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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH ffe Q

BILL ANALYSIS

Bill No. sn 105 Sponsor Kerttula

Borough Position _.P.P°ort-= Borough Contact Person Bob Stickles
Similar Bills——————- PPIP--————————————— Conflicting Bills ~one

- - X , & . ADF&G N } ) N Unknown
Organizational Support = —-—————- Organizational Opposition

Local Grouos

Fiscal Impact On Borough O Yes .O No

Operating Capital

Comments:

The Assembly nassed a resolution that will allow for the donation of 115 acres
of Borounh land to the exnanderi palmer Hav Flats State Game Refune if this
leoislation nasses. Copy of resolution attached.
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9151 Skywood Lane
Juneau, Alaska 99801
February 26, 1985

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski, Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

7naska Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: SB 105: Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

The League of Women Voters of Alaska supports, in
principle, SB 105, which would expand the Palmer Hay Flats State
Game Refuge to incorporate certain 1important wetlands. The
League has always considered the protection of important wetland
habitats as a high priority matter, and has supported the setting
aside Tfor future public use such areas as State forests and
marine parks in Alaska. We also supported the bill which
established the Kenai River Management Area.

We are 1in a quandary, however, because of the large
fiscal note connected with the need to purchase private lands to

implement SB 105. This 1is of special concern 1in a time of
declining State revenues and competing health related demands
such as asbestos removal from schools. If, because of budgetary

constraints, we had to choose between the purchase of these
wetlands and the removal o” any existing ashbestos hazards from
schools, we would choose the asbestos removal. This is
consistent with one of the amplification provisions of the
League®s new "capital budgelL process™ position, which states that
life, health, safety and educational needs should take priority
over other less basic needs.

Perhaps another financing mechanism (such as 1inclusion
of the project cost ir; a State bond issue) should be explored,
possibly by your committee jointly with the Finance Committee.

IT a way can be found to acquire the wetlands necessary
to expand the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge 1in accordance
with SB 105, without adversely impacting high priority health and
education related needs, we would like to see it happen.



The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski, Chairman
February 26, 1985

Page Two
Thank you for considering our views.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Cuadra, Board Member
(Natural Resources Portfolio)
DEC sd
cc: Committee Members (Fahrenkamp, Eliason, Zharoff, Halford,

Coghill and V. Fischer)
Sponsor (Kerttula)



TO: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski, Chair
Senate Resources Committee

FROM: Senator Jay Kerttula

RE: SB 105; Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge

m " .mmittee is requested to include the following language in SB 105
would avoid concern by the owners of the private land that would be
included in the refuge through passage of this bill:

Page 3, line 6 Sec 4. (@ "The commissioner of natural resources
may also offer to purchase at fair market value from willing sellers
privately owned land determined desirable for inclusion in the Palmer
Hay Flats State Game Refuge."

Thank you for your consideration.



STATE OF ALASKA 1985 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

Bill/Resolution No.;-sr m 5 Agency Affected: Natural Resources
Title: Rglinpr Hay Flatp Program Category Affected; nrmec
Sponsor® KerThilZ BRU, Program or Subprogram(s) Affected:
Requestor: Land and Water Management

Date of Request:_

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES; (Thousands of Dollars
FV 85 mFvar FY 8 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90

OPERATING
100 PERSONAL SERVICES

Z0O TRAVEL

JOO CONTRACTUAL

tfOO SUPPLIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS, CLAIMS

300 MISCELLANEOUS 1

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -u- -u- -u-
CAPITAL

REVENUE

JEINtKAL t-UNB

rEDERAL FUNDS

DTHER

TOTAL -0 - -0 - -0 - -U - -U -

alJLL-TiML
"ART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page if necessary

No fiscal impact

Prepared By; Mike Vediner Phone: -04-00
Division; Commissioner®s Office Date: -
Approved by Commissioner: A a Date: 2-27-85

Aaencv: Natural Resources ~

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note)
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) 7/1/84



Alaska State Legislature byt
Senate

Pouch V
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Official Business

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Chair, Resources Committee

FROM; Senator Jay Kerttula
DATE: February 16, 1985
SUBJECT: SB-105

I am forwarding a copy of a letter which
discusses SB-105.-The Hayflats Bill.

I hope it will be helpful 1in your deliberations.



February o, ]9bo

Senator John C. Sackett
Co-chairman Finance Committee
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sackett:

It is with a deep sense of urgency that | request your full support for
passage of Senate Bill No. 105, introduced by Senator Kerttula.

I have lived in the Matanuska Valley for seven years and have grown to
deeply appreciate the many values associated with the Palmer Hay Flats
area. As a daily commuter to Anchorage, the "flats" provides an oasis of
aesthetic quality in what otherwise has become a 45 mile strip
development. Coincidentally, it is the safest part of the trip due to
the lack of development. Any development along this single lane stretch
of the Glenn Highway would create a horrendous safety hazard.

As a consumptive user of the fish and wildlife resources of this great
state, | have become intimately familiar with those resources in the
"flats™ area. 1 have also seen the number of other users increase
tremendously the past few years. Not only hunters, fishermen and
trappers, but general recreationists as well. A great number of these
users are Anchorage residents and non-residents. As you are well aware,
the degree of access is a key factor to recreational use iIn any area.
The Ilocation of the "flats" is ideal for serving well over 50% of the
recreational users in the state. I, as well as others, especially enjoy
the area as a place to share these experiences with our children without
making a major expedition. It is also an ideal educational area and is
used as such by local educators. Concurrent, with the rapid development
in the valley, 1 have seen fish and wildlife resource habitats dwindle,
thereby enhancing the importance of remaining areas, such as the Palmer

Hay Flats.

As a business owner in Palmer, 1 have enjoyed watching the valley grow
and have shared in some of the associated benefits. 1 have also
experienced a growing concern that we are destroying many of the
qualities which make the valley so attractive. This is due to a large
extent by our failure to recognize these qualities and place them in a
proper perspective, equal to strictly economic interests.



m - .
"In view of declining state revenues, the relatively small cost associated
with protecting a natural resource of this importance and magnitude; is a
bargain that should not be ignored.

Your support for this bill will help assure preservation of this
beautiful natural area for the enjoyment of untold numbers of future

Alaskans.
ﬂ'}(_’i WW_inl
= Vv
L] ..
.o "
cc: all Finance Committee members W gy
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BILL = SB105
ROOT = SB0105
BILL ROOT:
SB0105
BILL NUMBER:
SB105
INTRODUCED:
1/28/85
REFERRED: Resources and
Finance

ORIG SPONSOR:
BY KERTTULA
BILL HEADING:
IN THE SENATE
CS SENATE BILL NO. 105 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
TITLE: For an Act entitled:
"An Act relating to the Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge; and providing for an effective date."
TEXT: BE 1T ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. The legislature determines that wetlands
important to the protection of waterfowl and salmon in the
Spring Creek area lie outside of the boundaries of the
Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge. The Spring Creek area
also provides one of the major public access points to the
hay flats although the land is privately owned. The
legislature therefore determines that it 1is in the public
interest to protect the Spring Creek wetlands through
extension of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge under
this Act.
* Sec. 2. AS 16.20.032(a) is amended to read:
@ The following state-owned land and water is
established as the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge:
(O Township 16 North, Range 1 West, Seward Meridian
Sections 1-12 inclusive
Section 13: NI1/2
Sections 14 - 18 inclusive
(@ Township 17 North, Range 1 West, Seward Meridian



Section 25: All
Section 26: SI1/2, S1/2N1/2, N1/2NEl1/4,
NE1/4NW1/4
Section 27: S1/2, SE1/4NEl1/4
Section 31: Lot 4, SE1l/4, E1/25W1/4,
SE1/4ANE1/4, S1/2SW1/4NE1/4
Section 32: SI1/2, S1/2NE1/4, NE1/4NE1/4,
SE1/4NW1/4
Section 33: All
Section 34: All
Section 35: All
Section 36: All [state tide and submerged
land]
(3® Township 17 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian
Section 22:
excluding NW1/4Nw1/4
excluding NE1/4NE1/4NE1/4
excluding N1/2NE1/4NW1/4
Section 27:
excluding S1/251/2
Section 28: N1/2SE1/4
Section 31: Lots 5, 7, 8, 9, 10
Section 32: NEI/4
Section 33: SW1/4NW1/4, including all state
tide and submerged land
(¥ Township 16 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian
Section 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9: All
Section 17: NI/2
Section 18: NI/2
All state tide and submerged land
(B) Township 16 North Range 1 East Seward Meridian
Section 2: Portion lying west of the Alaska Railroad
Section 3: Lot 1, excluding portions lying east of
the Alaska Railroad centerline, Lots 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, NW1/4, Nw1i/4, NEI/4
Section 10: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and portions lying
west of t.k Alaska Railroad
Section 15: All state lands lying north of the south
bank of the Knik River and west of the Alaska
Railroad.
Section 16: All state lands lying north of the south
bank of the Knik River.
* Sec. 3. The commissioner of natural resources shall
ticlude the land acquired from the Matanuska-Susitna
~orough under this section in the Palmer Hay Flats

L (

3 C*)4)



State Game Refuge established under AS 16.20.032.

*Sec. 4. (@ The commissioner of natural resources
may dispose of state land located within the
Matanuska-Susitna  borough in  exchange for privately
owned land determined desirable for inclusion in the Palmer
Hay Flats State Game Refuge. The cammissioner of natural
resources may also offer to purchase at fair market value
from willing sellers
privately owned land determined desirable for inclusion
in the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge.

() An exchange or purchase authorized under @@ of
this section shall be accomplished under AS 38.50.

(©0 The commissioner of natural resources shall
include land acquired under this section in the Palmer Hay
Flats State Game Refuge established under AS 16.20.032.

* Sec. 5. An offer made by the commissioner of natural
resources under this Act for a purchase or exchange that
remains unaccepted for two years after tender 1is
withdrawn.

* Sec. 6. It is not the intent of this bill to prohibit
expansion or improvement to the Glenn or Parks Highways, the
potential Wasilla Bypass, or construction of the interchange
at the Parks and Glenn Highways.

* Sec. 7. This Act takes effect immediately in
accordance with AS 01.10.070(c).



BILL ANALYSIS
{Supplemental Sheet)

Page 2 of 2
Sponsor Bill Number
Kerttula srrra---—---

and Game

Amendments continued.

Add™fa-)(5) Township 16 North Range 1 East Seward Meridian
Section 2: Portion lying west of the Alaska Railroad
i——Section 3: Lot 1, excluding portions lying east of the Alaska Railroad centerline,
Lots 2, 3, 5, 6, NWj, NW* NEj -
ction 16: lLots 1, 2, 3, 4, 6,~and portions lying west of the Alaska Railroad
ection 15; All state lands lying north of "3 south bank of the KnTk River and west

of the Alaska Railroad.
Section 16: All state lands lying north of the south bank of the Knik River.

