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PLEASE NOTE: THE PRECEDING PAGES HERE TREATED
AS A UNIT IN THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT,



Anchorage wants to buy Central Alaska Utility to provide water to
residents in South Anchorage, Sand Lake and Muldoon (total of 60,000
would be serviced). MOA would implement their rate structure in the
new areas and believe they will be able to eliminate fire demand a”
veloreum tax as well as any stand by charges.

The purchase price is estimated at $13 million and they need $8 million
to meet the purchase price (1 don"t know where th” remainder of funds
are coming from).

Discussed the off set charge which CAU currently charges developers.
It is a levy* or assessment, on developable land for water systems.
It is Ad per square foot. CAU applied to APUC for an increase to
24c and APUC approved 6¢c. This levy adds an estimated $2500 to each
$100,000 home. MOA would eliminate this levy.

On the negatives that could be expected on the purchase, concern by
current customers might be expected because of bringing a large block
of new customers. MOA believes, however, that by increasing the number
of customers, it should lower the amount of increases in future years.

As for upgrades and any capital outlays, MOA doesn"t see them coming
to the legislature for any other projects as a result of this purchase.
They would, of course, continue to need funds for their other tiomral
needs.

In order to find the $8 million, ye discussed dereasing Kklutnn to
$30 million. SB 2/2 would be amended to do this with the $5 million
earmark”"! for water development in South Anchorage. Jan wanted a CS
drafted and memo sent to Bettye Fahrenkamp so the bill could be ready
to go as soon as possible after it is waived from C&RA.

One last thing, the Mayor will be auwing this project to the Municipality®s
revised priority list.



SB 272 MAKING A SPECIAL APPROPRIATION FOR PAYMENT AS A GRANT TO
THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE FOR EXPANSION OF THE SHIP CREEK
TREATMENT PLANT AND PHASE 11 DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE
EKLUTNA WATER PROJECT.

SB 272 would nake the following appropriations from the general
fund for grants to the Municipality of Anchorage:

Sec. 1 $10.4 million for expansion of the Ship Creek Water
Treatment Plant to 24 million gallons per day.

Sec.”™ 2 $35 million for phase 11 design of the Eklutna Water Project
and construction of the Anchorage to Eagle River segment ol the
Eklutna project.

Anchorage 1is currently dependent upon groundwater and surface

water from Ship Creek to meet most of its needs. Shortly after

1986 the demand for water 1is predicted to exceed the supply
available from current sources. A study completed in 1982 determine
that Eklutna Lake 1is the least expensive, most environmentally sound
long-term remedy for the Municipality ™ need for water. Preliminary
planning has been completed for the project; final planning and
design are currently underway.

Construction of the project 1is projected to occur from 1V84 through
1988, with a total project cost of $220 million. The municipality
intends to request 50% of this amount from the legislature
($13,684,000 was appropriated last year), and fund the other 50%
through the sale of bonds 1in 1985 and 1986.

Senator Faiks, the prime sponsor, has drafted a Resources
Committee Substitute which would reduce the -appropriation to
Eklutna by $10 million, the appropriation to Ship Creek by

$3 million, and add a Section 3 which would appropriate $5 million
for purchase by the municipality of Central Alaska Utility, a
private utility currently providing water to South Anchorage,

Sand Lake and Muldoon. This 1is based on the results of a

study by the Corps of Engineers that for proper long term water
planning the CAU and the municipal utility should be r rged.
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Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

As you know, there has been strong interest in and
support for the Eklutna Water Project to provide a
viable water supply to meet the projected needs of the
Anchorage basin. While the Resource Development
Council has not taken a position of supporting or
opposing the Eklutna Water Project, we do feel there 1is
an immediate need to meet the basin®"s water supply
needs.

Increases in residential, commercial and industrial
development in .ichorage and surrounding areas will
require new water supplies. Some areas 1in the basin
are already in need of more adequate sources of water.
Anchorage needs a dependable, long-term water supply to
meet current and future consumption needs and to
provide for fire protection.

The Resource Development Council encourages you to
support efforts to evaluate the alternative sources of
water (subsurface waters in. the Anchorage and Point
Mackenzie areas, the Eklutna Project, etc.) which will
lead to the development of a system to meet the
Anchorage basin®s future needs. The lack of such a
system could be a serious impediment to the growth of
the area and the 3tate.

Sincerely,

RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL
for Alaska, 1Inc.

Mano Frey
President

end.
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RESOLUTION

EKLUTNA WATER PROJECT

WHEREAS, the Municipality of Anchorage has determined through numerous
studies that water demand in Anchorage will exceed water supply by
1988; and

WHEREAS, the Anchorage Water and Wastewater Utility has investigated
all viable sources of additional water supply and has found Eklutna
Lake to be the most viable source of additional water; and

WHEREAS, the Eklutna Water Project will provide a safe and dependable
water supply to the year 2025; and

WHEREAS, the Communities (Peters Creek, Chugiak and Eagle River) along
the proposed pipeline route need a supplemental source of water; and

WHEREAS, The Eklutna Water Project will provide for the supply of
water in areas currently unable to receive service; and

WHEREAS, the EkluLna Water Project will enable residential, commercial
and industrial growth; and

WHEREAS, the Eklutna Water Project will provide increased fire pro—
tection; and -

WHEREAS, the Municipality of Anchorage has retained a consultant to
manage the design and construction of the Eklutna Water Project; and

WHEREAS, design has commenced on portions of the Eklutna Water Project
for the first pipeline segment, Ship Creek Water Treatment Plant to
Eagle River, scheduled to bid in January, 1984; and



WHEREAS, design for other pipeline segments of the Eklutna Water

Project are scheduled to commence in the near future for bidding in
late 193A; and

WHEREAS, the funds appropriated for design of the Eklutna Water
Project are fully committed and no funds appropriated to construct any
portion of the project; and

WHEREAS, 1in order to keep the Eklutna Water Project on schedule so
that deliveries from it can be made to Eagle River in 1985 and to the
remainder of the service area by 1988, funding in the amount of
$35,000,000 is required for fiscal year 1984.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE ANCHORAGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE:

Supports and endorses the request made by the Municipality of
Anchorage for fundo to be appropriated by the State for the Eklutna
Water Project in the amount of $35,000,000 for fiscal year 198A; and

Further, tha. the State Legislature appropriate the requested
$35,000,000 during the current session of the Legislature and the
Governor approve the aforementioned appropriation; and

Further, that copies of this resolution be delivered to Governor
Sheffield and to all members of the Thirteenth Alaska Legislature.

Frank Turpin
President
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Mav 13, 1983

POUCH V

STATE CAPITAL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99311
(907) *05-333.

(907) 465-3335

Beltz Room

3:09 p.m. Room 211, Capitol
MEMBERS PRESENT
Senator Fahrenkamp, Chair Senator V. Fischer
Senator Eliason Senator Mulcahy
Senator P. Fischer Senator Sturgulewski
CALENDAR

HB 163 An Act relating to harassment of persons lawfully
engaged in hunting, fishing, camping, or trapping.

SB 272 An Act making a special appropriation for payment as a
grant to the Municipality of Anchorage for expansion of
the Ship Creek Treatment Plant and phase Il design and
construction of the Eklutna Water Project; and provid—
ing for an effective date.

SB 279 An Act relating to wholesale oricos for canned salmon;
and providing for an effective date.

HB 163

Representative Shultz said the purpose of the bi

Il was to afford

people the opportunity of legal recourse if thev are harassed.
Senator Sturgulewski questioned the need for the bill. Senator
Vic Fischer questioned exactly what types of circumstances would
apply. Senator Eliason Questioned whether the state had author —
ity to regulate privately owned land. Representative Shultz said
language regarding private land had been included because of

Native land claims. There was discussion.

Dennis Kelso, acting Deputv Commissioner of the

Department of

Fish and Game, suggested looking closely at whether the bill



would cause difficulties with constitutional guarantees. There
was discussion.

Ron Somerville, Legislative Committee Chairman of the Alaska
Sportsmen®s Council, strongly supported the legislation.

Senator Sturculewsk.i moved to report the bill out of committee
with individual recommendations. The motion passed without
objection.

sg 212

Senator Jan Faikr., addressing the proposed committee substitute,
explained the importance of the three appropriations in the bill.
There was discussion of how water rates would be affected, and
comparison of Anchorage®s v/ater rates to those in other communi —
ties .

Senator Vie Fischer moved to adopt the committee substitute. The
motion passed without objection.

Bob Smith, general manager of the Water and Wastewater Utilit”” of
the Municipality of Anchorage, explained how the mono”” appropri—
ated in the bill would be used, and that additional funding to
complete the projects would be provided bv the municipall!ltv.

Tliis was discussed.

SB 279

Senator Fahrenkamp moved ro adopt the proposed sponsor substitute
as a committee substitute. The motion passed without objection.

Norman Stabon, assistant to the Commissioner of Revenue, said the

lapartment has a neutral position on the bill. He agreed with
the proposed amendments adopted bv the House, and recommended
further amendments regarding can and case size. Mr. Staton

explained the fiscal note.

Richard B. Lauber, Pacific Seafood Processors Association, said
he did not wholeheartedly support the bill, but could .live with
it. He supported the amendments proposed. He explained histor—
ical pricing patterns, and proposed a further amendment allowing

for an exemption to the wholesale price for a promotional allow-—
ance .

Mitch Kink, general manager of Alaska Independent Fishermen®s
Marketing Association, explained the formula by which the price
paid fishermen for canned salmon 1is calculated. He opposed the
promotional allowance exemption, as it would reduce the price



paid fishermen. There was discussion of whether the nrooosed
legislation would affect the negotiated contract.

Cass Parsons of United Fishermen of Alaska said the contract
states the wholesale price is less discounts, so adding a promo—
tional discount would lower the wholesale price, thus lowering

the profit to the fisherman. Senator S ,urgu3ewski proposed
changing the effective date so that the law would not affect
existing contracts. There was discussion.

William H. Beardsley, Department of Commerce, left written
testimony with the committee, that clarified the Department®s
role in implementing SB 279.

Paul Taylor, Audit Division, Department of Revenue, agreed with
Mr. Staton®"s testimony, and clarified that wholesale price
reDorting under this bill would be mandatory, not voluntary, and
specified how reporting was done.

Mr. L.mhor argued that since promotional allowances have histor —

ically been deducted from the wholesaleprice, keeping the
promotional allowance out of SB 279 wouldincrease the fisher —
men*s profit. There was discussion of past and current statutes,

and why the promotional allowance was not negotiated into the
contracts.

Senator Sturgulewski requested further information on the 1impact
of the bill before taking action.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m.
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May 16, 1983 Beltz Room
3:08 p.m. Room 211, Capitol

MEMBERS PRESENT

Senator Fahrenkamp, Chair Senator V. Fischer
Senator zZiegler, vice Chair Senator Mulcahy
Senator Eliason Senator Sturgulewski

Senator P. Fischer

CALENDAR

HB 258 An Act establishing a special investment tax credit;
and providing for an effective date.

SB 272 An Act making a special appropriation for payment as a
grant to tho Municipality of Anchorage for expansion of
the Ship Creek Treatment Plant and phase 1l design and
construction of the Eklutna Water Project; and provid-—
ing for an effective date.

The Committee agreed to send a letter to the Senate President
approving the governor®s appointments to various boards and
positions, reserving the right to vote against confirmation.

SB 272

Senator Sturgulewski moved to report the committee substitute out
of committee with individual recommendations. The motion passed
without objection.

HB 258

Senator Eliason moved to adopt the proposed committee substitute
for discussion. Tho motion passed without objection.



Commissioner Bob Heath, Department of Revenue, went over the
changes m the committee substitute and explained how the
proposed state investment tax credit would work.

Senator Sturgulewski felt that verv few companies would benefit
from the bill, and said that this “would reduce tax revenues. She
felt the bill would not help the state in this time of declining
revenues, and said that no good case had been made for passage of
the bill.

Senator Vic Fischer said the bill was designed to promote econ—
omic development, but that the bill as written was an abomina-—
tion. Hei felt it could be amended to be a good bill, but as it
stands, .t provides undeserved windfalls.

Senator nuicah™ moved to report the committee substitute out of
committee with individual recommendations. The motion passed
without objection.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:25 p.m.






SENATOR FAHRENKAMP ®S FLOOR STATEMENT
MARCH 23, 1984

SB 278 ESTABLISHING A WATERFOWL CONSERVATION STAMP.

RODEY*®"S BILL: 1. GIVES DEP1. OF FISH & GAME AUTHORITY TO
PUBLISH WATERFOWL CONSERVATION STAMPS.
2. AMENDS THE FISH AND GAME FUND TO INCLUDE
MONEY RECEIVED FROM THE SALE OF STAMPS.
3. PROCEEDS FROM SALE OF STAMPS WOULD BE USED

FOR CONSERVATION/ENHANCEMENT OF WATERFOWL.

RESOURCES C.S: 1 MAKES THE STAMP MANDATORY FOR HUNTERS, AND

ESTABLISHES A $5 FEE.

A) EXPERIENCE OF OTHER STATES HAS SHOWN VOLUNTARY
PROGRAMS ARE NOT PROFITABLE.

B) PERSONS QUALIFYING FOR 25f LICENSE (OFTEN
RURAL AREAS - RECIPIENT 07/ WELFARE OR ANNUAL
INCOME UNDER $5,600) WOULD BE EXEMPT.

CLARIFIES THAT PROCEEDS FROM SALE OF STAMPS TO

HUNTERS DEDICATED TO FISH AND GAME FUND (PER OUR

CONSTITUTION), WHILE SUM EQUAL TO AMOUNT SOLD TO

puBLIC BE APPROPRIATED FROM GENERAL FUND TO FISH

AND GAME FUND. (CONSTITUTIONAL PROHIBITION

AGAINST DEDICATION OF ANY FEES EXCEPT THOSE

PAID BY HUNTERS.)

PRICES FOR SALE OF STAMPS TO PUBLIC WOULD BE

DETERMINED BY COMMISSIONER (DNR) BY REGULATION.

