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Sponsor Statement
House Bill 46
Mining

House Bill 46 provides technical corrections to language in the existing mining code.
These corrections reflect the actual practices of the Department cf Natural Resources.
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Sectional
CS House Bill 46

Sec. 1. Technical reference to the "Lease" in Section 7. Exempts mining lease from
oil & gas lease requirements.

Sec. 2. Technical deletion of the old language referring to mining "production
licenses" on page 2, and, on page 3, the insertion of the new mining "surface use

lease’from section 7.
Sec. 3. Technical renumbering of reference in prior section.

Sec. 4. Deletes "mining," which is an activity, and inserts "location." which
establishes the right to mine. Because the closure is prospective, i.e. it is subject to
existing rights, it is necessary to close an area to location. Mineral closures do not
preclude mining on mineral locations that exist prior to the date of mineral closure.
Mineral closures only apply to new mineral locations.

Sec. 5. Updates title 38 definition of corporation to reflect current definitions used
elsewhere in state statutes and in federal laws.

Sec. 6. Reduces paperwork within DNR, and provides a clean $5 unit for increase or
change, not fractions of a dollar. The current language could make the calculation of
rental payments needlessly cumbersome for both the mineral holder and the state.

Sec. 7. Clarifies the language in this section. The Department of Natural Resources
issues Leases not [PERMITS] for a mill site. Miners pay annual rent not a
"[charge]." Miners are restricted to a specific set of uses relating to mining.

Sec. 8. Confirms that the mill site lease of Sec. 7, is treated the same as a mining
lease, not competitive bid leases.

Sec. 9. Conforms the mining claim abandonment procedures to other technical
modifications in the hill.

Sec. 10. Technical renumbering from section 2.

Sec. 11. Eliminates redundancy by deleting the portions of the production license
paperwork now achieved better in with the "mining license" issued by the Department

of Revenue.

Sec. 12 and 13, and 14. Effective dates.
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January 31, 1997
Discussion: House Bill 46

HB 46 has come out of the permitting process undergone by Fort Knox,
Hinois Creek and other large operations on State land. In the intensive
review undergone by those mines, several flaws and inconsistencies were

discovered in Title 38.

This bill provides those technical corrections, and provides some
efficiencies for DNR practices.

The bill is supported by the administration and industry. As far as | know it is
devoid of controversy.

Sections 1, and 3. Renumber references.

Section 2. Clarifies that the millsite lease (sect. 7) is exempt from the best
interest findings requirement of Title 38.05.035, just like all other mining
leases and claims.

The change from the word "permit" to the word "lease" in Section 7 would result
in confusion unless clearly added to the list of mining leases exempted form the

best interest finding. See: Attachment 2.

Section 4. Recognizes that a mineral closure closes an area of state land to
location of a mining claim, and not to mining.

The state does not close an area to mining. A mineral closing order cannot take
away the rights of a prior existing miner. This has long been understood, but
was incorrect in this part of the statutes.

Section 5. Updates the mining definition of a corporation to reflect the
modernization of the US and State codes.

The corporations investing in Alaska pointed out that we have a different
definition under mining law than we have under corporate law.



Page 2

Section 6. Streamlines the inflation indexing for claim rentals. The rental
will be rounded to the nearest $5, every ten years.

The recalculation of the claim rental for inflation would result in rental amounts
in odd fractions of a dollar. This is an unnecessary burden to both small miners,

and to the agency.

Inflation indexing is based on the Consumer Price Index calculated by the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, for the Anchorage Metropolitan Area. The base date
is 1989, and claim rental fees will increase in 1999.

Based on current inflation rates the fees might be:

1996 = $20 1999 = $25
1996 = $40 1999 =$50 or $55
1996 = $100 1999 = $130 or $140

Note: there is a sheet in the packet with sample calculations showing the
fractional cents for several years. See also attachment 1 for original language.

Section 7. Lease v. Permit. Provides for the state to lease a mill site and
charge an annual rental, rather than a permit fee.

The state's permitting process results in an annual or, at best, a 5 year permit.
This is too short a time for banks and loan institutions to provide the hundreds of
millions of dollars needed for a modern mill or tailings site.

The goal is to get to a fair rental value, rather than a permit fee. Permit

fees are designed to covering the cost of the permit process, and do not reflect
the amount of land used, the nature of the land use, etc.

Section 8. Recognizes the new mill site leases are not subject to the Title
?8 competitive bid requirements.

l.e.: US Borax should not compete with Amax for the mill site at Fort Knox.
Section 9. Clean-up abandonment procedures. Conforming language.

Section 10. Renumbering references.
From changes in Section 2.

Section 11. Repeals the production license paperwork.

This paperwork is achieved better by the Department of Revenue with the
"Mining License" that they issue to all miners under AS 43.65.010 ( see:
attachment 5). Attachment 3 & 4 are copies of the statutes being repealed.

Sections 12,13, and 14. Authority to begin regulation changes. Effective
Dates. ( Note, we got rid of the need for regulations in original versions of the
bill, Section 12 may be redundant.)



Background and Section by Section analysis of CSHB 46 and proposed
amendments.

Mearch 5, 1997

General:

The concepts contained in CSHB 46 are housekeeping provisions included last session within the
Title 38 bill (HB 191). There were no known controversial issues associated with the mining
provisions last session. Las* December we distributed to all mineral prope .ty holders of record
our intention to reintroduce these same housekeeping mining provisions this year. No opposition
was noted to the proposed reproduction and no issues associated with the amendments were

presented during the recent deliberation by the House on this bill.

Since passage by the House, one comment has been received that the department believes should
be incorporated in CSHB 46. This amendment will be discussed in the Section by Section

analysis (see Section 5).

The amendments result in no net gain or loss to the state treasury. No new regulations are
required. There will be an improvement in the bookkeeping costs to the state and to the mineral
property owner. Potential loss of mineral property ownerships and subsequent appeals will be
reduced due to the timely payment of the incorrect rental fees associated with mineral properties

of different ages. Another potential cloud on producing mines is removed by eliminating the
seldom used production license that also duplicates the mining license issued by the department of

revenue.

Sectional analysis:

Section 1is a technical amendment dealing withe the elimination of a production license in

Section 11.

Section 2 deletes reference to a production license that is eliminated in Section 11. It also makes

it clear that a best interest finding is not mandatory for a mill site lease.
Section 3 is a technical amendment to renumber subsections as a result of Section 1

Section 4 is a technical amendment to make it clear that a mineral closing order prohibits new
mineral locations, but does not stop responsible mineral activities on mineral properties that

existed prior to the closing order.

Section 5 brings .Alaska law for holding a state-owned mineral property into conformance with
similar requirements for other resource businesses. A comment has been received that points out

March 5, 1997



that elimination of subsection (4) “Aliens at least 18 years of age ifthe laws of their country grant
like privileges to citizens of the United States.” makes an unwarranted distinction between a
foreign business and a foreign person. In researching federal law we find that aliens may hold
mineral properties, but cannot get patent to those minerals. Under provisions of the Alaska
Statehood Act, the state is prohibited from patenting mineral properties. Accordingly, we
recommend that the existing language in AS 38.05.190(a)(4) be retained rather than deleted.

Section 6 amends the way the annual rental for mineral properties are to be adjusted every ten
years. Rentals are calculated on the basis ofage of each claim or lease starting on September 1,
1989. Under existing law the annual rental fees will be soon adjusted. Ifwe were to make those
adjustments today, the $20 annual rental fee would be $25.59, the $40 annual rental fee would be
$51.19 and the $100 rental fee would be $127.69. This type of change creates a bookkeeping
problem of significant importance to both the state and to the mineral property holder because
failure to timely pay the correct annual rental can lead to statutory loss ofall or part of the mineral
property. The amendment specifies the rental to be calculated to the nearest whole $5 increment.
The change will provide better certainty that the correct courtesy billing has been sent and the
mineral property holder has timely paid the correct amount in full. The overall savings to the state
will be in the area of bookkeeping and appeals. There will be an increased certainty by the
mineral property holder that the properties are not a risk due to an incorrect payment. The overall
change of revenue to the state is considered to be minimal since the adjustments will sometimes

go to the higher 55 increment while some will go to the lower increment.

Section 7 makes a technical amendment to change a mill site permit to a mill site lease. A fee will
be'established that recognizes the limited uses authorized in a mill site lease. It also provides that

a mill site may be located on state land that is otherwise not within a state mineral property

location or lease.

Section S makes it clear that a mill site lease will not be subject to competitive leasing procedures.
It is the departments strong belief that it is not in the public interest to have competitive bidding
of these sites since the operator of the mine or the mineral property owner have an over riding

need to have the mill site lease area to conduct a viable mining operation.

Section 9 incorporates technical amendments in the citations and eliminates the time line for filing
a lease application form with the director and also excludes leases from automatic abandonment

for the reasons listed.

Section 10 makes a technical amendment to reflect the deletion of a production license.

Section 11 eliminates the production license. The production license is not consistently enforced
and is duplicative of the requirements of the department of revenue mining license under AS
43 65.010. The elimination of the production license will reduce paperwork for the state and the

mineral industry and at the same time, remove a potential cloud on producing mineral properties.

MarchS, 1997



Section 12, 13, and 14 deal with transition provisions and effective dates.

STATE OF ALASKA

department of natural resources

JULES V. TILESTON

OIRECTOR
DIMISION OF MINING & WATER MANAGEMENT
301 C STRET. SUITE 800 TELEPHONE (907) 208300
ANCHORAGE AK S803-50% FAX H3-183

March 5, 1997
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TONY KNOWLES. GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES A T St

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER & L R W AN 8

January 31, 1997

The Honorable Bill Hudson

The Honorable Scott Ogan

Co-Chairmen, House Resources Committee

Capitol Building

Juneau, AK 99801

RE: House Bill 46, Related to Mining

Dear Representatives Hudson and Ogan:

The department, on behalf of the administration, is pleased to confirm our support to the changes

in Title 38 as amended by the House Resources Committee on January 30th. We appreciate your

prompt action in helping government become more efficient by revising outdated sections

dealing with mining.
Thank you for your consideration and we urge passage of this bill

Sine

A John T. Shively

Commissioner

cc: Representative Pete Kelly, Representative Gene Therriault

10-J9LH
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSHB 46(RES)

Page 5, lines 12 - 15:

Delete "[ALIENS AT LEAST 18 YEARS OF AGE IF THE LAWS OF THEIR
COUNTRY GRANT LIKE PRIVILEGES TO CITIZENS OF THE UNITED STATES;
(51"
Insert "aliens at least 18 years of age if the laws of their country grant like privileges
to citizens of the United States;

(5)"

Page 5, line 21:
Delete "{5} [(6)]"
Insert "(6)"
Delete ") - @ rm - (5)1"

Insert "(1) - (5)"
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STATE OF ALASKA /o
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES /Mo @jmss

DIVISION OF MINING AND WATER MANAGEMENT E-Mall: kenvink@dnr.statc.ak.us

February 27,1997

Mr. James N. Reeves

Bogle and Gates, P.L.L.C.