Statey sha”J&ttempt _tracquire .ail lands described in (@ of this
““sd™Mon>fbV. .inclusion "in the"Palmer Hay-Tlats State Game Refuge-: s

Add Sec. 67oThe Department,of Fish and.-6ame may purchase privately owned lanus determined
desirable for inclusion in the Palmer Hay-Flats State Game Refu

*J" <« ,\h



STATE OF ALASKA

L2 ] N
?rrv OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
BILL ANALYSIS
TOPSVid Game -, OIV,SIONH a b ita't BilLisigiM jes KSmiila o s
DEPARTMENT POSITION
V e

Suppor}l- WLE{_amendments , L L‘-|r»vm£“
Fh ftI€ a e{ Div. - Debra Clausen 07/4/85 COMMISSIONER’S SIGNATURE . T / . .
OTHER AGENCIES AFFECTED BY UIU. CONSTITUENT GROUPS) AFFECTED BY BIU. i

D\R; 35.: Ly *r.?

Matanuska Susitha Borough

ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT FOR BIU. SITION TO BIU

Matanuska Susitna Borough Aue .

(see attached resolution 85-12) A

gfc’HT fj

FISCAL IMPACT: r - U NONE [ FISCAL NOTE ATTACHED vic m
QACKGROUNOILEGISLATIVE INTENT 4 ] 83

The purpose of this bill is to provide protection for highly productive wetlands habitat
in the Spring Creek area by adding it to the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge. The
wetlands proposed for addition provide important habitat for waterfowl, salmon, and moose
populations. Addition of these-1__.ics will result iIn acquisition c,r key refuge access
points. - .

ANALYSIS OF BIITUPROGRAM EFFECTS 77 /1 — -

The bill will provide protection(to highly productive wetlands habitat by:

1. Expanding the boundary description of Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge to include
the Spring Creek area. e 0 11
2. Allowing for th"e addition of municipal lands within the Spring Creek area to Palmer.
- Hay Flats State Game Refuge. -
3. Allowing the Department of Natural Resources to acquire, through purchase or trade,
private land determined desirable for inclusion in Palmer Hay Flats State Game I

.V'if Rgfuge:

The bill will enhance public access to the Refuge by directing the acquisition of key
access points now iIn private ownership. <

AMENOMENTS PROPOSED

g M
Change AS 16.20.032(a)(2) Section 36z All [STATE TIDE AND SUBMERGED LAND] A~

(see”attached continuation sheet)

PLEASE ATTACH A SEPARATE SHEET FOR AOOITIONAL COMMENTS OR ANALYSIS.



TO: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski, Chair
Senate Resources Committee

FROM: Senator Jay Kerttula

RE: SB 105; Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge

The Committee is requested to include the following language in SB 105
that would avoid concern by the owners of the private land that would be
included in the refuge through passage of this bill:

Pane 3, line 6 Sec 4.(@ "The commissioner of natural resources
may all u offer to purchase at fair market value fmm willing sellers
privately owned land determined desirable for inclusion in the Palmer
Hay Flats State Game Refuge."

Thank you for your consideration.



March 2, 1985
PO Box 2176
Palmer, Alaska 99645

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Senate Resources Committee
Capitol Bldg.

Pouch v

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Sturgulewski,

Let me thank you and your aides for your efficiency
in moving SB-105, the Palmer Hay Flats bill, through the
Resources Committee recently. The excellent committee
changes have given the legislation added momentum. |
especially appreciate the personal interest you have shown
in our popular "swamp" along the Glenn Highway.

Your aide, Frank Homan, should be particularly
commended for his role in the bill"s successful passage

through the Resources Committee. Frank worked long hours
under pressure to balance and fine-tune the requirements of
three departments and the sponsor. The result is a
well-crafted piece of legislation. It now fulfills the goa]

of DOT, DNR, and ADF&G and protects the area"s resource
users in a manner which is fair to the local landowners.

Thanks for your leadership in expediuxng the bill.

Sincerely

Mike Bronson



20 February 1985

Senator Sturgulewski
Senator Fahrenkamp

Resource Committee
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: Senaue Bill 105 Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuse

Dear Senators

As a landowner in the flats area since the 1950"s, we
support public ownership of these lands.

The public uses our land and the neighboring private lands
for hunting, fishing, trapping and wildlife viewing. Located
between two maj r population centers, the numbers grow almost
daily.

Yet, major objections and stumbling blocks are placed by
State agencies and Mat-Su Borough for owners using or de—
veloping our lands.

We know there is strong public support for the Flats to stay
as they are now. We are willing to work wit> the State 1in a

sale or exchange. We and the neighboring land owners have
expressed this at other public hearings.

We ask for your valuable support in solving this land conflict.

Sincerely.

Floyd Beal

FB/tb

cc: Senator Eliason
Zharoff
Halford
Coghill

V. Fischer
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FROM: BETH AND BOB ESTELLE

- SRA BOX 6145
PALMER 99645

745-4051

RE: SB 105, PALMER HAY FLATS
WE ARE IN SUPPORT OF THE PALMER HAY FLATS BILL, SB 105.



tIATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH

RESOLUTION SERIAL NO. 85- A ?

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASSEFffILY OF THE MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH SUPPORTING
THE EXTENSION OF THE PALMER HAY FLATS STATE GAME REFUGE AND THE
INCLUSION WITHIN THE EXTENSION OF APPROXIMATELY 130 ACRES OF BOROUGH
LAND

WHEREAS, the Palmer Hay Flats is the gateway to the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough; and

WHEREAS, the Hay Flats is currently the hone of many species of
wildlife and is important to the fishery resources; and

WHEREAS, most of the land proposed for the extension of the Palmer
Hay Flats Game Refuge is wgt and unsuitable for development; and

WHEREAS, this area receives intense recreational use throughout the
year; and

WHEREAS, the State is in the process of trying to obtain funds to
buy private property adjacent to the Flats in order to extend the
refuge; and

WHEREAS, the Assembly supports the extension of the refuge to
ensure the open natural character of the land will remain as the gateway
to the Borough.

NCW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that if the State can obtain funds
to buy private properties to extend the Palmer Hay Flats Game Refuge,

the Eorough will include, under State management, the i30 acres that



have been selected and conveyed to the Borough lying adjacent to the

Palmer Hay Flats Game Refuge.

A1TEST:

Chris Seagraves, Clerk/ m
er v o,y U

'>C~A.- /V tC\Ls
Dorothy Jones//
Deputy Mayor ”

REVISED AND APPROVED:

s tviXx’r
Gary Thurlgw, Manager
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH FEQ Q jJog

BILL ANALYSIS

Bill No. _ SB 105 Soonsor Kerttula

S - X . Rob Stickles
Borough Position Support Borough Contact Person
Similar Bills——————- e Conflicting Bills jone
Organizational Support — n Organizational Opposition Un”nown

Local Grouos

Fiscal Impact On Borough 1 IYes .1 X INo

Operating . .Capital

Comments:

The Assembly nassed a resolution that will“allow for the donation of 135 acres
of Borounh land to the exnanded Dalmer Hav Flats State Game Refuae if this
leaislation nasses. Copy of resolution attached.
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February 6, 198b

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgul”™wsfc+l

It is with a dfep sense of urgency th™t 1 request your full support for
passage of Senate Bill No. 105, introduced by Senator Kerttula.

I have livea"rrPtTie Matanuska Valley for seven years and have grown to
deeply appreciate the many values associated with the Palmer Hay Flats
area. As a daily commuter to Anchorage, the "flats" provides an oasis of
aesthetic quality in what otherwise has become a 45 mile strip
development. Coincidentally, it is the safest part of the trip due to
the lack of development. Any development along this single lane stretch
of the Glenn Highway would create a horrendous safety hazard.

As a consumptive user of the fish and wildlife resources of this great
state, | have become intimately familiar with those resources in the
"flats" area. I have also seen the number of other users increase
tremendously the past few years. Not only hunters, fishermen ano
trappers, but general recreationists as well. A great number of these
users are Anchorage residents and non-residents. As you are well aware,
the degree of access is a key factor to recreational use in any area.
The location of the "flats™ is ideal for serving well over 50% of the

recreational users in the state. I, as well as others, especially enjoy
the area as a place to share these experiences with our children without
making a major expedition. It is also an ideal educational area and is

used as such by local educators. Concurrent, with the rapid development
in the valley, | have seen fish and wildlife resource habitats dwindle,
thereby enhancing the importance of remaining areas, such as the Palmer

Hay Flats.

As a business owner in Palmer, 1 have enjoyed watching the valley grow
and have shared in some of the associated benefits. 1 have also
experienced a growing concern that we are destroying many of the
qualities which make the valley so attractive. This is due to a large
extent by our failure to recognize these qualities and place them in a
proper perspective, equal to strictly economic interests.



Irc view oi declining state revenues, the relatively small cost associated
with protecting a natural resource of this importance and magnitude is a
bargain that should not be ignored.

Your support for this b1 will help assure preservation of this

beautiful natural area for the enjoyment of untold numbers of future
Alaskans.

Sincerely,

| Y /2"
VA ="
Gary-Stackhouse

cc: all Resources Committee members



P.O. Box 87396
Wasilla, AK 99687
Feb. 7, 1985

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
State Capitol

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 998H

Dear Senator Sturgu- Kii

/

Senate B ill 105, an®important first step in allowing for
expansion of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge, will
come beforebJtt*CTdmmittee for consideration. | urge you
to support this bill.

As you may know, sB 105 would authorize land trades and
buyouts of privately held land within a 910-acre strip run-
ning south along the Glenn Highway from the Parks Highway
intersection. As an amateur orinthologist, | am a frequent
visitor to the Hay Flats. It is what we call in the trade
a "birding hot spot." Waterfowl and shorebirds by the thou-
snads use this area as both a breeding and feeding grounds.
| feel that commercial development in the area covered by
SB 105 would adversely affect the potential recreational
birding opportunities both within the 910-acre site and in
adjacent land, |, for one, would not look forward to viewing
the backs of supermarkets and gas stations during my treks
through the wetlands. Likewise, my friends who hunt and fish
in this area assure me that shopping mall parking lots are
most unproductive.

Considering the number of user days in the refuge last
year (2,000 hunting days and 8,000 fishing days according to
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game) there is demonstra-
ted public interest in expanding the refuge. The Mat-Su
Bor., agh Assembly has recognized this and has passed a resolu**
tion in support of SB 105. | hope that you also can give it

your support.

R. J-ames Frei

cc. Sen. Fahrenkamp

Sen. Eliason

Sen. Zharoff

Sen. Coghill

Sen. V. Figcher

Sen. DeVries

Rep. Hurley

Rep. Larson



Feb. 13, 1985

PO Box 2176
Palmer, Alaska
9961+5

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Resources Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator,

| urge your support of 3B105, the Palmer Hay Flats b ill.
This legislation is a fair solution to the problem of
commercial development in a regionally popular hunting and
fishing area. It would offer land or money to the land
owners along part of the Glenn Highway in order to extend
the boundary of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge.