LFFECTIVE DATE SEPTEMBER , 1985 TO ALLOW

TIME TO IMPLEMENT PROGRAM. STAMPS SHOULD BE

READY BEFORE NEXT FALL *S HUNTING SEASON.
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T0: Senate Resources Committee Members
FROM: Senate Resources Committee Staff
RE: Committee Meeting, March 5, 1984
DATE March 1, 1984
On Menday, March 5, at 3:00 pm in the Beltz Room, the
following bills will be heard:
SB 278, An Act establishing a waterfowl <conservation stamp.
SB 278 amends the Fish and Game fund to 1include money
received fromthe sale of waterfowl <conservation stamps.
Proceeds fromthe sale of stamps would be used for the
conservation and enhancement of waterfowl and the
administration of the stamp program.
The Alaska Department of Fish and Game will be proposing
amendments to the bill to:
1) Make the purchase of the stamp mandatory for
waterfowl hunters, and establish a $5.00 purchase
price. (The State"s current license fee 1is $12.00,
with an additional mandatory federal stamp fee of
07.50.)
2) Give the Department the authority to sell a”t
prints made from the stamps.
3) Specify that the stamp would not be required of
hunters until September 1, 1984.
The Department anticipates $100,000-%$300,000 in
revenues from the program, with 25% of these revenues
derived from the sale of stamps to hunters, the rest fronm
sale to stamp collectors.
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T0: Senate Resources Committee Members

FROM: Senate Resources Committee Staff

RE: SB 278, Waterfowl conservation stamp

DATE: March 5, 1984

The attached Committee Substitute:

1. Clarifies that proceeds from the 3ale of stamps to ZLunters
will be dedicated to the Fish and Game Fund (per our state
Constitution and federal law), while a sum equal to proceeds
from the sale of stamps to the public will be appropriated
by the 1legislature to the Fish and Game Fund. This sulves
the problem raised by our Legislative Legal Divis-or over
dedication of a ,y fees other than those paid by hu.iters.

2. Makes the stamp program mandatory for hunters, and
establishes a $5 stamp fee. The experience of other states
has shown that voluntary stamp programs are not generally
profitable. However, those persons qualifying for a 25<?
hunting license (recipient of state or federal welfare,
annual gross income under $5600) would be exempt from the
stamp requirement.

3. Prices for sale of stamps to public would be determined
by the Commissioner by regulation.

4. Effective data of September 1, 1985 to allow time to
implement the progranm. (Per the Department®s request.)



APR29 W

T&Tl ®F M |

POUCH V STATE CAPI1IOI
JUNEAU. AIASr.A 99811
907 .165-3800

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

HMEMORANTDUMWM April 28, 1983
SUBJECT: Dedicated funds
(SB 278)
TO: Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp
FROM: Richard C. Folta . 0 -

Legislative Counsel

In my opinion, the above referenced bill does not violate
the Alaska Constitution, Article 11X, section 7, prohibition
against dedicated funds. The waterfowl conservation stamp
fees dedication 1is permissible under an exception 1in

Section 7 for cases where the federal government requires a
dedicated fund for state participation in a federal program.

16 U.S.C. 669 mandates a

Prohibition against the diversion of license fees paid
bv hunters for any other purpose than the administration
of said state fish and game department.

Tiie purpose relates to wildlife-restoration projects defined
in Sec. 669 (a) as

selection, restoration, rehabilitation, and improvement
of areas of land or water adaptable as feeding, resting,
or breeding places for wildlife, . . . including acqui —
sition by purchase, condemnation, lease or gift

which are identical purposes to those purposes stated in
SB 278.

RCF:1jb
17/004



TO: BETTYE SB 278: WATERFOWL CONSERVATION

STAMP
FROM: SANDRA

March 5, 1984

WATERFOWL CONSERVATION STAMPS WwWoOoUuLD BE PRODUCED AND SOLD BY DEPT. OF
FISH AND GAME. SALE PROCEEDS FOR CONSERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT OF

WATERFOWL AND ADMINISTRATION OF STAMP PROGRAM.

PROBLEM
DEDICATION OF FUNDS. PROCEEDS FROM SALE OF STAMPS TO HUNTERS
CAN BE DEDICATED TO THE FISH AND GAME PER THE STATE CONSTITUTION
AND FEDERAL LAW. SALE OF STAMPS TO PUBLIC (TO STAMP COLLECTORS,
FOR EXAMPLE) CANNOT BE DEDICATED.
COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE HAS BEEN PREPARED MAKING THIS DISTINCTION.
"INTENT OF LEGISLATURE THAT SUM EQUAL TO PROCEEDS FROM PUBLIC
BE APPROPRIATED TO ADF&G."
ROPEY (SP( gSOR) CONCURS WITH OUR C.S.

1. CLEAN UP DEDICATION OF FUNDS PROBLEM

2. MANDATORY STAMP FOR HUNTERS, COST $5 (PER ADF&G REQUEST)

3. WE NEED AN EFFECTIVE DATE. ADF&G SUPPORTS 9/1/8.5 TO
ALLOW TIME FOR IMPLEMENTATION.

QUESTIONS:
1. ADF&G (fTsCAL NOTE IS $300/00~ ANNUALLY. BACK-UP PROVIDED BY DEPT.
ANTICIPATES $jiL0,0D0-$30U,UUB~ArrTTEVANUES ANNUALLY. AFTER

ADMINISVTRA-TTVE CXSTS, WHAT-MONEY LEFT'TFQR'fUATRRFOWL ENHANCEMENT?

2. HOUSE VERSION OF BILL SETS UP PROCEDURE FOR DESIGN OF STAMP
(NATIONALLY KNOWN ARTISTS VS. ALASKAN ARTISTS VS. GENERAL PUBLIC
CONTEST) . ANY THOUGHTS? ALSO AUTHORITY TO SELL ART PRINTS OF STAMPS.

V mTES:

CURRENT STATE HUNTING LICENSE (02; MANL vTORY FEDERAL STAMP $7.5
BILL IN CONGRESS NOW TO RAISE FEDERAL STAMP FEE TO $15. S\A/\A/'

ALSO BILL IN CONGRESS TO GRANT FEDERAL MATCHING FUNDS UP TO 3 TIMES
WHAT IS GENERATED BY A STATE"S STAMP PROGRAM.
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STATE OK ALASKA 1984 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date: March 2, 1904

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

Bill/Resolution No.: SE 278 Agency Affected: Fish and Game

Title: Establishing a waterfowl Program Category Affected: NRHEC*®
stamp

Sponsor:Rpdev, Kerttuln, Josephson BRU, Program or Subprogram(s) Affected:

Requestor; Senate Resources Gama

Date of Request:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89

OPERATING

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 SUPPLIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 UNO & STRUCTURES
700 CRANTS, CLAIMS
800 MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

! CAPITAL
L REVENUE 300.0 300.0 300.0 300.0 300.0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
CENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate Jjage for analysis

Prepared By: Beverly Reaurno, Director Phone: 465-4120
Division: Admin isVhabij.on Date: March 2, 1984

Approved by Cormii”~TM
Agency:_,__Eish ancLGann

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) 12/1/83

S/7fyod



§¥& ¥! GIM
TOCH LEIDHLMTIISI

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

iiKHORAHDUH February 11, —-&&

SUBJECT: Wildfowl conservation stamps
(Work Order No. 13-1683)

TO: Representative Mike M. Miller

FROM: Richard C. Folta
Legislative Counsel

Federal law (16 U.S.C. 669(a)) provides that there is a
ANprohibition against the diversion of license fees paid by
( hunters,for any other purpose than the administration of
N-s-a-i-d"-"gtate fish and game department.”

Under this draft the fees to be paid by wildfowl hunters for
the conservation stamps are targeted for the dedicated Fish
and Game Fund established in AS 16.05.100. This 1is required
by the above federal act and is authorized by article IX,
section 7 of the Alaska Constitution. However, putting fees
paid by the public for conservation stamps into the Fish and
Game Fund raise a dedicated fund question, cince the federal
act only requires Fgps :"rail by hunters” to go Into a
dedicated fund. (See page 21 of the November 30, 1982
formal Attorney General®s opinion on the subject)

RCF:0jb
J3/153



STATE OF ALASKA 1984 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date: March 2, 1934

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

Bil 1/Resolution No. : SB 278 Agency Affected: Fish and Game

Titie: Establishing a waterfowl. Program Category Affected: NFEMEXT
stamp

Sponsor:Rpdev, Kerttula, Josephson BRU, Program or Subprogram(s) Affected?

Requestor; Senate Resources Gairc

Date of Request:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands cf Dollars)
FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89

OPERATING

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

WO SUPPLIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 CRANTS, CLAIHS

800 MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAI Operating
| CAPITAL
| REVENUE 300.0 300.0 300.0 300.0 300.0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dol" ars)
GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate oage for analysis

- <=
Prepared By: Beverly Realime, Director Phone: 465-4120
Division: AdminisjrfaT Date: March 2, 1984
Approved by CoWi~Tbhi Date:

Agency Eish and.Gaire.

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) 12/1/83
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3/1/84

I called the Fish and Game
Department yesterday and was
told that the department makes
an estimate each year on the
money that is expected to be
taken in for hunting, fishing
and trapping license fees. The
legislature uses the estimate
for appropriating funds to DFG.
During the year the receipts are
put into the general fund instead
of a special account for the
Fish and Game Fund. This is
done for administrative
convenience.

Dick Folta

Sandra: See line 16, page 1 for
resolving the dedicated fund
problem on public purchases.

See page 2 at the top for the
exemption provision
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$1.2 Million Earned
by 81 Stamp

Article by Mary-Love Bigony
Photos by Glen Mills
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Texas" first waterfowl stamp had a
successful year in 19S1. More than
100.000
some 16.00 bought art print repro-
ductions jf the stamp. N'ow, as de-

: partmcnt officials are developing a

plan to make the best use of funds

mgenerated by stamp and print sales,

.

the second Texas waterfowl stamp
is being readied for distribution.

The 1°82 Texas waterfowl stamp
features a pintail drake and hen by
Ken Carlson of Missoula, Montana.
Carlson gained prominence in the
field of wildlife art in 1970 when he
was commissioned to illustrate”The
Birds of North America.” He won
the 1979-SO National Wild Turkey
Federation stamp design contest
over a field of nationally known
artists and was runner-up in the
H7& federal duck stamp judging.
thi&vedr he was selected by the
-Foundsjlon for North American
Wild sheep to design its conservation
stamp and print. The Montana art-
ist's work has appeared in Atninlwu,
The Naturalist, Soulhuifst Art and Ducks
uUnlim ilitil.

Six other artists entered the 1°S2
waterfowl stamp competition: Lucy
Hall of San Antonio; John A. Ruth-
ven of Georgetown, Ohio; Grant
Lathe of Canyon Lake; James Ing of
Galveston; Jose Salas of San Marcos;
and Anne Ducote of Austin.

AUGUST 1962

people bought stamps and

The Texas waterfowl stamp was
created ir. 1961 by the 67th Texas
Legislature, with funds generated
by sales of the stamp and art print
reproductions of the stamp to be
earmarked for waterfowl habitat-
acquisition, lease and development
as well as waterfowl research, man-
agement and protection. Initial esti-
mates in 19S1 were that revenue
would exceed Sp00.000. but when
the tigures were tallied the total was
almost 51.2 million—5670.000 from
the prints and 5485.000 from the
stamps. While all waterfowl hunters
are required to have the $5 Texas
stamp, many nonhunters bought the
stamp as well to help support water-
fowl management in the state.

Sales of prints of the first Texas
stamp totaled 16,500, and Martin F.
Wood of Collectors Covey in Dallas,
publisher of the prints, said itis"the
largest selling duck stamp print, state
or federal, ever published.” Collec-
tors Covey will publish and sell
prints of ,ie stamp again this year,
and has guaranteed the department
a minimum ot 5350,000 from print
sales. This money, along with that
collected from stamp sales, will go
into the special waterfowl fund.

Signed and numbered prints of
the 1982 Texas waterfowl stampare
$130, including the stamp, or $200
framed. Individuals or art dealers

may buy the 6J4- by 9-inch print by
contacting Collectors Covey, 15
Highland Park Village, Dallas. Texas
75205, telephone 214-521-7SS0. The
edition size will be limited to the
number of wholesale orders received
by Avgust 31 and delivery will be
made in the fall.

Like everything else these days,
wildlife management is expensive.
During the coming years the Texas
waterfowl stampand prints promise
to contribute substantial funds that
will benefit ducks and geese, and
individuals who buy stamps or prints
can be assured their dollars will be
dedicated to this valuable resource.

Information about the 1983 water-
fowl stampcompetition will be avail-
ableat alaterdate from the Director
of Information and Education, Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department, 4200
Smith i'chool, Road, Austin, Texas
78744. kel

Ki'ii Carlson’s painting cl a pintail JraLe ami
Inn Intffl VIS chosen MVT @ liehl of
||yﬁ| entries. Also enlcrcl in the 1*S2 Trias
waterfowlstamp competition were Hop row. hit
to n~h/i pintail in flight by /olm Rnllivtii:
woo,l ill.<b by Lucy Hall; wooihlin b by lonics
1'1$:$* en-wiugnlleal by Cranl Lithe: thollom
rowl uwil ilncb by Annr Dncolc licit ami
ienterl ami wooil iliui ami mamilaiin ilm i by
lose Salas.
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JAMES E. HOEFLER,
DNR Wildlife Manager. Granisburg

Hunter dollars buy public land that
can be used by every Wisconsin citi-
zen. They pay for management to pro-
duce wildlife of every description.

here are 220 Wisconsin wildlife areas
I scattered throughout the state. They vary

from one acre access sites to 50,000 acre wetland

complexes and together encompass more than
550.000 acres.

Managed by DNR to provide abundant and
diverse wildlife habitat, they are home to several
hundred specie. of birds, mammals, reptiles and
amphibians, including most of Wisconsin’s
endangered and threatened species.

At areas like Horicon Marsh, Sac “hill, Crex
Meadows and Mead, you can see a marsh come
alive with wildlife on a calm April morning or
watch thousands of ducks and geese take to the
air on a crisp October afternoon. These arc the
places to be if you enjoy wildlife.

but where does the money come from to
purchase and manage these lands? State taxpay-
ers in general pay some, but the vast majority is
paid by Wisconsin hunters.

Most money comes from the sale of hunting
licenses and duck stamps. In 1982. 756.005
hunters purchased 1.2 million licenses and
stamps. They paid S13.2 million. This money is
put into a special fund called the ScgregataTTtsfT
and Wildlife Account, and a portion is used .to
pay for the wildlife management prograrn._

The other major money~sourcc isllicPittman-
Robcrtson (P-R) Tax. This is an 11% federal
excise tax on all guns, ammunition and archery
equipment sold in the United States. The federal
government collects this money and distributes it
to the stales based on the number of licensed
hunters in a state, its population and land area.
Wisconsin usually ranks 5th or 6th in the amount
of P-R money received.