1031 West Fourth Avenue, Ste 600
Anchorage, AK 99501-5907

Re: Your letter to me dated February 10, 1997.

Dear Mr. Reeves:

Thank you for your above referenced letter. We have looked into the matter and you are correct
that prohibiting individual aliens from acquiring mineral rights under Alaska’s mining law while
allowing foreign corporations to do so ifthey are qualified to conduct business in the state is not
equitable. We learned that aliens under federal mining law can acquire mineral rights, but may

not be granted patented. Ifalien individuals can acquire mineral rights under federal law they

should be able to under state law as well.

As you can see, by this letter we are copying Representatives Therriault and Kelly, and Senator
Halford so that they may consider the recommendations in the Senate hearing scheduled for HB
46. | hope itis alright if | attach a copy ofyour letter to Senator Halford. | believe the hearing

may be scheduled for next week sometime. Ifyou have any other thoughts | would appreciate

discussing them with you.

Sincerely,

Representative Therriault

Representative Kelly

Sent Via Facsimile and mail.
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February 10, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND MAIL
563-1853

Mr. Jules Tileston

Director

Division of Mining

Alaska Department of Natural Resources

3601 Street, Suite 800
Anchorage, Alaska 99503-5935

Re: House Bill 46

Dear Mr. Tileston:

Kerwin Krause directed my attention to HB 46. This bill would make several technical

amendments to the provisions of the Alaska Land Act dealing with mining rights. When |
a question occurred to me about the proposed amendments to the qualification

reviewed the bill,
The purpose of this

statute (AS 38.05.190(a)) dealing with ownership of mining rights by aliens.
letter is to bring this question to your attention so that it can be addressed during the legislative

session ifyou consider that necessary.

Existing law reflects a legislative policy decision that aliens who are citizens of certain
countries should be qualified to hold Alaska mining rights, but aliens who are citizens of other

countries should not be. AS 38.05.190(a)(3). One can debate the wisdom of that policy, of

course: but that is the current policy.

Subsection (a)(5) of the statute limits the class of corporations that are qualified to hold
mining claims by excluding from the class corporations that are owned or controlled by aliens

This provision carries forward the policy decision that certain

who tire not themselves qualified.
It

aliens should be allowed to hold Alaska mining rights and certain other aliens should not be.
prevents an alien who would not be qualified to hold mining rights in his individual capacity
from evading that provision of the statute by acquiring the mining rights through the vehicle of a
corporation. In other words, it prevents this class of aliens from doing indirectly (i.e., by means
ofacorporation) what they are not allowed to do directly. The subsection limiting alien
ownership and the subsection limiting corporation ownership are congruent in this respect.



Mr. Jules Tileston
February 10, 1997
Page 2

The proposed amendments to AS 38.05.190(a) set forth in Section 2 ofHB 46 would
change these provisions; but they would do so in two inconsistent ways. First, the provision
under which some aliens may be qualified to hold mining rights would be deleted altogether. \e
the law were amended in this manner, then no aliens whatsoever would be permitted to acquire
and hold mining rights unless they had “declared their intention to become citizens of the United
States” under AS 38.05.190(a)(3). The distinction made by the current statute between the
category of aliens who are qualified to hold mining rights and those who are not qualified to hold
mining rights would be eliminated. None of them would be qualified.

That is a reasonable policy choice; and although reasonable people might disagree about

its wisdom, the proposed amendment makes sense. However, the other proposed amendment to
That amendment would delete the limitation on

the qualification statute is inconsistent with it.
Ifthe law were

the qualification of corporations based upon ownership or control by aliens.
amended in this respect, an alien strictly prohibited by subsection (a)(3) from acquiring mining

rights in his own name could readily evade that requirement by forming a corporation to acquire
and hold the rights. In other words, the complementary relationship between subsections (a)(3)
and (5) under current law would be disrupted and the subsections would operate at cross-

purposes.

It seems to me that a legislator who favored prohibiting aliens from owning mining rights
would want to make sure that the provision allowing corporations to own mining rights cannot be
used by aliens as a vehicle for evasion of that policy. Likewise, it seems to me that a legislator
who favored a policy allowing corporations owned or controlled by aliens to hold mining rights
would also favor permitting the aliens to own them personally, rather than requiring that they be
owned through corporations. Either of these two alternative policy positions would be coherent.
The two amendments proposed in House Bill 46, however, are not consistent with either of these
two alternative policy positions. Either aliens should be allowed to own or control mining rights
in Alaska lands, or else they should not be allowed to do so. Present la\ addresses that policy
issue in a consistent manner, albeit in a manner that many consider to be the wrong policy. Ifthe
policy is to be changed, the statutory amendments used to make the change should be consistent
with the new policy. The provisions of House Bill 46 are not consistent.

For the record, | am offering this comment as an individual interested in sound natural
resources legislation. I am not speaking as a representative or advocate of any client.

Ifyou have any questions please feel free to call.

Yours very truly.

BOGLE & GATES P.L.L.C.

Jariues N. Reeves
cc: Representative Peter Kelly
Representative Gene Therriault

uKerwin Krause

Bocle& G ates

ri.lc



ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

501 W, Northern Light* Blvd. Svjilc 203, Anchorioe. Alajka 99503 FAX (907) 275-7997 Telephone' (907) 376-0347

March 17,1997

Honorable Rick Halford
Chairman, Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate

Capitol Building

Juneau, AK 99801

RE: House Bill 46, Relating to Mining
Dear Senator Halford,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on House Bill 46 which Isnow in your
Senate Resources Com mittee in the form of CSHB-46(RES). This bill makes several
housekeeping changes to the mining statutes and issupported by both the Department
of Natural Resources and the Alaska Miners Association. We have worked with DNR
over the pastcouple years to develop these changes which will clarify the existing
statutes and change some items that could inadvertently become stumbl'ng blocks for

miners. Because DNR and industry are in agreement on these changes there has been

no controversy over this bill.

Itha9been suggested that two other items be added into I I1B-46. One involves sonic
minor changes to the mineral exploration incentive credit statute that became law in
1995 and the other involves the designation of approximately 540 acres in the

Pctcrsvillc Mining District as a State Recreational Mining Area. We support both of

these potential changes.

The changes proposed to the mineral exploration incentive credit (MEIC) statute have
been requested by DNR Commissioner John Shively in an effort to reduce the
paperwork required to administer the MEIC. Working with DNR, we were able to
develop sonic changes that would reduce their paper workload while at the same time
retaining the flexibility for the miner. These changes have been introduced as Ilouse
Bill 173 by Representative Richard Poster. One other aspect in this bill is that it
establishes a fee (specific sotamountnot variable) for processing the MEICs. We are
typically opposed to such fees butin this case feel itisappropriate and it is being
included in a v ay that will encourage the miner to process several years of investment

credits at the >ame tinic, thus reducing the paper workload for DNR. There are no

material ChO”IQESin the statute for cither the Stateor tiux Industry thecost forboth sides

ahould be rrduced.



The second item relates to the Petersville Recrea..onal Mining Area. It has been

suggested that two areas totalling about 540 acres be designated as a recreational
mining area similar to the Caribou Creek Recreational Mining Area located at milepost

104 on the Glenn 1lighway. The 540 acres are part of an area of federal mining claims
that were abandoned and isnow being transferred to State ownership. Itisa rare
situation when quality mining ground iaavailable for such a Recreational Area and is
also situated in an area that is accessible for the public. There is great need for more

locations where recreational mining can occur and this area will help fill this need.

The Alaska Miners Association and the DNR support the changes to the investment
incentive credit and the establishment of a Petersville Recreational Mining Area. Doth
Representative Kelly, sponsor of HB-46, and Representative roster, sponsor of 11D-173,
arc amenable to including these items in HD-46. Our only concern is that each and all
of these items move forward. We do not foresee any controversy with any of the three
parts (housekeeping changes, incentive credit changes, or recreational area) moving

together but if this were to develop acontroversy we would encourage three separate

bills.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. Ifwe can answer any questions or

be of any further assistance please contact me.

Sincerely,

Steven C. Borell, P.E.

Executive Director

cc: Representative Pete Kelly
Representative Richard Foster

CommissionerJohn Shively



Background and Section by Section Analysis of HB 173

March 5, 1997

General:

AS 27.21.120 (Small Operator Assista ce) provides for federal grants to be available for the
development of small coal mines in Alaska. The federal grant program, on which the Alaska
program is based, was expanded in 1994 to allow federal moneys to be used for more elements of
a coal mine permit and increased the size of an eligible coal mine for this program. The
amendments are housekeeping and will bring the Alaska program into agreement with the
expanded federal grant program. No state funding is associated with this amendment and we have
an existing application under current state law. Without the amendment, the applicant, Alaska

Power and Telephone Company, will not be able to take full advantage of the expanded federal

grant program.

AS 27.30.020 et seq. established an Exploration Incentive Credits program to encourage
development of new or reopened mines in Alaska. The existing program requires mandatory
annual filing and mandatory annual decisions by the commissioner. The fiscal note attached to the
original legislation was not funded. Accordingly, the department is faced with expenditure of
funds allocated for other mining work in order to avoid the automatic approval section of law that
falls into place should the commissioner take no action. In the first partial year of the program,
the department received 33 applications involving $13.3 million in exploration credits that would
have been final without further action. This would have placed the department and the mining
companies at risk of litigation involving significant dollar amounts and would have sent a message
to the industry that the state is not prepared to fulfill its obligations to encourage environmentally
responsible development and jobs for Alaskans. The proposed amendments have been developed
in cooperation with the mining industry, Alaska Miners Association, and the department of
revenue. The substance of these amendments were introduced last session with the full support of
the administration. The proposed amendments eliminate the annual filing/approval process and
replace it with an application process that incorporates monetary or transfer of prospective
exploration credits as thresholds for application. To reduce the cost to the state for credit
approval process a requirement that a certified public accountant (CPA) provide a statement
whenever the exploration costs for an individual mineral property equal or exceed $40,000 in any
one year. Application fees have been coordinated with the Alaska Miners Association and are

based on the fact that there will be CPA review of the larger requests for credit.