The extension would cover 910 acres of wetlands and salmon
streams, if owners wer® willing to accept state offers at
market value.

Parts of the Palmer Hay Flats near the junction of the
Parks and Glenn Highway are scheduled for private commercial
devlopment and lend fill. Currently, several owners are
considering a truck cargo yard, a retail building, a gravel
airstrip, and a 30-acre trailer park. Such uses, Ixwever,
would reduce salmon and furbearer populations and public
access in "the gateway to the Matanuska Valley."

The wetlands of the proposed game refuse extension are
most valuable to the residents of southcentral Alaska just as
they are now. The creeks are a major fry rearing area for
the"silver salmon of Knik Arm, according to data from ADF&G
and USFVJS. Rabbit Slough gets up to 6,000 fisherman-day3
of use ner year, and yields a harvest of about 1,500 fish
annually, mainly silvers and Dolly Varden.. Rabbits and
furbearers are numerous and are hunted and trapped to capacity.

About 12,000 people per day drive across these wetlands.
Many are commuters homebound from Anchorage, and are happy
to encounter real Alaskan wide-open spaces after their long
drive. The proposed extension currently holds no homes or
businesses. It is indistinguishable from the adjoinin? 26
sauare-mile game refuge, and is perhaps the most visible
wetland area in the state.



Support for SB105 comes from several sources. Among
them is the ad'hoc Committee for the Palmer Hay Flats,
an informal citizens' group originally concerned with
disappearing resources on the Hay Flats, Also in support
Is the Mat-Su chapter of Ducks Unlimited, a hunting group,
the Alaska Frontier Trappers Association, the Northern
District Setnetters Association of Upper Cook Inlet,
Anchorage Audubon Society, and Alaska Center for the
Environment with members in Anchorage and the Mat Valley.

Governmental groups also back the measure. The
Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly resolved on January 22,
1985, to allow the state to manage its 136 acres in the
area as part of the game refuge, providing the legislation
passes. The Mat-Su Borough Planning Commission has more
recently concurred. Commissioner Collingsworth has written
a letter of support for ADFSeG. Finally, Mr. Jim Barnett of
DNR writes that the final Susitna Area Plan will have
new language stating that public acauisition of private
lands from willing sellers in this part of the Hay Flats
IS appropriate.

The attitude of the thirteen land owners has been
cautious, but encouraging, in my opinion. | have written
each of them a letter accomoanied by a copy of SB105> to
keep them abreast of the situation. Some are anxious to
talk to the state about trades or purchases. One or two
are suspicious of the move. Most, however, hold a
wait and see" position.

As Alaska's population grows, accessible recreational
and scenic areasw Ill become fewer and more valuable. Now
Is the best time for the state to acknowledge its responsibility
to maintain traditional uses of such areas as the Palmer

Hay Flats.

Sincerely

Michael T. Bronson
cc: Senate Resources Committee
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February 20, 1985

Re: SB 105, Palmer Hay Flats

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

As aj”iderrt-of-the Mat-Su Valley, |1 would like to express my support for
Senate Bill 105 tqg."extend the Palmer Hayflats State Game Refuge. A number
oT-co?Rremeqg_gft izens are troubled about a series of proposed developments
-in-the wetlands and salmon streams on the Hayflats along the Glenn Highway.
There is a strong sentiment that it is the responsibility of the State of
Alaska to protect these resources for all Alaskans. The most permanent form
of protection is to place these lands in the public domain. Incorporation
of these lands into the Palmer Hayflats Game Refuge is the most expedient
and logical manner in which to accomplish this.

Recently the Mat-Su Assembly passed a unanimous Resolution to add 130 acres
of Borough land if the State would purchase 786 acres of private land from
willing sellers. 1 have followed events in the Hayflats over the past
several years and have come to realize that Local, State and Federal
agencies have consistently recommended that development in this area not be
permitted. It appears that private property owners would be more than
willing to sell their land to the State, as the land is unsuitable to build
on and permits are difficult, if not impossible, to obtain.

1 would like to inform you that Spring Creek, a salmon stream which flows
through these lands, provides some of the best silver salmon habitat in the
Valley. The stream provides ™"nursery grounds'™ for large numbers of juvenile
silver salmon. The dollar value of this stream to sport and commercial
fishermen may very likely exceed the dollar cost of purchasing these lands.
The Mat-Su Borough is so intent on protecting this area that it has a
program to swap uplands for wetlands. All of this leads me to conclude that
the public wants this area maintained in its present natural condition. The
passage of SB 105 is obviously in the Public Interest.



I would like to be kept advised of the progress of SB 105 and would like to
receive copies of the minutes of the discussions that take place when this

bill reaches the Resources Committee.

Sincerely

David L. Ferrell
SRA 6105

Palmer, AK 99645
(745-6575)

cc: Fahrenkamp
El 1ason
Zharoff
Halford
Coghill
V. Fischer
Devries
Hurley
Bronson



COOK IhLt i
AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION

P.0. BOX 3819
SOLDOTNA, AK 99669-3819
(907) 262-9419

February 25, 1985

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator:

The Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association supports SB 105
which allows for the extension of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge. It 1is <clear that the entire area is valuable for
recreational fishing and hunting activities. The extension is
essential to "leagalize"” public access to much of the Refuge.

It is probably more important to realize that the slcughs and
marshes throughout the area are excellent rearing or '"nursery"
areas for large numbers of coho salmon fry. Dredging, filling,
diking and draining, the very expensive things which can be done
to marshlands to make them usable for commercial or residential
purposes, all destroy the fitness of the area to harbor and
nourish young salmon. We encourage the State to preserve
these wetland habitats.

Sincerely,

Thomas E. Mears,
Executive Director

cc: Suzanne Haines
Steve Braund

SALMON ENHANCEMENT TODAY MEANS BETTER SALMON FISHING TOMORROW



February 22,1985

Senator A. Sturgulewski
Senate Resorces Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

RE: SB 105

I suport this bill. I have used the Spring Creek area and
Hay Flats for over thirty years for recreation and hope to
continue. Up to this time there has been very little
pressure to develop this ground, primarily due to the ex—
treme cost of site preparation. With the current boom and
subsequent escalation in commercial real estate prices,

there is real economic pressure to develop the road frontage.

Currently, zoning/subdivision restrictions such as Army Corps
of Engineers, EPA, and Mat-Su borough regulations restrict
development. These regulations were implemented under the
premise that the long term economic/social interest must be
protected, and 1 feel they are generally well applied. Com—
mercial development in the Spring Creek aiea would be dis—
ruptive.not only to the environment of the entire downstreanm
drainage, but would also disrupt the trafic flow. The area
is in the flood plain of the Matanuska River. The town of
Matanuska (near subject properties) was moved to Palmer
because of the extreme cost of fighting high water. Any
facilities placed in the area covered by SB 105 are likely
to experience this problem, with the burden eventually rest—
ing with the State. This irregular flooding also makes it
extremely dificult to comply with EPA regulations should any
development occur.

Preservation interests must be weighed against vested proper—
ty interests. Many of the owners have held the property for
several years, often predating wetland regulations. Only one
owner has a permit to fill in a portion of the wetlands.

Although the proposed enabling legislation has a two year
expiration for selling or exchange, hopefully after the of—
fer is specifically tendered, the intent should be perpet—

ual. Perhaps certain provisions could be enacted to allow
continuation of the exchange provision beyond thij time
frame. Finally, all offers to exchange or sell property

should be strictly voluntary.

cc: Sen.Fahrenkamp

Eliason
Zharoff
P.0. Box 1j46 Halford
Palmer, AK 99645 Coghill

V. Fischer



ALASKA FRONTIER TRAPPERS ASSN.

P.0O. BOX 2856
PALMER, ALASKA 99645 O (907)745-4660

February 18, 1985

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Resources Chairman

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

I am writing 1in regard to S.B. 105 introduced 1into the

senate by Senator Kerttula. This bill is a very important
piece of legislation to our organization and to outdoor-
minded people of all pursuits. Senator Kerttula, 1in intro—
ducing this bill, is trying to preserve ouc of the most
highly used and highly valued pieces of wildlife habitat in
Alaska. Anyone who has crossed the flats on the Glenn

Highway at any time of the year has surely seen the large
numbers of ducks, geese, muskrat, beaver and other numerous
species that inhabit this area.

The Mat-Su Borough has indicated its desire to see this area
preserved by offering to let the Fish and Game Department
include its 130 acres in the refuge to be managed as the
rest of the area. With the population expanding as rapidly
as it is in the Matanuska Valley, it is imperative that we
preserve areas for our citizens to use and enjoy.

I would like to thank Senator Kerttula for introducing this
legislation, as | believe it shows his desire to protect the
outdoor lifestyle of many of his constituents.

Your support of S.B. 105 would be greatly appreciated.

Thank you,

James Reiss; President
ALASKA FRONTIER TRAPPERS ASSOC.

cc: Fahrenkamp
Eliason
Zharoff
Halford
Coghill
V. Fischer



FFR 7
P.0. Eox 3196

Palmer, Alaska 996\&
February 21

Senator Sturgulewski
State Capital

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski,

An issue of interest to me vail be coming before the Senate this
session. That issue is the Palmer Hay Flats ES11. As you already know,
this bill would acquire private land for inclusion into an existing
special use area.

I strongly support passage of this bill in this session of the
legislature. 1 believe this action is warranted in view of the long-range
state interest to promote economic developments through economic divers—
ification of the private sector. As a local boatbuilaer, | feel the area
should M protected for wildlife, sport fishing and scenic values. These
ends support my personal business interests.

On a larger level, 1 feel the passage of the Hay Flats Eill will
recognize the area as a national and international landmark. The area has
already been selected by Ducks Unlimited, an internati nal organization,
as a special feeding and breeding ground along the Pacific Flyway for
many species of wildfowl. In enacting this bill, the State of Alaska
identifies itself among the few forwai "-looking na tions and regions of
the world seeking to keep land uses diverse and healthy.

Finally, as an educator, | strongly believe the state mist take a
leadership role in promoting the continuence if "as is" landscape for the
enjoyment and education of our state®s youth. If regional planners are
correct, the area surrounding the Hay Flats may soon approach the population
density of the Anchorage bowl. By protecting the Hay Flats for young people
to hunt, fish and recreate in, we teach good stewardship of Alaska®s land

resources.

Again, let me strongly state my support of this critical piece of state—
wide legislation. It cjpears we have much more to gain than lose in this
proposal.

Sincerely,

Rick Turner
Matanuska Eoat Company
Palmer, Alaska

CC:Sens. Fahrenkamp
Eliason
Zharoff
Halford
«Coghill
V. Fischer
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Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Resources Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator,

| urge your support of 3B105, the Palmer Kay Flats b ill.
This legislation is a fair solution to the problem of
commercial development in a regionally popular hunting and
fishing area. It would offer land or money to the land
owners along part of the Glenn Highway in order to extend
the boundary of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge.