A smaller amount comes from all Wisconsin
taxpayers through the Outdoor Recreation Aids
Program (ORAP). ORAP money is obtained
from the sale of slate bonds and a biennial appro-
priation from the state general fund based on a
formula of .0165 of 1% of the state’s total equal-
ized tax evaluation.

To dale. 415,990 acres of wildlife management
lands have been purchased and more than
165.000 acres are leased. Approximately 85% of
this land was purchased with money generated

. 'vember/December 1933

from hunters (i.e. segregated funds and P-R). The
remaining 15% was purchased with ORAP and
other general revenue funds.

Hunters also pay for most of the management
and development on these lands. For example, in
fiscal year 1982-83, S8.9 million was spent on
wildlife management. It included salaries of all
wildlife personnel and purchase, development
and management of wildlife lands. Eighty-six per-
cent came from P-R and segregated funds and the
remainder primarily from ORAP. Not all P-R
and license fee money goes to wildlife manag -
mcnt. A good share goes to other programs
including law enforcement, administrative ser-
vices. research, endangered resources, payment in
lieu of taxes, wildlife damage and other miscella-
neous programs. Hunters, therefore, pay for
many activities in addition to wildlife managc-

Wildlile areas managed lor
geese also attract many
Other SpCCICS. Photo by author.



WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT FUNDING (FY 1982-83)

Type

Segregated Funds
Duck Stamp

Pittman-Robertson

ORAP

TOTAL fjv

Blue and snow geese ai
Cre* Meadows Avildlile
area Only a third ol the
IW.OG0 people who visit
Cre* every year come lo
hunt. pPhoto 0" author

Insel: More than a million
visitors annually use Wis-
consin's 220 wildlile areas
to hunt. trap, hsh, study
nature, pick berries, cut
firewood and do myriad
Other things. Photo by «ulhof

Sale ot State Waterfowl
i'amps

11% federal excise lax on
guns, ammunition & archery
equipment

State bonding and general
revenue appropri«"‘on

Source Amount % of total
Hunting ft Trapping License 55,321.000 595
Sales

(~220000) 25 ~

2,169,600 243 .

1,226.500 13.7

58.937,100 100%

mcnt. yet most of their money goes there—about
85% annually. And they buy 85% of Wisconsin’s
wildlife lands! But while hunters and trappers put
up most of the dollars, the lands are not for their
exclusive use, but rather belong to all the people
of Wisconsin. Evcryon: has an equal right lo use
them.

More than one million people visit Wisconsin's
wildlife areas every year. They come to hunt. trap,
fish, picnic, observe wildlife, hike, canoe, photo-
graph, pick berries, cut firewood, study the flora
and fauna or just get away from the rigors of
everyday life to experience a natural setting.

Although hunting is the major activity, every
wildlife area receives non-hunting t :, and on cer-
tain ones non-hunting is more prevalent than
hunting. One example is the Crex Meadows Wild-
life Area. Mora than 100.000 visitors come to

Crex annually, but less than one-t'nird come to
hunt. The vast majority come to observe wildlife.

One important benefit of wildlife areas is to
preserve habitat that might otherwise be lost to
development. Millions of acres have already been
destroyed and thousands more are lost annually.
As human development continues to eat up
habitat, wildlife areas will become even more
valuable.

But these areas do more than simply preserve
habitat. Habitat on them is intensively managed
to improve its quality and diversity. Management
might consist of manipulating vegetation to make
it more productive for a greater number of spe-
cies, planting dense nesting cover for waterfowl
and upland game birds, constructing forest open-
ings for deer and other forest wildlife, or building
flowages for aquatic species.

While it is true that hunters provide most of
the money and most management is aimed at
game species, many nonr  cspecies also benefit.
These areas arc alive w' oth game and non-
game wildlife and the gc public is the main
beneficiary.

Wildlife populations arc not decimated by
hunting. Sound wildlife management assures that
numbers will remain relatively constant from year
to year. Reductions in the quality and quantity of
habitat are what cause loss of wildlife. Wildlife
areas prevent this loss by maintaining permanent,
good quality habitat.

So wildlife areas arc a boon to both Wisconsin
wildlife and all Wisconsin citizens. To the one
they give valuable habitat, to the other, recrea-
tional opportunities. And the hunter pays the bill!
As long as hunters purchase licenses these areas
will continue to produce wildlife for future gener-
ations to enjoy. %

Wisconsin Nntiunl Rpsoufces



N.C, Waterfow| |
Benefit from Duck
Stamp Print Sale

he North Carolina Wildlife Re-,

sources Commission has established

the second most successful state water-
fowl print program in history”~-ranking
behind the 1981 Texas program. The
state’s first such print presold 13,652*
regular edition prints, well above what the
Commission had even dared hope to sell.

"We had hoped to sell 10,000 prints.
We're pleasantly surprised, there is no
question about that,” said Sid Baynes,-
chief of the Wildlife Commission’s Divi-
sion of Conservation Education and ad-
ministrator of the duck stamp program.

.Another pleasant surprise, is the
amount of money raised for waterfowl
conservation in the slate. The original
goal was 5250,000, but the commission
now expects to receive more than
5400,000 from the sale of prints and
stamps.. " " i

The stamp and print feature a hen and
drake mallard rising from a marsh, and
was done by nationally acclaimed wild-
life artist Richard Plasschacrt of Min-
nesota. Prints arc now available’ only
through private sales from individuals

“and art dealers at prices which arc higher
than the original issue price of S135.

Waterfowl stamps arc still available
from the Commission's License Section
and from hunting and fishing license
agents for 55.50 jaeh. V, ee¢.' r.

The’ License Section has set aside a
supply of individual stamps as well as
plate blocks of four stamps at a cost of
522 and entire sheets of 30 stamps at a
cost of 5165. Anyone interested in pur-
chasing for collection purposes can do so
by contacting: License Section, North
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commis-

mion,512N. Salisbury St., Raleigh, N.C.
27611. . C

“Qur program is unique in that our
stamp is voluntary. It is not required to
hunt waterfowl," noted Bay ics.

He said about 4,500 to 5,000 of the
prints were sold in the state. The rest
went to sportsmen and prim collectors
around the nation. Print and stamp col-
lectors arc becoming important sources
of support for such programs, he said.

Baynes thanked individual sportsmen
and conservation organizations ror their
strong support.

"As in many states, we are in a situa-
tion where we need to help ourselves,”
declarer. Baynes. "This print program
has been a real good way to do that.

"W e’re sei'ing something to the public
that they can enjoy and also invest their
money in. Wc’rt getting a return on it. M
helps us. It helps waterfowl."



riAR

1979
1900
1981
1982

1981
1982

1971
1972
1973
1975
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982

1980
1901
1902

1979
1980
1981
1982

1975
1976
1977
1978
1579
1900
1981
1982

STATE

Alabama*
Alabnma
Alabana

Al abac,a

Arkansas*

Arkansas

California*
California *
California
Cat ifornia
Cal ifornia
California
Cal ".fornia
Cali forni a
California
California
California

Cali forni a

Oelaware*
Or laware

Delaware

f loridr,*
floridn
Florida

florida

Illinois”
1llinois
11linois
Illinois
111 inois
111 inois
111 inoi s

111 inois

ART 1ST

Barbara Keel
Wayne Spradley
Jack Oeloney

Joe Kichelet

Lee LaBlanc

Haynard Recce

Paul 0. Johnson
Paul B. Johnson
Paul 0. Johnson
Paul 0. Johnson
Paul 0. Johnson
Paul 8. Johnson
Paul 8. Johnson

Ken Hichaclscn
Walter Wolfe
WallLcr Wolfe
Robert Steiner

Robert nichcrt

Ned Haync
Charles nowc

Lois Butler

Dob Rinks
truest Simmons
Clark Sullivan

Lee Cable

Robert Esclicnfcldt

Robert G. Larson
Richard Lynch
Everett Staffcldt
John Eggcrt

Bart Kassabaua
Jin Irandel

Art Sinden

STATE STAMP PRINT HISTORY 1971-1982

1,750
1,000
950
85C

7,200
7,AA0

500
AO
500
50b
500
500
500
500
500
700
1,150
550

1,980
1,981
1.9B2

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,250

500
500
500
500
500
500

500
coo

s/n
s/a
s/n

s/n

s/r

s/n

s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n

s/n

s/n
s/n

s/n

s/n
s/n
s/n

s/n

s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n

s/n
s/n

EDITION SIZE

+ 250 r ;n

* 600 reo + 500 ex
¢ 600 reo ¢ 500 ex

stacips destroyed prcaaturely

ELIGIBILITY

coooission by Alabaaa

concussion by Alabaaa

residents/first contest year

residents

conn artist C

coca artist C

connission
conoission
conoission

comnission

conoission.

coooission
coooission
residents
residents
residents
residents

residents

residents
residents

residents

conoission
open
open

open

by
by
by
by
by
by
by

publisher by AR f C G

publishe

CA/staff
CA/staff
CA/staff
CA/staff
CA/staff
CA/staff
Ca/staff

¢ residents

+ residents

¢ residents

by

Florida

connissioncd by IL

residents
residents
residents
residents
residents

rcsidcnls
residents

r by AR f C G

artist
artist
artist
artist
artist
artist

artist

of states v/npcn
of states w/opcn

of stales w/opcn

Ganc conoission

coop.
coop.

coop.



YEAR

1975
1977
1978
1979
1900
1981
1982

1972
1973
1974
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1901
1902

1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
191?
1900
1901
1902

1974

1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1900
1981
1982

STATE

Indiana*
Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
lndiana
Indiana

Indiana

lowa*
lowa
lowa
lowa
lowa
lowa
lowa
lowa
lowa

lowa

Maryland*
Maryland
Mary)and
Haryland
Maryland
Maryland
Haryland
Haryland

. Maryland

Massachusetts*
Massachusetts
Massachusetts
Massachusetts
Massachusetts
Massachusetts
Massachusetts
Massachusetts

Massachusetts

ARTIST

Sonny Bashore
Sonny Bashore

Carl "Spike™ Knuth
Diane Pierce

Dean Rocky Oarrick
Rodney Crosssan

George Hete

Maynard Reece

Thomas Murphy

Janes F. landenberger
Nick Klcpinger
Haynard Rcece

Nick Klcpinger

Andf ew Peters

Paul Bridgford

Drad Reece

Ton Halker

John H. Taylor
Stanley Stearns
Louis Frisino

Jack Schrocder
Stanley Stearns
John M. Taylor
Jack Schrocder
Arthur R. Eakin

Fioger Oucklin

Hilton C. Weil;r
*fon Illenness :y
killiaa P. fyner
lillia® P. Tyner
William P. Tyner
Randy Julius
John Fggert
Randy Julius
John Eggcrt

STATE STAHP PRINT HISTORY 1971-1902

EDITION SIZE

500 s/n
18 s/n
18 s/n
20 s/n
24 s/n
30 s/n
50 s/n

590 s/n
500 s/n
500 s/n
500 s/n
900 s/n
600 s/n
750 probably not s/n
850 s/n
900 s/n
650 s/n

500 s/n
650 s/n
500 s/n
050 s/n
1,200 s/n
951 s/n
1,175 s/n
1,250 s/n
1,575 s/n

600 edition by heirs
500 s/n
500 s/n
137 s/n
175 s/n
175 s/n
600 s/n
250 s/n
400 s/n

ELIGIBILITY

conoission by IN/staFF artist
conoission by IH/staff artist
open

open

open .

open

open

Connissioned by IA -
residents
residents
residents
residents
residents
residents
residents
residents

residents

commissioned by Maryland Dept. oF Nat. Resources
residents
residents
residents
re »idcnts
ri.jidents
residents
residents

residents

coon, by HA Div. oF Fisheries oF WildliFe
open/must be decoy oF HA carver
open/must be decoy of HA carver
open/aust he decoy of HA carver
open/nust he decoy of HA carver
open/must be decoy of HA carver
open/must he dccjy of HA carver
open/nust be dc< oy of HA carve.*

open



STATE STAMP PRINT HISTORY 1971-1982

YFAR STATE ARTIST EDITION SIZE ELIGIBILITY
1976 Michigan* Oscar Warbach 500 s/n connission by Hi/staff artist
1977 Michigan Larry Hayden 650 s/n residents

1970 Michigan Richard Tina 700 s/n residents

1979 Hichigan Andrew Kurznann ?00 s/n residents

1980 Michigan Larry Hayden 900 s/n residents

1981 Michigan Dictnar Kruarcy 1,200 s/n residents

1902 Hichigan Gijsbhert van Frankenhuyzen 1,200 s/n residents (until 1985)

1977 Minnesota* , Oavid (flaass 3,300 estinated not nunbered connission by state

1978 Minnesota Les C. Kouba 3,500 estinated not nunbered residents

1979 Minnesota David Haass 3,800 s/n residents

1980 Minnesota Janes Hegar 3,500 s/n residents

1981 Minnesota Terry Redlin 7,800 s/n residents

1982 Hinnesota Phil Scholer 6,500 s/n residents

1976 Mississippi* Carroll J. C Gwen K. Perkins" 500 s/n connission by HS game and fish
1977 Mississippi Allcn Hughes 500 s/n connission by HS Game and Fish
1978 Mississippi John Reiners 500 s/n first issue by contest, residents
5979 Mississippi Carole Pigott Hardy 500 s/n residents

1900 Mississippi Oob Tonpkins 500 s/n residents

1981 Mississippi John Reiners 500 s/n residents

1982 Mississippi Jerry Johnson 500 s/n residents

1979 Missouri Charles H. Schwartz 1,000 s/n connission by MO/staff artist
1980 Hissouri David Plank 1,250 s/n residents

1981 Missouri Ton Crain 1,000 s/n residents

1982 Hissouri Gary Lucy 1,000 s/n residents

1978 Hontana* Harlowe Urdahl 1,300 s/n residents

1979 Montana John Michael Harion GUO s/n residents

1980 Hontana Ron Jenkins 300 s/n residents

1982 North Dakota* Richard Plasschaert 9,939 s/n connission by state

1979 Nevada* Larry Hayden 1,990 s/n ¢ 500 rcn open

1980 Nevada Dick HcRill 1,990 s/n open

1981 Nevada Phil Scholcr 2,025 s/n open

1982 Nevada R 1Cfioiu 1linn 2,200 s/n open



YEAR

1900
1901
1902

1902

1976
197:

