture in Alaska and its overall value to the state as a 

whole, One could equally ask if Alaska is a forestry state, a fishing 
state, a trapping state, a mining state, a tourism state, and so on.

The answer to all of these questions is an obvious yes. Alaska is a 
diverse state with multiuse lands and many growing and developing 
industries. The relevant question here is .what does and will Alaskan 
agriculture do for Alaskans. Quite simply, farmland in Homer, Delta, 
Fairbanks, and Mat-Su is capable of providing employment and food for 

many thousands of Alaskans at a lower price than the same commodity 

shipped up from the lower 48.

The Workman, Arobio and Gasbarro report [An Examination of A Development 
Rights Purchase Program For Alaskan Agricultural Lands; January, 1979, 
DNR] noted that some small Alaskan farms are currently underproductive 
due to the impending threat of development. The report argued that 
these farmers were holding off from necessary investments into more 

productive equipment, etc., in the anticipation that they will driven 
out of business and are therefore keeping their losses at a minimum.
The effects of passage of HB 148 on this trend would be an obvious 

reversal. A second factor which has been a drawback for smaller Alaskan 
farms has been the absence of a well-developed transportation ana 

marketing infrastructure. As the Workman, Arobio and Gasbar' report 
indicates, were state support of this industry given to the t H e r  
produce, dairy and potatoe farmers then the inducement to develop this 

industry and the necessary infrastructure would follow within the 

private sector.

It Is ironic that the state is currently spending millions of dollars to 
develop new agricultural lands while we're building subdivisions on 
existing farmlands that happen to be the best in th< state. Most of 
these farms have been productive for years (see attached statistics); 
but the pressure of high prices offered by developers is causing a loss 

of these lands at the same historical moment that the state is investing 

in the clearing and development of new agricultural lands and grain 
terminals for the storage and export of the anticipated oroduction.

An identical bill has been sponsored on the Senate side by 
Representative Moss; this is SB 237.



T A B L E  1 .. .
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TOTAL VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL'PRODUCTION AMD SALES 

(In Thousands of Dollars) \
• 1959-1977 ' i

1
• 1 - i

• .  «

J

Percent of
Value of- Used on • Production

Year ‘ • Production Sales Farm • Sold

1959 $4,978 $3,443 $1,535 ; 69
1960 5,517 4,004 1,513 • 73
1961 5,651 4,426 1,225 ! 78
1962 5,781 4,394 1,387 ! 76
1963 5,451 4,056 1,395 i 74
1964 5,860 4,453 • 1,407 ! 76
1965 5,518 4,283 • 1,235 1 78
1966 5,560 4,315 1,245 .  . : 78 . •
1967 5,524 4,023 1,501 ! 73
1968 5,353 4,070 1,283 i 76
1969 4,574 3,505 • 1,069 ! 77
1970 5,476 3,975 ' 1,501 • 73
1971 5,474 ’ 3,927 1,547 72
1972 5;997 4,257 1,700 • 72 •
1973 6,987 5,142 1,845 f 74
1974 8,080 • 5,588 2,492 . 69
1975 9,226 6,937 2,289 | 75 •
1976 8,802 6,882 1,920 ; 78
1977 9,777

i
6,914 2,863 ! 71

• [ : i.I • M

I

SOURCES: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,; 
Alaska A gricultural Statistics, (Palmer: Alaska 
Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, 1978); • 
Alaska Department of Economic Development, 
Alaska Statistical Review, (Juneau: Alaska
"Department of Economic Development, 1972), 
pp. 181-190.
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TABLE X

ESTIMATED VALUE OF PRODUCT BY AREA 
, (In Thousands of Dollars) 

1960-1977

0
. •* r . • *
•vj'""I:

•Year
Matanuska

Valley
Tanana' 
Valley

Kenai
Peninsula Southeast

A  * *

Value

Southwest 3 #
   • w!

% Vai ue % 'Value % V a l u e % Value
• • i

I960 $3,663 67 $: 907 16 $ 278 5 $ 264 4

•
$ 272 5

*y.
V.r

1961 3,945 69 j 842 14 326 5 219 3 319 5 V j .

1962 3,939 68 ; 938 16 334 5 217 3 348 6
# V

1963 3,721 68 • 781 14 383 7 174 3 357 6
C - i  

■ n
1964 4,017 68 i 872 M • 333 5 156 2 . 458 7 >u
1965 3,406 63 ; 950 17 481 8 134 . 2 414 7
1966 3,793 69 j 847 12 453 8 33 1 559 10

i , i
c

1967 3,876 70 ! 673 12 397 . 7 30 1 548 10 'Y
-1968 3,021 74 ‘ 399 10 159 4 8 , — 483 • • 12
1969 3,260 71 ' 448 10 305 7 29 1 532 .12

v  r

1970 4,003 73 , 634 12 263 5 37 1 541 10
* ,»• :

1971 4,102 75 676 12 206 4 .. 22 — ' 467 9
1972 4,6T5 77 917 15 219 4 14 — 231 4

•
1973 5,116 73 1,246 18 • 274 4 1 , — : 345 5 » , ,  ,

- 1974 6,181 ’ 76 * 1,060 13 405 5 17 *» 416 5
1975 . 6,602 72 1,791 19 506 5 10 — 317 3 . h •
1976 6,488 74. 1,532 17 407 5 9 365 4
1977 7,282 74 1,601 16 597 6 12 . - 284 3 • •!

SOURCE: Alaska Crop and Li vesUr.k Reporting Service, Alaska Agricultural
Statistics, (Palmer: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,
1978): Alaska Department of Economic Development, Alaska Statistical 

' Review, (Juneau: , Alaska Department of Economic Development, 1972). 
pp. 181-190. • • ;
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AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES PRODUCED - ALASKA (Selected Years)

Commodity \ 1960 ; 1965 ; 19/0 J 1975 j 1979 \ 1980
_____________________________________  •___________________ m •______________________ •______________________m »

- - —  —  - —  - thousand units —   ------- ------ --

CROP PRODUCTION

OATS
FOR GRAIN Bu. 79.8 42.0 22.5 16.8 15.6 26.1

BARLEY 
FOR GRAIN Bu. 87.4 67.2 46.5 70.0 287.0 339.0

ALL SILAGE Tons 20.2 21.7 13.6 ' 15.2 12.4 12.4

GRAIN SILAGE Tons 15.8 17.7 7.4 4.8 4.2 4.7

GRASS SILAGE Tons 4.4 4.0 6.2 10.4 8.2 7.7

ALL HAY Tons 10.5 8.8 9.4 21.4 15.8 15.0

GRAIN HAY Tons 2.5 2.2 1.5 7.1 1.6 2.7

GRASS HAY Tons 8.0 6.6 7.9 14.3 14.2 ' 12.3

POTATOES • Cwt. 131.4 13i .0 106.8 108.7 85.0 77.0

CALBAGE Cwt. . 3.6 ' 3.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.1

LETTUCE Cwt. 6.2 6.5 7.9 9.5 .. 13.6 11.3

CARROTS Cwt. . 7.6 2.9 1.5 2.0 2.4 3.3

OTHER
VEGETABLES Cwt. 2.8 2. i . 3.0 1.8 3.5 4.6

LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY’ PRODUCTS

EGGS Doz. 529,8 766.7 408.0 417.0 558.0 367.0

POULTRY Lbs. 55.0 39.0 73.0 167.0 170.0 172.0

BEEF Lbs. 357.0 824.0 963.0 664.0 748.0 767.0

PORK Lbs. 151.0 205.0 135.0 150.0 221.0 232.0

MUTTON Lbs. 12.0 28.0 52.0 30.0 24.0 18.0

WOOL Lbs. 125.0 209.0 239.0 67.0 32.0 38.0

REINDEER Lbs. 450.0 637.0 615.0 345.0 NA NA

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  million units - - - - - - - - - - - -

MILK Lbs. 20.4 20.7 18.6 16.8 13.0 12.5

Source: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service 6/81.
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*1 ABLE X
ESTIMATED VALUE OF PRODUCT BY AREA 

(In Thousands of Dollars) 
1960-1977

SOURCE:

•Year
Matanuska

Valley
Tanana
Valley

Kenai
Peninsula Southeast Southwest

Value % Value % ‘ Value % Value - % Value cfh

1960 $3,663 67 $ 907 16 $ 278 5 $ 264 4 $ 272 5
1961 3,945 69 842 14 326 5 219 3 319 5
1962 3,939 68 938 16 334 .. 5 217 3 348 6
1963 3; 721 68 781 14 383 7 174 3 357 6
1964 4,017 68 872 • 14 333 5 156 2 . 458 7
1965 3,406 63 950 17 481 8 134 2 414 7
1966 3,793 69 847 12 453 8 33 1 559 ■ 10
1967 3,876 70 673 12 397 . 7 30 1 548 10
1968 3,021 74 399 10 159 4 8 ' 483 ' 1?
1969 3,260 71 448 10 305 7 29 1 532 12
1970 • 4^003 73 634 12 263 5 37 1 541 10
1971 4,102 75 676 12 206 4 22 — ' 467 9
1972 4,615 77 917 15 219 4 14 _ 231 4
1973 5,116 73 1,246 18 274 4 1 ' 345 5
1974 6,181 •76 ‘ 1,060 13 405 • 5 17 ' 416 5
1975 . 6,602 72 1,791 19 506 5 10 317 3
1976 6.48P 74. 1,532 17 407 5 9 365 4
1977 7,282 74 1,601 16 597 o 12 - 284 3

Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Alaska Agricultural 
Statistics, (Palmer: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service,
1978); Alaska Department of Economic Development, Alaska Statistical 
Review, (Juneau: Alaska Department of Economic Development, 1972).
pp. 181-190.



AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES PRODUCED: 1360-72

I960 1965 1970 1972

thousand units 

CROPS

OATS
FOR GRAIN Cwt, 25.5 13.4 7.2 4.8

BARLEY 
FOR GRAIN Cwt. 42.0 32.3 22.3 24.9

GRAIN
SILAGE Tons 15.8 17.7 7.4 10.7

GRASS
SILAGE Tons 4.4 4.0 6.2 8.6

GRAIN HAY Tons 2.5 2.2 1.5 3.0

GRASS HAY Tons 8.0 6.6 7.9 11.5

POTATOES Cwt. 131.4 131.0 106.8 99.0

CABBAGE Cwt. 3.6 3.0 3.5 3.4

CARROTS Cwt. 7.6 2.9 1.5 1.8

LETTUCE Cwt. 6.2 6.5 7.9 6.3

OTHER
VEGETABLES Cwt. 2.8 2.1 3.0 2.2

LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY PRODUCTS

EGGS D o r . . 529.8 766.7 417.0 583.0

POULTRY Lbs. 55.0 89.0 73.0 76.0

b e e f L b s . 357.0 824.0 963.0 691.0

PORK L b s . 151.0 205.0 135.0 135.0

MUTTON Lbs. 12.0 28.0 52.0 30.0

WOOL Lb*. 125.0 209.0 239.0 145.0

MILK Lbs.

million

20.4

pounds - 

20.7 18.6 17.6

: A U s U® &  I'H'/



BARLEY - ALASKA 1975-80

District ; Year ;

Area

Planted

Acres : Acres

Area Harvested 

; Yield ;

: Bu. : Bu.

for Grain 

Production 

: Cwt. : Value

,
1975 300 250 21.7

(000)

5.4 2,600

(000)

23.4
•

1976 157 175 34.3 6.0 2,900 26.0

Tanana Valley
1977 1,350 1,300 47.6 61.9 29,700 240.0

r
>

O C
O 2,500 2,450 33.9 83.1 39,900 310.0

1979 4,400 4,080 45.6 186.0 89,300 536.0

1980 12,500 10,600 29.2 309.6 148,600 904.0

1975 1,200 1,200 52.4 62.9 30,200 255.0

1976 1,175 1,125 54.2 61.0 29,300 235.0

Matanuska Valley
1977 1,720 1,300 49.3 64.1 30,800 230.0

1978 1,710 1,550 43.2 66.9 32,100 260.0

— 1979 2,050 1,720 58.7 101.0 48,500 325.0

1980 1,400 900 32.7 29.4 14,100 113.0

1975 100 50 33.3 1.7 800 8.6

1976 50 - - - - -

Kenai Peninsula
1977 30 - - - - -

1978 90 - - - - -

1979 50 - - - - -

•
1980 100 - • - - - -

1975 1,600 1,500 47.0 70.0 33,600 287.0

1976 1 ,400 . 1,300 51.5 67.0 32,200 261.0

State Total
1977 3,100 2,600 48.5 126.0 60,500 479.0

1978 4,300 4,000 37.5 150.0 72,000 570.0

1979 6,500 5,800 49.5 287.0 137,800 861.0

1980 14,000 11,500 29.5 339.0 162,700 1 ,017.0

20
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House o f Representatives

TO: All House Resource. Committee Members

FROM: Representative Lacher,

Chairman of House Community and Regional Affairs

DATE: March 30, 1983

RE: House Bill 148

The preservation of existing, productive agricultural land has come to 
be a recognized need in Alaska just as it has long been a recognized 

need in the lower 48 states. Several states have enacted programs 
similiar to this and, this particular legislation .Is patterned from one 
of the most successful; King County, Washington State.

In fact the state is investing millions of dollars every year to open 
new agricultural lands. It's difficult to imagine, with all the space 
that we have in Alaska, that we need to be concerned with preserving 

agricultural lands.

Unfortunately, the land use patterns in many parts of Alaska are results 
of early settlement and now towns, in the center of the best, most 

fertile farm lands in the state. Once these lands are developed with 

shopping centers and subdivisions constructed, they will never revert to 
farm land.

In the Mat-Su Borough an average of 1000 acres of farm land have been 
converted to subdivision over each of the past four years. There is 
more than ample rcom, and good ground, for construction buildings in the 
Borough, but limited farm land. The farm land is more desirable to 

subdividers because it's generally closer to existing towns and it's 

less expensive to prepare for building because it's already cleared.

Several other places in the state are experiencing the same undesirable 
losses of good farm land and people from around the state have supported 
the concept of saving some of these lands during statewide 
•teleconference.

The intent of HB 148 is- to permit the Director of Agriculture and the 

Commissioner of Natural Resources to very selectively purchase the



agricultural rights of only those lands which are of high quality farm 
value and are being threatened by urban sprawl such as we are now 

experiencing in some parts of the state. ! ’ 1 if remains in private 

ownership, but can only be used for farming ■ . This selective
purchase will have an important side benefi.. <;■ ning open spaces

around our towns that will preserve the bear'; - • :ractiveness we now
enjoy.

Thank you for you favorable consideration of House Bill 148.
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9C7.A6S3EC0

SUBJECT:

TO:

FROM:•

Agricultural land amendments 
(CSHB 148(C&RA))

Representative Don Clocksin

Richard A. Bradley 'CI 
Legislative Counsel^-^

You have requested an analysis of the amendments incorporated 
into the coia..ittee substitute for HB 148. If this memorandum 
is l? .te, as it seems it* may be at this time, I regret that.

£n analysis of the changes to HB 14 8 follows:

As- you requested, the "Legislative Findings and Declaration 
of Purpose"' have been eliminated.

The first amendment to bill language is in
'Sec. 03.07.010(b). The last "if" phrase on lines 23 - 24 of 
page 2 of the bill is turned into subsec. (b)(1) and the 
concept you suggested becomes (b) (2) . Your request was that 
concepts of (1) prior classification and (2) disposal con­
sistent with.the classification be utilized. I believe that 
the short phrase added as (b)(2) contains these ideas.

But note that the "director" described in the .bill is not 
the director of the division of lands. See sec. 100(7). 
Rather, the director is the director of agriculture. As a 
result, the director carrying out these programs is not going 
to have supervision of the division of lands programs and 
the access to the state land. I believe it was for this 
reason that the early part of sec. 10(b) requires the per­
mission of the commissioner for these disposals. Some coordi­
nation between divisions is required.

Your second concept dealt with notice. Rather than developing 
new concepts of notice, I plugged your request into existing 
law at AS 38.05.345, with some embellishments. In that con­
nection, see also bill sec. 2.
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Since you wished sec. 10(e) to be eliminated for other reasons, 
I have put the notice requirements in at sec. 10(e).

Your third request, an amendment to AS 03. 07.010 (d), is accom­
plished.

Sec. 03.07.010 is deleted, as noted earlier, and replaced 
with new material you requested.

Your fifth request was concerned with specific appro­
priations for this program. See the new sec. 10(g).*

The report -that you wish from the commissioner of natural 
resources is requested under bill section 3.,

For the moment, 1 will pass over the request concerned with 
the municipal tax implications of this bill, particularly as 
a conformity amendment to AS 29.53.035 is concerned.

Sec. 60(b) is amended to accomplish your reguest.

Sec. 90(a) (2) is deleted.

The effective date clause is eliminated.

Returning to the tax implications.

I was in the process of drafting an amendment to 
AS 29,53,035 for addition to the bill when the computer went 
down. Because I had substantial problems fitting your request 
into sec. 35 and because I anticipated problems meeting your 
deadline request, I decided to omit that request, advise you 
why and send the bill on-its way.

The portion of sec. 35 that I would amend is sec. 35(a); 
that subsection provides:

(a) Farm use lands included in a farm unit and not 
dedicated or being used for nonfarm purposes shall be 
assessed on the basis of full and true value for farm 
use, and shall not be assessed as if subdivided or used 
for some other nonfarm purpose. The assessor shall 
maintain records valuing the farm use land for both 
full and true value and farm use value. Should the 
farm use land be sold, leased, or otherwise disposed of 
for uses incompatible with farm use or be converted to 
a use incompatible with farm use by the owner, the owner
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is liable to pay an amount equal to the additional tax 
at the current mill levy together with eight per cent 
interest for the preceding seven years, as though the 
land had not been assessed for farm use purposes. Pay­
ment by the owner shall be made to the state to the 
extent of its reimbursement for revenue loss under (e) 
of this section for the preceding seven years. The 
balance of the payment shall be made to the city or 
borough.. '

As you can see, the third sentence of sec. 35(a) contem- •
plates that it is a transaction turning the land to a use
"incompatible with farm use by the owner" that triggers the 
repayment. As I suggested to you yesterday, if that use is 
consistent with agricultural use, then the argument for repay­
ment is vitiated —  or so it seems to me.

But if you : ’lieve that such a provision is required, then I
suggest the following:.

(a) Farm use land that is [LANDS] included in a farm 
unit^ [AND] not dedicated or being used for nonfarra 
purposes, and not subject to an agricultural 
preservation easement shall be assessed on thi basis of 
full and true value for farm use, and shall not be 
•assessed as if subdivided or used for some coher 
nonfarm purpose. The assessor shall maintain records 
valuing the farm use land for both full and true value 
and farm use value. Should the farm use land be sold, 
leased, or otherwise disposed of for uses incompatible 
with farm use or be converted to a use incompatible 
with farm use by the owner, the owner is liable to pay 
an amount equal to the additional tax at the current 
mill levy together with eight per cent interest for the 
preceding seven years, as though tĥ=>. land had not been 
assessed for farm use purposes; Payment by the owner 
shall be made to the state to the extent of its 
reimbursement for revenue loss under (e) of this 
section for the preceding seven years. The balance of 
the payment shall be made to the city or borough.