The extension would cover 910 acres of wetlands and salmon
streams, 1f owners were willing to accept state offers at
market value.

Parts of the Palmer Hay Flats near thu junction of the
Parks and Glenn Highway are scheduled for private commercial

devlopment and land fill. Currently, several owners are
considering a truck cargo yard, a retail building, a gravel
airstrip, and a 30-acre trailer park. Such uses, however,

would reduce salmon and furbearer populations and public
access in "the gateway to the Matanuska Valley."

The wetlands of the proposed game refuge extension are
most valuable to the residents of southcentral Alaska just as
they are now. The creeks are a major fry rearing area for
the"silver salmon of Knik Arm, according to data from ADF&G
and USFWS. Rabbit Slough get3 up to 6,000 fisherman-days
of use oer year, and yields a harvest of about 1,500 fi3h
annually, mainly silvers and Dolly Varden.. Rabbits and
furbearers are numerous and are hunted and trapped to capacity.

About 17,000 people per day drive across these wetlands.
Many are commuters homebound from Anchorage, and are happy
to encounter real Alaskan wide-open spaces after their long
drive. The proposed extension currently holds no homes or
businesses. It is indistinquishable from the adjoining 26
square-mile game refuge, and is perhaps the most visible
wetland area in the state.



Support for SB105 comes from several sources. Among
them is the ad hoc Committee for the Palmer Hay Plats,
an informal citizens' group originally concerned with
disappearing resources on the Hay Plats. Also in support
is the Mat-Su chapter of Ducks Unlimited, a hunting group,
the Alaska Frontier Trappers Association, the Northern
District Setnetter3 Association of Upper Cook Inlet,
Anchorage Audubon Society, and Alaska Center for the
Environment with members in Anchorage and the Mat Valley.

Governmental groups also back the measure. The
Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly resolved on January 22,
198£, to allow the state to manage its 136 acres in the
area as part of the game refuge, providing the legislation
passes. The Mat-Su Borough Planning Commission has more
recently concurred. Commissioner Collingsworth has written
a letter of support for ADF&G, Finally, Mr, Jim Barnett of
DNR writes that the final Susitna Area Plan will have
new language stating that public eoauisition of private
lands from willing sellers in this part of the Hay Flats
is appropriate.

The attitude of the thirteen land owners has been
cautious, but encouraging, in my opinion. | have written
each of them a letter accomcanied by a copy of SBIOf? to
keep them abreast of the situation. Some are anx?ous to
talk to the state about trades or purchases. One or two
are suspicious of the move. Most, however, hold a
'‘wait and see™ position.

As Alaska's population grows, accessible recreational
and scenic areasw Ill become fewer and more valuable. Now
is the best time for the state to acknowledge its responsibility
to maintain trad5.cional uses of such areas as the Palmer

Hay Flats.

cc: Senate Resources Committee



MAT-SI 1-4-85

TO: REP . LARSON
REP. HURLEY"®
SEN. KERTTULA
SEN. DEVRIES
SEN. FAIKS
SEN. SACKEET
SEN. ELIASON
SEN. P. FIOSHER
SEN. HALFORD
SEN. FERGUSON
SEN. STURGULEWSKI
SEN. FAHRENKAMP
SEN. ZHAROFF
SEN. COGHILL
SEN. V. FICSHER

FROM: JUDITH BRONSON
PO BOX 2176
PALMER 99645

wt Nel.u iHE PALMER HAY FLATS BILL. IT WILL ENSURE SALMON

AND FUR BEARER POPULATIONS FOR OUTDOUR RECREATIONISTS. THE 900
ACRES OF WETLANDS 1S SCHEDULED FOR A TRAILR PARK, AIRSTRIP, TRUCK

YARD, AND RETAIL CENTER IN THE NECT YEAR. SB 105 WILL BE A FAIR
SOLUTION.
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Feb. 12, 1985
PO Box 2176
Palmer, AK 99%61|5

Arliss Sturgelewski
Resources Chair
State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Sturgelewski,

Thank you for meeting me and allowing me to talk with
your aides McKai and Frank about the Palmer Hay Flats.

1*11 see you on February 27 when | return to testify
before your committee on SB 105.

Sincerely

Michael T, Bronson



glasfka £f££>tate XegtSlature
ARLISS STURGULEW SKI, Chairman JUNL4U POUCHV
BETTYE FAHRENKAMP. Vice Chairman 'W
JACKCOGHILL
DICK ELIASON
VIC FISCHER

RICK HALFORD
FREDZHAROFF

Senate

Committee on Resources

June 24, 1985

||

Esther Wunnicke, Commissioner
Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M, Mail Stop 1000
Juneau, AK 99811
Dear Commissioner Wunnicke:
Enclosed is a letter 1| have received from a Palmer resident regarding the
Palmer Hay Flats (SB 105). Could you please provide me with the necessary
information to answer his questions.
Thank you.
Sincerely yours,

"WHSPr-".

W#." Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
v Chairman, Senate Resources Committee



"lasffea ibtate Hegtelature

ARLISS STURGULEW SKI, Chairman POUCHV

BETTYE FAHRENKAMP. Vico Chairman JUNEAU, ALASKA.%J.
[CY)

JACK COGHILL
DICK ELIASON
VIC FISCHER
RICK HALFORD
FREDZHAROFF

Senate

Committee on &efourceéf

May 28, 1985

Rick Turner

Matanuska Boat Company
P.0. Box 3196

Palmer, AK 99645

Dear Rick:

am pleased to advise you that SB 105 mak_inP additions to the Palmer Hay
ats State Game Refuge has passed the legisfature.

bill allows the commissioner of the Department of Natural Resources
) to expand the Palmer Hay Flats either through land purchase or land
ange. More than 2,000 acres are authorized t0 be added b¥ this bill.
Matanuska-Susitna Borough has also agreed to provide about 130 acres to

refuge. The commissioner of DNR may make an offer to purchase private
and within the refuge but may not exercise eminent domain.

SFeciaI_provisions have been included for expansion or improvement to the
Glenn Hl%hway,_the Parks Highway or the Wasilla bypass or related
c?ntshtruc lon“since these existing transportation routes run through parts
of the area.

&> =A== T
S o< O—
DD =

j;U(D

| was pleased to support this bill in the Senate Resources Committee and

again Bn t%e floor BP the Senate. The Iocaf ewort generate(f In suPpor_t of
this bill was exceptional and | want to thank all those who worked for its
passage. The protection of this valuaple wetland area for wildlife habitat
and récreation is important now but will be more important in the future as

population and development pressures increase.
Please continue to keep me informed on issues of importance to you.
Sincerely yours,

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski _
Chairman, Senate Resources Committee



MESSAGE TO THE SENATE
HOUSE

May 11, 85
JUNEAU, ALASKA 19
MR. PRESIDENT:
\
The House has passed CSSB 105(Fin) with the following amendment:
HCS CSSB IOSFRes)
Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge; eff. date

and 1t is transmitted for consideration.
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Offered: 5/9/85
Referred: Rules

Original sponsor: Kerttula

IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 105 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The legislature determines that wetlands important to the
protection of waterfowl and salmon in the Spring Creek area lie outside of
the boundaries of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge. The Spring Creek
area also provides one of the major public access points to the hay flats
although the land is privately owned. The legislature therefore determines
that it is in the public interest to protect the Spring Creek wetlands
through extension of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge under this Act.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.20.032(a) is amended to read:

(a) The following state-owned land and water is established as
the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge:
(1) Township 16 North, Range 1 West, Seward Meridian
Sections 1-12 [INCLUSIVE]
Section 13. NI/2
Sections 14 - 18 [INCLUSIVE]
(2) Township 17 North, Range 1 West, Seward Meridian
Section 25 [ ALL
Section 26: SI/2, S1/2N1/2, N1/2NEL/4, NEL/ANWL/4
Section 27. SI/2, SEL/4NEL/4
Section 31: Lot 4, SEL/4, E1/2SW1/4, SEL/ANEL/4,
SU/2SW1/ANEL/4
Section 32: SI/2, S1/2NEL/4, NEL/ANEL/4,

-1- HCS CSSB 105(Res)



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29

SE1/4NW1/4
Sections 33 - 36
[SECTION 33: ALL
SECTION 34: ALL
SECTION 35: ALL

SECTION 36: ALL]

3)

Township 17 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian

Section 19: Lots 3 and 4, E1/2SW1/4, S1/2SEl/4
Section 22:
excluding NW1/4NW1/4
excluding N1/2NE1/4NW1/4
excluding NE1/4NE1/4NE1/4
Section 25: Lots 1-6, NW1/4, N1/2NE1/4, NI1/2-
SW1/4, SW1/4SwW1i/4
Section 26: SE1/4NEl/4, S1/2
Section 27: Lot 1,NI/2, N1/2S1/2, SE1/4SW1/4,
S1/2SE1/4
Section 28: Lots 1-2, N1/2SE1/4, SW1/4SEl/4,
S1/2SW1/4
Section 30: Lots 1-4, E1/2, El/2V,1/2
Section 31: Lots 1-10, NE1/4NW1/4, SW1/4NE1l/4,
N1/2NE1/4 [LOTS 5, 7, 8, 9, 10]
Section 32: Lots 3-7, NEIl/4, SW1/4SW1/4, NE1/4-
SE1/4
Section 33: Lots 5 - 9, S1/2SE1/4, SW1/4NW1/4,

including all state tide and submerged land

Section 34: Lots 1 - 3, E1/2NW1/4, SwWi/4, El1/2
Section 35: Lots 1 - 5, NWi1/4, N1/2SwWi1/4, Swi1/4-
SW1/4, N1/2NE1/4. SW1/4NE1/4, NW1/4SE1l/4

HCS CSSB 105(Res) -2-
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Section 36: Lots 1 - 10, SE1/4SW1/4, S1/2SE1/4,

NE1/4SE1/4
(4) Township 16 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian

Sections 4 -9

[SECTION 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 ALL

Section 17: NI/2

Section 18:NI/2

All state tide and submerged land

(5) Township 16 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian

Section 2: Portion lyingwes of the Alaska
Railroad

Section 3: Lot lexcludingportions  lying east
of the Alaska Railroad centerline, Lots, 2, 3,
4,5, 6, NWL/4, NWL/4, NEI/4

Section 10: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and portions
lying west of the Alaska Railroad

Section 15: All state land lying north of the
south bank of the Knik River and west of the
Alaska Railroad

Section 16: AT1 state land lying north of the
south bank of the 'nik River

* Sec. 3. AS 16.20.032 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of (a) of this section, the
land described in this subsection is excluded from the Palmer Hay
Flats State Game Refuge established under (a) of this section for the
establishment of a transportation and utility corridor.  Land within
the transportation and utility corridor that is determined by the
commissioner of transportation and public facilities to be unnecessary
for future transportation or utility corridors becomes a part of the

-3- HCS CSSB 105(Res)
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Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge. The commissioner of transporta-

tion and public facilities is directed to provide access to the Palmer

Hay Flats State Game Refuge during future development of state

highways in the area. The land that is excluded from the Palmer Hay

Flats State Game Refuge under this subsection is described as

Townshi,> 17 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian
Section 22; SEL/ANWL1/4, W1/2NEL/4, SEL/ANEL/4, Sl/2-
NEL/ANEL/4, NW1/ANEL/ANEL/4, NEL/ASW1/4, W1/2SEL/4
Sections 27 and 34: a corridor 300 feet on either side
of the existing highway centerline

* Sec. 4. The commissioner of natural resources shall include land
acquired from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough in the Palmer Hay Flats Stat"
Game Refuge established under AS 16.20.032.