1970
1979
1900
1901

1982

1901
1902

1979
1900
1901
1902

1901
1902

1970
1979
1900
1901
1902

STATE

Oklahoma *
Oklahoma

Oklahoma
Ohio*
South Oakota*
South Oakota
South Oakota
South Oakota
South Dakota
South Oakota
South Oakota
South Carolina*
South Carolina
Tennessee™*

Tennessee

lennessee

Tennessee

Texas™*

Texas

Wisconsin*
Wisconsin
Wisonsin
Wisconsin

Wisconsin

ARTIST

Patrick Sawyvr
Hoyt Smith
Jeffrey Frey

John Ruthven

Robert Kusserou
Don Steinbeck

John Hoisan
John Wilson
John

John

Hoisan
Wilson

Robert Kusserow

Lee LaOlanc
Bob Binks

Dick Elliot
Thompson Phillip Crowe, 1V
Bob Gillespie

Ken Schulz

Larry Hayden
Ken Carlson
Owen J. Gromrse
Rockne Knuth
Martin Hurk
Timothy C. Shultz

Willian Koelpin

STATE STAMP PRINT

1,900
1,900
1,900

9,000

500
150
300
300
300
500
500

A,500
A,000

1,979
1,000
1,200
1,250

16,500
9,500

5,000
1,700
1,250
1,700
2,300

s/n
s/n

s/n

s/n

s/n
1st
s/n
s/n
s/n
i/n

s/n

s/n

s/n

s/n
s/n
s/n

s/n

z/r.

s/n

s/n
s/n
s/n
s/n

s/n

[1ISTOAY 1971-1902

EDITION SIZE

ed s/n + 150 Ind ed

s/n

residents
residents

residents

commission

residents
residents
residents
residents
residents
residents

residents

open

open

residents
residents
residents

residents

publisher

publisher

commission
residents
residents
residents

residents

ELIGIBILITY

by Ohio

and artist package

and artist package

by state



YtAn

1983

1983

1983

STATE

New Ilanpshire*

Pennsylvania*

North Carolina*

Richard

ARTIST

Plasschaert

Ned Smith

Richard

Plasschaert

1903 DUCK STAMP PIUHIS

EDITION SIZE

Linited to confirmed

by September

30, 1903

Limited to confirmed

by September

15, 1983

orders

orders

Limited to confirmed orders

by August 30,

1983

ELIGIBILITY

publisher-artist package

publisher-artist package

publisher-artist package
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62nd OREGON LEGISLATIVE / SSEMBLY-1983 Regular Session

A-Engrossed

House Bill 2925

Ordered by the Speaker May 10
Including House Amendments dated May 10

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES

SUMMARY

The following summary is ;iot prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject to
consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor's brief '.cct-.r.ent of the essential features of the measure.

Requires certain migratoiy waterfowl hunters to obtain special SS stamp from State Fish and Wildlife
Commission. Requires commission [to appoint Migratory WaterfowlStamp Committed to select stamp design
and authorizes [committee] commission to arrange fot production and sale of art works and stamps. Dedicates
proceeds of sale of art works to activities benefiting waterfowl and for costs of stamp and art work design,
production and sale.

Effective [January] July 1, 1984,

A 3ILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to wildlife; creating new provisions; amending ORS 496.300; and prescribing an effective date.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION |I. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a pari of ORS chapter 497.

SECTION 2. (I) The commission is authorized to issue, upon application, to persons desiring to hunt
migratory waterfowl an annual migratory waterfowl stamp and shall charge therefor a fee of S5.

(2) The stamp referred to in subsection (I) of this section is in addition to and not in lieu of the hunting
licenses required by ORS 497.102.

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (1) of this section, a migratory waterfowl stamp is no: required of a person
younger than 14 years of age.

(4) ORS 497.016 to 497.026 and 497.036 apply to the stamp referred to in subsection <1) of this section.

SECTION 3, Sections 4 and 5o0f this Act arc added lo and made o p.uiof ORS chapter 496.

SECTION Incarrying out its duties, functions and powers with regard to the migratory waterfowl stamp,
the State Fish and Wildlife Commission may contn ct for the performance of those duties, functions and
powers. The contract ;nay include, among other matters, provisions for advance payment or reimbursement
for services performed pursuant to any such contract. All costs and expenses incurrrd pursuant to thissection
shall be paid from the subaccount referred to in ORS 4%.300 (4).

SECTION I> (I) The State Fish and Wildlife Commission shall arrange, by conlcst or other appropriate
means, for the selection of the design of the annual migratory waterfowl stamp required by section 2 of this
1983 Act and for the production and sale of the stamps.

(2) The commission may produce sumps in such number as the commission considers appropriate and may
make stamps available for the creation of migratory waterfowl art prints and other related art works and may
arrange for the sale of stamps, prints and art works to persons desiring '0o purchase those items.

SECTION 6. ORS 496.300 is amended to rend:

NOTE: Maiirr:.-. Nild face in an amended sccnon is new; mailer [ilnlir and hrarkeletl] is existing law in be omitted.



496.300. (!) The State Wildlife Fund is established as an account in the General Jund of the State
Treasury'. Except as otherwise provided by law, all moneys received by the commission pursuant to the wildlife
laws. except such as may be required as a revolving fund for payroll and emergency expenses, shall be paid
into the State Treasury and credited to the account. All moneys in the account are appropriated continuously to
the commission to carry out the wildlife laws. *

(2) An amount of the State Wildlife Fund equal to the amounts accruing from licenses issued pursuant to
ORS 497.121 (I)(c) and (d) that are used for ocean salmon angling purposes, less the cost of issuing and
processing the licenses shall be available only«for propagation, management and research projects related to
anadromous fish.

(3) All moneys received by the commission from the sale of migratory waterfowl stamps shall be deposited in
the State Wildlife Fund.

(4) All moneys received by the commission from the sale of art works and prints related to the migratory
waterfowl stamp shall be deposited in a separate subaccount in the State Wildlife Fund. Moneys in the subaccount
may be expended only for activities that promote the propagation, conservation and recreational uses of migratory
waterfowl and for activities related to the design, production, issuance and arrangements for sale of the migratory
waterfowl stamps and related art works and prints. Expenditures of moneys in the subaccount may be made within
this state, In other states or in foreign countries, in such amounts as the commission determines appropriate.
Expenditures in other states and foreign countries shall be on such terms nnd conditions as the commission
determines will benefit most directly the migratory waterfowl resources of this state.

Il_m(S) The commission shall keep a record of all moneys deposited in the State Wildlife Fund. The record
shall indicate by separate cumulative accounts the source from which the moneys are derived and the individual
activity or program against which each withdrawal is charged.

SECTION 7. Section 2 of this Act takes effect July 1,1984.



CONSIDERATIONS FOR Ak -ASKA WATERFOWL CONSERVATION PROGRAM

1. As of 1983, twenty-nine states have instituted their own stanp programs.

2. At least 26 states require waterfowl hunters to purchase their stamps,
and seme states require it of all bird hunters.

3. The average price of a waterfowl stamp, for 27 states, is $4.50 (lowest
is Massachusetts $1.25; highest is North Dakota $9.00).

4. Among the seven states that initiated stamp programs since 1980, total
erevenues for 1982 were $3.9million, averaging over $500,000 per state.

5. States that recently have adopted stamp programs have produced art prints
and colle tor stamps that are marketed nationally. Considerable income has
been derived from outside these states; this would be especially effective
for Alaska.

6. Among the seven most recent (1980) programs, an average of 45% of the
revenues came directly from stamp sales to hunters; states with fewer
hunters (Alaska) derive lower pro rtions of revenues directlyefrom
hunters (S. Carolina 31%, Oklahoma 33%, Ohio 32%).

7. During 1983, approximately 17,600 Federal duck stamps were sold in Alaska,
8. A conservative estimate of revenues from an Alaska Waterfowl Stamp program

would be $100,000 - $300,000, with less than 30% coming from hunters and
a considerable portion coming from art and stamp collectors in other states.

Proportic.is of revenue derived from hunters and from collectors, for the
seven most recent state waterfowl stamp programs.

First No. of Stamp Hunter Collector Income/

State Year Hunters Price Revenue <) Revenue (%) Hunter
Oklahoma 1980 12,000 $4.00 48,000 (33) 94,300 (66) 11.86
Delaware 1980 10,000 $5.00 50,000 (52)* 46,000 (48)* 9.60
Arkansas 1931 45,500 $5.50 250,250 (53) 217,725 (47) 10.29
So. Carolina 1981 17,000 $5.50 93,500 (31) 206,500 (69) 17.65
Texas 1981 112,500 $5.00 562,500 (61) 366,245 (39) 8.26
No. Dakota 1982 £0,000 $9.00 720,000 (56) 557,700 (44) 15.97
Ohio 1982 40,000 $5.50 220,000 (32) 455,000 (68) 16.38
average $5.64 12.93

estimated
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INTRODUCTION

WATERFOWL STAMP AMD PRINT
HISTQRY-DISCUSSION-STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

In researching the history of waterfowl stamps and related artwork (as
defined 1in HB 2925 attached) it became obvious that this program become

very complicated.

theirexplanation should be kept in mind.

Design

Stamps

Prints

Commission

Limited
Edition

Supplemental

Saics

HISTORY

The original art work from which the stamps and prints are
produced.

The actual stamp produced from the original design.

This stamp is required to be purchased by hunters and in
possession while hunting. Income from the stamp will vary
according to hunting. Income from the stamp will vary
according to hunter* numbers, but should remain more or less
fixed. In Oregon we have approximately 45,000 waterfowl
hunters that will be required to buy the $5.00 stamp,
producing an income of $225,000 annually. Stamp collectors
also purchase waterfowl stamps and can add substantial
amounts to the income of the progranm. High qualitystamps
sold as singles or in blocks of fourare sought by
collectors. States have added from $3,500 to $50,000 per
year on the sale of stamps to collectors. Collector stamp
sales vary greatly depending on quality, marketing, and
emphasis placed on distribution to collectors.

These are approximately 5 1/2 X 9 inch reproductions of the
original design. Most states (18) do not receive income from
the sale of prints. Those states that have required hunters
to purchase waterfowl stamps since 1980 have retained the

copy rights to the original design, and have added to their
income from the sale of prints.

-Enlist, engage, consign.

As used in this report, means prints are limited to a

-specific number, or limited to a certain number ordered over

a period of time.

This will refer to the sale of stamps and prints as
collectors items.

A brief history of waterfowl stamps followed by a history rf prints might
be helpful, keeping in mind that each is a separate en* 'y, but do go hand

in hand.

To help clarify the following report a few key words and.



The federal watd awl stamp was initiated in 192-. at a price of $1.00.

That initial price has now increased to $7.50. Design of the stamps was
chosen by a contest. Artists submitted their design and the winning design
was used to reproduce the stamp. The winner received much notoriety, but
no financial reward from the Federal government. The value of being the

winner was subsequent sale of the original or prints by the artist or a
publi sher.

State waterfowl stamps were required first by California in 1971.
Subsequently, until 1979 a total of seventeen states required stamps for
waterfowl hunting. Total income was derived from stamp sales. Designs
were ¢ osen from waterfowl art contests, produced by department artists or

commissioned by wildlife artists. States did not retain reproduction right
to the design.

From 1980 through 1982 seven states passed laws requiring waterfowl hunters
to purchase a stamp. All seven of these states deviated from the past in
that they retained reproduction rights to the original design, and profited
from the sale of prints. Artists were paid in one way or another for those
copyrights.

This year (1983) two additional states require waterfowl stamps and retain
reproduction rights for print sc.]Jes. Pennsylvania is producing stamps for
voluntary purchase by hunters ar. t collectors, and are producing prints for
sale. 7

In 1984 ,~AlTska”)Georgia, New Jersey, and Oregon will require.stamps. It
is not kncbwrrr*but is expected that the sale of prints will be included, as
is the case with Oregon.

For your information, here is a chronological listing of states that

require waterfowl stamps along with the price of the stamp. These states
do not sell prints.

Year Price of
Initi ated State Stamp
1971 Californi a ib.no
<1972 lowa $5.00
1974 Mary! and $3.00
Massachusetts $1.25
1975 11linois $5.50
1976 Indi ana $5.00
Michigan $3.75
Mississippi $2.00
South Dakota $5.00
1977 Minnesota ~ $3.75
1978 Montana* $2.00
Wi sconsin $3.25
1979 Alabama $5.00
Florida $3.25
Missouri $3.00
Nevada $2.00
Tennessee $6.50

eMontana drooped the stamp after 3 years as cost exceeded 1income.



Stamp required all bird hunters. It is now a sticker attached to the
license.

The following states require a waterfowl stamp, but do retain reproduction
rights for income from the production of prints

Year Price of

Ini tiated State StamD
1930 Delaware S$5.00

Ok 1a"noma $4.00

1931 Arkansas $5.50
South Carolina $5.50

Texas $5.00

1932 f.orth Dakota** $9.00
Ohio $5.50

**North Dakota Stamp required of all bird hunters.

States that will require waterfowl stamps in 1933 and 1984. The
states have retained reproduction rights.

Year Price of
Initiated StateStamo StamD
1933 Pensyl va-nia*** $5.50
New Hampshire $4.00
North Carolina $5.50
1934 Alaska
Georgi a [
New dersey 1
Oregon $5.00

***pennsylvania stamp purchases by hunters will be voluntary.

Pi scussion

Since the income from sale of stamps to hunters 1is relatively fixed, from

this point the discussion will pertain to the potential supplemental sales
of stamps and prints.

Stamps

Stamp sales to collectors can, if properly marketed, generate a substantial
amount of income to the department.

The following table displays the number of stamps sold to collectors in
1932. Those states with hunter numbers similar to Oregon were chosen for
compari son.