I would then also add a new subsection to read:

(f) Farm land subject to an agricultural preservation 
easement shall be assessed on the basis of full and 
true value for farm use. The owner of the farm land 
subject to an agricultural preservation easement is not 
entitled to benefits under (a) of this section.



If I may be of further assistance, please 
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Pouch Y. S uie Capiiol 
Juneau, Alask* 99811 

(907) 465-3991

MEMORANDUM

A L A S K A  S TA TE LEG IS LA TU R E  
HOUSE O F REPRESEN TAT IV ES 

R ES EARCH AG EN C Y

February 21, 1983

TO:

FROM:

RE:

Representative Barbara Lacher 

Susan Brody, Director

a Lacne r

Preservation of Agricultural Lands (HB 148) 
Research Request 83-58

HB 148 would allow the State to purchase preservation easements on 
privately-owned farmland for the purpose of protecting this land from 
conversion to urban uses. In selling the easement to the St te, the 
land owner would relinquish the right to develop the land for -ny pur­
pose other tnc... farm use. Bob Harris of your staff asked us to summarize 
the bill and to estimate the amount and cost of land eligible for State 
purchase of easements.. He also asked us to provide any available data 
concerning the amount of farmland converted to other uses.

Summary of JIB 148 _

Section 1 of the bill finds that farmland located close to urban centers 
in Alaska is threatened because its market value for future development 
exceeds its market value for farm use. The bill further finds that the 
acquisition by the State of preservation easements on agricultural land 
will help to protect this land from conversion to urban uses.

Section 2 of.the bill adds a new chapter to AS 03 entitled "Preservation 
of Agricultural Land." The way in which the preservation easement pro­
gram would operate is described briefly below. ' ’•

AS 03.07.010 would authorize the State to purchase agricultural preser­
vation easements on privately-owned.farm land. It also would allow the 
State to exchange State land for privately-owned agricultural land or 
for preservation easements on that land. Any sale, exchange or donation 
of an easement would be voluntary on the part of the land owner. Further­
more, the owner would not be required to farm the land as long as (s)he 
does not use or subdivide the land fcr residential, commercial or indus­
trial purposes.

, Under Section .020 of the new Chapter, land would be eligible for protec­
tion if it is privately owned and the soil under at least 40 percent of 
the surface of the parcel' is classified as classes 11 -1V by the U.S. 
Soil Conservation Service. In addition, the parcel would have to 
contain at least 40 acres in cultivation or farm use or, if it is 
adjacent to an esta¥!isheo farm(s), would have to have no less than 20
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acres in farm use or cultivation. In this latter case, the adjacent
farm(s) would have to be at least 40 acres in S''ze and have been in
operation for 10 years or more.

The bill establishes a procedure for setting priorities when funds are 
insufficient to purchase easements on all eligible land. Section .030 
would al low the Director of the State Division of Agriculture to identify 
farmland preservation "priority districts" and to allocate funds for 
purchase of easements according the following priorities:

1. farmland threatened by early conversion to subdivisions, commer­
cial or industrial uses;

2. farmland of recognized value for tourism;

3. farmland with a history of high productivity;

4. farmland close to market; and

5. farmland within established agricultural areas.

The bill also establishes criteria to be used in acquiring easements 
within priority districts. Section .040 would require the Sta' : to 
favor those_ya_lid offers where the land is threatened, the land was used 
for farming i'n the preceding 12 months, the land will form a contiguous 
farming area with other acquired land, acquisition of the easement will 
achieve both urban separation and agricultural production, and where the 
offer is below appraisal.

Section .050 would require the Division Director to consider any adopted 
municipal plans, ordinances or recommendations relacing to farmland pre­
servation prior to allocating easement purchase funds to priority dis­
tricts within municipalities.

, >

Section .060 would specify the information which must be included by 
the land owner as part of an offer to sell or exchange a preservation 
easement. The information to be required includes -i legal description 
of the land and a price, and may include an appraisal in support of the 
asking price. Within 30 days, the State would have to notify the owner 
of the• sufficiency of the offer. If a corrected, sufficient offer is 
made within 30 days of the notification, the land is determined to 
qualify.

The Division Director also would have to notify the appropriate munici- 
•pality within 30 days if any part of the qualifying land is within a 
municipality. In turn, tha municipal government woild have an addi­
tional 30 days to request that the State reconsider the determination. 
If there is a reconsideration request, the State *’Ould be required tc 
hold a public hearing in the municipality.
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■

Section .070 would establish time limits 
accept offers or make counter offers.

within which the State could

Under the proposed program, the State could purchase an agricultural 
preservation easement for either the asking price or the difference 

fair market value of the land and the~agricultural' 
less (Section .080).

between the 
land,

value
of the land, whichever was less (Section .080) . The value determina- 
tion would be based on one or more qualified appraisals.

Section .090 of the new Chapter would define the uses permitted on land 
subject to an agricultural preservation easement. These permitted uses 
would-include:

1. agricultural use of the land by the owner;

2 . removal of minerals or materials from the subsurface if the 
land were immediately returned to a condition as favorable to 
agriculture as existed prior to the extraction;

3. operation of machinery used in agricultural production;

4. sale of agricultural products produced on the land;

5. construction of buildings for farming operations; however, land 
used for farm residences would not be allowed to exceed one acre 
per 40 acres of land.

Residential subdivision would not be permitted on land subject to a pre­
servation easement. Furthermore, the acquisition of a preservation 
easement by the State would not grant the public a right of access or 
use, nor would it affect any existing easements, rights of way, or 
rights of access.

Farmland Converted to Other Uses

We were able to obtain data on farmland conversion for the Matanuska- 
Susitna Borough only. Our attempts to obtain similar data from other 
areas of the state, such as the Fairbanks North Star Borough, met with 
no success.

The table on page 4 shows the amount of farm land subject to subdivision 
activity in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough from 1976 to 1982. Only 
.approved subdivisions and waive'rs are included. According to Borough 
Manager Gary Thurlow, all land was located within farms prior to 
subdivision, but it was not necessarily cleared land or active crop 
land.
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Subdivision Activity or. Agricultural Lands, Mat-Su Borough
1976 - 1982

Table 1

Year_________ Regular Subdivisions___________ Waivers*

1976 846 acres** 628 acres
1977 1,759 acres 357 acres
1978 483 acres 1,054 acres
1979 1,731 acres 1,717 acres
1980 978 acres - 1,254 acres
1981 383 acres 417 acres

. 
a> 679 acres 1,254 acres

Total 6,859 acres 6,681. 2 ~ m  <• " O i v. «i

*Waivers are subdivisions where the parcels created are 5 acres or 
larger in size. Some of this land could continue to be farmed. 

**A11 figures are rounded to the nearest acre.

Source: Gary Thurlow, Borough Manager, Mat-Su Borough

Amount and Cost of Land Eligible for Preservation Easements

It is difficult to estimate with any accuracy the amount of land
that would be eligible for the proposed preservation easement program 
and the possible cost to the State of such a program. However, we have 
identified two sources of information upon which a very rough estimate 
might be based. These sources are:

• a. report completed in 1979 by the University of Alaska for the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) concerning a possible develop­
ment rights purchase program for agricultural land in the state; and

• data compiled by the Department of Community and Regional Affairs
on participation in the farm use land assessment program established 
under Aa 29.53.035.
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University of Alaska Study. A study conducted in 1978 by the U. of A.'s 
Agricultural Experiment Station for DNR* examined the feasibility of a 
development rights purchase program to protect Alaska's agricultural 
land. As described, this program has some similarities to the preserva­
tion easements programs as proposed in HB 148. I have attached a copy 
of relevant sections of thp, report for your information (see Attachment 
A). A brief summary of the authors' findings follows.

The report notes thee the Soil Conservation Service identified approxi­
mately 15.2 million acres of potential agricultural land throughout 
the state. Howe'er, much of this land is away from population centers 
without surface transportation access, and is in either State or federal 
ownership. The report also contains data on actual utilization of land 
for crop production (commercial vegetables, feed crops and harvested 
grassland) in various regions of the state.

For the period 1971-76, there was an average of about 19,270 acres being 
utilized for c^ops in the state as a whole; 29 percent of this acreage 
was in the Tan/ina Valley, 59 percent in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley, 
and 11 percent on the Kenai Peninsula. In 1981, according to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, the amount of land in crops had increased 
to about 38,000 acres. Of this, 65 percent was in the Tanana Valley, 
26 percent— in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley, and 5- percent on the 
Kenai Peninsula (see Table 2).

Table 2
Alaska Cropland Utilization

 1971-76 (avg.) 1981

Tanana Valley 5,670 acres 24,700 acres

11,290 acres 10,000 acresMat-Su Valley

Kenai Peninsula. 2,170 acres 2,000 acres

Other 140 acres' ' 1 ,300 ac< J

Total 19,270 acres 38,000 acres

Source: Alaska Crop and Livestock Reporting Service

1 William Workman, Edward Arobio, Anthony Gasbarro, An Examination of a 
Development Rights Purchase Program for Alaska Agricultural Lands. 
(Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Alaska, January, 1979)



To determine how a development rights pu,-chase program might be applied 
in Alaska, the researchers .for the U. of A. study mailed questionnaires 
to 253 agricultural landowners in various regions of the state. A 
total of 112 of the questionnaires were returned and used as the basis 
frr their report. Respondents were asked to indicate their interest in 
selling development rights to their cleared and uncleared agricultural 
land. On a statewide basis, 35 percent of the respondents expressed 
moderate to high interest in the sale of development rights while 65 
percent expressed little or no interest. Over half of the landowners 
moderately or highly interested in selling development rights were 
from the Matanuska-Susitna region.^

The questionnaire also asked the respondents to place a value on the 
development rights f t ' ' ,eir agricultural land. First, average market 
values for cleared ana uncleared land, as perceived by the respondents, 
were calculated. Average values for cleared and uncleared land ranged 
from $1,500 per acre in Delta to $3,900 per acre in the Fairbanks region. 
The weighted average cleared land value for the five regions was $3,300 
per acre. Table 3 summarizes the land value information obtained from 
the survey. It should be remembered that these values were based on the 
subjective judgment of the landowner and that the data is over four 
years old.

Table 3

~  Average Perceived Land Values By. Region 
(Dollars per Acre)

Region
Cleared Land 

Value
Number of 

Respondents
Uncleared Land 

Value
Number cf 

Respondents

Fai rbanks $3,900 13 • $2,900 11

Delta 1,500 9 1,300 8

i
Copper River 1,900 6 . ’ 900 • 6

Kaiia.ruska-Susitna 3,800 28 3,600 24

Kenai-Kodi ak 3,700 13 3,100 • 13

TOTALS 69
•

62

Weighted Average $3,300 $2,800

Source: Agricultural Experiment Station, U. of A., 1979
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Land owners were also asked to place a value or, the development rights 
to their land. However, the authors of the report indicate that many of 
the respondents apparently did not understand how to value a develop­
ment right. This, in conjunction with the small number of respondents 
answering this question, may mean that the values obtained are unreli­
able. With this cautionary note in mind, the authors' reported average 
development rights values in the Fairbanks, Mat-Su and Kenai-Kodiak 
areas ranging between $3,100 and $3,600 per acre.

Farmland Use Value Assessment Program. Data from the State's farmland 
use value assessment program also might be used to determine the amount 
of interest in, and cost of, an agricultural preservation easements 
program. AS 29.53.035 allows farm use- land to be assessed on the 
basis of its value for farm use and not as if it were subdivided or 
used for some nonfarm purpose. The program allows the land owner to 
defer taxes that would otherwise be due if the land were valued at 
market value. If the land is converted to nonfarm uses, the owner is 
then liable for all the back taxes (including interest) which wrtre 
deferred through the program (see Attachment B).

As with the proposed program in HB 148, participation in the use value 
assessment program is voluntary on the part of the land owner. Data 
from the Department of Community and Regional Affairs on the use value 
program for fiscal years 1976 through 1982 is presented in Table 4. It 
shows that there were 115 participants in the program statewide in FY 
2?. C?- percent of whom were from the Mat-S‘u Borough. A total of 19,197 
acres were subject to farmland use value assessment in FY 82.

The column on the table entitled "total deferred value" represents the 
development rights value of the land; that is, the difference between 
the full and true value of the land and the farm use value of the land. 
Dividing the total statewide deferred value by the number of acres in 
the program yields an average development rights value of $1,073 per 
acre, while the statewide average full and true value is $l,545,/acre. 
The deferred (or development rights) value equals $1,067 per acre in 
the’Mat-Su Borough and $887 per ace in the Fairbanks North Star Borough.

These values are considerably lower than those reported in the U. of A. 
study discussed earlier. According to Assistant State Assessor Mike 
Worley, the values may not reflect current market conditions as land in 
some boroughs has not been revalued for several years. Steve Van Sant, 
the Mat-Su Borough assessor, reports that they are currently in the pro­
cess of reviewing farmland values as part of their revaluation process.

* He reported the most current range of values to Mike Worley for typical 
farms in the borough.
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According to Mr. Van Sant, the full market value of a typical 80 acre 
farm in an outlying area of the borough would be about $3,000 an acre, 
while a larger 300 acre farm would be valued closer to $1 ,000/acre. 
However, it is important to remember that there are many variables 
involved in determining the market value of any particular piece of 
property— water availability, topography, distance to urban areas, 
etc. Mr. Van Sant also reported to Mike Worley that the farm use 
value of a typical farm currently tends to be from 20 to 50 percent 
of its full market value. •

Possible Costs of a Preservation Easements Program. Given the quality 
of available data, it is not possible to estimate accurately the cost to 
the State of a preservation easements program. However, we have com­
puted two very rough estimates for you which may assist you in eval­
uating the cost of the proposed program.

If all those farmland owners currently participating in the .State's
usf; value ar*essment program were to participate in the preservation 
easement program, the cost to the State would be roughly $21 million. 
In FY 82, tne use value assessment program included 19,197 acres of 
farmland. Multiplying this acreage by the total deferred value (see 
Table 4) of this land yields a cost of approximately $20.6 million.

Farmland in-the Mat-Su Borough is being converted to subdivisions at a
rate of roughly 1,000 acres per year (see Table 1). It would cost the 
State roughly $1.1 million at a minimum to purchase preservation 
easements on 1,000 acres of Mat-Su Valley farmland. This is based on 
an average deferred (or development rights) value in the Mat-Su Borough 
of $1,067 per acre.

Neither of these methods provides an accurate estimate of possible 
program participation and costs. Unfortunately, no data is currently 
available on the amount of existing and potential farmland in private 
ownership. In addition, a more thorough research effort, would be re­
quired to develop good data on the average market and farm use value
of farmland in various areas of the state.

/ '
We hope the information provided here is useful to your committee's 
deliberations on HB 148. Please let us know if we can be of further 
•assistance.
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TO House C & R A Committee

FROM Staff

SUBJECT HB 148

HB 148 establishes a program within the Department of Natural Resources 
that will provide a measure to preserve farmland that may otherwise be 

lost to urban development.

Under the provisions of this legislation, the owner of established 
farmland may voluntarily sell agricultural easement rights of his 

farmland to the State of Alaska.

A detailed analysis of HB 148, prepared by the House Research Agency, is 

attached.



Will Alaskan Farmers Sell 

-the Development Rights to their Land?
By William G. Workman*, Edward L . Arobio**, 

and Anthony F. Gasbarro***

IN T R O D U C T IO N

In Alaska, as in many other parts of the country, market 
forces are producing a change in land-use patterns that Is result­
ing in the conversion o f highly productive agricultural lands to 
nonagricultural uses. Property on the urban fringes of Anchor­
age and Fairbanks that once produced vegetables and grains or 
supported dairy farms appears most vulnerable to this conver­
sion to residential or industrial sites. Within the last three years

* Associate Professor o f Economics, Agricultural Experiment Station, 
Fairbanks.

** Research Associate in Economics, Agricultural Experiment Station, 
Fairbanks.

*** Foi tster. Agricultural Experiment S tation , Fairbanks.

alone, for example, 27 farms have been subdivided in the Palmer- 
Butte area o f tho Matanuska Valley. Many of the subdivisions 
along the Parks Highway between Willow and Talkeetna are 
located on lands with high agricultural potential.

This displacement of farms by subdivisions, roads, shop­
ping centers, and other nonagricultural enterprises is viewed by 
some Alaskans as not being in the state's best interest. Those 
concerned about the loss o f agricultural lands argue that the 
areas most likely to be converted represent me of the best 
agricultural lands in the state and are vital to the maintenance 
and further development of an agricultural economy in Alaska. 
In addition, it is suggested that the preservation cf these areas 
will help to maintain a much-desired way of life and to provide 
needed oper. space and other environmental amenities at the 
urban fringe. These concerns have resulted in actions by the
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U n i v e r s i t y  or A l a s k a , F a i r b a n k s
Far b* cix, Alraki 99701

School of Agriculture and Land Resource* Management 
Agricultural Experiment Station

August 14,1978

Dew

The Agricultural Experiment Station at the Univcrriry of Alaaka b conducting 
a wrvey of Abakan turners. Thb survey b pvt of t study concerning the future uk 
of >xricuhural lands near population era ten of Alaska, we need your assistance to 
make thb study a xuccca.

Agricultural lands arc rapidly beinf converted to other uses such i: rest cntial 
lots, airports, and shopping centers. Land is becominx mote expensive and tome 
farmland owners are convinced that it makes more sense to develop agricultural 'and 
than to farm it. Other people are concerned that we are convminx too much of 
farmland near cities to nonigricuhunl uses and that it would be wise to preserve 
these lands so that food can be frown close to large pojmtrtion centers ana so thu 
there will continue to be open space near urban areas.

Many ways arc being tried to preserve axricultural lands in other areas of the 
United Sts tea. Some of these include lax incentives, xon'tng and the trad inf of land. 
Another way b for a state or municipality to purchase (tom the farmland owner hb 
right to develop hb land for anything but farming. For a price, the firmer would 
pvt up hb option to use hb land for nonigricultural purposes) the land would still 
be hb, but he could do noching that would impair its agricultural potential.

The principal objective of our study b to determine (1) farmers’ interest In 
selling development rights and (2) what it might cost the State of Alaska to purchase 
these rights. A sbott questionnaire b enclosed • ‘ we would be grateful if you will 
Ql it out and return it to us in the enclosed POi~ . paid envelope before September 
1, 1978. All information will be kept confwcnriiL II you desire we will be nappy to 
send you a final report at the completion of the study.

Thank you for your cooperation.

D r. William C , W orkm an 
R esource Economist.

WCWiks
E n c lo su re s

A d M m m  o f  I>m U a J v w ^ t y  U  A W a fc r  » U t r v U a  i j  m m  * !  U g i m  • d v e a l l a a

Figure 1
state and municipal governments in Alaska to intervene in the 
land market to slow down or step the loss of agricultural land. 
Methods employed include tax incentives (use-value assessment 
of farmland) and the sale of only the agricultural rights on state 
and municipal lands.