*Sec. 5. (a)The commissioner of natural resources may exchange
state land located within the Matanuska-Susitna borough for privately owned
land determined desirable for inclusion in the Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge. The commissioner of natural resources may also offer to purchase
at fair market value from willing sellers privately owned land determined
desirable for inclusion in the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge.

(b) An offer made by the commissioner of natural resources under this
section for apurchase or exchange that remains unaccepted for two years
after tender 1is withdrawn.

(c) An exchange or purchase authorized under (a) of this section
shall be accomplished under AS 38.05 or AS 38.50.

(d) The commissioner of natural resources shall include land acquired
under this section in the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge established
under AS 16.20.032.

* Sec. 6. The addition of land to the Palmer Hay Flats State Game

Refuge under secs. 2 and 4 - 5 of this Act may not be an occasion for the

HCS CSSB 105(Res) -4-
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delay in or prohibition of the expansion or improvement of the Glenn
Highway, the Parks Highway, or the Wasilla Bypass, or the construction of
the interchange at the Parks and the Glenn Highways, nor may it restrict
the present or future use of land retained by an owner of land under sec. 5
of this Act.

* Sec. 7. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-
10.070(c).

-5- HCS CSSB 105(Res)
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Offered: 4/24/85
Referred: Rules

Original sponsor: Kerttula

IN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 105 (Finance)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge; and providing for an effective date."

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

* Section 1. The legislature determines that wetlands important to the
protection of waterfowl and salmon in the Spring Creek area lie outside of
the boundaries of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge. The Spring Creek

area also provides one of the major public access points to the hay flats
although the land is privately owned. The legislature therefore determines
that it is in the public interest to protect the Spring Creek wetlands
through extension of the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge under this Act.
* Sec. 2. AS 16.20.032(a) is amended to read:
(a) The following state-owned land and water is established as
the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge:
(1) Township 16 North, Range 1 West, Seward Meridian
Sections 1-12 inclusive
Section 13: NI1/2
Sections 14 - 18 inclusive
(2) Township 17 North, Range 1 West, Seward Meridian
Section 25: Al
Section 26: Sl1/2, S1/2N1/2, N1/2NE1/4, NE1/4NW1/4
Section 27: Sl/2, SE1/4NE1/4
Section 31: Lot 4, SE11/4, E1/2SW1/4, SE1/4NE1/4,
S1/2SW1/4NE1/4

Section 32: Sl/2, S1/2NE1/4, NE1/4NE1/4,

e CSSB 105(Fin)
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CSSB

SE1/4NW1/4
Section 33: All
Section 34: All
Section 35: All
Section 36: All
(3) Township 17 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian
Section 22:
excluding NW1/4NW1/4
excluding NE1/4NE1/4NE1l/4
excluding N1/2NE1/4NW1/4
Section 27:
excluding S1/2S1/2
Section 28: N1/2SE1l/4
Section 31: Lots 5, 7, 8, 9, 10
Section 32: NEI/4
Section 33: SW1/4NW1/4, including all state
and submerged land
(4) Township 16 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian
Section 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9: All
Section 17: NI/2
Section 18: NI/2
All state tide and submerged land

(5) Township 16 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian

Section 2: Portion lying west of the Alaska
Railroad

Section 3: Lot 1, excluding portions lying
of the Alaska Railroad centerline. Lots, 2,

4, 5, 6, NW1/4, NW1/4, NEI/4

Section 10:Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and portions

105(Fin) o

tide

east

3,
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lying west of the Alaska Railroad
Section 15: All state land lying north of the
south bank of the Knik River and westof the
Alaska Railroad
Section 16: All state land lying north of the
south bank of the Knik River
* Sec. 3. AS 16.20.032 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of (a) of this section, the
land described in this subsection is excluded from the Palmer Hay
Flats State Game Refuge established under (a) of this section for the
establishment of a transportation and utility <corridor. Land within
the transportation and utility corridor that is determined by the
commissioner of transportation and public facilities to be unnecessary
for future transportation or utility corridors becomes a part of the
Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge. The commissioner of transporta-
tion and public facilities is directed to develop access points to the
Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge at the Knik River Bridge and to
Rabbit Slough during future development of state highways in the area.
The land that is excluded from the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge
under this subsection is described as
Township 17 North, Range 1 East, Seward Meridian
Section 22: SE1/4NW1/4, NEI/4, NE1/4SW1/4, WI1/2SE1l/4
Section 27: a corridor 300 feet on either side of the
existing highway centerline
* Sec. 4. The commissioner of natural resources shall include land
acquired from the Matanuska-Susitna Borough in the Palmer Hay Flats State

Game Refuge established under AS 16.20.032.

* Sec. 5. (a) The commissioner of natural resources

state land located within che Matanuska-Susitna borough

-3-

may dispose of

in exchange for

CSSB 105(Fin)



privately owned land determined desirable for inclusion in the Palmer Hay
Flats State Game Refuge. The commissioner of natural resources may also
offer to purchase at fair market value from willing sellers privately owned
land determined desirable for inclusion in the Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge.

(b) An offer made by the commissioner of natural resources under this
section for a purchase or exchange that remains unaccepted for two years
after tender is withdrawn.

(c) An exchange or purchase authorized under (a) of this section
shall be accomplished under AS 38.50.

(d) The commissioner of natural resources shall include land acquired
under this section in the Palmer Hay Flats State Game Refuge established
under AS 16.20.032.

* Sec. 6. The addition of land to the Palmer Hay Flats State Game
Refuge under secs. 2 and 4 - 5 of this Act may not be an occasion for the
delay in or prohibition of the expansion or improvement of the Glenn High-
way, the Parks Highway, or the Wasilla Bypass, or the construction of the
interchange at the Parks and the Glenn Highways, nor may it restrict the
present or future use of land retained by an owner of land under sec. 5 of
this Act.

* Sec. 7. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-
10.070(c).

CSSB 105(Fin)



vs & /S

H c u j-J -fa fs

ft/ n/ d/ mSd7s -

CliOaiAHT ft/

A /dcJ 6 fA re s a rrs s s

ftlft DreSAJ-"f* S ffte ry ftfte 22 jr-

Arfts> (it ftuyjul s

Aiy Cruft s cheats A
lu e A u d if X sii ftfte wood oa | eft Deunrs oA Ix -t

) "itu L a. A ft ft ft/ic # ftftc ,
ft ft - ft f ft d A d " Seftftc™ " c

/L rhftd



CERTIFICATION

|, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this rlicroform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.
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Dbseph Patrick Cange
CERT®PED Pueuc ACCOUNTAKTT
B O X

ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 0SS09

TELEPHONE f907) 3A4-SBO0OO

February 18, 1985

Arliss Sturgulewski

Chairman Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Capital Building

Juneau, Alaska

SUBJECT: SENATE BILLS NOS - "\D 155
Dear Arliss:

Pursuant to our conversation yesterday, 1 am submitting
data regarding Senate Bills Nos. 110 and 155. Before |
address these items, however, |1 would like to express my
thoughts on the agriculture industry.

First 1 ask ""Can the dairy industry be viable?"™ Yes. Our
figures iIndicate that we can provide milk that is competi-
tive with Outside milk because of the freight advantage
that exists. The additional total cost of producing milk
locally versus Outside is less than the freight on milk
shipped from Seattle.

The goal at the Tucker dairy is to produce milk at the
lowest cost possible per unit of milk produced. The local
dairies must be as efficient and as well managed as Outside
dairies or they cannot compete iIn the local market place.
Most of the local dairies have never become efficient
enough to bring their operating costs down to be competi-
tive with Outside dairies. For example, our cost of feed
is $4.29 per day per cow when we bring in soybean meal and
barley in bulk and mix our own feed. The cost of this same
feed purchased locally is $1.00 per day per cow more. That
S1.00 savings is the farmer®s profit on the milk produced.
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Historically, the various State administrations have had
no comprehensive plan. Thus, agriculture has been an
unorganized, unplanned and poorly administered iIndustry.
This situation has left Alaskan agriculture in a state of
chaos and near bankruptcy. It is not too late to save
agriculture. Many things must be done and many changes
in policies and practices must immediately take place if
we are to save the iIndustry.

We are fortunate that for the first time iIn Alaskan agri-
cultural history we now have a Commissioner who 1is
genuinely concerned about agriculture. She 1i1s willing to
change obsolete policies and thinking and is doing the
things necessary to save the iIndustry — and the state"s
investment. This is the direction in which Esther Wunnicke
and Deputy Director James K. Barnett are embarking. Senate
Bill No. 110 and Senate Bill No. 155 are a vital part of
thﬁglcomprehensive plan that will make the dairy industry
viable.

SENATE BILL NO. 110
Proposes iIncreasing loan limits of the Agricultural
Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF) from $1,000,000 to
$2,000,000

A number of things have made this iIncrease necessary.

1. When the State®s figures were done In 1979 (see
Exhibit A "Potential Milk Production in the Point MacKenzie
area of Southcentral Alaska'™) the Consumer Price Index was
233.2 (1/1/80). Today the Consumer Price Index is 316
which 1s a 36% increase In costs since 1/1/80.

2. . The initial plan at Point MacKenzie was for the
establishment of 19 small family-run dairies. However,
the $200,000 cash requirement for even the smallest dairy
prohibited the building of these smaller dairies. The
larger dairies actually being built require more total
borrowing, but result in lower borrowing per cow.

3. The State®s figures (see page 7 of Exhibit A)
showed that the total capital investment for a 150-cow
facility was estimated to be $1,241,711. However, these
numbers do not include housing, working capital or
machinery costs. These add an additional $500,000 to the
1979 figure of $1,241,711.
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4. Current farms are undercapitalized and there 1is
no other source of funds available. The current dairies
are:

Actual

Facility Cows

Si1ze Difference
Tucker Dairy 480 cows 360 120 cows
Lee Dairy 300 cows 160 140 cows
James Dairy 260 cows 40 220 cows
Rudgers Dairy 150 cows 50 100 cows
TOTAL 1190 610 580

It does not make sense to create facilities and then not
provide i1nadequate funds for cows. These dairies are all
up against the $1,000,000 loan limit, but need additional
funds to bring these dairies up to maximum capacity.
Increasing the loan limit will allow these dairies to be
brought up to 100% milk producing potential. This will
generate the greatest return on scarce funds because of
a better utilization of existing facilities.