1982

Income
From
Year StamD State Hunters Price Collectors Collectors
1972 lowa 36,600 55.00 3,900 $19,500
1974 Maryland 33,250 3.00 3,000 9,000
1975 111linois 52,900 5.50 3,400 18,700
1976 Michigan 46,800 3.75 1,700 6,375
1979 Missouri 43,500 3.00 1,200 3,600
1981 Arkansas 45,450 5.50 8,000 44,000
1982 Ohio 40,000 5.50 10,000 55,000
Arkansas and Ohio top the sales to collectors. These two states are among
those that have become involved in supplemental sales. Among the reasons

for high collector sales are:

1. Top quality printing to make the stamp desirable to collectors.

2. Stamps packaged to accommodate collectors (numbered blocks of
four).

3. Publisher required to buy back stamp to sell with each print sold.
4
The point to be made is that supplemental stamp sales can be increased
substantially if care is taken to accommodate the collector.

Pri nts

Contacts, through correspondence and telephone conversation were made with
those states involved in the supplemental sale of prints. All had at least
one year of history of print sales, arid made recommendations on the best

program to become and remain a top competitor in this highly competitive
field.

Each of the seven states contacted has a slightly different program for

attaining money through print sales. The attached table summarizes much of
this information, but further summarization 1is discussed here.

Contests

Oklahoma, Delaware, and South Carolira are states that have contests to
select the design for stamps and prints. Contests are restricted to
residents in Oklahoma, while Delaware allows non-residents of states with
open competition to enter. The South Carolina contest is open to anyone.
Texas and Ohio also have a contest of torts. The open contest in Texashas

so many constraints only well known artists with a great deal of financial
backing can enter. After one year of open competition, Ohio now has a
contest by invitation only.

Arkansas and North Dakota have no contest to select the waterfowl stamp and

print design. These states contract directly with publishers for
nationally known artists.



All states witlY" ontests report no major proble(™ , but it is very time
consuming to accept, display, judge, package and return entrees. Most
judging 1is done by a committee that is appointed in different ways. In
South Carolina a committee handles the contest, bids, printing, etc. but
has had bad results of poor quality by accepting low bids on printing.
Delaware has a full time person to handle stamp and print sales.

Artist

Those states that have the original design by a nationally known artist
have realized the most income for their program. Although other things
enter into total sales, the demand for a print from a well-known wildlife
artist is greater than a little known artist even though their work may be

comparable. Even a known west coast artist would not sell as well in the
eastern market.

Artist Payments

Artists have received payment for their design in many ways. In those
states entering the program prior to 19S0, the artist was on his own. He
retained reorcduction rights and usually, through a publisher, produced a
very limited edition of prints. He sold these prints and retained the
profits. Since 1980. the rewards have been greater. The attached table
shows the varied way the artists"have been rewarded for their design.

Printing

In all cases, the reproduction of prints has been through a publisher. Two
states, Texas and South Carolina, highly recommended in-state publishers so
that the personal attention aspect was realized. This also keeps money
within the state as well as bringing money into the state.

Cost of Prints

The standard cost of a print is $125.00. Delaware and Ohio require the
purchase of a stamp with each print so those prints are $130.00. New

Hampshire, Pennsylvania and North Carolina, will also require a stamp with
each print.

Edition Size

Edition number 1is important. South Carolina, Arkansas and Texas 1981
prints all sold for $125.00 each. South Carolina limited their edition to
4,500 prints. Their share of profits was S103.000. Arkansas and Texas
limited their edition to 7,700 and 16,500 respectively and realized
$269,000 and $587,000 respectively. The investors value for prints is now
$150 per print more for South Carolina than for Arkansas or Texas. The
point is, that the fewest number of prints makes more money for investors,
but less for the state; and on the other hand, the higher number of prints
makes more money for the state and less for the investor. The most
successful states have limited prints to the number ordered ever an
advertized six-month period.



Department Shara.

This

varies greatly depending upon the state. As shown in the accompanying

table, states have shared percentages of gross sales, percentages of net
sales or a flat profit per print sold. Of course, each state wants the

most

it can receive, but consideration must be given the publisher for his

expenses in providing the services needed to make the program the most
profitable.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

10.

Two objectives are recommended.

1. Make the most money possible to devote to waterfowl management.

2. Provide a nationwide opportunity for collectors to
contribute in the support of waterfowl habitat development for the
benefit of Oregon waterfowl hunters.

Contest - None
Pattern Oregon®s program after the success of Arkansas, North Dakota
and, to a degree, Texas.
«
Artist- A nationally known artisc design to sell more prints.

frtist Payment- Should be arranged by publisher.

Pub! islier- In state with national connections for advertizing and
distribution.

Printing- Arranged by publisher.

Stamps- Publisher should provide stamps of high quality and printed in
a form desireable to collectors. The specs can be worked out. He
should be required topurchase a stamp for each print sold.

Edition Size- Limited to that number ordered over a six-month period.
Oregon should attempt to be first on the advertizing market for 1984

prints.

Department Share- Most possible while meeting the above objectives.

Time Table- timing 1is critical. For Oregon to be first to advertize
1984 “First of State" prints, a publisher should present a "package"
to the department for approval no later than mid-December. Prior to

that time, invitations to bid, specifications, and other details must
be arranged.

A decision on the recommended program can be made October 21 so that the
staff can get the process moving.

Attachments:

HB 2325
Table on State Programs
State Stamp Print History



SR-A-Box [3C4B

|Ulag&a #>tate HegfelatutE

House of Representatives Phene (307) 49-373
W hile in Session:

Representative Mike Szymanski bouh v

State Capitol
Official Business Juneau. Alaska 99811

January 3, 1984

The Honorable Milo fritz
House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: HB 351
Dear Milo:

The purpose of this letter is to -"nform you of ny recent meeting
with Mr. Thomas C. Rothe, Waterfowl Coordinator, State Department of
Fish and Game, related to 11B 351. The following points were covered
during the discussio lated to suggestions for changes or
modifications to the x sting legislation:

1. 1t was suggested that the stamp be mandatory, similar to
the federal stamp jnd that the initial stamp price be set
at $5.00 and adjui.tod thereafter by the Board of Fish and
Game .

2. It was noted t.iaf 25 to 30% of the stamps would be sold to
hunters. The balance of the stamps (70 - 75%) would be
sold to outside stamp collectors. Therefore, we should
capitalize on the interest from the outside and possibly
develop a limited number of special 1issue stamps (i.e. 500)
which sells for $100 a piece and/or develop other marketing
techniques where we have groups of 4 stamps in collector
issue form generated.

3. We may want to incorporate into the bill a competitive
program in the state to design the stamp itself, which
would allow artists to compete for the design of the stamp
and reward them with $1000/year award fee for the best
selected duck 3tamp.



4. With regard to the dedication of the funds, it should go to
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Waterfowl Section,

but not be earmarked for anything in particular. Instead,
it should probably be put into the general fund use of the
Department for Waterfowl Management. It would appear that

if we get too specific on it, it nay be the only source of
funds and it could detour other funds from being used by
the department or division.

5. With regard to the effective date of the legislation, it is
suggested that the effective date be twelve months after
the bill is passed so that time is allowed to search out an
appropriate stamp and set up the promotion for circulation.

6. It was noted that we should be very careful in our language
so that we don"t violate the Constitution with regard to
dedication of funds and the provisions set forth in

AS 16.05.130. In other words, the bill must be carefully
drafted so that it is not found unconstitutional under
scrutiny.

In general, | have had very positive discussions with the
Waterfowl Coordinator for the State and Alaska Audubon Society
officials and others who have indicated that the program would be

extremely beneficial to the State of Alaska. I had hoped that we
could move this legislation early on during this next session and
I will lend any support 1 can to the effort. Several of the above

indicated items were discussed with Denise Zachary of Representative
Mike Miller®s office in Juneau, who 1is working on a bill he 1is
drafting to establish a Duck S-amp program. I would suggest that as
soon as we get together in Juneau, you and 1 and Mike Miller sit
down and see how we can possibly incorporate his ideas into HB 351 -
eitherthat or look at the first committee of referral on the bill
he 1is proposing and HB 351 to see about merging them under one bill.

Keep up the good work, Milo, and 1 look forward to working with
you in Juneau this session.

Sincerely,

mke Szymanski
Representative

ce: Representative Don Clocksin
Representative Mike M. Miller
Ton Rothe, Waterfowl Coordinator
Julie Kelly, President, Anchorage Audubon Society
Dave Cline, Regional Vice-President, Audubon Society



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

P.0.BOX 3-2000
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME JUNEAU. ALASKA 99802
PHONE: '(907) 465-4100

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

April 19, 1983

The Honorable Patrick M. Rodey
Senator

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Rodey:

Thank you for your letter of March 30, 1983, requesting our viewpoint
on legislation concerning a State duck stamp program in Alaska.

The Department®s former waterfowl biologist, Dan Timm, who iS now our
Regional Management Coordinator in the Anchorage area, has been working

several years to accomplish this legislation. Our Department has given
careful consideration to this type of bill, and we are on record in
several letters supporting the idea. Therefore, we would favor proposed

legislation, and would be glad to work with you in drafting the necessary
wording.

As you are no doubt aware, the Alaska Constitution does not allow
dedicated funds, but presumably, as stated in "Section 3" of the
enclosure to your letter, the State will allow the funds to be deposited
into the Fish and Game fund. Also, monies will be derived not only from
the sale of stamps but also from the royalties of prints i de from the
stamps.

Thank you for expressing an interest in sponsoring this legislation.

Sincerely,

Don W. Collinsworth
Commissioner



A WATERFOWL CONSERVATION STAMP FOR ALASKA

To generate additional funds Ilor the conservation and enhancement of
Alaska ™ wacerfowl and waterfowl habitat, a voluntary state waterfowl
conservation stamp program is suggested. This program will require
Legislative approval.

Proceeds from the voluntary purchase of such stamps would be used lor:
the conservation and enhancement ot waterfowl; the acquisition, lease or
otherwise obtained wetlands which are important tor waterfowl and/or
public use ot waterfowl in Alaska; and the administration 0l the stamp
program. Specifically, key habitat in and around refuges could be pur—
chased for better public access and waterfowl protection; islands,
potholes and water level control structures could be created to enhance
jgoose and duck nesting and other uses; goose populations could be estab—
lished through transplants; parking areas, trails and other means of
access couid be created to enhance public access for use 0l waterfowl on
State lands; anti m specific instances, surveys, handing projects and
research couiu ou conducteu to proviso better mauagei.ieuL oi waueriowi.

The idea ot a state duck stamp is not now, although all other states

require stamp purchase for waterfowl hunting. California initiated the
first stamp in L971, and by 198U 17 states required a stamp to hunt
migratory waterfowl (attuched table). The price ol these stamps varies
from $1.10 in Haryland to $3.50 in Delaware. Lse of revenues Ilrom stamp
sales varies oclLwocu status. B RV W - i a major portion is
reverted aack 1into ci.e state c.mserv.aion ,(kac tenl >nuigec u>r a.i....ml

S e it i.m tjstoi*.>tiou.  Andj.cniii-i 11/, sereinl < *lem |l.Itie si**.nnie
tor..Lions to Ducks Unlimited for the propagation, development, manage—
ment and control of migratory bird habitat in Canada.

Although Alaska®s stamp is not proposed to he mandatory, (there is a
moral and legal question ol requiring hunters in 1iemote areas to
purchase stamps to fund projects th.it may not benefit then.), stamp sales
and resulting revenue are expected to be substantial. Federal duck
stamp sales for the state have averaged 17,000 during the jJnst decade.
While not all of these hunters would 1lin ly participate in a voluntary
program, surveys conducted in other states indicate that waterfowl
hunters are dedicated to habitat acquisition and restoration and iavor
state duck stamp programs to support these management Lools. Results ot
a survey of Hissouri hunters in 1978 showed 72% were 1ip. favor of a state
duck stamp.

In addition to hunter support, collector interest in state stamps lias

been rapidly escalating. States having data on stamp purchase by col—
lectors found that from less than 1% (Mississippi) to nearly 50%
(Nevada) ol “their sales have been .a collectors. These include 3% to
collectors in Missouri, 6-9% in Wisconsin, approximately 9% in Alabama
and 17% in Indiana. In fact, state stamp sales in several stales
exceeded Federal stamp sales by several hundred (Alabama) to several
thousand (Nevada) - a situation suggesting considerable collector
activity. Based on this information, ADF&C", lee Is that stamp sales in

Alaska would be 10,000 to 15,0UU per year, especially if the printing is
limited and the program 1is promoted nationwide.



Act to Establish a Waterfowl Conservation Stamp

Department of .Fish and Game Recommendations

Require all waterfowl hunters to purchase the stamp.

Provide for the sale of art prints and stamps to
collectors.

Select a nationally-known artist through a competitive
artist/publisher process.

Use a publisher to handle printing, advertising and
marketing of prints.

Allow the Commissioner discretion W arranging for
publisher contracts, selection of art .ork and sale of
art prints.



NatrickSd. rodey DURING SESSION:
3271 MONTCLAIRE CT. POUCH V
ANCHORAGE. AK 99503 JUNEAU, AK 99811

(907) 465-3717

ALASKA STATE SENATE

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator Fahrenkamp
FROM: Senator Rodey

DATE: February 15, 1985

RE: SB 278 Establishing a Waterfowl Conservation Stamp
Please consider action on this legislation. There is support from the.
Department of Fish & Game, and 1 see no problems anywhere else.

Attached is a letter from Commissioner Collinsworth and some back up
information on the proposed program.

y"{A/
ANUC// A SACy CefRy

/-V/A



CT3  crp M S B BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR
' REPLY TO:

DEPARTMENT OF LAW 108114 AVENUE
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL PHONE: 19071 276-3550

o 1st NATIONAL CENTER
100 CUSHMAN ST.

March 24, 1984 suiseiRs ALASKA oo701
PHONE: 1907) 452-1568

CJPOUCH K -STATE CAProL
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

PHONE: (907) 465-3600
The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp

Chairperson, Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: CSSB 278 (Waterfowl
Conservation Stamp Act)

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:

This letter 1is 1in response to your oral request for
advice on March 23, 1984, as to the constitutionality of CSSB
278, establishing a waterfowl conservation stamp and fee. The
only constitutional 1issue raised by this bill 1is whether it vio—
lates article 11X, section 7, of the Alaska Constitution, which
prohibits dedicated funds under certain circumstances. Article
IX, section 7, of the Alaska Constitution provides as follows:

The proceeds of any state tax or licence shall not
be dedicated to any special purpose, except as
provided 1in section 15 of this Article or when
required by the federal government for state par—
ticipation in federal programs. This provision
shall not prohibit the continuance of any dedica—
tion for special purposes existing upon the date
of ratification of this section by the people of
Alaska.