Recently, some state government officials have developed 
an interest in a new method of agricultural land preservation 
that is being adopted in some of the eastern states. This method 
involves the public purchase o f nonagricultural development 
rights on agriculture lands currently held in the private sector. 
Usual development rights associated with a parcel of real proper­
ty permit the landowner to develop his land heyond its current 
agricultural use, and because these rights can be separated from 
the total bundle of rights, they can be sold, thus transferring 
from the landowner the right to develop his land. This, then, is 
the concept behind the purchase o f development rights as an 
agricultural land control device. In order that land remain in 
agriculture use in areas being converted to other uses, govern-

ALASKA AGRICULTURAL LAKDS SURVEY
1, How many icrti do you currently farm or ranch? 
. Your own land —
Land ranted or leucd----- -----
From other landowncn_______
From the government 

Total a cm
2. Whit cropt or livcsock do you produce? 

Crops Acres
Yoor own

Vegeubla or potatoes___
Small grains ___
Hiy or silsge ___
Planted Pasture ___
Native Pasture
Livestock Number of Head

Rented from 
others

leased from 
government

Livestock Number of Head
Daiiy cattle 
Beet cattle 
Sheep

Swine
P oultry
Other (specify).

]. What do you estimate b the per sac market value of agiicultural land: 
Your own land: Cleared____   S/acre Undented____
That you rent (exclude government Icuer): Cleared

Jt/aac.
_J/SCTC

4. Would you be interested in selling development rights to your agricultural land? 
Selling such rights would mean that your land could be used for agricultural or 
forestry purooies only.
Degree of interest Geared Uncleared
Not interested 
Slightly interested 
Moderately interested 
Highly interested

S. At what price would you sell the oevelopmcnt rights to your tgricultural land: 
 S/acre.

6. Please dc tribe the location of your farm or ranch.
Neares! town _______  Distance from town
Direct! sn from town
Thank sou for your cooperation. A summary of the results of thb survey will 
be avail hie to you on request.

Figure 2
merits might purchase the development rights from agricultural 
lands. These lands could then be used only for agricultural 
purposes. —

In June of 1978, the Agricultural Experiment Station at 
Fairbanks was asked by the Alaska Department o f Natural Re­
sources to evaluate such a program for Alaska. As a part o f this 
assessment, a survey of Alaska farmers and ranchers was con­
ducted primarily to determine their interest in such a program 
and to obtain estimates of the costs of purchasing these develop­
ment rights. The results of this survey are reported here.

SURVEY RESULTS
During August of 197B, ft questionnaire, with a brief expla­

nation of the development lights concept in the cover letter 
(Figure 1 and 2), was mailed to 263 agricultural landowners in 
the most important farming or livestock areas of the state. 
Since there is no statewide, farmers' organization In Alaska, the 
names of landowners were obtained from the mailing lists of 
state and federal agencies that distribute agricultural informa­
tion. Undoubtedly these lists did not include all o f the people 
who consider themselves farmers. Of the questionnaires mailed, 
18 were returned as undeliverable, leaving 245 that actually 
reached their destination, of which 112 (46%) were returned 
completed (Table 1’/.

Questionnaire recipients were , :<ked to indicate their de­
gree of interest in selling the development rights to their cleared 
and uncleared agricultural lands. Specifically they were asked to 
indicate whether they were highly, moderately, slightly, or not 
interested in railing these rights. Approximately 94%, 106 of 
112 respondents, answered this question. The distribution of 
ti'ese expressions of interest can be seen in Table 2.

Most of the respondents in all regions except the Matanus­
ka-Susitna area expressed little or no interest in selling develop-
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Table 1: Questionnaire Response by Region y
- f~ ■

Region
No. Questionnaires 

Delivered
No. Questionnaires 

Returned (%)
Fairbanks 52 24 (46)
Delta 34 10(29)
Copper River Basin 15 10(67)
Matanuska-Susitna 106 41 (39 )
Kenai-Kodiak 38 27(71)
TOTAL 245 112(46)

Table 2: Degree o f Interest in Selling Development Rights 
to Agricultural Land

Number of Respondents (%)
No

Interest
Slight

Interest
Moderate
Interest

High
Interest

Fairbanks 14 2 4 4
Delta 7 2 0 ' 0
Copper River Basin 6 1 2 1
Matanuska-Susitna 13 6 - 7 12
Kenai-Kodiak 13 4 3 4
Statewide 54(51% ) 15(14%) 16(15%) 21(20%)

Table 3: Perceived Market Value of Cleared and Uncleared 
Land by Number and Percentage of Respondents in 

Dollars per Acre
Per Acre Number o f Respondents (%)
Value Cleared Land Uncleared Land

0-999 18(26) 24 (39)
1,000-1,999 11 (16 ) 5 (8)
2.000-2,999 10(14) 11(18) .
3,000-3,999 8-{42) 4 (6)
4,000-4,999 6 (9) 4 (6)
5 ,0005,999 4 (6) 4 (6)
6 .0003,999 3 (4) 3 (3)
7,000-7,999 3 (4) 3 (5)
8,000-8,999 1 (1) - 0 -
9.000-9,999 - 0 - - 0 -
10,000 5 (5) 4 (6)
TOTAL 69 62
ment ri3hts. Those respondents living in the Matanuska-Susitna 
region were evenly divided on the question: half indicated little 
or no irterestand half expressed moderate to high interest. On a 
statewide basis, 65% exp1 'ssed little or no interest and 35% indi­
cated moderate to high in.vrest Over half of all those moderate­
ly or highly interested in selling development rights were from 
the Malanuska-Susitna region.

Questionnaire respondents were also asked to estimate the 
value of their farmland. Sixty-nine of the 112 respondents indi­
cated what they perceived as the market value of their cleared 
land and 62 answered the same question about uncleared land. 
The diMributions of these values are shown in Table 3. On a 
st? tewide basis, most o f the respondents perceived the market 
val. es o f both uncleared and cleared land to be less than $5,000 
per acre. Uncleared land was valued at less than $5,000 per acre 
by 77% o f the respondents and at less than $3,000 per acre by 
65% ol the respondents. Correspondingly, for cleared land 77% 
of the respondents valued their land at less than $5,000 per acre 
while £6% indicated a value o f less than $3,000 per acre.

Average market values for cleared and uncleared land as 
perceived by the respondents were calculated for each region. 
These data are summarized in Table 4. Average values for 
cleared land ranged from $1,500 per acre in Delta to $3,900 per

Table 4 : Average Perceived Market Values o f Land by Region 
(Dollars per Acre)

Cleared Number Uncleared Number 
Region Value Respond. Value Respond.

Fairbanks $3,900 13 $2,900 11
Delta 1,500 9 1,300 8
Copper River Basin 1,900 6 900 6
Matanuska-Susitna 3,800 28 3,600 24
Kenai-Kodiak 3,700 13 3,100 13
TOTALS 69 62
WEIGHTED AVE. $3,300 $2,800

Table 5: Value o f Development Rights (Dollars per Acre)
Number of Number of

Value Respondents (%) Value Respondents (%)
0-999 6(15) 5,000-5,999 3 (8)

1,000-1,999 8 (21 ) 6,000-6,999 2 (5)
2,f> JO-2,999 7(18) 7,000-8,999 - 0 -
3,000-3,999 6(15) 9,000-9,999 1 (3)
4,000-4,999 2 (5) 10,000 4 (10 )

Table 6: Average Development Rights Values 
(Dollars per Acre)

Region Value No. o f Respondents
Fairbanks $3,200 • 5
Matanuska-Susitna 3,600 21
Kenai-Kodiak 3,100 8
TOTAL 34
WEIGHTED AVERAGE $3,400

acre in the Fairbr ■ region. Three of the regions (Fairbanks, 
Matanuska-Susitna, ,<enai-Kodiak), accounting for nearly 80% 
o f the respondents, differed by only $200 per acre in the per­
ceived average value of cleared land . t ’ues ranging between 
$3,700 and $3,900 per acre. The weighted-average, cleared-land 
value for the five regions was $3,300 per acre.

Uncleared land values averaged slightly lower than cleared 
land values and ranged from $900 per acre in the Copper River 
region to $3,600 per acre in the Matanuska-Susitna region. As 
with cleared land, the Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna, and Kenai- 
Kodiak regions accounted for nearly 80% of the survey respon­
dent:, and showed a relatively narrow range o f perceived land 
values. Average land values for uncleared land in these regions 
were between $2,900 and $3,600 per acre. The weighted aver­
age for all five regions was $2,800 per acre.

Questionnaire recipients were asked to assess the value of 
the development rights associated with their farmland. A value 
of development rights was reported by 39 o f the 112 respon­
dents (35%). Thirty-four of these responses were from the 
Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna, and Kenai-Kodiak areas. Nearly 
70% of the respondents valued their development rights at less 
than $4,000 per acre. The distribution of development rights 
values can be seen in Table 5.,

Average development rights values as perceived by the 
respondents were calculated for the Fairbanks, Matanuska- 
Susitna, and Kenai-Kodiak regions. These values are shown in 
Table 6. Average values were not calculated for the Copper 
River and the Delta regions because so few of these contacted in 
these areas responded to this part of the questionnaire. Average 
development rights values in the three areas mentioned ranged 
between $3,100 per acre and $3,600 per acre. Values were 
highest in the Matanuska-Susitna region.
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* *  Percentage o f Respondents
Distance
Catjgory Reporting

Moderate to 
High Interest

Little or 
No Interest

0-5 41 39 43
6-10 24 29 21

11-15 16 12 19
16-20 7 5 9
21+ 12 15 9
Based on 111 farmers reporting.

Average development rights values were also calculated by 
d.gree o f interest, again using data from the Fairbanks, Matanus- 
Ka-Susitna, and Kenai-Kodiak regions. Calculations showed that 
those with a moderate or high interest in a development rights 
program on the average valued these rights at $2,145 per acre. 
Those not interested in the program put a much higher value on 
these rights, $4,662 per acre. Respondents in the moderate-to- 
high interest categories accounted for 63% o f the total acreage 
represented in the survey responses.

Additional analysis of the survey data vas undertaken to 
.iic wrmther or not a landowner's ip rerest in a develop­

ment rights purchase program and/or hi. perceived value of 
these rights were related to the distance between his farm and 
the nearest population center. Table 7 presents a summary of 
the data relating to the interest/distance question. One can 
observe that the distributions o f ■ 'spouses are similar between 
the moderate-or-high and low-or-no interest cctcgoria; end ere, 
therefore, similar to the pattern shown for all retponses.1 This 
close relationship suggests that farmers' interest in yelling devel­
opment rights ;i not significantly influenced by the location of 
his farm relative to a population center. When data for just 
those farm owners living near_Palmer and Wasilia were broken 
out and analyzed in tne same way, the identical conclusion was 
drawn.We also addressed the issue of whether a lar,downer's per­
ception o f the value of the development rights to his property 
was influenced by the location of the farm relative to a popula­
tion center. The expectation was that the closer the farm was to 
a town or city, the more attractive would be that land for devel­
opment purpose? and that this relative attractiveness would be 
reflected in the perceived value of the development rights. Un­
fortunately the quality of the data obtained through the survey 
did not allow a rigorous tat't of this proposition on either a local 
or statewide basis.

The data in Table 8 are presented to show the nature of 
the relationship or lack thereof between distance and develop­
ment rights value as perceived l>y farmers near Palmer. No clear 
patten emerges but, again, thh conclusion musw be qualified by 
recognizing that the data are not taken from a random sample. 
The fact that the expected ri lationship xlid not occur may per­
haps also bo explained by the existence of unreali:‘ ic evpcoic 
tions on the part c l some landowners regarding the development 
value of their property. Consequently, these perceived values 
may not represent the minimum payments that these land­
owners might be willing to accept to forego their development 
options.

1 Using the chi square test fo r independence with the date on which Table 
7 is based, we were not able to reject the hypothesis o f  independence o f 
interest and distance at any reasonable level o f significrnce. One must 
recognize, however, that these data were not obtained t trough random 
sampling. Thus, any inferences about the views o f  farmers in Alaska 
must be regarded with caution.
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Distance (Miles) Stated Values
0-1 $10,000

7,700
1 3,000■7 10,000

3,500 -
1,500

3 3,500
1,000
5,5004 2,0005 600

6 —

7 3,000
8 500
9 —

10 850
11 1,000

CONCLUDING REMARKS
The survey described herp was designed to assess Alaska 

farmers' interests in participating in a development rights acqui­
sition program for preserving agricultural lands and to provide 
an estimate of the cost to the state of purchasing these rights. 
While agricultural landowners in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley 
areas appeared the most receptive to this land use control con­
cept, farmers surveyed statewide were generally not interested 
In selling the development rights to their farmland. When faced 
with the hypothetical proposition of selling these rights, none­
theless, farmers on the average valued the development options 
at $3,400 per acre.

While it would be difficult to state confidently why far­
mers lack enthusiasm for the development rights purchase con­
cept, several explanations appear plausible. First, as reflected in 
written comments on the t 'Mrned questionnaires, some land­
owners may feel this approach to be just another Invasion in 
their lives by "big government." Also, questionnaire respon­
dents may have felt it to be a wise strategy, considering possible 
future price negotiations, to appear initially uninterested in 
disposing of their development rights.

Another possible explanation is that agricultural land­
owners might not be interested in selling development rights 
now since they anticipate that thcs» rights will be worth more at 
some later date. This explanation, however, is not entirely satis­
factory, since land prices and, therefore, development rights 
values presumably reflect the discounted value of future devel­
opment benefits. Thus, in order for this reasoning to offer any 
promise, one must also argue that these farmers view the market 
as presently failing to accurately anticipate fu' ore development 
patterns.

The results obtained in this survey should be viewed with 
caution. Although a h!gi. percentage (46%) of delivered question­
naires was completed and rer'.‘ rned, the sampling technique and 
the fact that some respondents did not answer all questions may 
have biased the results. Also, the concept of purchase of devel­
opment rights was new to many farmers and this lack of famil­
iarity may account for some of the negative interest shown by 
farmers. Still, the conclusion thot must be drawn from this sur­
vey, keeping in mind the preceding caveats, is that Alaskan 
farmers at this time show little enthusiasm for the idea of selling 
their farmland development rights and place a significant value 
on these rights vis-a-vis the total market value of their agricul­
tural land.D
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5 29.53.035 MCN IC II'A I. GnVEKNMENT f 29.53.035

I

w ith in the structure or for the alteration of land as a consequence of. 
construction activity. An exemption provided in this subsection may 
continue for up to four years from the date the improvement is com­
pleted or from the date of approval for the exemption by the local 
assessor, whichever is later.
(g) A municipality may by ordinance exempt from taxation all or 

any part of the increase in assessed value of improvements to a single 
fam ily dwelling if the principal purpose of the improvement is to 
increase the amount o f space for occupancy. An exemption provided in 
this subsection may continue for up to two years from the date the 
improvement is completed or from the date of approval of an applica­
tion for the exemption by the local assessor, whichever is later. (5 2 c’n 
118 SLA 1972; am § 2 ch 1 FSSLA 1973; am § 1 ch 33 SLA 1975; am 
§ 1 c h i l l  SLA 1976; am § 1 ch 262 SLA 1976; am § 1 ch 95 SLA 1977; 
am § 3.'i ch 94 SLA 19S0)

E ffect o f am endm ents. — The 1973 
am endment added the second sentence of 
subsection (a).

The 1975 amendment added subsection 
(e).

The first 1976 amendment added para­
graph (3) of subsection (c).

The second 1976 am endm ent added

Sec.

paragraph (21(D) of subsection (b).
The 1977 amendment added subsections 

(0 and (g).
The 1960 amendment deleted "adopted 

without weighted voting" near the 
beginning of paragraph (1) of subsection 
(c).

29.53.035, Fa rm  o r ag r icu ltu ra l lands, (a) Farm use lands 
included in a farm u n it and not dedicated or being used for nonfarm 
purposes shall be assessed on the basis of full and true value for farm 
use, and shall not be assessed as i f subdivided or used for some other 
nonfarm purpose. The assessor shall maintain records valuing the farm 
use land for both fu ll and t-^e value and farm use value. Should the 
farm use land be sold, leased, or otherwise disposed of for uses 
incompatible w ith farm use or be conve ted to a use incompatible w ith 
farm use by the owner, the owner is liable to pay an amount equal to 
the additional tax at the current m ill levy together with eight per cent 
interest for the preceding seven years, as though the land had not been 
assessed for farm use purposes. Payment by the owner shall be made 
to the state to the extent of its reimbursement for revenue loss under 
(e) of this section for the preceding seven years. The balance of the 
payment shall'be made to the city cr boroujh.

(b) An owner of farm use land must, to secui “ the assessment, make 
application to the assessor before May 15 of each year ir which the 
assessment is desired. The application shall be made upon forms pre­
scribed by the state assessor for the use of the local assessor and shall 
include information which may reasonably be required to determine 
the entitlement of the applicant. I f '.he farm use land is leased for farm 
use purposes, the applicant shall furnish to the assessor a copy J - the 
lease bearing the signatures of both lessee and lessor along with the

• !



completed application. The applicant shall furnish the assessor a copy 
of the lease covering the period for which the exemption is requested.
(c) In this'section "farm use" means the use of land for raising and 

harvesting crops or for the feeding, breeding and management of 
livestock or for dairying or another agricultural use for profit or any 
combination thereof. To be farm use land, the owner or the lessee must 
be actively engaged in farm ing the land, and derive at least 10 per cent 
of his yearly gross income from the farm use land. The provisions of this 
section do not apply to land respecting which '.he owner has granted, 
and has outstanding, a lease or option to buy the surface rights. A 
property owner wishing Li f .k  for farm use classification having no 
history o f farm-related’ income may submit a declaration of intent at 
the time of filin g the application w ith the assessor setting out the 
intended use of the land and the anticipated percentage of income. An 
applicant using this procedure shall file with the assessor before Febru­
ary 1 of the following year a notarized statement of the percentage of 
gross income attributable to the farm use land. Failure to make the 
filing required in th is subsection forfeits the exemption.
(d) In the event of a crop failure by an act of God the previous year, 

the owne.ver lessee may submit an affidavit affirm ing that 10 per cent 
of his grofeo ir come for the past three years was from farming.
(e) Subject to legislative appropriations for the purpose, the state 

shall reimburse a borough or city, as appropriate, for the real property 
tax revenues lost to it by the operation of this section. (§ 2 ch 118 SLA 
1972; am § 1 ch 90 SLA 1974; am § 3 ch 229 SLA 19.76; am § 1 ch 66 
SLA 1978)

E ffect of. am endm en ts . — The 1974 "nonfarm use" and "eight per cent" for
amcr.dmr.it made such changes in subsoc- "five per cent" in the third sentence,
tio.M (b), and (c) as to make a detailed inserted "at the current mill levy" in that
comparison impracticable and added sub- sentence, and added "for the preceding
sections (d) and (e). seven years" a t the end of the fourth sen-

The 1976 amendment, in subsection (a), tence.
substituted “uses incompatible with larm  The 1978 amendment substituted “May 
use” for "other than fnrm use purposes," "a 15" for "February 1“ in the first sentence of
use incompatible with farm use” for subsection (b).