Every cow generates $3,000 in revenues for the farm. In
addition, according to Matanuska Maid each additional cow
generates $420 per year in additional net income for the
creamery (see Exhibit B).

580 additional cows x $420.00
“ = $248,600 additional net income to the creamery.

SENATE BILL NO. 155
Proposes the splitting and combining of agricultural
parcels

This change is necessary for the following reasons.

1. By consolidating parcels the total capital
required per cow is substantially less. In our case, con-
solidation reduced capital i1nvestment per cow by 32%.

This creates more competitive fTixed cost and lowers debt
requirement per cow. Boyd Buxton, noted dairy authority
who has done work for the Department of Agriculture, states
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"The 1nvestment per cow In dairy buildings and equipment
iIs substantially less on larger than on smaller dairies
regardless of region.” (See Exhibit C, Page 14 "Economic
Policy and Technology Factors Affecting Herd Size and
Regional Location of U.S. Milk Production™).

2. The operating costs, including interest expense
per cwt of milk produced, are lower on larger dairies than
on smaller dairies because of the principle of economies
of scale. The Tucker dairy operating costs per cwt of milk
produced are 26% lower on one large dairy than they would
be on four smaller dairies. Boyd Buxton states '"'Based on
whole farm budgets, the larger dairies with 500 cows or
more are more profitable than smaller dairies.” (See
Exhibit C, Page 27).

3. Most of the Point MacKenzie parcel owners have
little or no experience iIn the dairy industry. Therefore,
it Is iImperative that the dairies hire competent dairy man-
agers to iInsure a successful and well managed farm. Con-
solidation makes this financially possible.

4. Currently many dairies have already joined
together iIn cooperative efforts as follows:

Dairy West joined two borough parcels together
Tucker Dairy joined four separate parcels together
Wright Dairy joined two parcel together

James Dairy joined two parcels together

Shoone Dairy joined two parcels together

These joint efforts have been necessitated due to the
simple economics of the dairy industry. The dairy
industry needs Senate Bill 155. Not passing Senate Bill
155 would place a definite hardship on these dairies and
c0f=d result in their bankruptcy and thus the i1ndustry as
well.

5. The consolidation of dairies i1s In compliance
with the intent of the initial sales brochure dated
September 11, 1982 (see Exhibit D) which states ''The major
objectives are to stimulate i1n-state milk production, to
provide milk to Alaska consumers at a competitive market
price, and to assist iIn gaining agricultural

self-sufficiency for the State of Alaska.' Only through
consolidation can we be competitive.
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6. The consolidation of parcels will eliminate unnec-
essary duplication of buildings and machinery. This will
substantially reduce the borrowing required from the ARLF.
There 1is currently not enough money in the ARLF to develop
all the remaining parcels and the reduced capital needs
resulting from consolidation will help lessen the demands
on ARLF funds. In our case, the ARLF has only $1,000,000
invested in one 485-cow facility instead of a possible
"$4,000,000 in four 120-ccw dairies.

I have also enclosed earlier correspondence related to
Point MacKenzie that you might find helpful. They are:

Exhibit E 1/71/84 Jalmar Kerttula
Exhibit F 6/22/84 Bob Heath
Exhibit G 9/14/84 Dean Brown
Exhibit H 1/717/84 James K. Barnett

The passage of Senate Bills 110 and 155 are mandatory if

we are going to work toward a successful, profitable and

financially strong dairy industry that will produce dairy
products for Alaskans at a competitive price.

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter.
IT 1 can be of any further assistance, please do not
hesitate to give me a call.

cc: Esther Wunnicke
James K. Barnett
Mike Szymanski
Jan Faiks
Jalmar Kerttula

Bill Heim
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Table 6: Machinery Storage and Workshop

Facility Size Machinery ~ Workshop Total Cost
50,75 Cow Stanchion 40'x60" 40'x46" 557,880
100, 150 Cow Free Stall 40'x75’ 40'x46’ 565,680,

Calf, Heifer, and Dry-Cow Housing

There are controversies concerning the housing
of calves. Indications are that calf death rates are less
if they are removed to cold housing one day after
birth. The cold housing recommended is a 4’ x 14’
hutch, 4" x 8" of which is a plywood shed free from
drafts and bedded with straw, 4' x 6' being an
exposed area enclosed in hog wire for feeding. In
hi?h snow areas, management of the hutches may be
difficult. Therefore, an alternative is offered by
putting the “hutches” in a cold building. An addi-
tional advantage of this practice is that the 'calf
housing can be combined with that for heifers and
dry cows in a single building. The major advantages
of this system is that feeding can be accomplished in
one building and that manure handling (a straw pack
removed in spring and periodically throughout the
summer) is a single operation. The straw pack waste is
removed to the fields in spring and fall.

Housing costs are the same as those used for hay
and straw storage plus $1.00/ft2 for iron and $2,000
for all units for pIumbin?. Space for animals is deter-
mined usin? standard allotments. Twice the .hutch
area per calf is used to enable hutches to be moved
before being occupied by a new calf. Table 7 shows
space per cow by age, total number of cows housed,
total space and total cost.

Feed Handling

Feed handling in stanchion units is accomplished
by electric cart although a feed bunk system could
also be used. Free-stall barn feeding is accomplished
by augering the feed into the feed bunks. Provisions
have been Iincluded for feed mixing at the silo unload
area. The silos load out into a feed mixer and then
either into carts or an auger hopper. A feed mixer is
provided to keep feed consistency constant if both
haylage and silage are fed. Approximate cost is
$4,000 per silo.

Well

There is limited data to indicate the depth of
wells required in the Point Mackenzie area. It is

Table 7: Calf, Heifer, and Dry-Cow Housing

Space Per Cow

12-24 mo. &

Facility Size 0-2 mo. 2-12 mo. dry cows 0-2 mo.
50-Cow Stanchion 56 ft2 25 ft2 110 ft2 19
75-Cow Stanchion 56 ft2 25 ft2 100 ft2 28

100-Cow Free Style 56 ft2 25 ft2 110 ft2 37
150-Cow Free Style 56 ft2 25 ft2 110ft2

Number of Cows Housed3
Total Space Building Total Cost

2-12 mo. 12-24 mo. dry cows (ft2) Size S
16 10 3,499 40’ x 90’ 52,400
25 15 5,380 50’ x 100" 72,000
32 20 7,037 50’ x 140 100,000

10,515 60' x 180't 153,200

‘%W % ﬁmpm 12 bssz;tlz-zmuﬂsardamdlqh] mt(ﬂS%(flteui

Table 8: Total Capital Investment for Four Facility Sizes

50-Cow Stanchion

Karn and Iron $ 71,820
Ventilation 7,500
Milk Room 6.0GJ
Milk Parlor N/A
Milking Kquipmcnt 40,000
Silos 160,999
Manure Handling 43,271
Concentrate Storage 10,000
Hay and Bedding Storage 31,200
Machine Storage 31,200
Workshop 26,680
Calf- and Drv-Cow Housing 52,400
Well 3,500
Feed-Handling Equipment 8,000
TOTAL $492,570

(A-M

75-Cow Stanchion

100-Cow Free Stall 150-Cow Free Stall

$108,000 i; 10,400 $ 210,600
11,278 i0,0Q0 15,000
6,000 N/A N/A
N/A 50,760 51,840
55,000 80,000- 80,000

241,499 316,988. 462,501
50,833 59,858. 61,440
15,000 20,000 30,000
45,500 . 58,500 88,400
31,200 39,000- 39,000
26,680 26,680 26,680

72,00 100,000 153,200
3,500 3,500 3,500
12,000 16,000 20,000
$678,990 $921,686 $1,241,711



December 4, 1984

Mr. Joseph P. Cange
P.O. Box 4-647
Anchorage, Ak. 99509

Dear Mr. Cange:

You asked us two questions. Your questions and our best judgment
answers are:

1.

The question: What is the economic value to the Matanuska
Maid Creamery of each new producing cow brought on stream in
the Palmer/Pt. MacKenzie Area?

Our Answer” Our projections indicate that an increase of

1075 producing cows (the number required to bring total produc-
tion up to our single shift processing capacity) will generate
a monthly operating cash flow increase of approx. $37,500.

Based on that, the value of each new local producing cow to the
Creamery is $35.00 per month.

The question: How much milk can Matanuska Maid sell without
depressing the market?

Our Answer: We believe it would be unrealistic to think local
milk could acquire over one half the rail belt market without
depressing prices. At Mid-Summer 1934, Matanuska Maid was
supplying about 27% of a 64,000 CWT monthly market.

We anticipate the market growing to about 71,000 CWT per month by
Mid-1986 and believe up to 35-36,000 CWT can be processed locally
without depressing prices. That quantity would require about
3,000 producing cows.

Very truly yours,

A FARMER OWNED COOPERATIVE
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nited States conomh: NED, University of Minnesota
e arﬁment of esearc 217 Cla OFf Bldg, 1994 Buford Ave.

g|CUtum Ervice St. Paul, Minnesota 55108

November 28, 1984

Mr. Joseph Patrick Cange
Certified Public Accountant
Box 4-647

Anchorage, Alaska 99509

Dear Mr. Cange:

In response to your letter of October 31, 1984, 1 have enclosed a
preliminary draft report recently completed. The capital costs estimated
for twenty-two dairy operations in the lower®™ 48 states are summarized in
Table 4, page 15. The budget information is for "whole'" farm situations
and include some operations that produce most of the feed within the farm.
By looking at alternative size herds within each state, some idea of how
capital costs per cow change on alternative size farms can be evaluated.
Table 4 breaks capital costs down into six categories such as dairy
buidlings and equipment. This may help you pick the most relevant
figures for your purposes.

The results do indicate lower investment on larger farms than on smaller
farms especially up to the 500 or 600 cow herd sizes. Perhaps the New
*York farms would be most relevant to the Point MacKenzie project as those
farms use free stall housing, produce most of the forage requirementand
52-, 200-, and 600-cow operations are considered.

I enjoyed meeting with the group representing the Point MacKenziearea
and also wish we had had more time to discuss the farm issues.

Sincerely,

Boyd M. Buxton
Agricultural Economist

BMB/dmm

Enclosure
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INTRODUCTION

During the 1970"s, milk production increased 41 percent In the
Southwest region of the United States and 33 percent iIn the Northwest
while total U.S. milk production increased only 11 percent (Figure 1).
Much of the expansion has been on dairies with more than 500 cows,
with 1500 to 2000-cow herds being comon. Although 303,710 farms
in the U.S. reported having milk cons in 1983, less than 5,u00 well
managed dairies with 1500-cows each could have produced all the milk
sold corarerlcally that year.

This report examines important economic factors that will effect
the trend to fewer and larger dairies and the regional shift in milk
production.