Upon reviewing CSSB 278, we conclude that it is constitutional as
drafted.

The Alaska Constitution specifically excepts from the
prohibition against dedicated funds any dedication of funds
required by the federal government as a condition to the state
participating in a federal program. The Pittman-Robertson Act,
16 U.S.C. &8 669-6691, 1is a federal program under which states
may receive money Tor the restoration of wildlife. As a condi—
tion to participating in this program, the Act requires the state
to pass a law prohibiting the diversion of license fees paid by
hunters for any other purpose than the administration of the Fish
and Game Department. A regulation promulgated wunder the



The- Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp March 24, 1984
Re: CSSB 278 Page 2

Pittman-Robertson Act provides that only those licences that are
for the "express purpose of permitting the holder to hunt or fish
for sport or recreation™ may be used as the basis for matching
funds under the Act. 50 C.F.R. 80.10(c)(1). This means that the
only fees that must be dedicated by law in order for Alaska to
participate 1in the program under the Pittman-Robertson Act are
those fees expressly required by the state to be paid for the
privilege of hunting or fishing for sport or recreation. Accord—
ingly, only those fees expressly required for hunting or fi.shing
may be dedicated under the Alaska Constitution.

CSSB 278 requires possession of thewaterfowl conser—
vation stamp before a person mayengage 1inwaterfowlhunting. It
is only the money received from the sale of the waterfowl conser—
vation stamps to hunters that is dedicated under this bill. Mon—
ies received from the sale of waterfowl conservation stamps to
the public, as opposed to waterfowl hunters, are not dedicated by
this bill. Instead, section 4 of the bill expresses a legisla—
tive intent that a sum equal to the amount collected each year
from the saleXthese stamps to the public be appropriated to the
Department of Fish and Game. This legislative intent does not
constitute a dedication of those funds.

We therefore conclude that CSSB 278 does not present
any constitutional problems. The same cannot be said for the
original SB 278, because that bill did not require waterfowl
hunters to obtain the stamp as a condition to -engaging 1n
waterfowl hunting. Without this condition, the state would not
qualify for participation in the Pittman-Robertson Act, and the
dedication of funds would then be unconstitutional under Art. IX,
sec. 7, of the Alaska Constitution.

Sincerely,

NORMAN C. GORSUCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Assistant Attorney General
MOK:bap

cc: Arthur H. Peterson
Assistant Attorney General
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FILE NO:

/
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Director Conservation Stamp

Division ot Came
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Attached is a report entitled "State Waterfowl Conservation
Stamp/Print Programs - Considerations for Alaska." This
report was completed by Mr. Tom Rothe, our waterfowl progranm
coordinator. The report contains the background, jJustifica—
tion, and recommendations concerning an Alaskan waterfowl
conservation stamp. The recommendations form the basis for

the Department®s position on this issue.

Enclosure

cc: P. McGuire
B. Hinman
T. Rothe
Regional Supervisors, Game Division
Division Directors
Board of Game
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STATE WATERFOWL CONSERVATION STAMP/PRINT PROGRAMS

History - Discussion - Recommendations .

INTRODUCTION

An Alaska Waterfowl Conservation Stamp program has been proposed in
several bills put before the legislature 1in 1983. The intent of this
report is to present a brief history of other state stamp progranms,
discuss alternatives for variousaspects of their operations,and to
recommend effective, profitable ciatures for consideration in a

program for Alaska.

Unlike many other states that rely on rigrant waterfowl from northern
breeding areas, Alaska is a major waterfowl production state. Alaska
annually produces a fall flight of about 10 million ducks and one
million geese to all five North American flywa/s and neighboring
countries. Most of this waterfowl production can be attributed to a
few large wetlands districts (i.e.” Copper River Delta, Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta, Yukon Flats) and the sheer geographic expanse of
wetlands throughout the State. Waterfowl habitat 1in Alaska becomes
especially important to continental populations when drought in the
prairies pushes birds north to breed. Most of Alaska's wetlands,

however, are only marginally productive 1in comparison with the



prairies and parklands of the mid-continent, and little is known about
the ecological requirements of waterfowl in our coastal, subarctic aid

arctic regions. < 1

Waterfowl management in Alaska provides both opportunities to evaluate
and enhance waterfowl production, and responsibilities to conserve and
maintain many populations for the benefit of other states and coun—
tries. Waterfowl conservation stamp programs have been very profit—

able and effective in raising funds to meet these types of challenges.

Although the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has major responsibilities
for migratory bird management, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
is charged with primary management of vresident wildlife and most
public uses of these resources in Alaska, leadership in management of
waterfowl values on State lands, principal membership in the Pacific
Flyway Study Committee and Council, and has assumed major responsi—
bility for management of several species of spcciil interest to the
State. Revenues from a state waterfowl stamp would dramatically
increase the Department®s ability to enhance waterfowl production and
public uses on State game refuges and other lands, and more effec—

tively participate in state and Pacific Flyway management processes.



HISTORY OF WATERFOWL STAMPS

In 1934, the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act was passed, authorizing
the issuance of what is popularly known as the federal duck stamo; 1its
official name 1is the Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp.
All waterfowl hunters are required to purchase the stamp, which has
risen in price from $1.00 at inception to $7.50. In 1983, over 1.8
million stamps were sold 1in the United States. Revenues from the
program are dedicated to the acquisition, protection and enhancement

of wetland waterfowl habitats.

Following the success of the federal program, 29 states adopted
similar stamp programs (Table 1) to fund waterfowl and habitat proj—
ects in their states and in primary waterfowl production areas else—
where. For the seven states that initiated stamp programs since 1980,
their combined 1982 revenues were over $3.9 million, and averaged over

$500,000 per state.

California instituted the first state waterfowl stamp in 1971 and,
through 1979, 16 states required waterfowl hunters to buy state
stamps. Montana sold a bird conservation stamp, beginning 1in 1978,
but undefined objectives and reliance on voluntary purchases made the
program unprofitable within three years. These programs sold only
stamps and did not acquire reproduction rights to the original design.
Various states used art from cither department staff, commissioned

artists or waterfowl art contests.



Table 1. History and features of state waterfowl stamp programs.

First Stamp Reproductioi. Art
Year State Price Rights Selection
1971 California 5.00 stamp
(print 1984) resident contest
1972 lowa 5.00 stamp resident contest
1974 Maryland 3.00 stamp resident contest
Massachusetts 1.25 stamp open contest
1975 Illinois 5.50 stamp resident contest
1976 Inc 5.00 stamp open contest
Mich u 3.75 stamp resident contest
(until 1985)
Mississippi 2.00 stamp resident contest
South Dakota* 5.00 stamp resident contes;
1977 Minnesota 3.75 stamp resident content
1978 Montana 2.00 stamp program defunct
Wisconsin 3.25 stamp resident contest
1979 Alabama 5.00 stamp resident contest
Florida 3.25 stamp open contest
Missouri 3.00 stamp resident contest
Nevada 2.00 stamp . open contest
Tennessee 6.50 stamp resident contest
1980 Delaware 5.00 stamp/print resident contest
Oklahoma 4.00 stamp/print resident contest
1981 Arkansas 5.50 stamp/print contract
South Carolina 5.50 stamp/print open contest .
Texas 5.00 stamp/print contract
1982 North Dakota** 9.00 Atamp/print contract
Ohio 5.50 stamp/print commissioned
1983 Pennsylvania 5.50 stamp/print contract
New Hampshire 4.00 stamp/print contract
North Carolina 5.50 stamp/print contract
1984 Oregon 5.00 stamp/print contract

* stamp voluntary for residents, mandatory at $50.00 for non-residents.
** required purchase by all bird hunters.



From 1980 through 1982 seven 1 jre states enacted legislation to
produce stamps required for waterfowl hunting. All of these states
retained reproduction rights to the design, and profited from the sale
of art prints as well as stamps. Artists were paid with flat fees,

profit shares or by arrangement with a managirg art publisher.

Four more states launched waterfowl stamp and print programs 1in 1983.
Oregon and New Hampshire require stamps of hunters, but Pennsylvania
and North Carolina offer them for voluntary purchase. New Jersey may
consider enabling legislation for a program 1in 1984, presumably to

offer both stamps and prints.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

The two primary objectives for the waterfowl conservation stamp

program are:

1. To maximize Alaska®"s ability to benefit waterfowl and their

habitats within the state; and

2. To provide a nationwide opportunity for art and stamp collectors
to contribute financial support to the Alaska waterfowl

management program, thereby benefiting the Alaskan public.



DISCUSSION

Sources of Revenue

Although the number of hunters and price of the stamp determine the
base level of potential revenues, supplemental sales (art prints and
collector stamps) have provided a major part of the income, especially

in states like Alaska with low numbers of hunters (Table 2).

For the 1982-83 hunting season, approximately 17,600 federal waterfowl
stamps were sold in Alaska(includes a small percentage to stamp
collectors). Table 3 illustrates potential revenues from an Alaska
stamp/print program, and the relative effect of stamp pricing on total
income. These projections are quite conservative and are based on the
best planning and marketing approaches used by other states (see
following sections). If Alaska selected a price of $5.00, equivalent
to most states, hunters would probably contribute only 25-30% of the
revenues. The bulk of revenues would come from out-of-state sales.
Because 1income from hunters 1is relatively fixed, the following dis—

cussion focuses on aspects of maximizing the vital supplemental sales.

Nationwide sales of prints and stamps to collectors has proven
immensely profitable to state waterfowl programs, and has sparked
considerable competition among states to tap the market. The key
elements of success include: atop quality design by a well-known
artist; top quality printing andproducts that accommodate collector

desires; and effective program administration and marketing.



Table 2. Proportions of 1982 revenues derived from hunters and from
collectors, for the seven most recent state waterfowl stamp

programs

First No. of Stamp Hunter Collector Income/

State Year Hunters Price Revenue (%) Revenue (") Hunter
Oklahoma 1980 12,000 $4.00 48,000 (33) 94,300 (66) 11.86
Delaware 1980 10,000 $5.00 50,000 (52)* 46,000 (48)* 9.60
Arkansas 1981 45,500 $5.50 250,250  (53) 217,725  (47) 10.29
So. Carolina 1981 17,000 $5.50 93,500 (31) 206,500 (69) 17.65
Texas 1981 112,500 $5.00 562,500 (61) 366,245 (39) 8.26
No. Dakota 1982 80,000 $9.00 720,000 (56) 557,700 (44) 15.97
Ohio 1982 40,000 $5.50 220,000 (32) 455,000 (68) 16.88
AVERAGE $5.64 12.93

* estimated

Table 3. Analysis of fee levels and potential revenues for an Alaska
waterfowl stamp program, assuming 17,000 waterfowl hunters
(1982-83) collectors purchase 10,000 stamps and 5,000 art
prints ($40 royalty/print).

Stamp Hunter Collector Total

Fee Revenue %) Revenue %) Revenue
$6.00 102,000 (23) 260,000 (72) 362,00C
$5.00 85,000 (25) 250,000 (75) 335,000
$4.00 68,000 (22) 240,000 (78) 308,000
$3.00 51.000 (18) 230,000 (82.) 281,000
$2.00 34,000 « (13) 220,000 (87) 254,000

Example comparison: Reduction of stamp fee from $6.00 to $2.00
lowers cost to hunters by 66?0, lowers total revenue only 30?i.



Selection of art work

Those states that have used original art by; nationally-know artists
have realized the most 1income for their programs. Although artists
that are little-know- or even popular regionally may produce compar—
able work, market demand and investment values are higher for works by

artists known across the country.

Other states use a variety of ways to select the original art design.
Among the programs established before 1980, offering only stamps, most
implemented art contests, either open to all entrants or restricted to
state residents. With the introduction of art print sales and
national marketing emphasis since 1980, several states (e.g., Texas,

Ohio) have restricted their contests to well-known artists or done

them by invitation only. Arkansas and North Dakota have foregone
contests, and contract with art publishers for nationally-known
artists.

States with contests report no major problems, but considerable effort
is involved in working with a selection committee, and receiving,
displaying, judging, and returning entries. Major considerations in
the method of art selection arc: (1) number and caliber of local
artists; (2) national marketability of the products; and (3) funds and

staff required to administer the process.



Stamp and print products

Stamps - Stamp collectors purchase from 1 to; 50% of state waterfowl
stamps, depending on particular state programs. In several states
(e.g-, Alabama, Nevada) sales of state stamps far exceed federal stamp
sales. Arkansas and Ohio top sales to stamp collectors. Reasons for
success relate to accommodating the values of stamp collecting in

product designs:

1. Top quality printing to enhance aesthetic value.
2. Numbered stamps and numbered plate blocks (four stamps).
3. Stamp issue limited to sales during a specific period.
4. Publisher required to purchase stamps for each art print
sold.
Art prints - Investment values and revenues from art print sales are

dependent on selected artist and design, quality of printing and the
edition sine. Several states vrecommend printing by an in-state
publisher to ensure quality work and porsorul attention. However,
South Carolina repor*s problems in print quality resulting from

selection of low-bid contractors.

The wusual cost of a print 1is $125.00, or $130.00 with the stamp.
Total print revenues are dependent on the edition size and the states®
profit share from the publisher. Effects of tuition mmiizo can be

illustrated from 1981 sales by South Carolina, Arkansas, and Texas.



South Carolina had a quite limited edition of 4,500 prints, took a $24
profit share and netted $108,000. Arkansas had a larger edition of
7,700 and a $35 profit share, gaining $2.89,000. Texas, with an
edition of 16,500 took $35.50 per print and brought in $587,000. The
art investment value of South Carolina®s print is now $150 more than
those of Texas and Arkansas. The principle 1is that small editions
increase print values to investors with smaller profits to the state;
large editions maximize program revenues but lower investment vaiues.
The recent successful programs in Texas, North Dakota, and North
Carolina balance these factors by limiting editions to the number of

pre-sale orders received within a fixed period.

Program administration

It is evident that state stamp programs present many options and
require substantial planning and oversight to manage all the factors
vital to success. Prior to 1980, stamp sales were more localized, and
artists were compensated only with recognition and vreproduction
rights. As the potential for national marketing of supplemental sales
grew, artist rewards and program operations became greater. In recent
programs artists are being paid with fixed fees, retention of artist

proofs, profit shares, and/or through contr iCts with publishers.

btate fish and game departments and other government offices devote

varying efforts to administer stamp/print programs, depending on the

type of operations chosen. Art contests consume considerable time

10



front staff and a selection committee that 1is wusually not paid.
Depending on state licensing procedures, sales and distribution of
stamps and prints add more staff effort; Delaware has a full-time
person to deal with sales. ADF&G waterfowl program consists of one

coordinator and one biologist.