Sec. 29.53.045. Tax on o il and gas production and pipe line 
p rope rty , (a) A municipality may levy and collect taxes on taxable 
property taxable under AS 43.56.010 —  43.56.210 only by using one of 
the methods set out in (b) or (c) of this section.
(b) A municipality may levy and collect a tax on the fu ll and true 

value of taxable property taxable under AS 43.56.010 —  43.56.210 as 
valued by the Department of Revenue at a rate not to exceed that which 
produces an amount o f revenue from the total municipal property tax 
equivalent to S I,500 a year for each person residing w ith in its bound­
aries.

§ 29.53.045 * A l a s k a  S t a t u t e s  S u p p l e m e n t  5 29.53.045
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ST A T E  OF A L A S K A

P R E L I M I N A R Y  S T A T E M E N T  OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill ::c: CSHB 148 (C&RA) Date or. Bill: 3/18/83
T i t l e :  P r e s e r v a t io n  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  la n d s
Spenser: l a c h e r ,  L a r s o n  and  Z n a r o f f
neeuestor:

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenaitures:
(ThouSc ncs of Dollars)

1 FY 83 i FY 84 ; -• £5 rY 86 I 1 t
:CcD* tc i < i 1 1 1 ■ i !
'Coe rat m e i i 7 7 .3  ' 8 2 .5 8 8 .0
Total 1 ’ 1 1 1 i 1 1

b. Revenues:
■Revenue i 1 1 i ! ; 1
... Source of runes tc offset fiscal impact of bill:

3. Assumptions:

F i s c a l  im p a c t  o f  t h i s  p ro p o s a l  i s  e n t i r e l y  d ep en d en t on l e v e l  o f  im p le m e n ta t io n . 
We e s t im a t e  th e  p ro g ra m  w o u ld  r e q u i r e  a  m inim um  o f  one p r o f e s s io n a l  and  
one c l e r i c a l  to  a d m in is t e r  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  r e q u ir e d  to  p re p a r e  d o cu m e n ts , 
a r r a n g e  a p p r a i s a l s ,  h a n d le  p u b l i c  m e e t in g s  and f o l lo w  up on v e r i f i c a t i o n  
o f  c o m p lia n c e  w i t h  la n d  u s e  r e q u ir e m e n t s .  T h e s e  p o s i t io n  c a n  be lo c a t e d  
a t  t h e  W a s i l l a  o f f i c e  o f  th e  D i v i s i o n  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e .

No fu n d in g  i s  r e q u e s te d  i n  t h i s  n o te  f o r  a c t u a l  p u rc h a se  o f  e a se m e n ts .

j - . s c : a i m e r :
T h i s  s t a t e m e n t  h a s  n e t  been  r e v ie w e d  by th e  0MB in  th e  O f f i c e  o f  th e  G o v e rn c : 
f e r e  o o es n o t  r e p r e s e n t  th e  f i n a l  e s t im a t e  o f  f i s c a l  im p a c t .

I t  th e re -

P re p a r e d  B y : E d  K e rn  ____
D i v i s i o n : ________ A g r u c u lt u r e

Approved by Commissioner:_____
D e p a r tm e n t : N a t u r a l  R e s o u rc e s

P h o n e : 3 7 6 -3 2 7 6  
D a t e :  3 - 1-83

D a te :

j i s t r i b u t  io n :
O r ig in a l  to  L e g i s l a t i v e  F in a n c e  
Copy t o  0MB 
Copy t o  S p o n so r  
Copy to  R e q u e s t o r 2 /15/83
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STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill No: HB 156 Date -on Bill 2/2/83

^  L ”*e : — S t a t e - .. G r  a i n - R e c o r v c —P r o g -
bponsor:___
Requestor:.

Shill t.z.

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenditures:
(Thousands of Dollars)

1 1 | FY 83 | FY 84 | FY 85 FY 86 1
iCapital
jOoeratino 1 1 fi7 f 1 62 fi 6 1 1 !
1iota1 1 1 67.6 1 62.fi 63. fi 1 I 1

b. Revenues:
I Revenue I I I

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal impact of bill

3. Assumptions:

A s  t h e  o f f i c i a l  g r a i n  i n s p e c t i o n  a g e n c y  i n  A l a s k a ,  t h e  D i v i s i o n  
o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  w o u ld  b e  r e q u i r e d  b y  t h i s  b i l l  t o  p r o v i d e  p e r s o n n e l  
a n d ^ f a c i l i t i e s  t o  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  i n s p e c t i o n  f u n c t i o n  o n  a  s t a t e w i d e  
b a s i s  a s  g r a m  m o v e s  t o  a n d  f r o m  t h e  r e s e r v e .  T h i s  f i s c a l  
n o t e  c o v e r s  o n e  g r a i n  i n s p e c t o r  a n d  e q u ip m e n t  a s  l i s t e d  
o n  t h e  a t t a c h m e n t .

4. Disclaimer: •
This statement has not been reviewed by the 0MB in the Office of the Governor. It there­
fore does not represent the final estimate of fiscal impact.

Prepared By: rd Kp m _______________________________________ Phone: 376-3276_________
Division:_______ A g r i c u l t u r e _____________________________________  Date:______________________

Approved by Commissioner:-VT\rUi^A\f\ QQ f W  _______________  Date: a/2.K 1^5
Department: VTNa-jruL>iYt0

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance 
Copy to 0MB
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor 2/15/83



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES - DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE

TO:

FROM:

Sharon Barton 

Special Assistant
DATE: February 10, 1983

FILE NO:

Ed KerC 

Development 'Specialist

TELEPHONE NO:

SUBJECT: Grain Grading

Station Equipment

Carter Day Dockage Tester (FOB Minneapolis, Minn) $ 3,744.00 

Barley riddle and sieves 216.00

Wheat riddle and sieves 152.00
Burrows (FOB Illinois)

Boerner divider 595.00
Extension kit 119.00

Barley sieve kit 90.50

Filling hopper and stand 198.00

Boerner weight per bu apparatus (print-out) 1,750.00

Shadow graph scales 928.00

Armstrong scales 610.00
Gram scales 111.50

Laboratory torsion balance scale 470.00

Weight set 137.00

Sieve shaker 795.00
Motoroco moisture meter 640.00

Barley pearler 350.00
Miscellaneous (piks, lights, pewter dishers,

magnifying glass, etc.) 750.00

Equipment costs

Set-up & freight estimate

$11,656.00

3,344.00

Total $15,000.00



DESIGNATION AS AN OFFICIAL AGENCY 

FOR OFFICIAL INSPECTION 

U N D E R  T H E  U.S. GRAIN STANDARDS ACT, AS AMENDED, 

FROM THE FEDERAL GRAIN INSPECTION SERVICE 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

TO

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 

DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE

This designation to perform official inspection functions, within the 

geographic area specified in Appendix A, is granted pursuant to the provisions 

of the U.S. G r ain Standards Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 71 et s e q .) (Act) and 

the regulations under the Act (7 CFR 800 et s e q .) (regulations).

The Agency shall perform all functions in accordance with and comply with all 

requirements of the Act, regulations, and Federal Grain Inspection Service 

(FGIS) instruction:, in effect at the time of designation or which may be 

promulgated subsequently.

The Agency and the officials specified in Appendix B shall be responsible for 

all official actions of the' official inspection personnel employed by the 

Agency, for direct supervision of the daily official activities of such 

personnel, and for the conduct or official functions and related activities of 

the Agency.

Where feasible, the Agency shall rotate licensees among elevators and other 

locations so that no licensee is detailed at one location in excess of 6 

months.

The Agency or personnel employed .by the Agency shall not engage in any outside 

work or activity that consists in whole or in part of performing unofficially 

any function or related activity that the Agency has been designated to 

perform officially.

Section 7(j) of the Act requires the Agency to pay to FGIS such fees as 

established to cover the estimated cost to FGIS relating to supervision of the 

Agency and related administrative costs.

The Agency shall advise the Compliance Division, FGIS, immediately of any 

proposed change in name, ownership, officers or directors, or control of the 

Agency; and if a trust, any arnendn nt to the trust agreement or of a change in 

the person of the trustee(s). The Agency also shall advise the Compliance 

Division, FGIS, in advance of any change in the specified service points 

listed in Ap p e n d i x  B.

The assigned geographic area specified in Appendix A may be amended upon 

request by the Agency if FGIS determines that such amendment is consistent 

with the provisions and objectives of the Act, regulations, and instructions. 

The Agency shall pay to FGIS the fee prescribed by the regulations for each 

amendment of this designation.



This designation shall terminate on the date herein stated and may be renewed 

in accordance with Section 7(g)(1) of the Act. The Agency may request that 

this designation be voluntarily canceled by giving 90 days written notice to 

FGIS. FGIS may revoke this designation in accordance with Section 7(g)(3) of 

the Act.

If the Agency is a trust or subsidiary established to address a conflict of 

interest prohibited by Section 11 of the Act, the designation shall terminate 

upon dissolution of the Agency and shall not revert to the trustees or the 

parent corporation.

T h e  signatories certify that they have the authority to enter into said 

designation. This designation and the responsibilities thereunder are 

accepted for A l aska Department of Natural Resources, Division of Agriculture.

This designation is approved by the Federal Grain Inspection Service. It is 

effective or. J u ne 1, 1 9 3 2 , and will terminate on Hay 31, 1 9 8 3 .

Title

Date

July 15, 1982

Title



APPENDIX A  - DESIGNATED GEOGRAPHIC AREA

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE

Pursuant to Section 7(f)(2) of the U.S. Grain Standards Act, as amended, 

the following geographic area - the entire State of Alaska, excluding those 

er.port port locations within the State - is assigned to Alaska Department of 

Natural Resources, Division of Agriculture. This geographic area was assigned 

in the M a y  3, 1982, issue of the Federal Register (47 FR 18941).



H O U S E  R E S O U R C E S  C O M M I T T E E  O B S E R V E R / W I T N E S S  S I G N - U P  S H E E T

D A T E :  F E D .  9 ,  1 9 8 3  S P O N S O R : R e p .  D i c k  S h u l t z

S U B J E C T ( S ) :  f f lB B M f e r -  R e :  h o n e s  t e n d  e n t r y  :

NAME R E P R E S E N T IN G A D D R E S S PH O N E



Short Analysis of HB 156

This proposal would amend AS 44.33 (Alaska Agriculture Action Council statutes) 

to establish a grain reserve program. Under this program, a farmer could obta i n - 

a loan using stored grain as his collateral. The grain would have to be graded 

number 3 or better, would have to be stored in state-approved storage (whether

on farm or not), and could not be removed by the farmer while the loan was

outstanding.

» *

The council would be authorized to make a loan based upon the USDA target 

price for the grain for 90 percent of the grain in storage. In other words, 

if a farmer put up 50,000 bushels of barley, and the target price fcr barley

was $2.20 per bur'hel, the council could loan him $2,210 x 145,000 or $99,000.

The farmer would then use that loan to capitalize his next y e a r ’s crcp.

After the loan had been made, the State and the farmer would try to find 

buyers for the* collateral grain and once that had been done, and the grain 

was sold, the farmer’s loan would fall due. The interest rate is set at 

8 percent per year, and the program would apply to barley, wheat and oats.



There are three price support programs now being used by the USDA. A 

deficiency payment program; a loan rate program; and a grain reserve 

program.

The deficiency payment program is intended to compensate farmers for acreage they 

remove from production. The farmer establishes a production yield record 

over a three year period, and based upon that figure per acre, times the 

base numbe~ of acres (provided that he does not plant at lease 15 percent 

of his acreage), times the difference between the target price for grain 

and the average selling price. In other words, if the farmer had 2000 

acres of grain, but held 15 percent, or 300 acres out of production, his 

average yield was 40 bu/acre, the target price was $2.60/bu and the average 

selling price was $2.20/bu, then his benefit would be 2000 (acres) x 40 (bu/acre) 

x 40 cents = $32,000. This program is aimed at keeping production low.

The loan rate program is intended t.o allow the farmer to delay putting his 

grain on the market. Because all the harvest comes in at the same time, 

after harvest at the end of summer, prices would be depressed if every 

farmer had to sell at that tit-e. To counteract this, and give the farmers 

an economic bridge, we have the loan rate program. The loan rate is based 

upon the theoretical cost of production, which for barley in Alaska is set at 

$2.38 per bushel. The farmer who participates in this program is guaranteed 

by the federal government that his grain will be sold for at least the cost 

of production. This program is closest to HB 156 as originally written.



The third federal program is a grain reserve program, which apparently has 

two purposes - to keep grain off the market, and to build a reserve. In 

this plan, the farmer can contract to store his grain for from 3 to 5 years 

and will get a loan, based upon the cost of production plus another variable 

currently 19 cents/bu. The interest rate of 8 5/8 percent is charged only 

on the first year of the loan, and the government pays the farmer 26.5 cents 

per year per bushel for storage costs.

While some Alaskan farmers have participated in one or another of these 

programs, they don't have general applicability here because they are 

intended to keep production down. We want to encourage production.

There are some adaptations of the programs we could make. For example, 

we could use all three federal programs, and allow participation by 

farmers even though the;, would not quality under fed because of the 

stipulation to reduce acreage. Otherwise, the plans would remain the 

same.

If we do set up these or similar programs, we may want to limit a farmer's 

participation to a certain percent of his crop, to encourage in-state use 

and the growth of the red meat industry.

We may want to set up quality incentives; that is, a higher allowance 

for number 1, less for number 2, and a bottom figure for number 3 grain.



Some potential problem program areas with HB 156

1. The federal programs are based upon number 2 barley, while HB 156 uses 

number 3. Due to growing conditions in Alaska, we may want to use 

the more liberal grade.

2. The Ag Council may be reorganized - maybe even dissolved. Should 

this bill anticipate that?

3. To fully implement the program, we will need a companion appropriation.

4. In the Alaska market, where local barley is selling for between 

$3.60 and $4.00 a bushel, how would this work as a price support,

when the target price is only $2.20 a bushel?

5. The bill makes no provision for storage fees. If it costs $20/ton

per year to store the grain, any grain left when the next harvest comes 

along would have a heavy liability, and would be at a disadvantage

to complete in the market place.



t o : J o h n  M a n l y
P r o f e s s i o n a l  A s s i s t a n t  

H o u s e  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  
A l a s k a  G t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

FILE NO:

DATE: M a r c h  2 ,  1 9 8 3

TELEPHONE NO: 4 6 5 - 2 4 0 0

FROM: R o b e r tlert D. A r n o l d subject: h b  1 5 6  C o m m e n ts
D e p u t y  C o m m i s s i o n e r  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s

A t  y e s t e r d a y ' s  h e a r i n g  o n  HB 1 5 6 ,  I  t o l d  t h e  C o m m it t e e  t h a t ,  
i n  t h e  e v e n t  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  d e c i d e s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  g r a i n  
r e s e r v e  p r o g r a m  s u c h  a s  t h a t  e n v i s i o n e d  i n  t h e  b i l l ,  so m e  
a d d i t i o n a l  p r o v i s i o n s  s h o u ld  b e  c o n s i d e r e d .  A t  t h e  C o m m i t t e e ' s  
r e q u e s t ,  I  am  f u r n i s h i n g  t h o s e  s u g g e s t i o n s .

1 )  A  s y s t e m  f o r  r e m o v in g  p r e v i o u s  l i e n s  o n  g r a i n
o f f e r e d ;

2 )  A  s p e c i f i c  t i m e  p e r i o d  a n d  p r i c e  f o r m u l a  f o r  r e l e a s e  
o f  g r a i n  f r o m  t h e  s t o r a g e  r e s e r v e ;

3 )  D e f i n i t i o n  o f  l o a n  p e r i o d  a n d  w h a t  h a p p e n s  t o  t h e
g r a i n  a t  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  l o a n  ( a s  f a r  a s  i n t e r e s t  
p a y m e n t s  a n d  o w n e r s h i p ) ;

4 )  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  b e a r e r  o f  c o s t s  w h i l e  g r a i n  
i s  i n  s t o r a g e ;  a n d

5 )  D o l l a r  l i m i t s  t o  t h e  p r o g r a m .

0

02-001A (Rev. 10/ 79)



S / p p e t f T 5  £ ,'//

/: (s> jp rayrtfw
:j *£ pfjCLr U n r f *M  / z t j ,  P r/c£
.’; S. S ^ / C  m a r e f / e s  i  ..:_.........

:; Vt /■)&&( r f j
K /&?&/ ?*- /rf/rzJ*4y£n*f^.

: f u ? 5 t e c / ^  /rifas'fry ric<&fe. f i h r t f c z

y, ,*&/&.& yizvtfc dpaw shc>ri*f~
f  f r j/ o  rc jth 't- p^afrd/yt
f ,  /a- . s jj/ f l 4&A

V ) , J u /? p /y  f a y  -  4 a<  0 > ? 2  ~ fa K -

/!, (/>//■ '$ u > / V  ' A / p  0 U f & s &■! - -,* .'••,** i , > '• :-;• , • ■ ■ ,i . ,- . •

2W A ~ '

f t  !  ~A# / j c / i / k j

*J y^yywYC. /.'£*■* 
i j  r_ fv r/*  u'<<2—

; ( \ SjD4L£J~ft'c. loa-t*— 'p&Jlttd'
a(J  l A* 'p fc /J  CoS^h



P r o p o s e d  a m e n d m e n t  to H B  156

P a g e  1 ,  l i n e  2 1 :

D e l e t e  [U N IT E D  S T A T E S  T A R G E T ]  

I n s e r t  i n  i t s  p l a c e :

F . O . B .  P o r t l a n d  e x p o r t



STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Date on Bill: 2/02/83Bill Mo: HB 156 _____________________ _ ___
Title: A n  A c t  r e ^ a ^ n g  t o  a  s t a t e  g r a i n  r e s e r v e  p r o g r a m  
Sponso~  b h u l t z  
Requestor:________ v

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenditures:

FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86
Capital 1980.n 3960 O 5940 0
Operating .4 . 6 . 7
Total 1980.4 35.6.0... .6 594.0.. 7.

b. Revenues:
| Revenue" 2138.4 14276.8 6415.2

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal impact of bill:

R e p a y m e n t  o f  l o a n s  p l u s  i n t e r e s t  a t  8% p e r  a n n u m .

3. Assumptions:

F Y  84 - 20,000 t o n s  o f  b a r l e y  h a r v e s t e d  a n d  s t o r e d ;  30 f a r m s
F Y  85 - 40,000 t o n s  o f  b a r l e y  h a r v e s t e d  a n d  s t o r e d ;  40 f a r m s
F Y  86 - 60,000 t o n s  o f  b a r l e y  h a r v e s t e d  a n d  s t o r e d ;  50 f a r m s

L o a n  i n t e r e s t  a s s u m e s  t e r m  o f  o n e  y e a r ,

4. Disclaimer:
This statement has not been reviewed by the 0MB in the Office of the Governor. It there 
fore does not represent tbe~fiiialesiimate of fiscal impact.