Sectional analysis:

Section 1is a technical amendment to AS 27.21.100(b) that provides that non-confidential data
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collected under the federal grant is to be available to the public.

Section 2 is a housekeeping amendment to AS 27.21.120 that increases the definition of a small
coal mine for certain federal grants from an annual production of 100,000 tons to 300,000 tons
annually. The amendment further conforms existing state law to the federal grant program that
was expanded on May 31, 1994. Alaska Power and Telephone Co. has an application pending to
develop detailed data required to obtain a state coal mine permit for a part of the Jarvis Creek
Coal Field that it has under a state coal lease. Under existing Alaska law, the federal grant can
only be used for determination of hydrologic conditions and test and/or bore samplings. The new
section will allow the federal grant to also be used for developing a blasting plan, cross-section
maps and plans of the coal deposit to be mined, archeological and historic information, and rite

specific resource information including fish and wildlife and subsistence and any other important

environmental values associated with the proposed coal mine.

Section 3 is a technical amendment providing for concurrent preparation of the reclamation plan

for the mine site.

Section 4 contains a series of housekeeping amendment to AS 27.30.020 that delete the annual
statutory filing date and a statutory date the annual certification decision process by the
commissioner. In its piace it establishes thresholds for filing (expenditures are at least $250,000
or the person isready to take the entire balance of the credit), and requires a statement from a
certified public accountant whenever the credit in any one calendar year equals or exceeds
$40,000 for a single mining operation. The existing statutory date for commissioner decision is
replaced with a period of six months from the date of filing. The commissioner will have 60 days
to approve the taking ofthe credit when all ofthe credits are contained within prior certifications.
Finally the commissioner will have 30 days after delivery of the exploration data that was
developed as part of the exploration credit program to notify the Department of Revenue that the

credit has been approved. Applications are to be on a form provided by then department.

Section 5 establishes a new subsection, AS 27.30.025 for a conditional certification process. This
new subsection recognizes that there may be innovative exploration techniques, that there may be
a substantial question about the nature of the exploration data to be delivered to the department,
or there is a substantial question about exploration expenditures that are being transferred to
another person. Except for when the ownership of credits are being considered, the conditional
certification process will be at a lesser standard of review than for an application for credit
because it deals with subjective rather than factual matters. Accordingly, the department’s
conditional decision is subject to final approval at the time the person applies under the provisions

of Section 4, above. The conditional certification application is to be on a form provided by the

department.

Section 6 is a technical amendment to make it clear that the total amount of credit cannot exceed

$20 million.
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Section 7 creates a new section AS 27.30.095 fees. The fees were developed in cooperation with
the mining industry and are based on the amount of the credits being applied-for: $500 if the total
amount is $1 million or less and $1,000 ifmore than $1 million. The fee structure recognizes that
a statement by a certified public accountant will accompany each expenditure that equals or
exceeds $40,000 for a mineral property in any one year. Conditional certifications associated with
innovative techniques or the nature of the exploration data is in question will be done without
charge as part of the department’s ongoing technical assistance program. A conditional

certification associated with the change of ownership of exploration costs will be subject to the

fees above.
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SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT

DATE: 3/4/98 FURTHER: Finance
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Resources Committee considered HOUSE BILL NO. 73

“An Act extending the termination dates of the salmon marketing programs of the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute and the salmon marketing assessment; and providing for an effective date."
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SENATE CS FOR HOV.SE BILL NO. 73(RES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY THE SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES HUDSON, Grussendorf, Elton, Kubina

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
'An Act extending the termination dates of the salmon marketing programs of
he Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute and the salmon marketing assessment; and

>roviding for an effective date."
JE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE INTENT. It is the intent of the legislature that the Alaska
ieafood Marketing Institute meet with the residents of Bristol Bay and Western Alaska who
old salmon entry permits and that the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute work to earn the
upport of the residents of Bristol Bay and Western Alaska for continuation of the salmon
marketing tax by instituting marketing efforts that provide a level of benefit proportionate to
le contribution of the residents of Bristol Bay and Western Alaska to the revenue collected
irough the tax.

* Sec. 2. Section 9, ch. 55, SLA 1993, is amended to read:

Sec. 9. (a) AS 43.76.110, 43.76.120, and 43.76.130, as those sections apply

to salmon taken in an Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission salmon

-1" SCS HB 73(RES)
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administrative area for the Bristol Bay area. Kuskokwim area. Kotzebue area.
Upper Yukon area. Lower Yukon area, or Norton Sound-Port Clarence area, are
repealed .Tune 30, 2000.

fhl AS 43.76.110, 43.76.120. and 43.76.130, as those sections apply to
salmon taken in an Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission salmon
administrative area, other than an administrative area listed in fa) of this section.
are repealed June 30, 2003 [1998],

* Sec. 3. Section 10, ch. 55, SLA 1993, is amended to read:
Sec. 10. AS 16.51.100(7), 16.51.100(8), and 16.51.100(9) are repealed June 30,

2004 [1999].

* Sec. 4. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

SCS HB 73(RES) 2-
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HOUSE BILL NO. 73
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY REPRESENTATIVES HUDSON, Grussendorr, Elton, Kubina

Introduced: 1/15/97
Referred: House Special Committee on Fisheries, Labor and Commerce, Finance

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act extending the termination dates of the salmon marketing programs of
the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute and the salmon marketing assessment; and

providing for an effective date.”

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

* Section 1. Section 9, ch. 55, SLA 1993, is amended to read:
Sec. 9. AS 43.76.110, 43.76.120, and 43.76.130 are repealed June 30, 2003
[1998].
* Sec. 2. Section 10, ch. 55, SLA 1993, is amended to read:
Sec. 10. AS 16.51.100(7), 16.51.100(8), and 16.51.100(9) are repealed June 30,

2004 [1999].

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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‘ STATE OF ALASKA
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: HB 73
(H) Plish Date: 1/23/8

Revision Dale; ~ January 16.1998 _Oept. Affected: Revenue

Tilkx Salmon Marketing Assessment &ASMI _BRU: Revenue Operations
Component: Income and Excise Aucit

Sponsor Rep. Hudson

Requestor (H) FSH COMPONENT SERIAL NO. W

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 99 FY00 FY 01 FY 02 FY03 FY 04

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LANDi STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING Qo0 Q0 Q0 Qo Qo0 Q0

CAPFTAL EXPENDITURES

|CHANGE INREVENUES (GF) 3,000.0 3,000.0 3,000.0 3,000.0 3,000.0 3750

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
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1004 GF Q0 Q0 a0 Qo 00 Q0
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GFWental Health

Other
TOTAL Qo Q0 Qo Qo 00} Q0

Estimate ol any current year cost S Qo

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page il necessary)

(See Attached Analysis)
Prepared by. Phre: <1639
Division; Dale:  January 16.1998
Approved by Commissioner: Dale: January 16.1998
Agency.
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Alaska Department of Revenue
Income and Excise Audit Division

HB 73
Salmon Marketing Assessment & ASMI

January 16, 1998
Page 2 0 f2

BILL ANALYSIS

Section | extends the sunset date for the salmon marketing tax (AS 43.76.110-130) authorized

under ch 55, SLA 1993. This bill extends the sunset date from June 30, 1998 to June 30, 2003.

Section 2 extends the sunset date for duties of the ASM 1 board related to salmon marketing

authorized under ch 55, SLA 1993. This bill extends the sunset date from June 30, 1999 to June

30, 2004.

Section 3 establishes an immediate effective date.

Operating Costs

Department of Revenue does not anticipate that there will be any additional costs associated with
extending the sunset date for the salmon marketing tax. The department would continue

administering this program with existing staff.

Revenue

The department estimates that salmon marketing tax collections will be S3.0 million for each

year during the extension, FY 99 through FY 03. Tax collections will fluctuate depending on

prices paid for salmon and the volumes harvested in a given year. We estimate collections of
$375.0 in FY 04 because June 2003 monthly tax returns will be received and processed in July

and August 2003. June collections represent about 1/8 of total tax revenues in a fiscal year.

pg. o-f 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 73

1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date _ o Department Commerce ar,d Economic Development
Title An Act extending tne termination dates of the 8RU Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute

salmon marketing program of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute Component Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute
Sponsor’ HUDSON. Grussendorf. Elton

Requester: (S) Res COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 393
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY02 FY 03 FY 04
PERSONAL SERVICES 500.0 500 0 500.0 500 0 500 0 0C
TRAVEL 2.0 120 120 7120 720 00
CONTRACTUAL 2.401.0 2401 0 2.401.0 2,401.0 2401 0 315
SUPPLIES 50 m 250 250 250 250 0:
EQUIPMENT 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 20 0:
LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEQUS 00 00 0.0 00 00 0:
TOTAL OPERATING 3,000 0 3,0000 3,0000 3.000 0 3,0000 35
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 General Fund

1005 GF/Program Receipts 300001  3,0000° 3,000 0 3,000.0 3,000 0 35C
1006 GF/MHTIA

1091 Designated PR ! :
TOTAL 3,000.0: 3.0000 3,000 0 3,000 0 3.000.0 35C

Estimate of any current year (FY 98) cost: §

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME [ ! / 1 1
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page, if nepessaryi _
The salmon marketing assessment is levied at"1% of the ex-vessel value on all salmon harvested in Alaska. The
assessment generates revenue in a range from a high of $4.8 million to a low of S3.5 million. In FY98 the revenues

are at a low point due to the decline in harvest and value of the 1997 salmon season. The market value of the ,
salmon harvest is anticipated to gradually increase over the next three years to $4.8 million. Revenues for the marketing
assessment are reflected in the Department of Revenue Fiscal Note.

PTrQﬁ)arSe%JrB)(/):n marketing asseég&\grﬁ(ﬁlgéﬁ 7f|. 119) |§ aPppalprl effprtivp June 30 1998 Phone —
Division: Alaska Seafood Mai:kEtingjnstitute Date: April 23, 1996
Approved by Commissioner:  Debbie Sedwick / | | Date;

Agency. Commerce and Ec?hgffiic Development

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
Page 1 of 1



Alaska £tat. legislature

REPRESENTATIVE BILL HUDSON COMMITTEES
0-thAB
Siaie Capitol Resources Comrmr—rv
Juneau. Alaska T MEMBE%
99801-11S2 WO ronCmmmeel

1907) 465-3744
Fax (907) 465-2273

SPONSOR STATEMENT

HB 73, "An Act extending the termination dates of the salmon marketing
programs of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Irstituie and the salmon marketing
assessment; and providing for an effective date.”