To minimize cost and staffing of government administration, many
states have gone to contract arrangements with publishers. Some, like
North Dakota and Arkansas, contract out everything from selection cf
ihe art to sales of prints. States with contests usually contract for
printing, marketing, and distribution of prints. Stamps are sold by

government offices and agents.

Contracting has proven profitable, not only because of reduced admini—
strative effort, but also because the profit motive of contract
publishers ensures product quality, broad marketing, and greater

sales.

State staff need only to oversea product fidelity and marketing
strategy. Artist/publisher contracts usually contain additional

provisions such as:

-Specifications of waterfowl subjects to be featured.
-Specifications of product quality and format.

-Publisher buy-back of stamps fo" eacli print.

-Publisher provides free "conservation edition” prints for fund

raising events.

11



-Publisher will advertise nationally (Ducks Unlimited Magazine,

Field and Stream, etc.).

State contracting is subject to specific regulations. ILf product
quality and national marketing can be ensured by an in-state publisher

there are benefits to local businesses and closer contract oversight.

RECOMMENDATION 3

Incorporation of the following recommendations 1into the Waterfowl
Conservation Stamp Bill would satisfy the objectives of this program.
Nevertheless, the Department of Fish and Game strongly supports

passage of this bill even if these recommendations are modified.

1. Revenue - Require the purchase of a state stamp by waterfowl

hunters age 16-60 years.

A mandantory program would maximize out-of-state supplemental

sales by:

(a) Demonstrating a firm state commitment to protect and enhance

national waterfowl and wetland resources;

(b) Solidly establishing the stamp/print program and decreasing

the chances of short-term unprofitability (e.g., Montana);



(c) Assuring collectors of continuing stamp/print series that

will promote repeat purchases and investment values; and

(d) Stabilizing revenues to permit continuity and cost-effective

management of funded waterfowl projects.

Administration - Printing, m rketing and artist payment should be

handled by the publisher.

Provided that high quality work and national sales connections
can be demonstrated, an in-state publisher should be selected
through a competitive process. Department share of the profits

should be the highest negotiable.

Art selection - The publisher should contract for the original

design from a nationally-known artist.

The most successful state programs (e.g., Arkansas, North Dakota
and, to a degree, Texas) contract for nationally-known artists.
If a contest is desirable, competition should be by invitation or
open nationally. Alaska has a dearth of waterfowl artists and

few known outside the state.

Stamps - Publisher should provide high quality stamps that are
numbered and arranged in sheets and plate blocks for collectors.
Publisher should buy a stamp for each print sold. Strmps should
be sold by the Department through Jlicense vendors at widely

accessible locations.

13



5. Art prints - Publisher should provide high quality prints that
are advertised and sold nationally. Edition size should be
limited to the number ordered during a six-month pre-sale period.
Alaska should attempt to be the first to advertise among states

for the initial year of the program.

6. Time table - The stamp program should become effective for the
1985-86 hunting season. Sufficient lead time is necessary to
establish program operations and effective early marketing,
because the first year issue of stamps and prints 1is by far the
most profitable. A publisher package should be selected no later

than January 1985.

7. Cost - The price of the stamp snould not be less than $3.C0 and
not more than $5.00. Fees should be waived for low-income
families under provisions of AS 16.05.340(5). The price of the

art print should be $125.00.

Attachments: Texas waterfowl stamp program (article)
Wisconsin hunter revenues (article)
North Carolina waterfowl stamp print sale (article)
State Stamp Print History

Oregon Stamp Bill (HB 2925, 1983)

14



Halford

To: £s_ SENATE BILL No, 218 <Res>
To: HOUSE BILL No.

Page: Line:

Delete: ()]
[(5) QUALIFIES FOR AN EXEMPTION UNDER REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE DEPARTMENT
FOR RESIDENTS OF RURAL AREAS OF THE STATE AND COMMUNITIES IN THE STATE WITH
A POPULATION OF 4,500 OR LESS NOT CONNECTED BY ROAD OR RAIL TO ANCHORAGE OR
FAIRBANKS.:]

Insert new (d):

(d The department shall by regulation exempt waterfowl hunting In
rural areas of the state not likely to benefit from programs described in

AS 16.05.130 (b) 2-4 from the requirement for a waterfowl stamp.



*Sec. 3. AS 16.05 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 16.05.826. WATERFOWL STAMP AND FEE. (a) The department shall
publish waterfowl stamps for sale to licensed waterfowl hunters at $5 a
stamp and to the public at prices to be established by the commissioner by
regulation.

(b) A person may not engage in waterfowl hunting without having the
current year®"s waterfowl stamp 1in the person®s actual possession, unless
that person

(1) qualifies for a 25 cent license fee under AS 16.05.340 (a)(6).
(2) is a resident under the age of 16;
(3) is 60 years of age or older and hasbeen a resident for at

least one year;

(4) is a disabledveteran eligible for a free license under
AS 16.05.341; or

[(5) QUALIFIES FOR AN EXEMPTION UNDER REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE
DEPARTMENT FOR RESIDENTS OF RURAL AREAS OF THE STATE AND COMMUNITIES IN THE
STATE WITH A POPULATION OF 4,500 OR LESS NOT CONNECTED BY ROAD OR RAIL TO
ANCHORAGE OR FAIRBANKS.:]

(¢) A waterfowl stamp is valid until January 31 of the year following
the year of issue of the stamp.

(d The department shall by regulation exempt waterfowl hunting in
rural areas of the state not likely to benefit from programs described in

AS 16.05.130 (h) 2-4 from the requirement for a waterfowl stamp.
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3:11 pm

Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator
Senator

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-3834
1037) 465-3835

Committee on Resources
MINUTES

Beltz Room
Room 211, Capitol

MEMBERS PRESENT

Fahrenkamp, Chairman
Ziegler, Vice Chair
Eliason

Mulcahy

Sturgulewski

CALENE \R

SB 278, An Act establishing a waterfowl conservation stamp.

SB 366, An Act relating to protection of forested land.

SJR 31, Relating to the capture of orcas in Alaska waters.

SB 278

Senator Rodey, sponsor of the bill, explained that proceeds
from the sale of stamps would be used for the conservation and
enhancement of waterfowl and said the bill has the support of

conservation

and sport hunting groups. He supported the

Committee Substitute, as it clears up any questions over
dedication of funds.

Dan Timm, Regional Management Coordinator, Game Division, and
Tom Rotne, Waterfowl Coordinator, Game Division, Alaska
Department of Fish and Game, testified 1in support of the
Committee Substitute, which would make the purchase of the
stamps mandatory and specify that the stamp would not be
required of hunters until September 1, 1985. They answered
questions from members of the committee regarding the

Department”s

proposals for

administrative costs, the process of requesting
design and publishing of stamps, and how the

Department plans to use the revenues generated.



Jay Nelson, Executive Director, Alaska Environmental Lobby,
spoke in support of the Committee Substitute, and urged the
state to become more actively involved in waterfowl management.

Ron Sommerville, Alaska Outdoor Council, testified 1in support
of the Committee Substitute.

Jim King spoke in support of the bill, urging the state to take
more control over the management of its waterfowl.

Senator Sturgulewski moved to adopt the Committee Substitute.
There was no objection.

Senator Mulcahy moved CS SB 273 with individual
recommendations. There was no objection.

SB 366

John Sturgeon, State Forester, Department of Natural Rosources,
testified in support of the bill, explaining that transferring
responsibility for firefignting to local service areas would
remove the duplication of effort by the state and
municipalities.

Ginny Chitwood, Alaska Municipal League, testified in
opposition to those sections of the bill that would give
municipalities primary responsibility for fire suppression
within service areas, expressing concern over municipal.! ties”
capabilities and the costs they would incur.

Senator Fahrenkamp asked that Sturgeon and Chitwood work with
Committee staff to prepare a Committee Substitute that would
address the needs and concerns of both the state and the
municipalities.

SJR 31
Senator Vic Fischer spoke in support of the Committee
Substitute and moved it be adopted and moved from Committee

with individual recommendations. There was no objection..

The meeting adjourned at 4:27 pm.
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JS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 278 (Resources) am
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A ITLL

For an Act entitled: "An Act establishing a waterfowl otamp and fee; and

providing for an effective date."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 16.05.110 1is amended to read:

Sec. 16.05..10. COMPOSITION OF FUND. The fish and game fund
shall be made up of the following money and other money the legisla-
ture appropriates, that [WHICH] shall be deposited and retained in the
fund until expended:

(1) money received from the sale of state sport fishing,
hunting, and trapping licenses. [AND] special permits, andwaterfowl
stamps and limited edition prints purchased by hunters;

(2) proceeds received from the sale of furs, skins, and
specimens taken by predator hunters and other employees;

(3) money received in settlement of a claim or loss caused
by damage to the fish and game resources of the state;

(4) money received from federal, state, or other govern-
mental unit, or from a private donor for fish and game purposes;

(5) interest earned upon money 1in the fund;

(6) money from any other source.

Sec. 2. AS 16.05.130 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

,b)  Money accruing to the state from waterfowl stamp fees and
sales of limited edition prints from hunters may not be diverted to a
purpose other than (1) the conservation and enhancement of waterfowl;

(2) the acquisition, by lease or otherwise of wetlands that are

CSSB 278(Res) am
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important for waterfowl and public use of waterfowl in the state; 3)
waterfowl related projects approved by the commissioner; and (4) the
administration of the stamp and print program. The department shall
maintain a state waterfowl stamp and print account within the fish and
game fund to permit separate accounting records for the receipt and
expenditure of money derived from the sale of waterfowl stamps and
prints. The department shall report annually to the public on the use
of money derived from waterfowl stamps and prints.

Sec. 3. AS 16.05 is amended by adding a new erection to read:

Sec. 16.05.826. WATERFOWL STAMP AND FEE. (a) The department
shall publish waterfowl stamps and prints for sale to licensed
wate cowl hunters at $5 a stamp and to the public at prices to be
established by the commissioner by regulation.

(b) A person may not engage in waterfowl hunting without having
the current year"s waterfowl stamp in the person®s actual possession,
unless that person

(1) qualifies for a 25 cent license fee under AS 16.05.-
340(a)(6);

(2) 1is a resident under the age of 16;

(3) 1is 60 years of age or older and hasbeen a resident for
at least one year;

(4) is a disabled veteran eligible for a free license under
AS 16.05.341.

(c) A waterfowl stamp is valid until January 31 of the year
following the year of issue of the stump.

(d) The department shall by regulation exempt waterfowl hunting
in rural areas of the state not |likely to benefit from programs
described in AS 16.05.130 (b)(2) - (4) from the requirement for a

waterfowl stamp.

CSSB 278 (Res) am -2-



* Sec. 4. LEGISLATIVE INTENT. It is the intent of the legislature that
a sum equal to the amount collected each year from the sale of waterfowl
stamps and prints to the public under AS 16.05.826(a) be appropriated to
the department for the purposes listed in AS 16.05.130(b)

* Sec. 5. This Act takes effect January 1, 1985.

-3- CSSB 278 (Res) am



Alaska state legislature

E
OBER » . .
DICK EI-.BIAF ff SR., Vice Chairman

PAUL FISCHER

VIC FISCHER

BOB MULCAHY

ARLISS STURGULEWSKI

Senate

Committee on Resources
March 8, 1984

Mr. Don Collinsworth, Commissioner
Alaska Department of Pish and Game
P.0. Box 3-2000

Juneau, AK 99802

Dear Commissioner Coliinsworth:

As follow-up to the recent Senate Resources

POUCH V

STATE CAPITAL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-3834

(907) 465-3835

Committee

hearing on SB 278, establishing a waterfowl conservation stamp,
I would appreciate you providing the following information:

) The fiscal note prepared by the L".jpartment

indicates that

the program will generate $300,000 in revenues annually.

Please provide an analysis of how this figure

was

determined. In addition, please note any administrative
costs that the Department will incur in implementing the

program.

2) Hunting licenses are issued on a calendar-year basis? the

waterfowl season runs September through January.

How does

the Department plan to accomodate this discrepancy?

3) Please outline how the Department plans to use the
revenues generated from sale of the waterfowl stumps.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Be ttye (/Fahrenkamp
Chairman

BF: ss
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BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND CA ME

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

P.0.BOX 3-2000
JUNEAU. ALASKA 93802
PHONE: (9071 465-4100

March 22, 1984

The Honorable Bettye Fahrenkamp
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Fahrenkamp:
W -

Thank you for your letter of Feb-r-uary 8, 1984, regarding the
recent Senate Resources Committee hearings on CSSB 278, the
waterfowl conservation stamp bill. Enclosed are our most
recent estimates of administrative costs and uses of progranm
revenues, and a list of potential projects that could be
funded. Please note that we ©previously underestimated
potential income from art prints and have revised new
revenue upward to an appropriate level.

With regard to the question about the discrepancy between a
calendar year license and a waterfowl season which lasts
into January, | do not believe this program would present

any additional difficulties for hunters. I would hope that
a state stamp v/ould be good for the entire season, including
January. Currently, holders of a federal duck stamp who
hunt waterfowl in January are required to have the stamp
affixed to their previous year"s license in their
possession. A similar state requirement poses no additional

burden on the hunter.

Thank you again for your letter. I appreciate the attention
you and your committee have given to this matter.

Sincerely,

Commissioner

Enclosure



The Honorable
Bettye Fahrenkamp

cc: Senator Ziegler
Senator Eliason
Senator P. Fischer
Senator V. Fischer
Senator Mulcahy
Senator Sturgulewski



March 29, 1984

The Honorable John Ringstad
and Richard Shultz, Chairmen
House Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: CSSB 278 (RES) am
(Waterfowl Stamp Act)

Dear Representatives Ring3tad and Shultz:

This letter is to bring to your attention a constitu—
tional problem that exists in the above-referenced bill, which
establishes a waterfowl stamp and fee. Several forms of the bill
have violated article IX, section 7, of the Alaska Constitution,
which prohibits dedicated funds under certain circumstances. On
March 24, 1984, we wrote to Senator Fahrenkamp, concluding that
the Committee Substitute for Senate Bill 278 was constitutional
as drafted. (A copy of this letter is attached.)