Prepared By: ReP- Dick S h u l t s F ^§ = ^  ~____________________  Phone: 465-4940________

Division: H o u s e  Resnnrrr.^_________________________________  Date:----2-/-g-&/-&3---------

Approved by Commissioner:_______________________________________ Date:_______________________
Department:______________________________________________________

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance 
Copy to 0MB
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor 2/15/83
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F Y  8 4

F Y  8 5  

F Y  8 6

F Y  8 4  

F Y  8 5  

F Y  8 6

H B  156 - G r a i n  R e s e r v e

C a p i t a l  O p e r a t i n g

$ 1 , 9 8 0 , 0 0 0
$ 4 2 0

2 0 , 0 0 0  t o n s  a t  $ 1 1 0 / t o n ;  90%  
L o a n  p r o c e s s i n g ,  3 0  l o a n s  
(A S D S  $ 1 0  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  p l u s  
$ 4 / b i n ,  a v g .  4  b i n s )

$ 3 , 9 6 0 , 0 0 0
$ 5 6 0

4 0 , 0 0 0  t o n s  a t  $ 1 1 0 / t o n ;  90%  
L o a n  p r o c e s s i n g ,  4 0  l o a n s

$ 5 , 9 4 0 , 0 0 0
$ 7 0 0

6 0 , 0 0 0  t o n s  a t  $ 1 1 0 / t o n ;  907 , 
L o a n  p r o c e s s i n g ;  5 0  l o a n s

R e v e n u e s

P r i n c i p l e  I n t e r e s t  T o t a l

$ 1 , 9 8 0 , 0 0 0  1 5 8 , 4 0 0  $ 2 , 1 3 8 , 4 0 0

$ 3 , 9 6 0 , 0 0 0  3 1 6 , 8 0 0  $ 4 , 2 7 6 , 8 0 0

$ 5 , 9 4 0 , 0 0 0  4 7 5 , 2 0 0  $ 6 , 4 1 5 , 2 0 0
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CSHB 163 (Resources) "An Act relating to harassment
of persons engaged in hunting, 
fishing, or trapping."

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

Section .925 would make it illegal to int.»rfer with a person who is 

lawfully engaged in hunting, fishing or trapping; to disturb or game

with the intent to interfer with their taking; or to enter or remain upon 
public or private land with intent to do one or the other of the above.

A violation would be punishable by a fine of up to $500 or 30 days in jail, 

or by both.

Section .926 mandates that a wildlife protection agent shall order a 
person to desist from a violation of section .925, if he has observed the 
violation, or has probable cause to believe the person has engaged in or 
'intends to engage in such activities. The officer shall inform the violator 

of penalties applicable to failure to desist - a fine of up to $1000 or 

90 days in jail, or both.

Section .927 provides civil remedies a l l o w i n g  s. court injunction tc 

stop th i harassment; the aggrieved party to recover general damages for 
expenses rendered futile by the harassment; and the court to award lunitive 

damages.



SUPPLEMENTAL CAPITAL LISTINGS:

Governor:

•5^1.) Steese Volunteer Fire Dept......................... 600.0
2.) Alaska Hwy. Border north ......................1 ,370.0
3.) Parks Hwy. Rex-McKinley..... ...................... 5,000.0
4.) Tok cutoff rehab. ..................... 3,700.0 K

5&5.1 Fairbanks Schools life/safety upgrade...............1 ,000.0
6.) Airport Way resurface and signals.................. 3,000.0
7.) UAF campus paving, signals & lights.................  520.0
8.) UAF campus handicapped barrier removal............. 254.0

f S ' W Y . t

Senate: •

V  1.) Fairbanks litescan cancer detection unit 72.5
\  2.) Weller School improvements 180.0
v] 3.) Ravenwood Ave. upgrade 150.0

i 4.) Auburn/ Student access 225.0
| 5.) Steese Hwy. fencing 189.0

• A  I 6.) Pedro Dome Rd. upgrade 192.0
HA 7.) Ski 1 and Rd. improvements 100.0

8.) Yak to Parks shoulder widening 180.0
9.) Ag. Experiment Station paving 133.0

V> ?  10.) Instruction/Support Equipment, UAF 1,623.0
 ̂ 11.) Muskox Research Station upgrade 45.0
A 12.) Duckering Bldg. Phase II 2,700.0
^ ^ 1 3 . )  Bldg. 402 upgrade 1 ,000.0
$  14.) TVCC Phase I completion 350.0
V 15.) Fairbanks, West Valley School all-weather track 400.0

16.) Fairbanks, Denali School boiler replacement 198.0
17.) Fairbanks, Group Home put chase 211.0
18.) Big Dipper dehumidification system 284.0
19.) FNSB Search and Rescue Transportation 40.0
20.) North Pole public safety building Phase II 759.0

,21.) FNSB Law enforcement firing range completion 100.0
Ar22.) Ester area telephone expansion 418.0
^ 2 3 . )  Greenwood phone switching center 228.0

24.) Goldstream Alaska Rd. Completion 353,5
25.) Vue Crest Rds. upgrade 200.0

/ o , y s h  o
of interest - /*HSa $c-*J/\rc

1.) Nenana dock facility expansion 2,000.0
2.) Delta Junction road and street improvements 950.0
3.) Anderson runway and lighting improvements 400.0



STATE OF ALASKA

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill Nc: HB 163 Date on Bill: 2 / 4 / 8 3

T i t l e :  A n  A c t  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  p u n i s h m e n t  f o r  o b s t r u c t i n g  t h e  l a w f u l  u s e  o f  p u b l i c  
Sponsor: RPp. shul-tz ;____________
Requestor:

J L a n s L

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenditures:
(Thousands of Dollars)

i 1 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 1
I Capital 1 1 ..... i r
Operatina | j 1 i
1 Total 1 | | -o- -0- -0- -0- !

b. Revenues:
Revenue

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal imp c of bill

3. Assumptions:

N o  f i s c a l  i m p a c t .

4. Disclaimer:
This statement has not been reviewed by the 0MB in the Office of the Governor, 
fore does not represent the final estimate of fiscal impact.

Prepared By:cQ ionoi Robert J. Stickles 
Division: Fish & Wildlifn Protection

Approved by Commissioner:
Depar„menpny,i •; r

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance 
Copy to 0MB 
Copy to Sponsor 
Copy to Requestor

Phone: 269-553? 
Date: 2/15/83

Date: J? -S’!

2/15/83

It there-
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Introduced: 2/4/83
Referred: Resources and
Judiciary

1 I« THE HOUSE BY SHULTZ

2 HOUSE BILL NO. 163

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A  BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for punishment for obstructing the

7 lawful use of public land."

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

9 * Section 1. AS 11.61.120(a) is amended by adding a new paragraph to
e  * . . . ■■ - » . * ». "V. . . . .  . ~ '*-* * 4 ,

10 read:

11 (7) unlawfully prevents, hinders, or obstructs another

12 person who attempts to lawfully engage in hunting, fishing, camping,

13 or trapping within the state on public land of the state or the United

14 States.

p i  % ( , \ . \ W ( g ) < V U K le v  O dJL

C b t& A . m  *  C im  9  .

-1- HB 163



§ 11.60.310 A l a s k a  S t a t u t e s  S u p p l e m e n t § 11.61.120

Revisor’s notes. —  Section 22, ch. 166, 
SLA 1978 (revision of the criminal code) 
requires the revisor of statutes to remove 
this section and place it in an appropriate

Sec. 11.60.310. Penalty.

Transferred to AS 42.20.330.

Revisor's notes. —  Section 22, ch. 166, 
SLA 1978 (revision of the criminal code) 
requires the revisor of statutes to remove 
this section and place it in an appropriate

Sec. 11.60.320. De fin itions .

Transferred to AS 42.20.340.

Revisor’s notes. —  Section 22, ch. 166, 
SLA 1978 (revision of the criminal code) 
requires the revisor of statutes to remove 
this section and place it in an appropriate

title. As of January 1, 1980, the effective 
date of the revised criminal code, AS 
11.60.300 is codified as AS 42.20.320.

title. As of January 1, 1980, the effective 
date of the revised criminal code, AS
11.60.310 is codified as AS 42.20.330.

title. As of January 1, 1980, the effective 
date of the revised criminal code, AS
11.60.320 is codified as AS 42.20.340.

Chapter 6 1 . Offenses Against Public Order.

A rt ic le  1. R io t, D iso rde rly Conduct, and Related Offenses.
Section Section
120. Harassment 
140. Cruelty to animals

145. Promoting an exhibition of fighting 
animals <

Sec. 11.61.120. Harassm en t (a) A person commits the crime of 
harassment if, w ith intent to harass or anr.oy another person, tha t 
person
(1) insults, taunts, or challenges another person in a manner like ly 

to provoke an immediate violent response;
(2) telephones another and fails to term inate the connection w ith 

in te n t to impair the ab ility of tha t person to place or receive telephone 
calls;
(3) makes repeated telephone calls at extremely inconvenient hours;,
(4) makes an anonymous or obscene telephone call or a telephone 

call tha t threatens physical iryury; ,
(5) subjects another person to offensive physical contact; or
.u) violates a provision of an order issued under AS 09.55.600(h) or

09.55.610 restraining the respondent from communicating directly or 
ind irectly w ith the petitioner.
(b) Harassment ;s a class B misdemeanor. (§ 7 ch 166 SLA 1978; am 

§ 10 ch 61 SLA 1982)

Effect of amen
amendment rewroj
The 1982 amend 
1982, inserted "(a| 
Introductory lnngv

Sec. 11.61. l l  
A person comJ 
animals i f  he I
(1) owns, pol 

engaged in an j
(2) instigatJ 

of fighting an |
(3) attends!
(b) The an il 

property usedj 
shall be forfe | 
under this se|
(c) In this I  

a human beiif
(d) Promotf
(1) under (I
(2) under (I 

a class B miss 
ch 78 SLA l|

§ 11.61.140

Cross references^
a u th o r in g furresU«t.
tain cases where the L
aonable cause to bei». 
has committed a cnm;

Sec. 11.61.140 
crime of cruelty f
(1) intentional 

suffering on an (j
(2) recklessly r 

causes the death; 
animal; or
(3) k ills an 
(b) I t is a defej

tha t the conduc
(1) conforms
(2) was part i
(3) wasnecea1 
(c) In this sec

a human being.



STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL IMPACT

Bill flc:. HB 163______________________________  Date on Bill: 2/4/83_____________________
T i t l e :  Ari p r o v i r i i n g  f o r  p 1]n i  g h m p n t f o r  o b s t r u c t i n g  t h e  l a w f u l  u s e  o f  p u b l i c
Sponsor: RPp. shnl-tz---------------------------------------------- ----------------land—
Requestor:________________________________________________________________ _________________

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenditures:
________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1 1 1 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 | FY 86

iCapital 1 | i 1
| Opera tine. | I 1
1 Total ! 1 1 -0- .. - o - .. -0- -0- !

b. Revenues:
Revenue

2. Source o.f funds to offset fiscal impact of bill:

3. Assumpt:uns:

No f i s c a l  i m p a c t .

4. Disclaimer:
This statement has not been reviewed by the 0MB in the Office of the Governor. It there­
fore does not represent the final estimate of fiscal impact.

Prepared By: CQlonei Robert-J. Stickles____________________  Phone: 269-5532__________
Date: 2/15/83____________

Date: -jsj -f-J

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance 
Copy to 0MB
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor 2/15/83

m v i s i 0 n : ____E i s h  & W i l d l i f q .  P r o t e c t i o n

Approved by Commissioner:_____
Department: Pnhi ̂  n g.,



CSHB 163 (Resources) "An Act relating to harassment

of persons engaged in hunting, 
fishing, or trapping."

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

Section .925 would make it illegal to interfer with a person who is 
lawfully engaged in hunting, fishing or trapping; to disturb fish or game 

with the intent to interfer with their taking; or to enter or remain upon 
public or private land with intent to do one or the other of the above.

A  violation would be punishable by a fine of up to $500 or 30 days in jail, 
or b y  both.

Section .926 mandates that a wildlife protection agent shall order a 

person to desist from a violation of sec', ion .925, if he has observed the 

violation, or has probable cause to believe the person has engaged in or 
intends to engage in such activities. The officer shall inform the violator 

of penalties applicable to failure to desist - a fine of up to $1000 or 
90 days in jail, or both.

Section .927 provides civil remedies allowing: a court injunction to 

stop the harassment; the aggrieved party to recover general damages for 
expenses rendered futile by the harassment; and the court to award punitive 
damages.



STATE OF ALASKA
FISCAL MOTE Revision Date  , 1983

I. REQUEST II. FISCAL DETAIL
Biii/Resolution No.: CS HB 163 (Res) Agency Affected: Public Safety_________
Tit1e:"Harassment of Persons Engaged in .... Program Category Affecteo: F&WP_______
Sponsor: House Resources_______________  BRU, Program of Subprogram's I Affected:
Requestor: House Resources______________ Fish & Wildlife Protection____________

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 83 ! FY 84 I FY 85 i FY 36 1 FY 87 FY 88 1

OPERATING I- 1 1 1 1

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 1 • 1 I I 1
200 TRAVEL 1 1 1 1
300 CONTRACTUAL 1 1 1 1
400 COMMODITIES 1 i 1 1 1
500 EQUIPMENT 1 I I 1 1

600 LAND & STRUCTURES t i I 1 1

700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC l 1 1 1 1

1 ! 1 1 1
TOTAL OPERATING I O 1 1 0 1 

>

J 0 1 1 0 1 L : u:
I

CAPITAL

REVENUE

:UNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND i I i 1
FEDERAL FUNDS t i l l !
OTHER (Specify Source) 1 1 I I 1

! I 1 1

POSITIONS:.
FULL-TIME 1 1
PART-TIME I
TEMPORARY 1

___ 1 . ,

III. SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

IV. ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page for any Analysis No Fiscal Impact Anticipated

Prepared By: Paul Conner_______________ __________________Phone: 465-4338______
Division:_______ Administrative Services _______________  Date: 3/I//83

Approved by Commissioner: V  / / w w ) ^  Date:
Safety  {/ ~Department^ ^ V r u b l i c  Safety

Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to Office of Management and Budget, (for Legislature introduced bills)
Copy to Department (for Governor introduced bills)
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor (if different from Sponsor) 3/8/c



§ 11.60.310 A l a s k a  S t a t u t e s  S u p p l e m e n t § 11.61.120

Revisor’s notes. —  Section 22, ch. 166, 
SLA 1978 (revisicn of the criminal code) 
requires the re vis )r of statutes to remove 
this section and place it in an appropriate

title. As of January 1. 1980, the effective 
date of the revised criminal code, AS 
11 60.300 is codified as AS 42.20.320.

Sec. 11.60.310. Penalty . 

Transferred to AS 42.20.330.

Re visor's notes. —  Section 22, ch. 166, 
SLA 1978 (revision of the criminal code) 
requires the revisor of statutes to remove 
this section and place it in an appropriate

title. As of January 1, 1980, the effective 
date of the revised criminal code, AS
11.60.310 is codified as AS 42.20.330.

Sec. 11.60.320. D e fin itions . 

Transferred to AS 42.20.340.

Revisor’s notes. —  Section 22, ch. Iu6, 
SLA 1978 (revision of the criminal code) 
requires the revisor of statutes to remove 
this section and place it in an appropriate

title. As of January 1, 1980, the effective 
date of the revised criminal code, AS
11.60.320 is codified as AS 42.20.340.

Chapter 6 1 . Offenses Against Public CLder.

A rtic le  1. R io t, D iso rde rly Conduct, and Related Offenses. 
Section Section
120. Harassment 145. Promoting an exhibition of fighting
140. Cruelty to animals animals

”  Sec. 11.61.120. Harassment, (a) A person commits the crime of 
harassment if, w ith in ten t to harass or annoy another person, tha t 
person
(1) insults, taunts, or cha lengys another person in a manner like ly 

to provoke an immediate violent response;
(2) telephones another and fails to terminate the connection w ith 

in ten t to impair the ab ility of tha t person to place or receive telephone 
calls;
(3) makes repeated telephone calls at extremely inconvenient hours;.
(4) makes an anonymous or obscene telephone call or a telephone 

call th a t threatens physical injury; ,
(5) subjects c lother person to offensive physical contact; or ,
(6) violates a provision o f an order issued under AS 09.55.600(b) or

09.55.610 restra in ing the respondent from communicating directly or 
indirectly w ith the petitioner.
(b) Harassment is a class B misdemeanor. (§ 7 ch 166 SLA 1978; am 

§ 10 ch 61 SLA 1982)

132

§ 11.61.140

Cross references,, 

authorizing a rre ^ Jtain cases where the T
sonable cause to be]} 
Ski committed a cnm

Sec. 11.61.140 
crime oi cruelty
(1) intentional 

suffering on an i
(2) recklessly , 

causes the death 
animal; or /
(3) k ills  an «u 
(b) Itisadefe!

that the conducl
(1) conformed
(2) was part c
(3) wasneces
(c) In this se.J 

a human being;1
(d) Cruelty 1< 

1978; am § 1 d

Effect of amen
amendment r<wro.
The 1982 amend 
1982, inserted "(a 
introductory langi

Sec. 11.61.1 
A person com 
animals i f  he
(1) owns.pc 

engaged in ax
(2) instigal; 

o f fighting ai:
(3) attends
(b) The an 

property user 
shall be forfr 
under this s*
(c) In this 

a human bei
(d) Promo
(1) under
(2) under 

a class B mis 
ch 78 SLA ]
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§ 11.81.300 C r i m i n a l  L a w  § 11.81.300

(2) class B felonies, which characteristically involve conduct 
resulting in less severe violence against a person than class A felonies, 
aggravated offenses against property interests, or aggravated offenses 
against public administration or order;
(3) class C felonies, which characteristically involve conduct serious 

enough to deserve felony classification but not serious enough to be 
classified as A or B felonies;
(4) class A misdemeanors, which characteristically involve less 

severe violence against a person, less serious offenses against property 
interests, less serious offenses against public administration or order, 
or less f>n*angflQ Qfrninpt pnhfic health and decency than felonies;

y  (5) class B misdemeanors, which characteristically involve a m inor 
\  risk or physical in ju ry to a person, minor offenses against property 
I interests, m inor offenses against public administration or order, or
1 minor offenses against public health and decency; _ ----------

Violations, which characteristically involve conduct, 
inappropriate to an orderly society but which do not denote crim inality 
in the ir commission.
(b) The classification of each felony defined in this title , except 

murder in the firs t and second degree, sexual assault in the firs t 
degree, and kidnapping, is designated in the section defining it. A 
felony under Alaska law defined outside this title for which no penalty 
is specifically provided is a class C felony.
(c) The classification of each misdemeanor defined in this tit le  is 

designated in the section defining it. A misdemeanor under Alaska law 
defined outside this tit le  for which no penalty is provided is a class A 
misdemeanor. (§ 10 ch 166 ALS 1978; am §§ 9, 10 ch 143 SLA 1982)

Effect o f amendments. —  The 1982 subsections (a) and (b) and in the 
amendment inocrted "sexual assault in ’ntroductory language of the second sen- 
the first degree" in the first sentences of tenco of subsection (a).

NOTES TO DECISIONS

Applied in State v. Clayton, Sup, Ct. Quoted in Griffith v. State, Ct. App. Op.
Op. No. 1734 (File No. 39P"), 684 P.2d No. 71 (File No. 5914), 641 P.2d 228
1111 (1978). (1982).