HB 73, ifenacted, would extend the current 1% domestic salmon marketing
assessment when the law will sunset on June 30, 1998. Additionally,
enactment of HB 73 would authorize Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASMI)
to continue t expend those revenues on salmon marketing programs.

In 1981, seafood processors elected to tax themselves in order to form a single
marketing voice for Alaska seafood. Each processor who purchases at least
S50.000 of seafood products in Alaska pays a .3% marketing assessment.
From 1981-1993 this tax, along with the state"s general fund appropriations
ware the basis for a SMI*s domestic market funding. As marketing pressure
grew from the heavily subsidized farmed salmon industry, itbecame apparent
that Alaska needed to increase it'sdomestic marketing efforts. In 1993, inorder
to provide additional funding for this effort, a 1% salmon marketing tax was
enacted by the legislature, stipulating that limited entry permit holders shall pay
a market tax at the rate of 1% of the value of salmon that is either removed from
the state or transferred to a buyer within the state. Current law will be repealed
on June 30, 1998 unless legislation is passed to extend the tax.

ASMI1*"s domestic salmon marketing program is paying off inmore sales in the
Lower 48. Salmon consumption has increased 27% nationwide according to
National Marine Fisheries Service. Salmon orders by diners in over 900
restaurants increased almost 60% in 1995 compared t 1994. Additionally,
sales ingrocery stores increased significantly from 1995 to 1996. At a time
when Alaska salmon harvests are at all time highs, and foreign produced
salmon are threatening Alaska"s traditional markets, it is especially important to
increase our markets. Alaska salmon prices are a product of supply, demand
and consistency in marketing. HB 73 will enable harvesters to continue
underwriting this valuable marketing program.

REPRESENTING

alaskas capital city
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LEGAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

) 465-3867 or 465-2450 ' STATE OF ALASKA ,
g907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street. Suite
| Stop'3101 Juneau. Alaska 99801-2
M F.MOR ANDVWM January 22. 1997
SUBJECT: Sectional Summary of HB 73; An Act extending the termination

dates of the salmon marketing programs of the Alaska Seafood

Marketing Institute and the salmon marketing assessment. (HB 73)

TO: Representative Bill Hudson

FROM: George UtermohlInr”n

Leeisiative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary of HB 73; .An Act extending the termination dates
of the salmon marketing programs ofthe Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute and the salmon

marketing assessment.

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill is not an authoritative

interpretation of the bill. The bill itself is the best statement of its contents.

Section 1 of the bill amends sec. 9, ch. 55. SLA 1993 in order to provide that the salmon
marketing assessment established by AS 43.76.110 - 43.76.130 is not repealed until June 30.
2003.

Section 2 of the bill amends sec. 10, ch. 55. SLA 1993 in order to provide that the salmon
marketing programs of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASMI) under
AS 16.51.100(7)-(9) are not repealed until June 30. 2004. The salmon marketing assessment

provides revenue to offset the cost of the salmon marketing programs of ASMI.

Section 3 of the bill provides that the bill takes effect immediately.

GU:pl
97-019.plm
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LEGAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
-3867 0r 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA

MEM QRANP UM April 29, 1998

SUBJECT: Sunset date for the salmon marketing tax (HB 73)

TO: Representative Bill Hudson
Attn: Melinda Hofstad

FROM: George Utermohle/
Legislative Counse

You have asked whether any constitutional issues are raised by a proposal to establish

different sunset dates for the salmon marketing tax under AS 43.76.110 - 43.76.130 in

different areas of the state.

Such a proposal would raise issues under state and federal equal protection provisions and

the state prohibition against local or special acts.

EQUAL PROTECTION. Because the salmon marketing tax does not affect a fundamental
interest or utilize a suspect classification, the tax need only satisfy the rational basis test to
survive judicial scrutiny under federal equal protection analysis. Constitution of the United
States, amdt. XIV, sec. 1. cl. 2. This is a relaxed level ofjudicial review. A tax would be
sustained if the legislature could reasonably conclude that the challenged tax would promote
a legitimate state purpose. Taxes are rarely found to be without a rational basis. The burden
of proving that a tax does not satisfy the rational basis test falls upon the person challenging
the tax. "[T]he presumption of constitur’™ality can be overcome only by the most explicit
demonstration that a classification is a hostile and oppressive discrimination against
particular persons and classes. The burden is on the one attacking the legislative
arrangement to negative every conceivable basis which might support it." Katmailand. Inc.
v. Lake and Peninsula Borough. 904 P.2d 397, 401 (Alaska 1995), quoting Regan v.
Taxation with Representation of Washington. 461 U.S. 540. 547-48, 76 L.Ed.2d 129,
(1983). Though the federal constitution is quite deferential in its review of taxation matters
under equal protection there is still a risk that the proposed sunset scheme would violate
federal equal protection, if the opponents of the scheme can establish that the scheme serves

no legitimate purpose or constitutes "hostile and oppressive discrimination."

Under the Alaska equal protection provision, the courts apply a sliding scale to determine
the appropriate level of review. Art. I. sec. 1, Constitution of the State of Alaska. The
interests involved in challenges to taxes are at the low end of the interests protected by state
equal protection and are reviewed under a relaxed scrutiny. With this relaxed scrutiny, a less

important governmental objective will suffice and a greater degree of over or under

5-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite
1 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2

409
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Representative Bill Hudson
April 29, 1998
Page 2

inclusiveness in the means to end fit will be tolerated. At a minimum, this level of scrutiny
requires that the legislation be based on a legitimate public purpose and that the classification
be reasonable not arbitrary and rest upon some ground of difference having a fair and

substantial relationship to the object of the legislation. Katmailand, 904 P.2d 401-02.

Though equal protection analysis of taxation issues is relaxed under the Alaska Constitution,
state equal protection is less deferential to the government than is the federal constitution.
Under Alaska equal protection the state must establish the legitimate state purpose under-
lying a state statute, the courts will not take it upon themselves to find a legitimate reason

to justify discrimination by the state. IdL

At this point, a legitimate state purpose has not been identified to justify different sunset
dates for the salmon marketing tax in different areas of the state. Absent a legitimate state
purpose underlying the differential taxation of commercial fishermen based on where they
fish, I expect that different sunset dates for the salmon marketing tax in different areas of the
state would be found to be violative ofstate equal protection. There is no obvious distinction
between fishermen in the Bristol Bay area and fishermen in other areas of the state that
would appear to be relevant in the context of the salmon marketing tax.1 In the absence of

a rational basis for treating otherwise similarly situated fishermen differently, the state

cannot validly discriminate between those fishermen.

The proposed scheme to establish different sunset dates for the salmon marketing tax in
different parts of the state raises real equal protection issues under the Alaska Constitution.
The outcome of those issues is unpredictable due to the absence of a clearly articulated
legislative purpose underlying the proposed sunset scheme and the absence of useful
precedents from the Alaska courts as to the outer limits of the state's authority to discriminate

in the imposition oftaxes. To date, the Alaska courts have not responded favorably to equal

protection challenges to taxes.

PROHIBITION AGAINST LOCAL AND SPECIAL ACTS. Another provision of the
Alaska Constitution that is implicated by the proposed scheme to sunset the salmon
marketing tax at different times in different pans of the state, is the prohibition a” ainst local

or special acts. .An. Il, sec. 19, Constitution of the State of Alaska.

1 Differences in ‘he benefits that various groups of fishermen receive from the
salmon marketing tax would not be a valid basis for distinguishing among salmon fishermen.
The salmon marketing tax is a general revenue measure. The proceeds of the tax are not
dedicated to a specific purpose. The proceeds of the salmon marketing tax are deposited into
the general fund and are available for appropriation by the legislature for any public purpose.
The state has no obligation to expend the proceeds of the tax in any fashion or for any
particular purpose, The precatory language of AS 43.76.120(d) which describes possible
uses of the proceeds ofthe tax does not bind the state to use the tax for those purposes. No
group of fishermen has any legitimate claim to special benefits from the tax. Thus the state
cannot validly distinguish among fishermen as to who is subject to the tax based on the

benefits that any group of fishermen receives from the tax.



Representative Bill Hudson
April 29, 1998
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The test employed by the Alaska Supreme Court to determine whether an act violates the
prohibition against local or special acts is substantially the same as that applied under relaxed
equal protection analysis. Upon examining the legislative goals and the means used to
advance them, the court determines whether the legislation bears a fair and substantial
relationship to a legitimate state purpose. State v. Lewis. 559 P.2d 630, 643 (Alaska 1977),
cert, denied, 432 US 901, 53 L.Ed.2d 1073 (1977). To satisfy the "fair and substantial
relationship" standard, the classification established by the legislation must be tailored to the
purpose of the legislation. The classification must be neither overinclusive nor
underinclusive. Isakson v. Rickey, 550 P.2d 350, 362 (Alaska 1976). |If the "fair and

substantial relationship"” standard is met, the bill will not be invalidated because of incidental

local or private advantages. Lewis, 559 P.2d at 643.

W hether the proposed sunset scheme bears a "fair and substantial relationship" to the purpose
of the legislation is a critical issue. Inorder to establish the necessary relationship between
the sunset dates for the salmon marketing tax and the purpose of the legislation, it is
important that the state identify the problem that the proposed sunset scheme is meant to

resolve and establish that the approach taken by the legislation is reasonably tailored to

address that problem.

If the state cannot establish the fair and substantial relationship between the proposed sunset
scheme for the salmon marketing tax ard the problem the legislature is trying to resolve, the
scheme would be prohibited local or s lecial legislation because it confers a unique benefit

on certain areas to the exclusion of ot ier areas of the state.