I have 3ince learned that the bill was twice amended on
the floor of the Senate on March 23, 1984, before i1t was passed.
The second amendment made on March 23, 1984, makes the bill once
again unconstitutional. This amendment added the concept of
"1imited edition prints” to the bill. Now, not only will water—
fowl stamps be created and sold, but also limited edition prints
of the stamp will be available for sale as artwork to hunters and
to the public.

There 1i1s no problem In authorizing the creation and
sale of limited edition prints. There is, however, a problem In
dedicating the funds received from the sale of these prints to
the fish and game fund. The only money that can be dedicated to
this fund is money received from the sale of licenses, permits,
and stamps that are required by law to be possessed by a person
engaging 1in sport or recreational hunting or fishing. Hunters
neeu not possess limited edition prints to engage 1in waterfowl
hunting, awu thus the money received from the sale of these
prints cannot be aeuicated to the fish and game fund.
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The Honorable John Ringstad March 29, 1984
The Honorable Richard Shultz Page 2
Re: CSSB 278

Instead, money received from the sale of these limited
edition prints should be treated the same as money received from
the sale of waterfowl stamps to the public. Section 4 of this
bill expresses a legislative intent that a sum equal to the
amount collected each year from the sale of waterfowl stamps to
the public be appropriated to the department for the purposes
listed in AS 16.04.130(b). This 1is what should be done with the
limited edition prints, as well, to avoid the dedicated funds
problem.

Therefore, to avoid an unconstitutional dedication of
funds, CSSB 278 (RES) am should be amended as follows:

Page 1, 1line 16: delete "and limited edition
prints”

Page 1, lines 26-27: delete "and sales of limited
edition prints”

Page 2, lines 3 and 4: delete "and print"
Page 2, lines 6-7 and 8: delete "and prints"”

Page 2, lines 11 and 30: before "prints" 1insert
"limited edition.”

If you have any questions or comments, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely

NORMAN C. GORSUCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By:

Assistant Attorney General
MOK:dim
Attachment

cc: Arthur H. Peterson



Estimated revenues and costs for a waterfowl conservation
stamp/art print program

Income

1.350.000

50.000

85.000

25.000

1.510.000

Costs

1,050,000

19,000

4,300

10,000

1,083,300

40,000

1,123,300

426.700

386.700

Sales of 10,000 art prints @ $135

Sales of stamps @ $5.00 to accompany prints
(publisher purchase)

Sales of stamps @ $5.00 to 17,000 waterfowl
hunters

Sales of stamps 0 $5.00 to 5,000 stamp
collectors

Gross revenue

Publisher costs for advertising, production,
distribution, artist payment and profit
(negotiable).

Dept, of Revenue appropriation for Additional
Compensation to license vendors 0 $1.00/stamp
for 17,000 hunters, and public announcements

on licensing.

License vendor commission of $0.25/stamp on
17,000 hunter stamps

Dept, of Fish and Game, and Administration
staff and operations costs in coordination
and contracting.

Subtotal

Department of Fish and Game costs to manage a
waterfowl art contest: publicity, receipt
and handling of art, judging, return of

unsuccessful entrants.

Total Costs

Net revenue without a contest

Net revenue with a contest



Potential Uses of Waterfowl Stamp Funds

Enhance outdoor education and weterfowl viewing
opportunities on areas v/ith intense public use, such as
Potter Marsh, Mendenhall and Creamer®s Field State
Refuges.

Acquire public access and 1important wetland habitats
associated with State Game Refuges and Critical Habitat
Areas.

Evaluate habitat changes, enhancement opportunties and
predation for dusky Canada geese on Copper River Delta.

Investigate duck and goose habitat requirements to
guide resource development and Ducks Unlimited habitat
enhancement projects.

Use radio telemetry to define Tule goose nesting
grounds west of Cook Inlet.

Establish Canada goose population on Kodiak by
transplant.

Establish snow goose colonies on the Seward Peninsula
or North Slope.

Evaluate creation of a waterfowl hunting area on Delta
Bison Range.

Provide guidance and funding of research projects for
University of Alaska graduate students.
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8 16.05.100 Fish and G ame 816.05.110

incorporate the needs of subsistence users of fish and game. (83 ch 151
SLA 1978)

Editor’s notes. — As to legislative sioner’s conferral of full division status on
intent, see § 1, ch. 151, SLA 1978, in the the section of subsistence hunting and
1978 Temporary and Special Acts and fishing.

Resolves. Legislative history renorts. — For

In a memorandum signed April 14,
1981, the governor ..pproved the coinmis-

report on ch. 151, SLA 1978 (HB 960), see
1978 House Journal, p. 1154

Sec. 16.05.100. Fish and Game Fund established. There iscre—
ated a revolving "Fish and Game Fund,”?which shall be used exclu—
sively (1) to carry out the purposes and provisions of this chapter or
other duties that may be delegated by the legislature to the commis —
sioner or the department; and (2) to carry out such purposes and objec—
tives within the scope of the chapter as may be directed by the donor

of any such funds. (8 17 art Ich 94 SLA 1959)

Opinions of attorney general. — The
dedication under this section was created
subsequent to the date of the ratification of
the Alaska Constitution, art. IX, $7;
hence, there v,as no protection for the fund
under the grandfather clause. However,
the fund was protected by the fact that
federal law requires dedication of fishing
and hunting licenses. 1959 Op. Attv Gen.,
No. 14.

The dedication ofproceeds of fishing and
hunting licenses to the operation of the
Department of Fish and Game is required
by federal law for participation in federal
programs and is therefore nullin' 4 by
$ 7, art. IX. of the state con ulion.
November MO, 1982, Op. All';" Ceil.

Sec. 16.05.110. Composition of fund. The fish and game fund
shall he made up of the following mnnoy pud other money the legisla—
ture appropriates, which shall be depos .ed and retained in the fund

until expended;

(D) money received from the sale of state sport fishing, hunting, und
trapping licenses and special permits;

(2) proceeds received from the sale of furs, skins, and specimens
taken by predator hunters und other employees;

(3) money received insettlement ofa claim or loss caused by a.,mage
to the fish and game resources of the state;

(4) money received from federal, state, or other governmental unit,
or from a private donor for fish and game purposes;

(5) interest earned upon money in the fund;

() money from any other source. ($ 17 art Ich 94 SLA 1959, am &

ch 41 SLA 1979)

Effect uf iiiiiemInientH — The 1972
amendment substituted “atute sport
fishing, hunting, and trapping licenses"
far "state spurt fishing und limiting
licenses” in paragraph ill.

Opinions of attorney general. — For

discussion of constitutionality under $ 7,
art. IX. of the state constitution of dedica-
tion of interest income to Fish and Game
Fund, see November M), 1982, Op, Att'y
Gen.



& 16.05.120 & 16.05.150

Alaska Statutes

Sec. 16.05.120. Disbursement of funds. Upon authorization of the
commissioner, disbursements from the fish and game fund shall be
paid by the proper state officer on presentation of vouchers signed by
the commissioner or an authorized representative, and approved by the
proper state officer. (8 17 art 1ch 94 SLA 19591

Sec. 16.05.130. Diversion of funds prohibited. Funds accruing to
the state from sport fishing, hunting, and trapping licenses or permit
fees may not be diverted to a purpose other than the protection, prop—
agation, investigation, and restoration ofsport fish and game resources
and the expenses of administering of the- sport fish and game divisions
of the department. (8 18 art Ich 94 SLA 1959; am &2ch 41 SLA 1979)

Effect of nmendments. — The 1979
amendment substituted "sport fishing,
hunting, and trapping licenses" for "sport

assistance under I(i | .S.C. S§8 G69, 777.
1959 Op. Att’v Gen., No. 10.
A temporary use of money in the fish

fishing and hunting licenses."”

Opinions of attorney general. — The
primary, if net the sole, purpose of this
section is to make possible the pro-
euremenl of federal matching money. A
provision for nondivcrsion of funds is a

and game fund under particular circum-
stances, wherein repayment is to be made
pursuant to a contract with the federal
government, is not a diversion within the
meaning of this section. 1959 Op. Atty
Gen., No. 10.

condition precedent lo obtaining federal

Sec. 16.05.140. Assent lo provisions of fed"jrnl aid acts. The
state assents to the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act of
September 2, 1937 (16 USC, 669-669j), to the Federal Aid in Fish
Restoration Act of August 9, 1950 (16 USC, 777-777U), *o any amend —
ment, revision or modification ofeither act, and toany other federal aid
act which may be enacted to benefit the state. It is desired that the
department participate in the federal aid programs on the same basis

as other states. (820 art 1ch 94 SLA 1959)

Sec.

16.05.150. Enforcement authority. The following persons

are peace officers of the state and they shall enforce this chapter;
() an employee of the department authorized by the commissioner;

(2) a police officer in the state;

(3@ any other person authorized by the commissioner. (821 art I ch

94 SLA 1959)

Opiuionx of attorney general, --
Whore the military dues not assign suffi-
cient personnel to enforce fish and game
laws on military reservations, state game
officials as well might enforce them,
poss’My by deputizing state game officials
as federal marshals, since 111 U.S.C.
2(171(c) makes violation of state fish and
game laws a federal offense. 19(M Op. Alty
Gen., No. 2.

Since state fish and game laws operate
on a federal military reservation, not only

as federal law hut also as state law, both
the federal and stale officers may enforce
these laws. 1904 Op. Att'y Gen., No. 2.

Stale officers should have full access lo
military reservations in Alaska, subject to
safely and military security requirements,
to enforce laws and manage and harvest
fish and game resources. 1904 Op. Atty
Gen., No. 2.

There is no provision in the Alaska Stat-
utes or the AI”'l.:. "'onstitutiou which
would operate todc|irivc the commissioner
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816.05.160 Fish and Game 816.05.180

of fish and game of his authority to
deputize peace officers under this section.
However there is nothing to prevent the
governor, as a matter of state policy, from
subjecting Department of Fish and Game
personnel to the qualifications and stan-
dards adopted by the Alaska Police Stan-
dards Council under AS 18.65.130 —
18.65 290 or from otherwise limiting the
commissioner's deputization power. March
29, 1977. Op. Att'y Gen.

Employees of the department and other
persons authorized bv the commi ssioner of

NOTES TO

Applied in Dye v. Stale, Ct. App. Op.
No. 125 (File No. 55991, 650 P.2d 118
(1982).

fish and game to act as peace officers under
this section do not thereby acquire general
peace officer authority to enforce all other
state criminal laws, except where in
enforcing this chapter and regulations pro-
mulgated  thereunder, circumstances
necessitate the exercise of additional law
enforcement authority and then only to
the extent necessary to enforce that chap-
ter and regulations promulgated
thereunder. September 18.1977. Op. Attv
Gen.

DECISIONS

Cited in Ahmaogak v. State. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1857 (File No. -1171). 595 P.2d985
(1979).

Sec. 16.05.169. Duty to arrest. Each peace officer designated inAS
16.05.150 shall arrest a person violating thL chapter, or any regulation
made under Tis chapter, in the peace officer3 presence or view, and
shall take the person immediately for examination or trial before an
officer or court of competent jurisdiction. (S 21 art Ich 94 SLA 1959)

NOTES TO DECISIONS

Cited in Schuster v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 1305 (File No. 2911), 553 P.2d 926
(1976).

Sec. 16.05.1,70. Power to execute warrant. Each peace officer
designated in AS 16.05.150 may execute a warrant or other process
issued by an officer or court of competent jurisdiction for the
enforcement of this chapter, and may, with a search warrant, search
any place at any time. The judge of a court having jurisdiction may,
upon proper oath or affirmation showing probable cause, issue a
warrant in all cases. (821 art I ch 94 SLA 1959)

Sec. 16.05.180. Power to search without warrant. Each peace
officer designated in AS 16.05.150 may without a warrant search any
thing or place if the search is reasonable or 1is not protected from
searches and seizures without warrant within the meaning of art. I,
sec. 14, Ahska State Constitution, which specifically enumerates
"persons, houses nnd other property, papers and effects.””However,
before a search without warrant ismade a signed written statement by
the person making the search shall he submitted to the person in
control of the property or object to be searched, stating the reason the
search 1is being conducted. A written receipt shall be given by the

9






700 14TH STREET
BELLINGHAM, WASHINGTON 98225
January 28, 1983 (206) 134-1876

POSITION PAPER on legislation requiring the Alaska Department of Rev—
enue to collect wholesale price data from Salmon Processors for

canned slamon (and other processed forms of salmon) originating in
Alaskan juristiction.

From: AIFMA COOP., of Naknek, Alaska.

As AIFMA is a Cooperative Marketing Group of Bristol Bay Gillnetters
and comprise the single largest such group in Bristol Bay (probably
the state); and that the size of the Bristol Bay Red Salmon Production
is equal to or larger than the combined total production of red salmon
in the rest of Alaska; the ex-vessel price in Bristol Bay will set the

standard for red salmon prices elsewhere. Further, the economic value
to the state is of such a magnitude that it is in the interest of the
State to promote an orderly harvest of the resource. Additionally,

because of the price disputes resulting from last minute bargaining
tactics of the processors, Bristol Bay has been plagued, 1in recent
years, by lengthy price disputes which have resulted in a under-harvest
of the fish and thus an economic loss to the citizens of the State.

It is therefore, held by AIFMA COOP., that the State of Alaska should,
in its® best interest, legislate to accommodate the conditions of the
price settlement which AIFMA and Nelbro Packing Company arrived at on
December 1, 1983 for the Red Salmon Seasons of 1983, 1984, 1985.

This agreement appears to have set the standard for settlement with
other processors in Bristol Bay and has generated interest in other
Alaska Salmon Fisheries.

The key point is for a law to require the Alaska Fish Processors to
report to the state their wholesale prices for canned salmon; for

a period from August 1 of each year to March 15 of the following year.
The length of time of this period is essential in order to obtain
statistically significant data, which can be used to base the ex—
vessel price. The reporting period under the old law only covered
approximately 20% or so of the actual wholesale transactions and was
subject to much speculation concerning manipulation of the price.

The longer reporting period should, by historic standards cover approx—
imately 55% of the wholesale sales and thus significantly reduce the
possibility of market manipulation.

Assuming that the data generated by this legislation is the key to
future price settlements throughout Alaska Salmon Fisheries, this