Sec. 12.65.035. Fines, (a)' Upon conviction of an offense, a defen­
dant may be sentenced to pay a fine as authorized in this section or as 
otherwise authorized by law. In determining the amount and method 
of payment o f a fine, the court shall take into account the financial 
resources of the defendant and the nature of the burden its payment 
w ill impose. No defendant may be imprisoned solely because of inab il­
ity to pay a fine.
(b) Upon conviction of an offense, a defendant who is not an orga­

nization may be sentenced to pay, unless otherwise specified in the 
provision of law defining the offense, a fine of no more than
(1) [E ffec tive u n til Ja nua ry 1, 1983] $75,000 for murder in the 

firs t or second degree, sexual assault in the firs t degree, or kidnapping;
[E ffective Janua ry 1, 1983] $75,000 for murder in the firs t or 

second degree, sexual assault in the firs t degree, kidnapping, or mis­
conduct involving a controlled substance in the firs t degree;
(2) $50,000 for a class A, B, or C felony;
(3) $5,000 for a class A misdemeanor;

1 (4 ) $1,000 f ~  class B misdemeanor;"^
(5) $300 for a violation.
(c) Upo> conviction of an offense, a defendant that is an organization 

may be sentenced to pay a fine not exceeding the greater of
(1) $100,000; or
(2) an amount which is “three times the pecuniary gain realized by 

the defendant as a result o f the offense.
(d) I f a defendant is sentenced to pay a fine, the court may grant 

permission for the payment to be made w ith in a specified period of time
in specified installments. (§ 12 ch 166 SLA 1978; am § 17 ch 45 SLA 

198Z; om § 26 ch 143 SLA 1982)

Sec. 12.55.135. Sentences o f im prisonm ent fo r m isdemeanors, 
(a) A defendant convicted of a class A misdemeanor may be sentenced 
to a definite term of imprisonment of not more than one year.

( (b) A defendant convicted of a class B misdemeanor may be sen­
tenced to a definite term of imprisonment of not more than 90 days 
unless otherwise specified in the provision of law defining the offense.

(c) A defendant convicted of assault in the lourth degree committed- 
in violation of the provisions of an order issued under AS 09.55.600 or
09.55.610 shall be sentenced to a minimum term of imprisonment o f 20 
days. The execution of sentence may not be suspended and probation 
or parole may not be granted un til the minimum term of imprisonment 
has been served. Imposition of sentence may not be suspended, except 
upon condition tha t the defendant be imprisoned for no less than the 
minimum term of imprisonment provided in this section, and the m in i­
mum sentence provided for in this section may not he otherwise 
reduced. (§ 12 ch 166 SLA 1978; am § 2 ch 139 SLA 1980; am § 22 ch 
59 lr,TA  1982; am § 13 ch 61 SLA 1982; am § 31 ch 143 SLA 1982)
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TIPS FOR ITJNT SABOTEURS

.

Fourteen million Americans will be shouldering their rifles and shotguns within 

the next few months, marching off to their annual offensive against our wildlife. 
These legions, which are more numerous, and generally better equipped than the entire 

Nazi armies of the Second World War, will take a bloody toll before the season ends. 

They will kill deer and rabbits, ducks, dogs, cats, a few children, and even a few 
hunters.

It is time for friends of animals to start organizing a defense that will serve 
to at least temper the wanton destruction. There are many ways that a friend of 

animals cam become a forest partisan on behalf of our wildlife, amd we offer here a 

few suggestions chat range in effort, depending upon a person's abilities amd 
commitments

1. Deny the hunter the land to hunt on. Much hunting is done on private lamds. 
To protect these animals, encourage your neighbors, especially those who own large 
tracts such as farms amd ranches, to post their land and forbid hunting. Try to 
convince them that hunters invariably cause more damage to agriculture than the wild 
animals do.

2. Many areas have hunting restricted to a specified number of hunters who 

have special permits. Commonly, these permits allow the hunter to use a particular 
blind or hunt less common species, such as bear. Apply for these permits yourself. 

The permits axe usually awarded by a simple lottery selection. If you're lucky, 

you'll w i n  a permit and deny a hunter his kill.

3. Get into the woods yourself the day before, the hunting season. If you're 

familiar with the most commonly hunted areas, try to drive wildlife away. A stroll 
through the forest with a nice loud radio and a dog on a leash, will serve to make 

wildlife more wary of humans. This is particularly important for younger animals 

that have not y e t ’had the traumatizing experience of being hunted.

4. Certain substances, such as rotten eggs, when rubbed into hunting blinds, 

make these enclosures even more uncomfortable for the hunters. Uncomfortable hunters 
are irritable, and are also poorer shots. Plastering the floor of a hunting blind 
with cow dung is another good idea.

5. If you're familiar with wildlife habits in your neighborhood, try to encourage 

them to break these habits shortly before hunting season. For instance, many hunters 
like to stalk along deer tracks which are pretty well defined to a good woodsman. 
Placing deer repellent (available at many feed and hardware stores) along these 
tracks will encourage the deer to move away and leave the hunter with a route devoid 

of the species. If you want to save money, just scoop up a bag of human hair from a 
local barber shop and hang handfuls of it in little bags about two or three feet from 
the ground, along the deer track. The deer will soon get the message that there are 
humans in the area ani. will drift away.

6. If there is much hunting with dogs in your area, try to get hold of a female 

dog in heat and lead her, on a leash, through an axes, that is heavily hunted. Male 
dogs in the hunter's pack will "get wind" of the female and lose their enthusiasm for 

chasing rabbits or deer.



7. Hunters frequently like to ambush their prey by setting out food and then 

hiding in blinds. Commonly, bushels of apples axe set out a few days before hunting 

season to encourage deer to browse in this area. When hunting season comes, the hunter 
merely comes to the site, climbs into a blind, and waits for the deer to come to him.

To disrupt this, there are two alternatives. First, remove all apple piles immediately 

on finding them during the days preceding hunting season. Second, if there are just 
too many apples to c a n y  away, give them a good spraying with deer repellent and 
spread barber shop hair clippings all over the area.

8. Encourage your municipality to pass an ordinance that bans, in the interest 

of public safety, the use of all weapons within its limits. Rifles, shotguns, .bows 
and arrows have been known to kill people too.

9. If you have a portable tape recorder, get a cassette recording of wolf 

howls. Play this in the wocds a few times in the days before hunting season. It 
will make wildlife wary.

10. Try to develop strong anti-hunting sentiment in your community by writing 
letters to the editor of your local newspapers, meeting with neighbors, getting on 
talk shows. Creating public awareness of the problem is a vital point. Let your 
neighbors know that the law recognizes wildlife as belonging to all people, and 

they are not the exclusive property of hunters until after they have been murdered.

11. Work on a project to get your State to pass a law that would require all 
hunters to carry written permission from the landowners of the places they hunt.

This further curbs the hunter's battlegrounds because many farmers are reluctant 
to sign permits that would allow people to hunt on their lands. Also, much land 
is owned by summer residents, corporations, etc. that are nearly impossible to get 

hold of.

12. Approach your CongrGSoporson and Senato rs with demands that hunting and 

trapping be prohibited on national wildlife refuges amd all public land.

13. If you have any old,- stuffed animal toys, set these around commonly hunted 

areas. Hunters often don't take the time to check if an animal is real. Better to 
have a hole in a cotton rabbit than a real one - and' the noise of the gun going off 

might serve to scare away other wildlife.

14. We will be trying to put together a better activist’s guide for next hunting 
season, so if you have any ideas or procedures you've found effective, please let us 

know. Mail them in to Bill Clark, Friends of Animals, 11 West 60th Street, New York, 

NY 10023.

Use your imagination. There are plenty of ways to frustrate the hunt, depending 

o n  *your own abilities and enthusiasm. The main point hare is to do something. By 
your work, you will be helping animals in two ways. First, you will be protecting 
them from the hunters and second, you wi l l  be letting the hunters know that friends 
of animals are in the woods. This serves to anger them, and angry hunters do not 

stalk so quietly, their aim is not so precise. Emotions can play heavily in the 
success of a hunt, and the most effective killers are cool and methodical. Disrupt!
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A N T I-H U N T E R S  V S . H U N T E R S :

G r e e n p e a c e  f a n a t i c s  a r e  h a r a s s in g  h u n te r s  in  th e  f i e l d .  I t ’s  a  v ic io u s  

a n d  v e r y  d a n g e r o u s  m o v e m e n t ,  a n d  y o u  c o u ld  h e  th e  n e x t  v ic t im . H e r e ' s  

w h a t  to  e x p e c t  p l u s  s o m e  v e r y  g o o d  a d v ic e  o n  w h a t  not to  d o  a b o u t  i t .

B y  R i c h a r d  S ta r n e s ,  E d i to r - a t - L a r g e

The lush alpine valleys and rugged 
highlands of northeastern British C o­
lumbia have witnessed ihe opening 
skirmishes in what threatens to become 
all-out war between big-game hunters 
and anti-hunting zealots w h o  have 
sought to stop them by harassment, 
abuse, intimidation and— it is
‘charged— physical violence.

H o w  much violence has occurred to 
date is in dispute, but there have been 
several angry confrontations involving 
hunters and anti-hunting activists, one 
beating has already taken place, and 
feeling is running so high that Canadian 
provincial authorities arc alarmed at the 
prospect of more violence when the 
big-game season opens this fall.

“It's only a question of time before 
some hothead loses his composure and 
someone gets hurt,” said one hunter 
who was victimized by the anli-hunt- 
crs.

Arrayed against each other in the 
conflict are the hunters, outfitters, and 
gamc-management officials of British 
Columbia, and a dedicated, well- 
financed, implacable organization of 
anti-hunters who call themselves 
Greenpeace.

Greenpeace is no collection of 
saloon conspirators content to crank

out mimeographed anti-hunting dia­
tribes and picket sponing-goods stores. 
It is olick, professional, worldwide, 
and growing rapidly. Its Vancouver 
chfiptcr alone budgets nearly $500,000 
a year for anti-hunting activities. Its 
tools are $1,000-a-day helicopters, ex­
pensive sound cameras, and self-con­
fessed expertise at manipulating the

Cress and television. Its tactics arc 
arassmcnt, confrontation, and at­

tempts physically to restrain hunters. 
Its leader, Dr. Patrick Moore of Van­
couver, made it clear in an interview 
with Outdoor Life that episodes of 
harassment and intimidation that took 
place in the rich’ hunting grounds of 
British Columbia in 1979 and 1980 
were only the opening salvos in the 
conflict.

•‘We'll be back this year," he said. 
"They can't stop us. W e  intend to stop 
trophy hunting, first in British Colum­
bia, ultimately all over the world."

H o w  Greenpeace seeks to frustrate 
hunters is perhaps best told in the words 
of Richard A. Mielke, a 50-year-old 
Pontiac. Michigan, fire fighter who last 
year took a 21 -day hunt-of-a-lifctime in 
the rugged, 1.6-million acre Spatsizi 
Wilderness Park in British Columbia. 
He and his partner, Darryl Has.ings,

40, a computer broker from Rochester, 
Michigan, encountered tl ; Greenpeac- 
ers oh the first day of the hunt.

"They barged right into our camp," 
Mielke said. "They stuck sound c a m­
eras right in our faces. They harangued 
and.abused us. One of them screamed 
at me, 'Is there something wrong with 
your sex life? Is that why you're up 
here killing animals?' W h e n  we tried to 
ride out of camp they locked arms 
across the trail to stop us. One of them 
grabbed the bridle of m y  horse. That 
was dangerous. That’s toygh country 
up there. If the horse had shieff and fall­
en I could have been badly hurt."

Eventually the hunters and their 
guide broke free and continued the 
hunt, but on nearly every day of the 
hunt the harassment continued. O n  one 
day Mielke took his rifle— unloaded—  
to a dock on tiny Bug Lake to scope a 
wolf that had been howling near the 
camp.

"One of these Greenpeace guys 
crowded up against me. bumped me, 
and yelled, ‘You’re not going to shoot 
that animal while I’m  here!’ He 
grabbed m y  rifle, and then he fell into 
the lake."

‘‘They would taunt you in every way 
they cojld," Hastings added. "Y o u
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couldn’t even go to the john without 
one of them sticking a camera in. U's 
hard to keep your cool under those 
circumstances, yet 1 couldn't give them 
the satisfaction of bothering me.”

Although the Greenpeacers scornful­
ly characterize hunters such as Mielke 
and Hastings as "jet-set headhunters,” 
both are m e n  of modest means.

"I scrimped and saved and worked 
at odd jobs for two years to get the m o n­
ey for that hunt," Mielke said. “ By the 
time I’d paid air fares, outfitters’ fees, 
and license and trophy fees it cost me 
around $10,000."

Hastings put the co s t of his hunt at 
near $12,500, and noted it would be a 
long time, if ever, before he could 
afford another hunt of that magni­
tude.

Both hunters report that attempts to 
reason with the anti-hunters were 
futile.

" W e  were after Stone sheep, princi­
pally," Hastings said. “ But they kept 
alluding to them as ‘bighorns.’ I told 
one of them, ‘Y o u ’re such a phony; you 
don’t even know what species you’re 
talking about.’ ’’

Both m e n  got trophy sheep as well as 
other trophy specimens, but the Green­
peace activitists succeeded in blighting 
what would otherwise have been an 
idyllic hunt.

“ There were several days when 1 
didn’t hunt because of them," Hastings 
said.

Complaints to provincial wildlife 
authorities were to no avail. "Eany in 
the hunt a park ranger came into our 
camp,” Hastings said. " W e  asked him 
why he wouldn’t protect our right to 
cany on a lawful activity. I'd paid 
around $1,000 for licenses and tags, 
and these people were trying to deprive 
m e  of m y  right to hunt. The ranger 
replied that there was nothing he could 
do. ‘It's a public park,’ he told me. 
‘They can go anywhere they 
please.’ "

Later, after the anti-hunter fell 
(Grccnpcacer Moore says he was 
pushed) into the lake, four Royal Cana­
dian Mounted Police officers and two 
B.C. Fish and Wildlife Department 
officials arrived at the Mielke-Hastings 
camp by helicopter. Again the two 
hunters repeated their plea for protec­
tion, again the officials said there was 
nothing they could do.

“They told us they were trying to 
figure out h ow to resolve the issue," 
Hastings told O u t d o o r  L ife. "But all 
they did was to tell us, 'We want you 
fellows to bi patient and keep the 
peace.’ ’’ (There are indications, how­
ever, which we will come to later, that 
B.C. officials arc preparing to abandon

Illustration by Domenick O'Andrea
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their pcs’icy of noninterference when 
the Ivtfi season opens.)

Ever, after Mielke and Hastings quit 
their c am p  to return home, the Green­
peace contingent pursued them. After 
alerting press and television, the anti- 
hunters continued their tactics of 
harassment. They followed the two 
hunters into the airport at Vancouver, 
tai nting them, haranguing and vilify­
ing them, and waving professionally- 
made anti-hunting placards for the ben­
efit of news and television cameras. 
Several wore animal costumes, includ­
ing horns or antlers. The Greenpeacers 
drove the tw o hunters to take refuge in 
the airport lounge, where the bartender 
did what the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police and game department officials 
had been unable or unwilling to do. He 
chased the anti-hunters out of the 
place.

What was possibly an even uglier 
incident took place during the 1979 
season in Spatsizi. Gary Zechel, an 
engineer with the Ford Motor Compa­
ny, who lives in the Detroit area, was 
hunting Ranger Creek with his wife Jo- 
Carole, who is a hunter, but wasn’t 
hunting on this occasion. Accompanied 
only by an Indian guide, the Zcchels 
were traversing one of the wildest, 
most primitive areas in North Ameri­
ca.

" W e  were six or eight hours by 
horseback from our base camp, staying 
in a spike camp," Zechel recalled, 
“ when these Greenpeace people 
showed up. There were seven men and 
one woman. There was lots of taunting, 
harassment, and intimidation. They 
said they would do whatever they could 
to stop us. They said if they couldn’t 
persuade us to abandon our hunt they 
would restrain us physically. When we 
rode out for a day of hunting, they 
locked arms in front of us. Whe n  1 tried 
to go to my wife's aid, one of them 
grabbed m y  horse’s reins. Eventually our 
guide broke through, and m y  wife and I 
got away from them. They chased us 
several hundred yards up the trail, and 
our guide's horse fell into a bog. That 
was very dangerous. Even a minor injury 
is serious in that remote wilderness."

Like Mielke and Hastings, Zechel is 
an experienced hunter and outdoors- 
man, clearly able to take care of him­
self. But some insight into the psycho­
logical impact of the Greenpeace tac­

In the fall of1980, the Cary Zechel hunting party camped in the Spatsizi wilderness 
in British Columbia and ran into harassment by eight Greenpeace agitators (left). 
When Zechel and his wife rode out of their camp for a day of hunting with their 
guide, the Greenpeacers locked arms across the trail to block their way and 
screamed abuse. A female Greer,peacer grabbed Zechel's reins to hold him back. 
The guide broke through the human barrier, and the Zechels pulled away and rode 
around them. Gary Zechel stated that his greatest fear was that one of the horses 
would spook and injure or kill someone. The painting is based on a photograph 
supplied by the Greenpeacer organization! At right, Greenpeacers in animal cos­
tumes harass Richard A. Mielke and Darryl Hast mgs in the Vancouver airport 
after their successful hunt.
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tics can be w o n  when Zechel says, 
“ One of those guys bad an ice ax he 
kept waving in m y  face. I felt more fear 
than 1 have felt in a long time.’’

Zechel’s wife seems to have been 
singled out for particular attention by 
the Greenpeacers.

“ They ran raving and yelling at 
her," he reported. “ It was like criot. 
They came within five or ten feet of 
her."

Exercising what can only be de­
scribed as saintly restraint, the Zechels 
and their guide did their best to ignore 
the anti-hunters.

“ This drove them into a ftenzy," 
Zechel said. “ They acted nearly hys­
terical, obviously looking to cause 
some action or incident.” Not surpris­
ingly, the Greenpeace tactics finally 
wore down Jo-Carole’s emotional re­
serves. “ She was terrified and finally 
broke down crying and screaming for 
them to leave us alone. They refiised 
and she ran into the tent, sobbing 
'They’re crazy— I'm afraid of them.' 
She spent the final days of the hunt in 
her tent."

W h e n  the Zechels broke camp and 
returned to Smithers, he filed an assault 

- charge against the Greenpeace anti­
hunters. Although technically the 
charge is still pending, it has been 
"stayed” and provincial authorities 
made it clear they have no plans to 
prosecute it.

Ralph Aldrich, chief conservation 
officer of the British Columbia fish and 
wildlife agency, undertook to ex­
plained why.

“ From an enforcement point of view 
we  can cnly follow the law," he said in 
an interview. “ There is no law.against 
yelling. It’s just like picketing. Of 
course, if they threaten assault and take 
some overt action,’ that m a y  be 
assault."

Is it illegal to impede hunters’ hors­
es? Aldrich’s reply was something less 
than definitive. “ It depends.” he said. 
Thereupon he passed the buck to Peter 
Ewart, crown counsel (prosecuting at­
torney) for the Spatsizi district. From 
Prince George, B.C., Ewart indicated 
that, while still open, the charges laid 
by Gary Zechel against the Grecnpeac- 
ers would likely never be prosecuted.