The first part of the study estimates the relative long-tem
profitability of milk production for medium, large and extra large
dairy operations iIn five major U.S. dairy areas. These comparisons
provide an indication of the most competitive farm sizes and regions.
They are based on retums to iInvestment after all costs are paid
including the required replacement of depreciable assets needed to
maintain the long-term productive capacity and viability of the farm.

The second part of the study develops a beginning financial
situation for eight dairy operations In three regions. Thelr
ability to remain solvent and increase net worth over a ten-year
planning horizon is simulated under conditions of risk and under
alternative policy and technology scenarios. These results provide
an indication of how rlternative policies effect individual dairy
farm operations. The impact of altermative policies on high debt and

new entrant dairies iIs also examined.
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Figure I. How the Dairying Picture Has Changed
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METHODOLOGY

A three step procedure was employed iIn this study. The first
was to use federal milk marketing order data to identify medium,
large and extra-large dairy operations In each of five major dairy
areas. State of the arts technologies and practices used on these
well managed dairies were then i1dentified from secondary sources
and visits with dairy producers, university and govermment employees
and building and equipment representatives.

The second step was to develop iInvestment (replacement) ocost
requirements for new dairy operations of the selected sizes using an
economic-engineering proredure. Based on this information and
information from secondary sources, long-term average annual cost
and retum budgets were prepared and an expected rate of retum to
investment in milk production calculated.

The third step was to obtain information on long- and Intermediate
terma debts, net worth and equity to asset positions of dairy fams
using the U.S. Department of Agricultures®™ 1979 Agricultural Finance
Surnvey. The financial chracteristics were combined with the whole
farm budgets developed iIn step-two to provide a beginning 1983
situation for selected size dairies iIn three regions. Then the
FLIPSIM V model at Texas A@M University was used to simnulate the
economic viability and performance of each dairy under selected

policy and technology scenarios.
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LONG-TERM PROFITABILITY
Dairy Operations Considered

Herd size, technologies employed and practices used in milk
production vary considerably across the United States. In May 1983
the average herd size for 120,655 producers selling milk to plants
regulated by federal milk marketing orders was 63 cows per farm
(Table 1).—~ However, the average herd size varied from 49 cons iIn
Pennsylvania to 532 cows in Florida.

The variation in herd size within each state was even more
dramatic. Although the average herd size in Florida was 532 cons,
the average herd size for the largest ten percent of the herds in
that state was 1,861 cons (Table 1). For the largest ten percent
the average herd size varied from about 1,800 cows in Florida and 1,700
cons In the Southwest to about 125 cows iIn the Lake States region.
Generally dairy herds are much larger In the Souttwest, Southeast, and
Northwest regions than iIn the Lake States and Northeast regions.

From the herd size information in Table 1, twenty-two dairies
were selected to represent existing herd sizes iIn five major dairy
areas (Table 2). The 200-cow Pennsylvania and 600-cow New York dairies
exceed the average size of the largest ten percent of dairies in those
states. However, these larger sized dairies exits iIn these States

1/ Buxton, Boyd M. and John P. Rourke. Size Distribution of
Dairy Farms Marketing Milk Under Federal Milk Orders. Unpublished
report. Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
April 1984. Note - the 120,655 farms accounted for about 69 percent
of all milk produced in May 1983, but excluded most farms in
California and other states where there iIs no federal milk order.
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Table 1. Total producers and size distribution of herds selling pilk to plants
regulated by federal milk marketing orders, May 1983.

Average Herd Size for

: : Largest : : : Smallest
Total DAl - Ten - 89-70 I 6940 : forty
Region (State) Producers : Farms : Percent : Percentile : Percentile : Percent
number - milk cons = ™ - - — =

Laite States

Minnesota 9,968 53 116 74 49 30

Wisconsin 24,400 A 133 63 52 28
Northeast

Pennsylvania 12,928 49 127 66 44 rd)

New York 13,374 50 162 8l 53 27
Southeast

Georgia 962 127 43 181 17 !

Florida 352 532 1,861 931 355 133
Southwest

New Mexico 176 333 1,832 433 169 K7

Arizona 160 510 1,733 714 433 160

California 13 400 1,640 580 253 110
Northwest

Idaho 574 135 607 169 0 A

Washington 1,647 127 418 171 108 46

United States 120,655 63 202 & A 2%
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le 2. Representative dairies selected for preparation of whole famm
budgets, by region and herd size.

- Herd : Crop- : Housing j : Sun @ Feed : Silage : Total
10n/State - Size : land : Facilities— : Shades ; Produced : Storage : Labor
-’ (cons) (acres)  (type) (bype) (We)-
e States
Minnesota 2 188 Stanchion No Most Upright 2.03
Minnesota 125 449 Free Stall No Most Upright 3.30
«theast
Pennsylvania 52 156 Stanchion No Forage Trench 2.2
Pennsylvania 125 375 Free Stall No Forage Trench 3.8
Pennsylvania 200 600 Free Stall No Forage Trench 5.4
New York 52 156 Stanchion No Forage Trench 2.21
New York 200 600 Free Stall No Forage Trench 5.5
New York 600 1800 Free Stall No Forage Trench 14.36
atheast
Georgia 200 400 Free Stall Yes Forage Trench 4.5
Georgia 330 700 AFp.e Stall Yes Forage Trench 7.84
Florida 30 0 Open Field Yes None NA 7
Florida 600 0 Open Field Yes None NA 1
Florida 1436 0 Open Field Yes None NA 18
athwest
New Mexico 900 0 Corrall Yes None NA 13
Arizona 39 0 Corrall Yes None NA 7
Ari zona 84 0 Corrall Yes None NA 12
Arizona 1436 0 Corrall Yes None NA 16
California 550 0 Corrall Yes None NA 9
California 1436 0 Corrall Yes None NA 16
rtwest
Washington 140 51 Free Stall No Silage Trench 2.96
Idaho 200 400 Corrall No Most Trench 5.0
Idaho 550 0 Corrall No None NA 10.5
Housing types are:
Stanchion - A conventional baru with locking stanchions in which cons are
milked and fed.
Free Stall - A covered bam with individual stalls in which cows can free enter
and exit.
Open Field - A fTield where cons are kept that is large enough t maintain plant
cover.
Corral - A drylot open pen where cons are kept and fed at a fenceline feeder.

Labor in worker equivalents of 2,500 hours annually,

v not applicable.
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and likely will become more prevalent in the future-gl

Technologies and Practices

The technologies and practices assumed for each of the 22 dairy
operations were based on discussions with dairy producers, university
and govermment employees and equipment representatives. The objective
of these discussions was to describe an "efficiently” organized dairy
operation using proven technologies and practices for each specified
herd size. Therefore, the dalry operations iIn this study are not average
of what now exist3 but rather approximate modern sizes and types of
operations.

The 52-cow dairies iIn Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and New York
use the conventional stanchion bams for housing and milking cons
(Table 2). For larger herds in the Lakes States, Northeast,
Washington, and Georgia, free stall housing and milking parlors are
assumed.

Cows are kept m open corrals throughout the Southwest and on
larger ldaho dairies. Sun shades in the corrals are assumed iIn New
Mexico, Arizona, and California (Souttwest) but not in ldaho. Cows
are milked twice a day in milking parlors and fed at fenceline bunks
from a feed wagon or truck.

Open fields with sun shades are assumed iIn Florida. One-half

acre per cow is provided allowing fields to remain plant covered iIn

2/ Based on discussions with Bill Grizzly at Penn State University
and Robert Milligan and Wayne Knoblauch at Cormell University. However,
the author takes responsibility for actual development of budgets
for these size dairies.
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order to minimize mud problems. Cows are milked twice a day In a
milking parlor. After leaving the milking parlor, cons are fed
concentrates in a feed barn before being released back to the
field. Roughage is Ttl loose In the open fields.

The source of feed follows the common practice existing In
the various states. Most feed iIs purchased from off the dairy
operation in New Mexico, Arizona, Califormia, and Florida. The
same 1s assumed for the 550-cow ldaho dairy. Dairy operations in
Pennsylvania, New York, and Georgia, purchases most of the concen-
trates but produce most of the forage used by the dairy herd. All
feed Is assumed to be produced on the Minnesota and the 200-cow
Idaho dairies. A relatively small quantity of silage iIs raised on
the Washington dairy which purchases all concentrates and alfalfa
hay from off the farm.

Except for Minnesota, silage produced on the dairy operation
is stored iIn trench silos. In Minnesota vertical upright concrete-
stave silos are assumed for storaging silage, haylage and high
moisture com.

A detailed list of dairy buildings wd equipment, tractors and
vehicles and field machinery for each of the 22 dairy operations are
shown 1n Appendix A.

Profitabifity Measure
A simple average annual rate of return to total Investment iIs
used to measure profitability and to compare retumns on the twenty-

two dairy operations. The measure 1Is:
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R - 0C - 0s
1= I—
where: r » the average annual rate of return,

R * total annual revenue from all sales, including milk,
dairy replacements, cull cows, and bull calves,

OC m total annual operating costs for the entire dairy,
including wages of hired labor and an allowance for
the owner-operator®s labor and management,,

0S = total annual ownership costs including depreciation
but excluding interest costs, and

I * total investment outlay for the entire dairy operation.

The measure of profitability is pre-income tax. Therefore, no
explicit consideration is given to possible investment incentives
created for specific individuals through tax regulations, such as
expensing, rapid depreciation and investment credits. This limits
the conclusions of the study but avoids the need for assumptions
about each investor®s own financial situation. For example, a tax
liability may be calculated strictly on the income from the dairy
operation itself or Including nondairy income or business(es) for
whxch the dairy would be just a part of a much bigger tax liability
picture.

The debt/asset ratio, liquidity, and solvency measures vary for
each person who might set up one of the dairies. Although these measures
affect an individual®s success and long-term viability in milk production,
they are ignored here. Over time, dairy owners supported by adequate
financial backing and favorable net worths would be attracted if the

rate of return on total investment (profitability) was high enough.
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In the long-term, the profit opportunities in dairy will affect milk
production more than net worth, liquidity, or solvency positions of

specific individuals. Some of these questions are considered in a

later part of this report.

The calculations for total revenue above all costs and costs per
hundredweight (cwt) of milk cover payments for all factors, including
the owner labor and management and a real interest charge on the
average annual iInvestment. The cost per cwt of milk was adjusted

because sales, though dairy-related, include more than milk.

Annual Costs

Annual costs reflect the assumptions used to calculate depre-
ciation, property taxes, insurance, and interest costs. The following
calculations are used in this study:

Depreciation

Annual Deprecia?ion EQ—:—(%ElngEgl

where: =
PC = purchase cost,
SV = salvage value expressed as a percentage of purchase cost, and
UL = useful life in years.