It has been suggested that the constitutionality of the proposed sunset scheme may never be
an issue as long as the legislature continues to extend the sunset dates for the salmon
marketing tax so that the tax was always in place and in effect throughout the state. There
is some logic to that rationale -- no one could claim that they are being unconstitutionally
discriminated against because they have to pay the salmon marketing tax while a similarly
situated fisherman in another fishing area does not have to pay the tax if all fishermen are
subject to the salmon marketing tax. in an action to determine the validity of the proposed
sunset scheme, the court may withhold relief if the matter for which relief is sought is
hypothetical or the reliefwould be only advisory or would be moot. "On the other hand,
declaratory reliefmay be sought to determine the validity and construction of statutes and
public acts." Jefferson v.Asplund. 458 P.2d 995, 999 (Alaska 1969). Whether or notacourt
would grant declaratory reliefin a case involving the proposed sunset scheme for the salmon
marketing tax before a sunset had occurred is a matter ofjudicial discretion. Such discretion
is to be exercised in accordance with established principles ofjurisprudence, but is to be

exercised liberally to achieve the remedial objectives of declaratory relief. L1 at 999.

Thus it is not certain that the Alaska courts would require a person to suffer an actual
violation of the person's constitutional rights before Tie courts would hear a challenge to the

proposed sunset scheme. The courts may, in their discretion, decide to hear a challenge to
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the proposed sunset scheme based on the possibility that the salmon marketing tax might

sunset in one area of the state and not another.

If Il may be of further assistance, please advise.

GU:Imb:jr
98-065.Imb
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459 Fishery Resource Landing Tax § 43.76.130
Article 2. Salmon Marketing Tax.

Section )

110. Salmon marketing tax
120. Collection of tax

130. Definition

Effective date of article. — Section 11, ch. 55, Delaged repeal of article. — Section 9, ch. 55,
SLA 1993 mokes thiB article effective July 1, 1993, " SLA 1993 repeals this article effective June 30, 1998.

Sec. 43.76.110. Salmon marketing tax. A person holding a limited entry permit or
interim-use permit under AS 16.43 shall pay a salmon marketing tax at the rate of one
percent ofthe value, as defined in AS 43.75.290, ofsalmon that the person removes from
the state or transfers to a buyer in the state. The buyer shall collect the salmon
marketing tax at the time the salmon is acquired by the buyer. (8 7 ch 55 SLA 1993)

Sec. 43.76.120. Collection oftax. (a) Abuyerwho acquires salmon that is subject to
a salmon marketing tax imposed by AS 43.76.110 shall collect the salmon marketing tax
at the time of purchase and shall remit the total salmon marketing tax collected during
each month to the Department of Revenue by the last day of the next month.

(b) A buyer who collects the salmon marketing tax shall

(1) maintain records of the value of salmon purchased in the state;

(2) report to the Department of Revenue by March 1 of each year che total value, as
defined in AS 43.75.290, of the salmon that the buyer has acquired during the preceding
year.

(c) The owner of salmon removed from the state is liable for payment of a salmon
marketing tax imposed by AS 43.76.110 if, at the time the salmon is removed from the
state, the tax payable on the salmon has not been collected by a buyer. If the owner ofthe
salmon is liable for payment of the salmon marketing tax under this subsection, the
owner shall comply with the requirements under (a) and (b) of this section to remit the
tax to the Department of Revenue, to maintain records, and to report to the Department
of Revenue.

(d) The salmon marketing tax collected under this section shall be deposited in the
general fund. The legislature may appropriate revenue generated by the salmon
marketing tax to the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute for the purpose of supporting
the institute’s salmon marketing program under AS 16.51.100(7) — (9) and the institute’s
domestic salmon marketing program. Except as otherwise provided in an appropriation
by the legislature, the amount ofthe allocation made to the institute’s salmon marketing
program under AS 16.51.100(7) and (8) should not exceed 10 percent ofthe total amount
of salmon marketing tax revenue appropriated for the institute. (§ 7 ch 55 SLA 1993)

Sec. 43.76.130. Definition. In AS 43.76.110 — 43.76.130, “buyer” means a person
who acquires possession of salmon from the person who caught the salmon regardless of
whether there is an actual sale of the salmon, but does not include a person engaged
solely in inters ;ate transportation of goods for hire. (§ 7 ch 55 SLA 1993)

Chapter 77. Fishery Resource Landing Tax.

Section Section -

10. Landing tax 40. Credit for approved contributions ,
20. Filing return and payment of tax 45. Fisheries resource landing tax education credit
30. Credit for ather taxes ﬁald o 50. Separate accounting

35. Tax credit for scholarship contributions 60. Revenue sharing



§ 16.51.095 Fish and Game 192

(7) receive contributions of money from persons;

(8) establish offices in the state and otherwise incur expenses incidental to the
performance of its duties;

(9) appear on behalfofthe institute before boards, commissions, departments, or other
agencies of municipal, state, or federal government;

(10) acquire, hold, lease, sell, or otherwise dispose of property, but such property is
limited to that which is necessary to the administrative functioning of the office of the
institute;

(11) establish and maintain one or more bank accounts for the transaction of the
institute’s businpis;

(12) prepare market research and product development plans for the promotion ofany
species of seafood and their by-products that may be harvested in the state and processed
for sale;

(13) establish committees related to the marketing ofsalmon and salmon products; the
board shall, to the extent practicable, appoint equal numbers of seafood processors and
persons engaged in commercial fishing to the committees. (8 3 ch 106 SLA 1981; am § 5
ch 55 SLA 1993)

Effect of amendments. — The 1993 amendment,
effective September 1, 1993, added paragraph (13).

Sec. 16.51.095. Executive Budget. Act. The operating budget of the institute shall
be prepared and submitted in accordance with AS 37.07 (Executive Budget Act). (8 3 cn
106 SLA 1981)

Sec. 16.51.100. Duties of board. The board shail

(1) conduct programs of education, research, advertising, or sales promotion designed
to accomplish the purposes of this chapter;

(2) promote all species of seafood and their by-products that are harvested in the state
and processed for sale;

(3) develop market-oriented quality specifications for Alaska seafoods to be used in
developing a high quality image for Alaska seafood in domestic and world markets, and
adopt and distribute recommendations regarding the handling of seafood from the
moment of capture to final distribution;

(4) prepare market research and product development plans for the promotion of all
species of seafood and their by-products that are harvested in the state and processed for
sale;

(5) submit an annual report to the governor describing the activities of the institute
and notify the legislature that the report is available;

(6) develop marketing programs based on the “inspection” and “premium quality"” seals
designed under AS 03.05.026 and use the seals in advertising and promotion efforts of the
institute;

(7) collect, organize, distribute, and make available to the public information on prices
paid and market conditions for raw salmon and salmon products and provide this
information on a regular and timely basis to all salmon fishermen who hold permits
under AS 16.43 and to all nonprofit salmon enhancement organizations that hold a
permit under AS 16.10.400;

(8) cooperate with commercial salmon fishermen, fishermen’s organizations, scnfood
processors, the Alaska Fisheries Development Foundation, the Fisheries Industrial
Technology Center, state and federal agencies, and other relevant persons and entities t0
investigate market reception to new salmon product forms and develop commodity
standards and future markets for salmon products;

(9) establish a salmon marketing committee to assist and ndvise the board in
administering the domestic salmon marketing program that is funded through the tax
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193 Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute § 16.51.120

collected under AS 43.76.110 — 43.76.130; the committee shall consist of seven persons
selected by the board, as follows:

(A) four persons shall be engaged in commercial salmon fishing and hold salmon
permits under AS 16.43, of whom

(i) one person shall be a member of the board of directors of the institute; and

(ii) three persons shall be Alaska residents from different salmon administrative areas
established by the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission; and

(B) three persons shall be engaged in processing of salmon, of whom

(i) one person shall be a member of the board of directors of the institute;

(i) one person shall be a salmon processor who is not on the board of directors of the
institute and who has an annual payroll in the state of more than $2,500,000; and

(iii) one person shall be a salmon processor who is not on the board of directors of the
institute and who has an annual payroll in the state of$50,000 — $2,500,000. (§ 3 ch 106
SLA 1981; am 8§ 5 ch 57 SLA 1982; am § 6 ch 55 SLA 1993; am 8§ 24 ch 21 SLA 1995)

Delayed repeal of paragraphs (7)-(9), = Under  “domestic nnd" and added ?resent paragra hséé)s—(Q).
§ 10, ch. 55, SLA 1993, effective June 30, 1999, The 1995 amendment, effective August 8, 1995, in
paragraphs (7)-(9) are repealed, paraﬁraph (5), deleted "and the legislature" following

Effect ofamendments. — The 1993 amendment, "o the qovernor" and added “and” notify the legisla=
effectivc September 1,1993, inserted in paragraph (3) ture that the report is available”at the end.

Sec. 16.51."10. Prohibited promotions. The board may not promote or make a
contract that promotes seafood by

(1) geographic origin other than from the state generally;

(2) geographic region of the state; or

(3) specific brand name. (§ 3 ch 106 SLA 1981)

Sec. 16.51.120. Seafood marketing assessment, (a) A seafood marketing assess-
ment shall be levied on the value of seafood products produced in Alaska as provided in
(b), (c), (d), or (e) of this section if an election is held under AS 16.51.140 at which the
assessment is approved by eligible processors who together produce at least 51 percent of
the value of seafood products produced in Alaska in the calendar year.

(b) Each processor shall pay a seafood marketing assessment of.1 percent ofthe value
of seafood products produced in Alaska by the processor.

(c) Each processor shall pay a seafood marketing assessment of .2 percent ofthe value
of seafood products produced in Alaska by the processor.

(d) Each processor shall pay a seafood marketing assessment of .3 percent ofthe value
of seafood products produced in Alaska by the processor.

(e) Each processor shall pay a seafood marketing assessment of .4 percent of the value
of seafood products produced in Alaska by the processor.

(f) An election under (a) of this section shall be held if the proposed election for the
levying ofan assessment under (b), (c), (d), or (e) ofthis section is approved by a majority
of the whole membership of the board at a regularly scheduled meeting.

() Notwithstanding (a) — (e) of this section and AS 16.51.150(c), a processor is not
Buhject to, or liable for payment of, an assessment under this section on the vaiue ofthe
seafood products produced in Alaska if the value of seafood products produced in Alaska
by the processor is less than $50,000 in a calendar year. This subsection does not exempt
a processor from liability for payment of taxes imposed under AS 43.75 or AS 43.77. (§ 3
ch 106 SLA 1981; am 8§ 2 — 7 ch 81 SLA 1996)

crow= reference*. — For lcginintivo findings, in-  effective Juno 21, 1996, rewrote subsection (a?; in
tent, and purpose relating to the"1996 amendments to  subsections (b)-(e%, deleted “who purchases at least
subsections (™-(0) nnd to'the enactment of subsection ~ $50,000 or moro ot seafood products in Alnnkn” follow-
(ﬁ)tJ]ych. HI, SIA 1990, see 5 1, ch. 81, SLA 1990 in  ing“Kuch processor"nnd substituted “value of nonfood
the Temporary and Special Acts. products produced in Alaska" for “vnluo paid”; and
Effect of amendment*. — The 1990 amendment, ndded nuhsection (g).