" W e  took a look at the evidence and 
the probable outcome of a trial and put 
a ‘stay’ on the case," Ewart said. But 
then, plainly choosing his words care­
fully, Ewart laid out what may be pro­
vincial officials’ plan to end the threat 
to one of British Columbia’s prime 
industries. "I would have been much 
happier," he said, “ if the charge had 
been intimidation instead of assault." 
British Columbia, he said, has a statute 
making it illegal to “ impede or attempt 
to impede any person from carrying out

a lawful activity" by threats, harass­
ment, or coercion.

“ What he says is a crock," bluntly 
charged Ray Collingwood, whose firm 
outfitted both the Zechel and Mielke- 
Hasting parties. “ They didn’t prose­
cute because of the expense of getting 
witnesses back up here to testify. I’ve 
lost all respect for the government."

Collingwood revealed what appar­
ently is not known by provincial 
authorities— real violence has already 
broken out.

"One of these., [Greenpeace] guys 
pied to stop one of our pilots irom tak­
ing off from an airstrip w e  maintain in 
the park," he told Outdoor Life. “ He 

grabbed a wing strut of the Beaver and 
tried to force our pilot to abort his take­
off. The plane got off anyway and later 
the pilot returned, landed the aircraft, 
and punched the guy out. He knocked 
him down and slapped him around 
some. H e  just hung a little licking on 
him."

Despite the degree of restraint exer­
cised by Mielke, Hastings and Zechel, 
provincial authorities are acutely aware 
of the potential for violence. Like the 
hunters themselves, provincial officials 
see the tacti'-* of Greenpeace as calcu­
lated prov. ions designed to spark 
violent reaction. All agree that would 
be counterproductive arid, as one put it, 
"would give Greenpeace ‘proof that 
all hunters are thugs and violcnce- 
ptone killers. ’ ’ Chief conservation offi­
cer Aldrich pointedly noted that there 
will be combined Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police and game department 
patrols in Spatsizi during the 1981 sea­
son.

Greenpeace’s Moore airly dismissed 
the prospect of being prosecuted under 
the intimidation statue.

“ The attorney general (of British 
Columbia) hired a m a n  last summer 
especially to research the question," he 
said. “ H e  concluded there was no law 
that could stop us. Our activities a,« as 
legal as the hunters’. All w e ’re doing is 
occupying nonconsumptivc space, 
competing for resources with the hunt­
ers. They can’t say w e ’re interfering 
with their rights. Those (game) animals 
don’t belong to anyone until they’re 

| actually taken into possession."
! It is clear that Patrick Moore is the 
architect, principal voice, and prrsid- 

I ing genius of Greenpeace. He con­
ceive! and created die organization 
while a graduate student at the Univcr- 

, sity of British Columbia (he is now' a 
doctor of ecology) five years ago. His 
title is Canadian director of Greenpeace 
International, but plainly his sway’ 
extends to the worldwide branches of 
the organization. He is one of 12 sala­
ried, full-time employees of Canadian 

Greenpeace, and he ’is paid SI,200 a 
month. There are offices in Vancouver,

“ We intend to shut 
down trophy hunting in 
Spatsizi to show that it 

can be done.”

Victoria, Toronto, and Montreal, as 
.well as branches in the United States, 
the United Kingdom, the Netherlands,

France, N e w  Zealand, and Australia. A  
Greenpeace "secretariat" in Washing­
ton coordinates the activities of the 
international branches, and it has an 
annual budget of $120,000.

“ Our forte," Moorc said in an inter­
view, "is organizing expeditions into 
remote areas in order to confront in a 
nonviolent manner acts that we consid­
er environmentally detrimental. Out 
funding is entirely private— donations 
from individuals that are generally less 
than $50. W e  have no foundation or 
government grants. Our methods are 
too controversial to attract money from 
conservative quarters."

Greenpeace’s first confrontation 
took place when Moorc and others 
chartered an 85-foot vessel and sailed 
to the Aleutian island of Amchitka in an 
attempt to halt the testing of nuclear 

bombs. “ W e  lost that battle but we 
won the war,” he said. “ They’ve 
stopped testing now and Amchitka is a 
wildlife preserve."

Later Greenpeace made expeditions 
to the South Seas in an attempt to stop 
nuclear testing by France (they failed), 
and they have conducted offensives 
against whalers and seal hunters.

“ But we  cut our teeth on nuclear 
testing," 'Moore said. "From it we 
learned how to deal with the media and 
how to understand international poli­
tics. W e ’re fortunate in having people 
who understand the media— that s how 
you communicate with people in the 
m o d e m  world, knowing what sort o f ; 
images appeal to the media."

Although Canadian authorities are 
tippy-toeing around the Greenpeace 
campaign of intimidation in Spatsizi, 
the government ended similar tactics 
that were attempted against commer­
cial hunters of harp seals in Newfound­
land.

"They enacted what they called 
‘seal protection regulations’," Moore 
said, “just to keep us out. It’s ironic, 
and very undemocratic.”

Moore insists that ending all hunting 
is not his goal. “ Hunting can be part of 
a harmonious relationship with na­
ture," he said. “ Indian bowhunters 
lived in a balanced state with nature for



‘10,000 years. But what w e ’re saying is 
that the relationship between man and 
animals has changed dramatically. 
These hunters are an extension of the \ 
Detroit urban-industrial ecosystem, j 
They have no place in Spatsizi. In a; 
park set aside for protecting these ani-; 
mals, w e  must stop thinking of them as 
a natural resource and think of them as 
a national treasure.”

Moore's disclaimer notwithstand- - 
ing, Greenpeace’s program would ef­
fectively end hunting It would totally 
rule out all trophy hunting, even under 
the rigidly controlled conditions pre­
vailing in Spatsizi. It would prohibit 
hunting by all outsiders, insisting that 

only food hunters ‘‘that are part of the 
(local) environment be permitted to 
hunt." It would, in short, permit only 
subsistence hunting, and then only if 
the cessation of hunting would "dra­
matically affect" the life-style of the 
hunter, and only if subsistence hunting 
remained in “ balance" with the envi­
ronment.

Moorc repeate/ly insisted that the 
hunters who wer. assailed by the 
Greenpeacers were .’nthinking trophy 
freaks who habitually left the meat of 
their animals to spoil after removing 
homs, antlers, and capes. All three 
hunters heatedly denied the charge, . 
noting that they had painstakingly 
packed all usable meat back to camp, 
cither for shipment home or for use by 
the outfitter's crew. The outfitters con­

firmed this. In fact, British Columbia 

law requires that the meal of game ani­
mals be removed and used for food, 
and in its exhaustive investigation of 
the incidents, the provincial game 
department found no violations of the 
law by the hunters.

For the record, Moore denies any of 
the Greenpeace activists at Spatsizi 
committed assault by grabbing any­
one’s anm. He denies that Mielke’s rifle 
was pushed, but he insists that either 
Mielke or his companion shoved one of 
the Greenpeacers into the icy waters of

“ They’re crazy—I ’m 
afraid of them ,”  Gary 
Zechel’s wife said. She 
spent the final days of 
the hunt in her tent.

Bug Lake. He  concedes that they tried 
to block progress of the hunters’ hors­
es , but denies any member of his group 
seized them by the bridles. "They ran 
their horses at us," he insisted.

"Our intention is to be there again 
this year. W e  intend to shut down tro­
phy hunting in Spatsizi to show that it 
can be done. They say w e  arc intefering

with them. W e  deny that. We're com­
peting, as is our right, and they can’t 
stop us."

Perhaps more philosophical than 
many hunters would be, Richard 
Mielke warns future hunters of Spatsizi 
that the Greenpeace anti-hunters “ are 
trying to provoke you into taking a 
poke at them. And that’s the last thing 
anyone should do. It’s exactly what 
they want."

Unfortunately, however, it isn't the 
last thing that’s likely to happen—  
unless British Columbia takes a page 
from Newfoundland’s book and con­
trives a way to keep the Greenpeace 
people away from the hunters. There 
are some indications B.C. officialdom, 
perhaps belatedly, is now working hard 
to find a way to end the harassment of 
hunters. In reply to a letter of complaint 
from Mielke, B.C. Minister of Envi­
ronment Stephen Rogers wrote:

"I wish to extend m y  personal apol­
ogies for the harassment you suffered 
(and) I also want to congratulate you 
and your hunting partner for the 
restraint you both showed under trying 
circumstances. The hunters in Spatsizi 
by their good behavior, as oppored to 
the conduct of Greenpeace, gained in 
general public stature while Green­
peace ruffcred.

" W e  are working with the Parks 
Branch to sec what can be done to pre­
vent situations such as you L  
experienced from recurring.M J A



11 «:i T h e  F o r c e  " B e h in d  W ii'e h d s  ''o f'A h in i'id ls '1
Alice Herrington Raises the Hackles of Sportsmen in Her War on Hunting

j t A. xk'j, •*’
Alice Herrington

B/  K. J. NILSSON 
Qrit SUIT Writer

Whether Alice Herrington la right or wrong, she Is anything but a bore. As founder and president o f Friends o f Animals (FOA), Herrington arouses strong feelings among sportsmen .and oth­ers in her crusade against hunting.Herrington, who lives with eight cats In 
Little Silver, N J ., founded FOA in 1057 to tiy to reduce the numbers o f stray dogs and cats. And that is still the major purpose of the organization, she said.But the group's chief claim to fame Is Herrington's verbal bouts with hunters and trappers."To call this a sport is Just pure non- sense," she said about hunting. "It's a real cruelty. It can't be Justified."

IN HERRINGTON'S view, the only peo­
ple worse than hunters are trappers.“ Deer hunters are not nearly as bad as trappers," she said. "I can't imagine how hunters, who pride themselves on fine shooting, Ally themselves with trappers, who practice sadism. Deer hunters are 
due a little credit for at least the speed of their kill."Despite the fireworks that FOA ignites with its “ full program of hunting and trapping disruption," Herrington wants to convince the public that there “ ore two cruelties.''

Besides the killing of 'Tree animals, which are called wildlife," she explained, she’s concerned about man's treatment o f all domesticated animals—including pets and livestock. *"It’s an American syndrome to love kit­
tens and puppies but then throw out dogs and cats," she said, adding that millions of dogs are killed "in American municipal 
dog pounds, but they were loved as pup­pies."In 1970, Herrington organized low-cost spaying programs for 20,000 animals. By 
1980, the number had risen to 60,000.Lost September In Neptune, N J ., si opened a low-cost spaying clinic, s^id'to be "a model o f its kind with rojuvTfor 80 .animals and two veterinarian!" Across^£lrthral7 the flnl jo ^ n g , !  solu.ofAne

FOA, Including zoos.“ Zoos must be phased out," said’ an FOA publication.
Herrington’j  ccncem for animals was heightened when she returned to the Un­ited States in 1954. Working as a War 

Department statistician, she had seen rel­atively few animals running loose in Eu­rope.• In the United States, she said, " I was shocked to find stray animals every­where.”  ;
HpRRlNTiTONra graduate o f the Unl- rsity of Wisconsin in Madison, put her statistical talents to work calculating the 

rate oLinereJSeofdogs and'cats. She said hbrealized that cutting the prolific
the nation, her group pays/6r part o p t cost of spaying in coo^rration wjm 750 participating veterinarians. /

ONE OF the prim^targets ofrlerrington ■nd the FOA is the food business."Cruelty to animals is practiced on 
larger scale by the food Industry than by any other single sector off human Bctlv| ty," an FOA publication asserts.And Herrington adds: V" I f people want to support an indust that is destroying the land, tHbn they cad continue to eat these creatures. Bu^if no| they can eat vegetables."Other institutions also are criticized

tion. \This realization led to the rounding of 
FOA, which worked with volunteers until 1907. Now the group has 12 full-time em-

Herringlon was askecPwhether she would advise FOA members to take traps that were legally set. /"Yesl Why not? Certainly," she said. 
But wouldn't the "solution" be itcal- lng? /"You could say thaUCs stealing if you like,”  she replied, jlbnt the Robin Hood approach to lifpriSstlll a very nice way to

. /M L .

A*'



By STEVE GRANT •
. F rie nd s o f A n im a l? In c said F r id a y 

it . is  go ing to t r ip  >:p lirappers by •■etting 
o f f th e ir Iegho ld t r a ja  whoa the 'reason 
opens ne x t week.
The o rgan iza tion ita ld I t w i l l ask Its 

4,500 member's in  Connecticu t to look 
fo r the traps , touch ih en . o f f w ith  a 
s tic k and rem ove them , because I t be­
lie v e * the trap s a re llnhumane.
• . “ We can’ t  as an organ iza tion advise 
peop le 5 rem ove le g a lly set Ieghold 

i ' traps . I t  w ou ldn ’ t be k  sm a rt th in g to • 
i do. w h a t We're ask ing them  to  do-Jt re ­

m ove Il le g a lly  se t trace . O ur ju e s s i t , 
m ost o f them  are ille g a l,”  sa id P ris c illa  
F en d , the o rgan iza tio n ’s Connecticu t 
d ire c to r.

i ' • • Game law s re q u ire a l l Ieghold traps 
to have the ow ne r's name on them and 
they m u s t be placed unde rw a te r o r in 
an an im a l's bn rrow . , .
A  spokesman fo r trappe rs questioned 

the new cam pa ign , wh ich w i l l begin 
i nex t Sa tu rday, when the season opens.
! ‘ T h e y 're  se ttin g up a v ig ila n te group. 

V ig ila n te s In any s itu a tio n a n  to t good. 
They don ’t  know enough and they tend 

: to break the la w  themselves,”  said Rob- 
. e r t C rook o f Madison, a m em ber and 

fo rm e r pres iden t o f the Connecticu t 
i T rappe rs Associa tion , wh ich has about 

800 members.
“ I  w ou ldn ’ t ob je c t lo anybody Coming 

ou t and check ing m y traps , as long as 
they had th s pe rm iss ion o f the landown- 

■ e rra nd as long as they d idn ’ t stea l them , 
set them o f f o r ta ke an im als o u t B u t t  
re a lly  don ’t th in k th u t’s th e ir responsi­
b i l i ty , ”  C rook added.
Re said the sta te D epa rtm en t o f E n ­

v iro nm en ta l P ro te c tio n is responsible

fo r seeing th a t tra p p in g is conducted 
le g a l ly  and th a t be unde rs too d th e  
g rc p  • a  to ld by D E P  not to rem ove 
Ille g a l tra p s bu t In tfa a d to re p o rt them  
to a game warden.
M i . F e ra l said a tra p p e r ’s name le ­

g a lly can be placed anywhere on a trap , 
90 mem bers would have to t r ip  them to 
check. She said m embers wou ld not b t 
advised to rese t lega l traps . • * • . . .
"D E P  can read the r io t ac t te> me i f  I t 

• wishes. B u t no way w i l l w e aid the tra p ­
per. Our ob je c t is to ge t r id  o f the le g - 
Ebld tra p ,”  ahe said.

■j The organ iza tion hsa argued th a t the 
tra p , wh ich has twO stee l Jaws th a t 
s lam  shut when an an im a l touches a 
piece o f ba it, is b a rb a r ic because soma 
an im a ls die s low ly o r a re le f t c rip p le d , 
Ms. F e ra l sa id dom estic an im a ls also 
have been caugh t In the traps. There 
a re o the r trape ava ila b le th a t a re more 
humane, she said.
. C rook es tim a ted th a t (here a r t 8,000 
tra p pe rs in Connecticu t, w ith  the ave r­
age tra p p e r p lac ing 50 o r 100 traps In 
the w ild .

The most com m on ly trapped an im a l 
In the state fa the m uskra t, wh ich can 
y ie ld  a p e lt 'tn a t w i l l fe tch up to |8 . 
Raccoon, fo x , m in k , opposum , weasel, 
skunk and beave r also can be trapped 
le g a lly , though the season fo r some o f 
those an im a ls does not begin Until la te r.

F riends o f An im a ls , w h ich Is based In 
New Y o rk , has waged o the r campaigns 
aga ins t hunters . Some members went 
In to the Connecticu t woods recen tly to 
p la y reco rded w o lf how ls to a le r t an i­
m a ls o f danger when the deer hunting 
season opened.

1H u m an e  G rou p  T o  S e iz e  
A n im a l L e g h o ld  T r a p s



January 1933

Repre ssntative Eick Schultz 

State Capitol Building 

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Bear Dick:

Cn January 9, 1?83 the Tok Cutoff-Xabesna Road Advisory Committee met i n  
a general meeting to discuss hunting regulations. There were several things 

discussed vith two of them pertaining to you.

#1 W e  would like to see 1 tgislation written and passed that would control 
or rather stop harrassmsnt of hunters, trappers, and fishermen. W e  would, 
be able to carry on our life-style without harrassment from the "greenies". -

#2 We would like to see legislation written and passed that would eliminate 
the $25 trophy tag for resident grizzly/brcwn bear hunters. We believe the 

State is rich .enough without charging its residents a $29 fee.

Our committee will bo meeting wit I'd n a few weeks and correspondence from you 
would be appreciated. I would like to able to tell the folks something about 

these two items,

Good luck and if there is anything I or this coramitti’̂  can do to help, please 

let me know.

Sincerely,

3111 E l l  i ? ,  C h a ir x a n
To k  O u i c f f - ” a b e sr .a  R d . A d v i s o r y  Corar.it
S . ?.. E r r  3 3 0
Oaktna, Alaska 99335

907/822-31:26
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Summary of Teleconference 

Topic: Homesteading

March 3, 1983

Homesteading in General

Nearly all participants enthusiastically supported the 
concept of a homestead program. The overriding reason seems 
to be in keeping with the Article VIII, Sec. 1 & 2 of our 
Constitution:

ARTICLE VIII 
NATURAL RESOURCES

SECTION l.It is the policy of the State to encourage 
the settlement of its land and the development of its 
resources by making them available for maximum use 
consistent with the public interest.

SECTION 2. The legislature shall provide for the 
utilization, development, and conservation of all 
natural resources belonging to the State, including 
land and waters, for the maximum benefit of its people.

In short, participants seem to agree that Alaskan residents 
should have the opportunity to own land and determine for 
themselves what the use and lifestyle is appropriate on that 
land.