Property tax™- Annual property taxes for depreciable assets are
calculated a3 a proportion of the assetsl average annual value over
its useful life. The average annual value over its useful life. The

average annual value is calculated as:

(FC + V) (POD)
UL

AAV - PC + (SV) (PC) +
2



ft

where:
PC, SV, and UL are as described before.
The dollars of tax per $100 of average annual value reflects
property tax by using percentages of market value (Appendix A).
Insurance— Insurance costs for depreciable assets are based on
a rate per $100 of annual average value. Annual average value is
calculated the sare as In the property tax computation (Appendix A).
Insurance costs include coverage on one-half the value of hay
inventory but no coverage on livestock, silage, or concentrates.
Interest— Interest costs for depreciable assets are based on

the real interest rate multiplied by the annual average value.

Costs and Returms
The specialized dairy operations considered in this report
receive all revenue f=an the dairy enterprise. Milk sales are the
single largest source of revenue, but the sale of cull cows, bull
calves, and replacement heifers beyond those needed for herd replace-
ment are also important. Price changes for any of these items would
greatly affect total revenue generated by the dairy operation and,

therefore, the rate of retum to total Investment.

Revenue

Revenue from milk sales depends on milk produced and the price
received for milk sold. Prices received for milk delivered to plants
vary from one state to another, largely reflecting the classified
pricing policy of federal and state milk orders and the proportion of

milk used as fluid iIn the various states.



1l

The level of milk production per cow used Is the sare as the
average achieved by herds in the 1982 Dairy Herd Improvement

Association (DHIA) program In the respective states.

Costs
The average annual cost is divided into operating and ownership

costs. Operating costs include purchased feed and a wide range of
expenses such as farm repairs, hired and operator labor, utilities
and fuel for the dairy herd, and veterinary and breeding fees.
Operating costs also include seed, fertilizer, fuel, and other annual
expenses associated with feed production on Minn sota and Washington
dairies.

Annual ownership costs T wiude depreciation, property taxes and
insurance premiuns. Annual depreciation was calculated for durable
assets including buildings and dairy equipment, tractors, wehicles,
and field equipment. Prooerty taxes and Insurance premiums were
based on annual dollars paid per $100 of average annual value
(Appendix A).

All iInterest charges, except Interest on operating costs, were
excluded to calculate the average annual rate of return to total
investment.

Labor is paid before calculating the rate of retum to total
investment. If the calculated rate of retum () iIs greater than
the Interest rate, then retained eamings are positive.

Feed Requirements— Feed is the most Important cost of producing
milk, whether purchased outright or raised on the dairy farm. Dif-

ferences iIn feed assumptions can make a significant difference in



the relative rate of retum to Investment iIn the various states. The
ration composition differs from state to state. However, It was assumed
that a milk cow of a given weight and breed and producing the same
amount of milk would require the same dry matter intake, regardless

of location. Variations in regional forage quality can be partly offset
by changing the composition of the concentrates and by adding supplements
so as t yield a balanacrd ration. To the extent It cannot, milk produc-
tion per cow would be lower.

Data show the average annual pounds of dry matter intake per day
per 100 pounds of body weight to be 2.326 plus 0.004824 multiplied by
the hundred weights of milk produced by the cow per year-§/ Feed fed
by state and milk per cow are showmn in Table 3.

The proportion of dry matter from concentrates in the various
states was estimated from the pounds of grain fed to a milk cow as
reported by the U.S. Department of Agriculture®s Statistical Reporting
Service.ﬁv It was assumed that forages constituted the remaining dry
matter requirement.

Producers are assumed to feed 11,877 pounds of hay, 627 pounds of
grain, 52 pounds of calf starter, and 40 pounds of milk replacer to a
dairy heifer replacement to reach 170 pounds body weight In 26 months.
A dairy bull that weighs 2,000 pounds is assumed to require 4,056 pounds
of grain and 7,300 pounds of hay per year.

3 Data are from Minnesota Dairy Herd Improvement Association
summaries

4 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Milk Production, Statistical
Reporting Service, July 16, 1982, p. 6.
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Table 3. Annual feed requirements for adult milk cons and annual milk production

per cow.
: Annual Feed Fed-" > Annual

State : Hay : SfFage : Haylage : Concentrate > Milk/Cow
Minnesota 3,639 9,703 7,116 4,816 14,764
Pennsylvania 5,301 7,068 5,183 5,200 15,260
New York 5,820 7,761 5,691 4,350 15,540
Washington 8,171 5,447 0 5,930 16,954
Idaho 10,375 0 0 5,180 15,170
Georgia 4,235 12,848 0 6,080 13,149
Florida 4,235 0 0 10,320 13,149
New Mexico 9,244 0 0 6,410 16,135
Arizona 8,733 0 0 6,970 16,570
Califomia 8,871 0 0 6,800 16,371

af Weilghts are as fed. Dry matter content of feed varies some by state but is
approximately 89 percent for alfalfa, 33 percent for silage, 45 percent for
haylage and 90 percent for concentrate.
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Total hired labor ranges from 1.03 worker equivalents (2,575 hours)
of part-time hourly labor on the 52-cow Minnesota dairy to 18 full-time
workers on the 1,436-cow Florid? dairy. Some of the part-time labor
hired in Minnesota, Pennsylvania, New York and Washington is seasonal

and associated with crop production (Table 2).

Investment Requirements

The estimated new (replacement) cost per cow for assets required
on the twenty-two dairies are summarized in Table 4. Replacement or
new costs are used so that the average annual costs of ownership will
reflect an amount sufficient to replace worn out assets when needed.
Costs then reflect an amount needed to maintain the long-term viability
of the operation.

On dairies without cropland for feed production, the total
investment per cow ranges from $3,372 on the 1,436-cow Florida
dairy to $5,053 for the 359-cow A *”.zom dairy. Including land and
field machinery to produce feed, .->>iesota 52-cow dairy has a total
replacement value of assets of more than $15,000 per cov. The
difference between herd sizes and regions are best reflected in comparing
investment per cow dairy juildings and equipment. Here the range iIs
from $749 on the 1,436-cow Florida dairy to $4,871 for the 52-cow
Minnesota dairy (Figure 2). The iInvestment per cow iIn dairy buildings
and equipment iIs sub tantially less on larger than on smaller dairies
regardless of region. For typical herd sizes, the Investment per cow
is substantially less iIn Southeast and Southwest regions than in

other regions. However, the 600-cow New York and 550-cow Idahj dairy



Table 4. Summary of replacraent investment cost per cow for dairy operation.

: ¢ Dairy Tractor : : Total
- Herd : Bulling and Field : > Milk ¢ Farm
Region/State : Size - and Equip.  Vehicles Machinery : Cattle : la J : Base : Total : ($1000)
number ——— - - - - -
Lake States
Minnesota 52 4,871 1,764 1,503 1,800 5,517 0 15,455 84
Minnesota 125 4,172 1,015 575 1,800 5,481 0 13,043 1,630
Northeast
Pennsylvania 52 4,004 1,771 1,488 1,800 4,595 0 13,749 715
Pennsylvatnia 125 3,003 833 640 1,800 4,555 0 11,511 1,439
Pennsylvania 200 2,770 733 400 1,800 4,536 0 10,259 2,052
New York 52 4,04 1,771 1,445 1,800 4,673 0 13,784 717
New York 200 2,748 749 339 1,800 4,613 < 0 10,299 2,060
New York 600 1,506 338 192 1,800 4,600 0 8,436 5,062
Southeast
Georgia 200 2,262 539 278 1,800 3,113 0 7,990 1,598
Georgia 30 1,667 308 159 1,810 3,086 0 7,029 2,460
Florida 320 1,240 168 20 1,811 750 0 3,989 1,3%
Florida 600 1,026 141 16 1,810 750 0 3,744 2,246
Florida 1,436 749 e 7 1,807 70 0 3,372 4,842
Southwest
New Mexico 900 1,353 63 0 1,810 261 0 3,487 3,138
Arizona 339 1,789 125 0 1,811 110 1,218 5,053 1,814
Arizona 834 1,414 68 0 1,811 109 1,218 4,620 3,353
Arizona 1,436 1,161 50 0 1,811 107 1,218 4,346 6,241
Califormia 550 1,797 81 0 1,810 291 805 4,784 2,631
California 1,436 1,385 50 0 1,810 217 805 4,267 6,127
Northwest
Washington 140 2,504 519 363 1,800 1,714 8 6,989 978
Idaho 200 2,337 444 474 1,800 3,113 0O 8,168 1,634
Idaho 550 1,474 11 0 1,810 109 0 3,54 1,927



Investment/cow

(Dairy Bldg. & Equip.)
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Figure 2. Replacement investment per cow In dairy building and equipment by herd size and state.
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have iInvestment reo»irements for dairy buildings and equipment quite

comparable to larg z4.“’ries iIn other regions.

Policy Scenarios

The base scenario assumes the "all' milk prices received by dairy
producers in 1982 (Table 5). The price varies from $12.70 cents per
ovt in Idaho to $16.40 in Florida. The difference iIn price between
states is due iIn large par: to pricing policies under federal and
state milk marketing orders. States with relatively high prices are
areas where milk used as a fluid beverage (1) 1s priced relatively
high and (2) 1s a relatively large share of total sales. The
corresponding U.S. manufacturing price of $12.60 per ovt was equiva-
lent to about 67 percent of the full parity price.—"

These prices are relatively low as the support price for milk has
been set between 75 and 90 percent of parity fron 1949 until the
recent legislation. The 75 to 90 percent of parity range has
fairly accurately reflected the long-term market clearing milk
price that would bring supply and demand into balance. Because
the parity price does not fully account for productivity gains
in milk production, it would be expected that the long-term
market clearing milk price would be, over time, equal to a lower
percentage of the full parity price. For purposes of this analysis,
70 percent of parity Is used as an approximation of the long-tem

market clearing milk price.

5 The parity price at any time iIs the price that would give
100 pounds of mil purchasing power It had during the
1910-14 period.

:
]
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Table 50 Milk price under 1982 base and alternative scenarios.

1 ] v

: 1982 . -

State : Base : : :

Minnesota 12.98 13.49 13.11 12.56 12.98
Pennsylvania 14.00 14.51 13.11 13.58 14.00
New York 13.70 14.21 13.11 13.28 13.70
Washington 13.30 13.81 13.11 12.88 13.30
Idaho 12.70 13.21 13.11 12.28 12.70
Georgia 14.40 14.71 13.11 13.98 14.40
Florida 16.40 16.91 14.71 15.98 16.40
New Mexico 14.15 14.56 13.11 13.73 14.15
Arizona 13.90 14.41 1 .11 13.48 13.90
California 13.21 13.63 13.11 12.70 13.12
U.S. Manufacturing 12.60 13.11 13.11 12.18 12.60

(support)

Scenarios are:

1982 Base - 1982 prices and conditions (67 percent of parity milk price).

| Higher support price equal to estimated long-run market clearing
price of 70 percent of parity.

No classified pricing for fluid milk but continuation of federal
order program and a 70 percent of parity long-run equilibrium

price.

i - Lower long-term market clearing price equal to 65 percent of
parity.

v - 1982 base price but with milk per cow equal to top 20 percent

of producers using Dairy Herd Improvements in 1982.