ASMI'S US. MARKETING PROGRAMS FACTSHEET
Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute

THE ASMIRETAIL MARKETING PROGRAM:

Increases awareness and trial usage cf Alaska seafood products.
Develops distribution and brand (Alaska) identity programs for Alaska
seafood at the wholesale/distributor, retail and consumer levels. “Buy
Alaska salmon!’

Jointly funds newspaper ads for Alaska seafood products with grocery
store chains during key sales periods: Fall/National Seafood Month,
Spring/Lent, Summer/fresh salmon, and other time periods as the budget
allows. Salmon must be the lead item in the ads.

Through extensive research, identifies key retail and consumer obstacles
to the purchase, usage and distribution of Alaska seafood products and
develops strategies to successfully overcome these obstacles.

THE ASMI FOODSERVICE PROGRAM:

Targets growing segments of the foodservice industry with the greatest
potential for Alaska seafood usage (commercial chain restaurants, hotel
chains, foodservice management tinns).

Increases sales of Alaska seafood throughout the year by obtaining
promotions and permanent menu placements in targeted, high-volume
foodservice chains. For example, Denny's menus now have the word
“Alaska” with its salmon dinners.

Builds and strengthens the Alaska brand to pre-empt further competition
from farm-raised products (i.e., “Wild Alaska Salmon”, “Natural Salmon
from Alaska", "pristine waters of Alaska").

Establishes a leadership position for ASMI in the areas of seafood
education and promotions with the goal of building brand loyalty within
the foodservice marketplace.

Communicates promaotion results to the industry.

Encourages the use of new value-added salmon products in the nation's
foodservice industry
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Ir'b Salmon Markeung Tax Fec: ikeer
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The Tax

= The Sallmon Markeung Tax legssla idgoter "6 S, 43 76.110) wes eected Uy L 1088, ad reguires tret salmon pamit
holcers pay a salmon markeung t&xat tre rate of 1% of tte valle ofsallnon et tre pars removes fran testelear tradlas
abyer nte saie The taxvall ke rgoeled e 3. 1998 unless ksedatal.

= Ryyesatative Bill Hudson hes intradloed House Billl No. 73 tretwalll edad tre 1% salmon taxan adtiitiarel fanevears il
Jure 3. AB.

Changes tre taxbrought tLeASMI agaruzauo:

= The nurber offenestarson tte Board of Directars danged fran fveotvehe ASVE®s board hes 12 poessars. 12
harvedtas, and are pblicmerber

= A saenmember salmon markeung comittee ¥ henestars. 3 proessarsi wes esteblid el toasstand adase teloard n
aninistering tte salmn markeung program fuded thraugh te tac

= The Salmon Market Bulleinwes esteblided by ASMI and antrected o tte Lnnersity of Aleda o e, agnize, Hetr.ate
ad make aaildole o tte pblic mformauon an sallmon priicssand narket codiuos.

e ASMI ageEratesswirth otter fis iy, ssefod and Sateffacaal auliics oan newalle-acted salmon pralots.
The maeeee N futs Tarsalon markeung eebled ASMI @
= Move 10.7 millian pounds of Alaska salmon fran tre summer of 1956 o tte Hll of 196 asa re it oFASMI doeprorotias

e (ntractwith three marketing rgresatatines toaver tre midiest, antral south and southvest, south and sautteest ragiosof
tre Uhrted Stes, who:
= Establich relaoehis between AAVI/Alaska sallmon and trengjorietail deirs
e "SI n"AAVI"s astonizzd salmon pranouons ad sty nstaedamostrans
e Keep Aldassfond infrotofssafood byers
* Proace ASMI sedlcauoral Iitaature (ecres, gality guacHines, fat destson diffaat ge0es, eci

e Inoeee te sflesofcared salmon by 7% through mstoedeaastratias and ASMI prograns.

= Brirgagray offnemajar seafood purdresars fran neuoal grosary siaedains © Aleda tosee tre catching and prosessiry
of salmon far trerselhves.

= Hire AAVI*s st Faxkervice Program Director nMarch 1956 towork ediusively with tre neuon™s restauats, lods, am
mnn~aoima—cial huears (conpany Gielares, uiniasity Gieiaes, are@aias)

= Through ASMI faxkervice provouans. 5 milllion pounds of Aleda ssafoad were sold i restauranis and hoteklsaroud dee
auntry nFY%. Salon salays te ke i’ ntte provouos.

e Train tedeflsad palctdeelgmat eceanes fron 24 restauatdars. 4 mgjor foodkervice dstribiasand tesstias

fran 6 foxd megezines atASMI seafood traneg senirers.. Through them. ASMI hes been ablle 10 influae the saalad
pudesing n 1120 restauratswith stlesofoer S16 aalllion

B Sad 15 fdasfrondl gar s and ragias into grosery Stares ndiless inttemidiest, sauth, sauttesstand rarttesst todc
ndocdemstrauos ofmild Alaska salmon. Over 3 million pounds ofssafood were old nare seesm, and does raunelvy
soldaxtofpradctvwhereer tre fidaswere Ls,

For more information, please call ASMI at 907-465-5560 or 1-800-278-2903.
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January 27. 1997

Dear Representative Hudson.

On behalfofthe Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute. | extend to you our best wishes for a
productive 20th session We hope you enjoy the Alaska seafood samples enclosed, and
that you take a few minutes to read the information provided to you about ASMI1 and the

Alaska seafood industry

The successful marketing of .Alaska seafood in the United States is crucial to the economy
of this state. The harvesting and processing of seafood is the number one private employer
in Alaska, and contributes approximately SI 3 billion to the .Alaska economy each year
Not only do the state's small coastal communities benefit from seafood harvesting and
processing, but it is also a S100 million industry in .Anchorage In addition toAarvesting.
processing, transportation 3nd agency support. .Anchorage is home to more fSirrs than

any other area in the state

The seafood industry (harvester and shore-based processor assessments) supports ASMI's
marketing in the United States. Last year, the harvesters contributed S4 8 million and the
processors contributed S3 2 million ASMI’s overseas marketing is funded by a federal
grant of S3 9 million from the federal government This grant was leveraged by a General
Fund cash match from the state A fact sheet on our export program is enclosed for your
information, and we’ve also included a copy ofXfarkeiLine, which is our version of ASM1
101 We hope you'll find both helpful in understanding our relationship with the state

As the newly appointed chairman. | look forward to meeting you Again, best.wishes for a
productive session Please call me or .An Scheunemann. ASMI’s Executive Director, if

you have any questions about our marketing programs or ASMI itself.

Sevier
Chapman of the Board
Alaska Seaf oo? Marketing institute

cc:  ASMI Board 1TW WestSh |ree| oom 100
.An Scheunemann. Executive Director AJuneaU Al a 801 1

Il InAIaska 1808 %g Sg



CECELIA A. ANGASAN
P.O. BOX 1389
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576
PHONE (907) 842-5503
FAX (907) 842-1538

February 18, 1997

Representative Bill Hudson
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Hudson:

My name 1is Cecelia A. Angaoan, ASMI Board Member. I first became
involved with ASMI in the "80"a as a Canned Salmon Committee
Member, and later was appointed to the Board.

I have watched with great anxiety what 1is happening to the salmon
industry and the frustration of getting appropriate funds to market
our wild salmon with direct competition of farmed salmon.

I havo some great concerns about how our State Government views the
salmon 1industry and why it seems to put it on the back burner of
priorities.

I1*d like to share an experience 1 had when 1 was in Juneau last
year for an ASMI meeting. I met a man in the lounge who was with
a large oil group coming to Junoau to lobby their cause, and what
he said, wae "its a piece of cake, you just have to have the right
connections politically,” I sat thoro and thought about this for
a long time, and asked myaolf what does ASMI, fishermen, processors
and Alaskan workers need to do to wake up the legislature to the
fact that we have and are losing ground 1in getting our salmon to
the domestic and foreign markets with Jlittle or no money to

proporly advertise our product effectively?

The 1% that 1is taken from the fishermen to help advertise our
salmon in the domestic market has been a great help, but that is
still not enough. The beef, poultry, and other commodities in the
U.S. got such a large sum of money to market their product, and the
results tell the story.

I would Ilike to ask that you support House Bill 73 for another 5
years. Further 1 would like to ask you to consider a Bill to have
the State of Alaska match the 1% that is currently being taken from
Fishermen to help ASMI get the much needed funds for marketing 1in
the foreign and domestic markets.
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Again 1 would like to ask what you can do to emphasize the need for

matching funds from the State to increase the ASMI Budget. What
ASM1 has accomplished with such a small budget is a miracle, but
miracles don*t last forever. The State of Alaska really needs to

focus 1i1ts attention on what can be done for the survival of our
fisheries.

Thank you for your dedicated hard work that you are doing in Juneau
and your support for House Bill No. 73.

Sincerely,

Cecelia A. Angaaan
ASMI Board Member
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Alaska, he said.

In Alaska the catch declined to 20 mil-
lion salmon and was rescued by a state ini-
tiative of the hatchery and acquaculture pro-
gram. The slate spent $35 million building
hatcheries. By 1995, catches had increased
to 145 million fish. "So indeed Alaska has
an excellent and proven tool which to a large
degree can control catches," he said. “Alas-
ka's ocean ranching program is much ad-
mired in Norway. It rescued Alaska's salm-
on industry in the 1970s and can well be
called upon to do so again."

In Norway, which never had a large wild
salmon stock, most coastal fisheries had
nearly collapsed due to overfishing, mostly
by Norwegians themselves, but also by

Norwegian Consul savs:
"Blame for

market share

lieswith Alaska

lack of salmon

By ifaryarct Bauman

ANCHORAGE, Alaska—Norway's consul to Alaska, Anton Meyer says
the state must put more money where its mouth is to gain a better market

share in the salmon industry.

* Alaska does not have many large truly Alaskan economic entities which
are willing to invest in Alaskan fishing ventures," Meyer told fishermen

and state officials at asalmon forum
in Anchorage, Feb. 28.

“The only one who can do it is state gov-
ernment. A reversal of *he present situation
depends on the level finvolvement by the
stale and ASMI -the Alaska Seafood Mar-
keting Institute."