Stipulations

Overall, the testimony seemed to indicate that 160 acres was 
an acceptable parcel size, and that a reasonable portion of 
that acreage should be cleared.

a) SURVEYING - Yes, an accurate survey should be 
required, but it should not cost prohibitive. State 
funded surveys for major control points such as section 
comers would help reduce costs. Also, either loans, 
or additional time to complete survey requirements 
would help.

b) HABITABLE DWELLING - Yes, a permanent habitable 
dwelling should be required.

c) ACCESS - This topic of discussion came up 
repeatedly. First, their needs to be accessible to 
homesteads via rights-of-way preferably along section 
lines. Secondly, homesteads should not block public



access to streams, lakes, or public lands. Lastly, 
access to one's homestead should not be hindered by 
other homestead selections.

d) STAKING - Yes, their should be traditional staking 
requirements and boundary lines should be brushed and 
reasonably marked.

e) ENTRY - Participants, overall, did not support the 
lottery or auction approach to disposal and mentioned 
several times that HB 130 was not acceptable because it 
too closely resembled current land disposal programs. 
A traditional (select your own ground, stake it, and 
file for an entry permit) approach appears to have the 
strongest support.

f) CLEARING REQUIREMENTS - Nearly everyone felt that 
some clearing was reasonable, but many participants 
stressed that it should be a reasonable requirement Not 
one that adds extreme expense, but rather a "sweat 
equity" for the homestead entree.

g) OCCUPANCY - Again, most people favored occupancy 
requirements with the stipulation that homesteaders be 
required to make their heme on the selection for a 
reasonable portion of 5 to 7 yrs. Suggestions varied, 
but an average of 5 iros. a year seemed to prevail.

h) OWNERSHIP - Nearly all participants wished to 
obtain a "fee simple" title or patent to the homestead 
selection upon fulfillment of requirements. Many 
expressed a desire for more sub-surface rights and 
water rights, in addition to surface ownership.

i) AGRICULTURE USE - Overal participants did not favor 
stipulations for Agriculture. Citing existing Ag 
programs .and the need for homesteading, not necessarily 
small f v.m projects, those testifying seemed to stress 
the need for people to determine what use they had for 
their 160 acres. Most testimony indicated that on good 
land, some form of agriculture would be desireable, but 
it should not be made conditional by the state.

j) PRIOR LAND HOLDERS - Several participants expressed 
the need to let people who have participated in 
previous land programs also have the opportunity to 
homestead, as it was not available before.

k) LOANS - Many participants felt that loans should be 
available to offset expenses incurred while fulfilling 
homestead requiremsnts.



Other Suggestions;

a) SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS - One participant raised the 
issue of handicapped residents who may need special 
provisions to compete in the program. Veteran benefits 
were also cited by this individual.

b) TRADITIONAL ACCESS - Trails, traplines and 
traditional routes of access should be maintained if at 
all possible.

c) RESIDENCY - Most participants support the 1 year 
residency requirement, however, some felt that a longer 
term should be required (Constitutionally that would 
present the district possibility of a court challenge).

d) ABANDONED ENTRIES - Should revert back to the 
state.

e) MUNICIPAL CONSIDERATIONS - Should meet local 
municipal requirements for zoning and platting.

f) SUBDIVIDING - It was suggested that a turn limit be 
set before sale or subdividing can occur.

g) ADDITIONAL OCCUPANCY TIME - Two participants felt 
that homesteaders should live the greater portion of at 
least one year out of the total required on the 
homestead entry.

h) •SPOUSES - One person suggested that marriage should 
not prohibit two individuals from each filing separate 
homesteads.



HOMESTEAD BILL SUMMARY

SB 102 

Governor

SB 43 

Moss

HB 130

Uehling, Barnes, 
Cowdrey, Flood, 
and Ward

HB 167

Tischer, Bettisworth, 
3usseil, Fritz,
Liska. Schultz 
Ward and Syzmanski

Method Lottery,
over-the-counter- 
designated parcels

Application Lottery or staking Staking

Parcel Size 160 acre max. 160 acre max. 320 acres max. ag. land 
160 acres max. non-ag.

160 acres max.

Fee 500/400 100 or 75 with 
title search

Discretionary 500/400

Survey required Within 18 months Within 5 years Within 7 years Within 18 months

Build Habitable Dwelling Within 3 years Within 5 years Within 7 years Within 3 years

Occupy the land None 15 mos. in 5 yir.rs 35 mos. in 7 years 5 mos. for 5 years

Clearing required 25% in 5 years None 1/4 ag land in 7 yrs. 
1/8 non-ag land in 

7 years

5% within 5 years

Comments: t



I .,'.11 ..I l.y Uu- U N  Ire
o l R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Mnc T i s c h e r

- COMPARISON OF HOMESTEAD BILLS 2/22/83

>
SB 102 SB A3 1IB 130 HB 167

G ove rn o r Moss U e h l i n g ,  B a rn e r ,  Cowdery, F lo o d  
and Ward

T i s c h e r ,  B e t t i s w o r t h ,  
B u s s e l l ,  F r i t z ,  L i s k a ,  
S h u l t z ,  Ward, Szym ansk i

Type o f  Land e l i g i b l e  
f o r  conveyance  as 
homestead e n t r y  la n d

S t a t e  la n d  c l a s s i f i e d  f o r  a g r i ­
c u l t u r a l  use ( e x c lu d in g  la n d  
w i t h in  bo rough o r  c i t y  b o u n d a r ie s  
u n t i l  p ropo sed  use o f  la n d  has 
been s t u d i e d  and app roved  by the  
l o c a l  p la n n in g  a u t h o r i t y . )

A l l  v a c a n t ,  u n a p p ro p r ia t e d  and 
u n re s e rv e d  g e n e r a l  g r a n t  la n d  
s u i t a b l e  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  u se .

i

Any la n d  a v a i l a b l e  under the  
S t a t e ' s  l o t t e r y  d i s p o s a l  p rogram  
(AS 3 8 . 0 5 . 0 5 7 )  o r  the  rem ote  pa r 
c e l  p rog ram  (AS 3 8 . 0 5 . 0 7 7 ) .  
Remote p a r c e l  p rog ram  e x c lu d e s  
com m erc ia l o r  i n d u s t r i a l  u se  la n

Any S t a t e  l a n d .

1.

Method o f  D i s p o s a l L o t t e r y ,  o v e r - t h e - c o u n t e r  
d e s ig n a te d  p a r c e l s

A p p l i c a t i o n L o t t e r y  ~ any S t a t e  la n d  d e s ig ­
na ted  f o r  homestead 
e n t r y  t h a t  i s  a v a i l ­
a b le  th rou gh  the  
l o t t e r y  d i s p o s a l  p r o -  

• gram.

S t a k in g  -  any S taLe  la n d  d e s ig ­
na ted  f o r  homestead 
e n t r y  t h a t  i s  a v a i l ­
a b le  th rou gh  the  
rem ote  p a r c e l  p rog ram .

S ta k in g

P a rc e l  S i z e .1.60 a c r e s  maximum 160 a c r e s  maximum 320 a c r e s  m a x . - la n d  a v a i l a b l e
th ru  l o t t e r y  p rog ram .

160  a c r e s  m a x . - la n d  a v a i l n b l c  
th ru  rem ote  p a r c e l  
p rog ram .

160  a c r e s  maximum

Requ irem en ts  lo  o b ta in  
an e n t r y  p e rm it  
(homestead g r a n t  in  
the c ase  o f  SIM3)

1) IB y ea rn  o f  ago .
2 )  1 y e a r  r e s i d e n t
3 ) $500  f e e  ($ 4 0 0  r e f u n d a b le  upon 

Is s u a n c e  o f  p a t e n t ) .

.1.) 10 y ea rn  o f  age ''
2 )  1 y e a r  r e s i d e n t
3 ) W r i t t e n  a p p l i c a t i o n
C on t inu ed  on page 2 .

1.) (.3 0 y e a r s  o f  age
2 ) 1 y e a r  r e s i d e n t
3 ) A f e e  f o r  f i l i n g  an a p p l i c a ­

t i o n  may be cha rged  by the
Con t inu ed  on page 2 .

.1.) 10 y e a r s  o f  ag
2 )  1 y e a r  r e s i d e n t  .
3 ) $500 f e e  ($A00 r e fu n d n b l i  

upon is s u a n c e  o f  p a t e n t )
C on t inued  on page 2 .



Requ irem en ts  t o  o b t a i n  
Inn e n t r y  p e rm i t  
(h tfi icstcad^ g r a n t  in  

I the c a s e  o£ SBA3 c o n t . ]

|No. o f  t im e s  e l i g i b l e  
l l o  a p p ly  f o r  a homc- 
I s t c a d  e n t r y  p e rm i t  
1 (h om estead  g r a n t  in  
the  c a se  o f  SB A3)

(R equ irem en ts  f o r  ob ­
it n in Ing p a t e n t  o r  in  
le a se  o f  SB A3, r e q u i r e  
Imonts f o r  r e t a  I n l u g 
t i t l e  t )  th e  l a n d .

uacm =r»
SB 102 SB A3

A) $ 100  f e e  ($ 7 5  i f  n t i t l e  
s e a r c h  i s  c om p le te d )

5 )  F i l e  an a f f i d a v i t  s a y in g  t h a t  
th e  pu rp o se  f o r  e n t e r i n g  
la n d  i s  f o r  a c t u a l  s e t t l e ­
ment and c u l t i v a t i o n .

6 ) Mark e x t e r i o r  b o u n d a r ie s  o f  
p r o p e r t y

7 ) P u b l i s h  n n o t i c e  o f  a p p l i c a ­
t i o n  once /week f o r  3 con­
s e c u t i v e  weeks i n  a news­
p ap e r  o f  g e n e r a l  c i r c u l a t i o n .

IIB 130 liU 167

( i f  p r e v i o u s l y  r e c e i v e d  p a te n t  
to  any la n d  unde r t h i s  p r o -  
gram )
May n o t  h o ld  more than one 
p e rm i t  a t  a t im e .

1)

2)

3)

Subm it s u r v e y  p l a t  w i t h in  18 
m on th s .
E r e c t  a h a b i t a b le  permanent 
d w e l l i n g  w lc i i in  3 y e a r s .
C l e a r  and e i t h e r  pu t i n t o  
p r o d u c t io n  o r  p r e p a re  f o r  
c u l t i v a t i o n  25% o f  la n d  w i t h in  
5 y e a r s .

1 )  Comp lete  a s u rv e y  t h a t  con­
fo rm s  to  r e g u l a t i o n s  adop ted  
by th e  D ep t ,  o f  N a t u r a l  
R e sou rc e s  w i t h in  5 y e a r s .  
Occupy la n d  f o r  a c um u la t iv e  
t o t a l  o f  15 months w i t h in  
5 y e a r s .
E r e c t  a h a b i t a b l e  permanent 
d w e l l i n g .

2)

3 )

d e p t .  The amt. cha rged  i s  l e f t  
to  the  d e p t ' s  d i s c r e t i o n .
A) C e r t i f y  t h a t  a p p l i c a n t  has no 

a )  p r e v i o u s l y  l e a s e d  a rem ote  
p a r c e l  o r  made a p p l i c a t i o n  
f o r  homestead e n t r y  w i t h ­
i n  8 y r s .  p r e c e d in g  d a te  o 
s t a k in g  a rem o te  p a r c e l , . o f  
pu rchased  la n d  a t . a  s a l e  b; 
l o t t e r y  in  the  S t a t e  w i t h in  
8 y e a r s .

A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  unde r rem o te  p a rc e  
must s ta k e  b o u n d a r ie s  o f  p r o n c r t

b)

A) S ta k e  c o r n e r s  o f  land

15 d a y s .
1 ( n o t  even once i f  p r e v i o u s l y  

has le a s e d  a rem o te  p a r c e l  
f rom  the  S t a t e  o r  pu rchased  
la n d  a t  a s a l e  by l o t t e r y  i n  
th e  S t a t e  w i t h in  3 y e a r s . )

2)

3 )

1 )  Occupy la n d  f o r  a t o t a l  o f  
35 months.
E r e c t  a h a b i t a b le  permanent 
d w e l l in g  t h a t  i s  n o t  l e s s  
than 200  sq . f t .
C le a r  and p re p a r e  f o r  c u l t i v a  
t i o n  n o t  l e s s  than 25% o f  
la n d  i f  l im i t e d  to  a g r i ­
c u l t u r a l  u s e ;  and n o t  l e s s  
than 12 1/2% i f  n o t  l im i t e d  
t o  a g r i c u l t u r a l  u se .
B rush  and m a in ta in  b o u n d a r ie s  
so they  a r e  e a s i l y  v i s i b l e  
from  the  g round .
Comp lete a s u rv e y  t h a t  i s  
a c c e p t a b le  to  the  d i r e c t o r .

p rog ram , the  i n d i v i d u a l  
and f i l e  a s k e t c h  p l a t  w /i r

No l i m i t  on number o f  
t im e s ;  how eve r , may n o t  
r e c e i v e  p a t e n t  t o  more 
than 160 a c r e s  t o t a l  and 
may n o t  h o ld  more than 1 
permLt a t  a t im e .

1)

2)

3 )

A)

5)

A)

Subm it a s u r v e y  p l a t  
w i t h in  18 m on ths .
B rush  b o u n d a r ie s  with-' 
Ln 1 y e a r .
R e s id e  on e n t r y  la n d  
f o r  n o t  I coh than  5 
mos. eac li y e a r  f o r  
5 y e a r s .
E r e c t  w i t h in  3 y e a r s  
a permanent h a b i t a b l e  
d w e l l i n g .



’yi\o o f  p a t e n t  conveyed

OU J.UX

A g r i c u l t u r a l  r i g h t s

i)l) dj

Unencumbered t i t l e

HU i J U

E i t h e r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  r i g h t s  o r  
unencumbered t i t l e

III) 1 0 /

Uiencumbered t i t l e

A d d i t i o n a l  c o n d i t i o n s  
imposed on p e rm i t t e e

1 ) No a t tem p ts  may he made to  
convey  o r  o t h e rw is e  t r a n s f e r  
th e  pe rm it ' .

2 )  No permanent improvements to  
th e  la n d  may be made b e f o r e  
s u rv e y  s u b m i t t e d .
Land may n o t  be used f o r  
com m erc ia l p u rp o se s  u n le s s  a 
s u b s t a n t i a l  p o r t i o n  i s  used 
f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p u rp o s e s .

4 )  D i r e c t o r  may r e s e r v e  e a se ­
ments f o r  r o a d s ,  t r a i l s ,  e tc .

1)

2)

3)
3)

G ran te e  may n o t  remove t im be r  
o r  m a t e r i a l s  on a com m erc ia l 
b a s i s .
G ran te e  may no t s e l l  n r o t h e r ­
w ise  d i s p o s e  o f  t i t l e  to  
la n d  f o r  5 y e a r s  a f t e r  
r e c e i v i n g  p a t e n t .
A 5 0 '  t r a c t  on each s id e  o f  
s e c t i o n  l i n e  between s e c t i o n  
o f  la n d  a c q u i re d  f rom  S t a t e  
i s  d e d ic a te d  t o  p u b l i c  a cc e s s  
t o  p u b l i c  and n a v ig a b le  
w a te r s .

1) P e rm i t t e e  i s  n o t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  
a S t a t e  lo a n  unde r th e  A la sk a  
A g r i c u l t u r a l  Loan Act f o r  
improvements t o  t h a t  la n d  
b e f o r e  p a te n t  i s  g r a n te d .

1 )  P e rm it  may n o t  be 
a s s ig n e d ,  c on v ey ed ,  
o r  t r a n s f e r r e d .

2 )  D i r e c t o r  may r e s e r v e  
easements f o r  r o a d s ,  
t r a i l s ,  e t c .

Homestead E n t r y  la n d  
exem p tion s  o r  s p e c i a l  
e x c e p t i o n s .

1 ) D i s p o s a l  o f  homestead e n t r y  
la n d  no t  s u b j e c t  to  l o c a l  
p l a t t i n g ,  r e c o r d i n g ,  o r  sub­
d i v i s i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  bu t 
subsequen t s u b d i v i s i o n  o f  
la n d  w i l l  be s u b je c t  to  a l l  
r e q u i r e m e n ts .

2 ) Not s u b je c t  to  p r e f e r e n c e  
r i g h t s  unde r tho  A la s k a  
Land A c : (AS 3 8 . 0 5 )
P r o v id e s  f o r  v e t e r a n  home- 
iitend e n t r y  Ioann from  the 
A la s k a  Hous ing F inance  
C o r p o r a t i o n .

1 )  Homestead e n t r y  la n d  i s  
exempt f rom  m un ic ip a l  p r o ­
p e r t y  ta x  f o r  1 y r .  f rom  
g r a n t  o f  p a t e n t .
F o r  5 y r s .  a f t e r  g r a n t  o f  
p a t e n t ,  a t  l e a s t  10% o f  
in c r e a s e  i n  a s se s sed  v a lu e ,  
i f  due to  a g r i c u l t u r a l  im­
p rovem en ts , w i l l  be exempt 
f rom  m un ic ip a l  t a x a t i o n .

2)

3 )
3 ) l lomcntend e n t r y  la n d  may not 

be f o r f e i t e d  to  e n f o r c e  a 
j u d i c i a l  l i e n ,  p ro c coo  o r  
p ro c e e d in g  to  c o l l e c t  an 
unsecu red  deb t u n t i l  p a te n t  
i s  g r a n t e d .

4 )  Not s u b je c t  to  p u b l i c a t i o n  
n o t  i c e  1 aw (AS 3 8 . 0 5 . 3 4 5 )

S u rv e y s  r e q u i r e d  o f  
the  .S ta te

I f  no r e c t a n g u la r  s u rv e y  s e c t i o n  
c o r n e r s  p r e s e n t  on la n d ,  d i r e c t o  
must c om p le te  a c a d a s t r a l  s u rv e y  
e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e s e  c o r n e r s .

1)

2)

Not s u b j e c t  t o  p r e f ­
e re n ce  r i g h t s  unde r 
A la s k a  Land Act (AS 
3 8 . 0 5 ) .
D i s p o s a l  o f  Homestead 
e n t r y  land  n o t  s u b j e c t  
to  l o c a l  p l a t t i n g ,  
r e c o r d in g ,  o r  s u b d lv l s J  
r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  bu t  sub­
sequen t s u b d i v i s i o n  o f  
the  la n d  w i l l  be s u l i jo r  
to  a l l  r e q u i r e m e n t s .

I f  no r e c t a n g u la r  s u rv e y  
s e c t i o n  c o r n e r s  p r e s e n t  oij 
l a n d ,  d i r e c t o r  must com­
p l e t e  a c a d a s t r a l  su rv e y  
e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e se  c o rn e rs





••£v>” r r ^V>T •.. • • • r ‘ • ••• i

B i l l  He: CSHB 187

STATE OF ALASKA
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT O f FISCAL IMPACT

Date on B i l l :  2 / 1 1 / 8 3
Title: An Act relating to regulation, licensing, and fee for fur farming
Sponsor: John Rinqstad . •___________________________ ______________________
Requestor: John Ringstad_______________________________________________________

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenditures: t
(Thousands of Do!lars)

1 FY 83 | FY 84 | FY 85 FY 86 | 1 1
iCapital 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 I
I Operati no ! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
iTotal 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1

b. Revenues:

Revenue ± JL
2 . Source o f funds to offset fiscal i m pactof bill 

N/A

3. Assumptions: 

N/A

4. Disclaimer:
This statement has not been reviewed by the 0MB in the Office of the Governor, 

fore does not represent the final e-Srtimate of fiscal impact.

Prepared B y :_____ _Bobfirt_A-_Jiinma
Division:___ Game________________

Approved by Corrtnissicner: Don W. follinsworth

Dc-partrent:_______Fish and Game_______________

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance 

Copy to OM.B 
Copy to Sponsor 

Copy to Requestor

_ Rhone: _ 465n4190 

-«te:___ 3/15/83. _
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