Meyer said Alaskans have only them-
selves to blame for “this phobia of social-
ism, whereby they think that large involve-
ments by the state are bad. This is also the
underlying reason for the fact that Alaska is
not really in charge of either of its two larg-
est industries, the nil industry and the fish-
ing industry."

The two-day salmon forum, aimed at
increasing market share and consumer pref-
erence for Alaska wild salmon, attracted a
number of people in the fishing industry.
Meyer, a 25-year resident of Alaska, had
come to listen, but said he decided to speak
up after he “got the feeling they were going
around in circles."

Meyer drew cheers from the audience

when he suggested that some ofthe $23bil-
lion in the Alaska Permanent Fund be put
into improving the state's market share in
world salmon fisheries.

“One can well understand an Alaskan
salmon fisherman in the present situation,
who is asking himself “what has this $23
billion in the bank done for me lately, with
not one penny of it invested in Alaska? For
Alaska to regain its place of prominence in
sale of this pristine natural product an ini-
tiative by the state of Alaska of major pro-
portions will be necessary." he said. “It was
done in 1970. Alaska can well afford to do
it again.”

Meyer drew on strong historic bonds
between Norway and Alaska, and the di-
verse tactics used to tackle similar industry
problems.

Back in 1970. the salmon industry found
itself at a crossroad both in Norway and

PfeiM (urn (0 pjrt 1

lies with Alaska

many other nations who fish their coastal
waters, Meyer said. Norway responded in
part by reducing the number of fishermen
from 30,000 to
15,000, he said.
But salmon farm-
ing technology de-
veloped in the
1980s has resulted
in some 800 salm-
on farms and 300
hatcheries in Nor-
way today, he said.
Meyer also
said fishermen
must do whatever they can to keep up Uw-
high quality of their fish. A statewide stan-
dard of quality is needed, he said.

The salmon forum met initially in Ju-
neau in January 1997 to develop strategies
to increase market value and demand for
Alaska salmon. Strategists hope their efforts
will move the state’s salmon industry from
a production driven fish industry to a mar-
ket driven food industry.

The speakers also included Gunnar
Knapp, a University of Alaska economist
with the Salmon Market Information Ser-
vice. Knapp spoke on behalf of Tomohiro
Asakawa, a fisheries trade specialist with
National Marine Fisheries Service in Tokyo,
who was unable to attend.

Knapp said the group should consider
changes in the Japanese economy and buy-
er attitudes in Japan as well.

“The Japanese economy continues to be
stow,” he said. “Although the Japanese gov-

ernment teems reluctant to admit it, many
economists report that Japan is in a reces-
sion which will conlinue unless the govern-
ment lakes more drastic action."

Unemployment is up and retail sales
have shown consecutive negative growth
since April 1997, he said.

Japanese buyer altitudes also have
changes, he said.

“They have no immediate need to hold
inventory. They can purchase any species
in any quantity at any lime. They are sensi-
tive to prices and can easily switch from one
species to another, depending on prices they
wish (a pay for quality.

“For instance, a Japanese fist food chain
that used to serve Bristol Bay sockeye has
now changes to Chilean coho to take ad-
vantage of lower prices."
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Encourage innovation

227 re/

.Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute says itssalmon promotion is
paying off inmore sales in ;he Lower 48

Salmon consumption has increased 27 percent nationwide, ac—
cording to National Marine Fisheries Service.

Saimcn orders by diners in 900 restaurants and hotels increased
almost 60 percent in 1995 compared to 19%4..

NMFS alsosavs more fish sold in grocerv stores fromsummer of

1995 to this past summer.
That®"s good news and points to the vaiue of thoughtful promotion

of Alaska produos.
The newest marketing effort ispaid forwith a 1percent tax of fish

sold to processors.

We hope ASMI " s success discourages lawmakers from cutting the
institute s-budget. Funding should be continued, perhaps expanded,
toencourage -ASMI toextend itsmarketing of other Alaska seafoods.
.Alaska shigh-qualitypoilock. specialty seafoods and shellfishwouid
satisfy domestic consumers who want healthful eating.

Efforts to make products from fish, such as salmon ham and
surimi and fish sticks from poilock. should be encouraged and new
products tested.

ASMT5promotion has been innovative, including sending .Alaska
fishermen toMidwest markets. That look atAlaskans has increased
salmon consumption there.

It’s especially important to market the bumper crops of salmon
.Alaska fishermen are harvesting. The abundance makes prices
drop, but ifmore fishissold, there*sstillachance tomake profit. The
healthy aspects, as well as itssuperior taste, are natural qualities to
market.

.Alaska needs to capitalize on mtswiid salmon population. Other
countries are focusing on farmed salmon, good enough in that
category, ,but not as tasty as the wild -Alaska stocks.

We are encouraged by -ASMI*s efforts and think its continued

success should be supported.
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Rep. BUI Hudson February 6. 1998
State Capitol Room 18
Jimesu, Alaska 90801-1182

Dear Rep. Hds,

The Aleda Seafood Marketing Irstitute’s adtivities have directly resulted inmillias of dollars
of sales of Alaska salmon ad other seafoood tret pracebly woulld ot othermise have taken place.

ASMI*s progrars open doors into seafood narkets et many  irdiviclal companiies aaulld ot
Cpin aoess o on terr on.

For eaple: ASMI wes a key player ngaining aantract with te USDA 1o purdese S
million worth of salmon proclcts including nuopets and poudhes far tre sdool lunch program. ASMI
single-harddly regotiatad dealls with saverall mgjor rotel dairs irclucirg Hilon, Hyaitt and Westan,
1 =ne Alaska seafod intteir hotel restaurants throghout tre cantry.

They also have negoliated similar deals with large restaurant dairs lke Sapoer™s. This kird
of grard-sale market develgament can anlly ke acoomplished by an argenizatian lke ASMI et
rgaresants tte whole irdstry and the intarests of tre atias of Aladka, who arc owners ad stenards
of tte fh

ASMI hes held tramnirg saminars far tp eeautive defs at tte Qulinary Irstatute of Arerica,
ad for three yaars hes been trainig the nretion’s dorestac defs with treir aFishamon ntte Stores”
program. These effats have easad Alagka salimon over ane major hurdlie: lats of pagple woulld est
more salmon ifttey pst knew how tooodk i

ASVI*s mtaratical market develooment effats have inaeessd eqorts 1o Burgpe and Asia,
and most reantly gpened doors ino narkets inSain, Taiwen and Chima.

Most nportently, ASMI hes esteblided a presace fTar Alaska ssafod in tte highly
anpetatave world narket. Without ASM I S effats nthis recad, producers of Alaska seafood would
fird tecsedingly difficiit 1o gain visiility far treir onn prodots, and would be competiing agpirst
each otter far gece nttevworlds grocery staes.

I urge you most strongly to fully fund the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute, and to extend
the 1% salmon assessment for salmon marketing Failure to extend the assessment will only provide
a greater opportunity for our compedtitors to wallop us on the market.

(his Vitdell
Beautave Director

900 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 400, Anchorage, AIMta 99501 (907)276-7315 FAX (907)271 3450
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Alaska Independent Fishermen's
M arketing Association

Post Office Box 60131

Seattle, Washington 98160
Telephone/Fox [206] 542-3930

April 28 198

Senator Rick Halford ,
Chairman, Senate Resource Committee
Alaska State Capitol

Junenu, AK -

Dear Senator Halford,
RE: AIFMA’s Opposition to HB #73- ASMI Salmon Marketing Tax Extension

After AJFMA’s March 31 letter %sent to Alaska State Senators) in opposition to the ASMI salmon marketing tax
extension, many involved parties have requested further clarification of our position and general information

about our association.

We also understand that on amendment is being considered that would lift the requirement that tax revenues be
used only for domestic salmon promotions. Unider no circumstances should this be allowed to gccur, The
original mission of the ASMI salmon marketing tox was to develop and expand markets in die United States If the

| tax is renewed, it is vital that funds collected from sockcye salmon fishermen be Spent in the United States
to market sockcye. It is essential to expand U.S. markets for the economic health of the Bristol Bay sockeye

fishery.
AIFMA isan Alaska Corporation. AIFMA is a non-profit association incorporated in the State of Alaska.

AIFMA has represented the interests of Bristol BaY harvesters since re(l;ardless of residency. Our
membership is mostlél spread along the West Coast and in Alaska. Only about 4% of our members have a Seattle
adaress, and about 7% when considering the Greater Seattle metropolis. This parallels the percent of Bristol Bay
permitholders at-large who live in that region.

The AIFMA Board includes nine members. Three Board members live In die state uf Alaska. Other Board
members include three members from Washington, one from Oregon and two from the State of California.

Our membership, on avera(llge, has 25 years of experience fishing in Bristol _B%y, AIFMA (lues are voluntary and
our members, as stakeholders in the Bristol Bay fishery, have shown their desire to preserve and protect the
Bristol Bay fishery and its long-tcnn sustainability by contributing to AIFMA’s efforts.

AIFMA's membership is opposed to rcncwnl of the ASMI salmon marketing tax. This issue was discussed at
length at AIFMA’s regional meetings. We also polled each of our members and gverwhelmingly the membership
does not support the ASMI tax and eels it should bo eliminated. We had an excellent retum of tallots with one
third of our membership mailing in hallots, 93V. voted to oppose renewal of the tax.

Last fall our Assembly unanimously passed a motion to officially oppose the renewal of the ASMI salmon
marketing tax.

We a?pr,eciate that you are taking time to consider the interests of Bristol Bay salmon harvesters. Please feel free
to call with questions and comménts and, of course, we would be huppy togive you input.

President

cc. Alaska State Senate
Media

.0
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Alaska Independent Fishermen's
M arketing' Association

Post Office Box 60131

Seattle, Washington 98160
Telephone/Fax [206] 542-3930

April 28 198

Senator Rick Halford ,
Chairman, Senate Resource Committee
Alaska State Capitol E R
Juneau, AK 90801-1182

Dear Senator Halford,
RE: AIFMA’sOpposition to HB #73-ASMI Salmon Marketing Tax Extension

After AIFMA’s March 31 etter %sent to Alaska State Senators) in opposition to the ASMI salmon marketing tax

extension, many involved parties have requested further clarification of our position and general information

about our association.

We also understand that an amendment is being considered that would [ift the requirement that tax revenues be

used only for.domestic salmon promotions. Under no circumstances should this be allowed to occur, The

original mission of the ASMI salmon marketing tax was to develop and expand markets in the United States, If the
| tax is renewed, it is vital that funds collected from sockcye salmon fishermen be spent in the United States

to market sockcye. It is essential to expand U.S. markets for the economic health of the Bristol Bay sockeye

fishery.
AIFMA Isan Alaska Corporation. AIFMA is anon-profit association incorporated in the - State of Alaska.

AIFMA has represented the interests of Bristol Bay harvesters since 1966, regarcless of residency. Qur
membership IS mostly spread along the West Coast and in Alaska. Only abqut 4% of our members have, a Seattle
address, and about 7% when considering the Greater Seattle metropoliS. This parallels the percent of Bristol Bay

permitholders at-large who live in that region.

The AIFMA Board includes nine members. Three Board members live In the stale uf Alaska. Oilier Board
members include three members from Washington, one from Oregon and two from the State of California.

Our membership, on aver%ge, has 25years of experience fishing in Bristol ,Bréy. AIFMA dues arc voluntary and
our members, as stakeholders in the Bristol Bay fishery, have shown their desire to preserve and protect the
Bristol Bay fishery and its long-term sustainability by contributing to AIFMA’s efforts.

AIFMA’s membership is opposed to renewal of the ASMI salmon marketing tax. This issue was discussed at
length at AIFMA’s regional meetings. We also polled each of our members and overwhelmingly the membership
does not support the ASMI tax and Teels it should be eliminated. We bad an excellent return of ballots with one
third of our membership mailing in ballots, 93% voted to oppose renewal of the tax.

Last fall our Assembly unanimously passed u motion to officially oppose the renewal of the ASMI salmon
marketing tax.

We appreciate that you are taking time to cansider the interests of Bristol Bay salmon harvesters. Please feel free
to call with questions and comments and, of course, wc would be huppy togive you input.

David |larsila
President

cc. Alaska State Senate
Media
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Alaska Independent Fishermen's
M arketing Association

Post Office Box 60131

Seattle, Washington 98160
Telephone/Fax [206] 542-3930

March 31,1998

Syrator Ridk Halford
Alaska Jate Cpitol
dresu, AK 90801-1182 £ R k

Dear Syator Hallfad,
RE: OPPOSITION TO HOUSE BILL #73— ASMI SALMON MARKET ING TAX EXTENSION

AIRVA (Alada Inlpeoant AdremenSiarketang Asscaiatian) raresants400 fidemenwho havest
deye salmon nBsd By. Assdh, AIFVMA Btte lgstassooatinof fidas ntreBy.

AIFMA gyposes and docs rotsuyoort Bill #73 tetwoulld edad teASMIE 1% salon narketang &< leaed
upon salnon fidas nBsd By. AIFMA aoducted applll ofaur menbers ayear ap. Rultsvere
oermhrelmingly ngyositian oftte ASMI salnon ¢

93% of respordants did rot syport tre ASMIE sallimon taxand =it itshould be elimireted.
Only 7% of regodats sugoorted teASMI &< raenal..
The follovirg coments adtkess A 1| FMA S reesas Tarqoosing raenall of &l HB #73:
= Tax reaies alledsd fran Bl Bay salnon fidems are diqaquortiaeately high when compared
with otter salmon fdasad proesas, vhile trey reene tre lsstheefit fran ASMI Snarketirg
diots. Very Ittbpoyesshes been made togoen Yo USS. narkets tarBrididl Bay soddeye salnon n
sateofuyp ©R milllion NnBsd Bay salmn taesproviced anually Tatetefiat.

Pracessas aeoa—gresatad oan teASMI Board. They areddle o mflaehow axdllarsae
et D ttarbret, oftencunter b tredsires ofaur fiets. Foreanple reaies forfisa year
1956 damorstrate tetsalmn fidemen aontriuted A2 millliondllasad adgore proeessas aon-
trihEsialy 2. 7nllindlls.

ASMI hes o performance neeaures toedlLate teeffedtnaes of isprootias. Ferfomance meas-
uessould follovgacHlres auc as tte Goverment: Rerfomence and Resubts Act (GPRA) of 1988.
ASMI Fes faild togo heedHto-eed with aur conpetataan, famed saumon, ad hes igored essatsdl ad
\alLeble \\est Cest nartets. We have Httrese markets wide goen © niaaretcege feh

= ASMI heslbben neastae Treigten yaas. Adasnow reenerearly te loest ricspad dunirg
tspeniad of tne. Varkets farar fre* soddeye salm' " and tedevelgoment of ispracl.ot ieode
(alue-actd) revain Selsqo.

AIFRVA fesks tetaprogran bertance tehenestars’husiress posture ad gaer agesier Sareof
tevalle ofaur pradct Bntteest naet oftte Sateof Aleda. ASMI hes dearly shonn o direc-
teaaoplishts

Thark you fTaryour arsiceration an thisnatier.

David Hasila
Rresicit
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February 9, 1098 »1Mem

Representative Bill Hudson
State Capitol Room 108
Juneau, AK, 99801-1182

Dear Representative Hudson,

Il am writing concerning the importance of the contributions given to the Alaskan
Seafood Industry by Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (AsM1). W'Cat Alaska

M arine Trucking recognize the value of marketing. We feel the ASMI cffo.t
accomplishes goals vital to the development of new' seafood commodities, alongw il
continued support of well established seafood standards. As you know the seafood
industry in Alaska has seen a great many changes in the effort to remain

competitive in a world market that is driven by complex equations. The seafood
industry, along with the industries that supporv them, need the help of ASMI to
define the potential direction ofconsumer need, which in hand allows u* th ;

opportunity to focus our energy in the proper direction.

Representative Hudson, please feel free to forward this letter to whomever you feel
needs to recognize the importance of ASMI as a vital marketing gauge in one of

Alaska's most important economic basis.

Sincerely, 7
X=V" *

Kevin Anderson
General Munagecr
Alaska Marine Trucking
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5434 Shaune Dr. 8-B Juneau, AK 9980) <907>700'5)111

8 Feb 98
To: Rep.. Bill Hudson
Fm: Dick Hand

Dear Bill:
T am writing this letter 1in support of ASMI. Currently

I am aware that HB 73 1is under attack so that ASMI may* not
get it"s 1% funding.

ASMI is manv things to many people. In todays market
place the price and volume of Alaska fish 1is under attack as
u/e have not seen before. To stop funding of our single best

advocate for the seafood industry would be suicidal.

Thank you for your support and time on this bill.

Best regards

Dick Hand

cc: Barbara Belknap
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Anchorage Chamberof Commerce Resolution 97/98-12
In Supportof Marketing Alaska's Salmon

WHEREAS, commercial fishing isa major industry within Alaska and fisheries prices,
especially salmon, are depressed causing economic damage to many Alaska residents and

communities dependent on the industry; and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has established marketing efforts that are working to

reach new worldwide markets and to increase consumption in traditional markets; and

WHEREAS, the world supply of salmon is expanding, resulting in fierce competition

against Alaska's wild salmon products; and

WHEREAS, Alaska's commercial fishing industry previously approved a self-imposed
assessment to financially support marketing of Alaska's salmon in the United States and

throughout the world; and

WHEREAS, the salmon marketing assessment is set to sunset under state law and

House Bill 73 will extend the assessment for live years;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce
Board Directors supports House Bill 73 or another bill that will extend the life of the

assessment and that the funds collected from the assessment be spent to market Alaska’s

salmon.

Approved this 6th day of March 1998.

241 West Sth Avence. Suite 30, Andorage, Alaska 00801230 (@07) 272-2400 FAX QO7) Zr2-4117
erail: inm@andhoragecl ialrher-org ww..anchoragecharher .nrg
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Bristol Bay Driftnetters’ Association
PO Box 21951
Juneau, Alv 99802

March 25, 199S

Alaska Senator Rick Halford
State Capitol Building
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Senator Halford.

The Bristol Bay Driftnetters’ Association is in support of the continuation of
the 1-% ASMI salmon assessment. As an organization we are concerned that the
funds that we contribute to ASM I be effectively spent to promote our Sockcye as
much as practical. We also think it is not in Alaska’s best interest to overly
constrain ASM I from using these funds in the foreign market if by doing so they
believe we will get the most sales stimulation for our limited funds. ASM 1 work9
hard for us and we should allow them to do the best job we are funding them to do.

We recently met with the General Manager of the Association of Chilean
Salmon and Trout Farmers. They too have found that promotion is essential in (he
seafood market place. It might not be s bad idea to do some promotion with them
since we arc selling a similar product and they have so much money. We believe
that it is even worth exploring how we might significantly increase the demand for
salmon by working together. In any event BBDA encourages you to continue this
important marketing tool. After all we do want to sell our fish and believe
promotion is absolutely necessary and ASM I’ssalmon efforts are vital.

Sincerely,

Dan Barr President

Scott Stevenson Vice-President

Leroy Cossette Executive Committee Member



Leroy L. Cabana
6100 Andover Clr.
Anchorage,AK99516
Ph 907-345-5827
fax 907*345-2190

ReBresenative Bill Hudson
February 13, 1997

MrHudson. | recently received a memorandum on HB 73 extending
the 1% marketing assessment to June 30, 2003. Iwould like to
thank you for your time and kiterest in sponsoring HB 73. The
salmon industry, indeed all commercial fisheries in Alaska are more
dependent now on ASMI's marketing effort than ever before. Asa
salmon fisherman with 18 years experience as an owner/operator ofa
seiner. | have witnessed a complete reversal of salmon harvest and
marketing opportunities. In the 70's, we had few fish and more
markets than we could fill. With farmed salmon Production
increasing every year and the record harvest of Alaska salmon In
recent years, existing markets cannot absorb available production. It
is unlikely we as a salmon Industry will remain economically viable in
the long term iffarmed salmon continues to aggressively market and
increase production and our reaction Is to discontinue ASMI's
funding. [ know prices are at record lows and a more reasonable
reaction would be increasing our marketing assessment, not
eliminating our marketing program. |strongly support the
marketing assessment and appreciate your time and effort on HB 73.

Sincerely,

Leroy Cabana
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April 10, 1998

T0: Senator Loren Leman /
Alaska State Legislature .
Chair, Labor & Commerce Committee

FROM: Chugiak-Eagle Rivar Chamber of Commerce
Board of Directors, Jim Young, President

RE:  SUPPORT FOR HB 73 - 1% SALMON TAX ON COMMERCIAL HARVESTERS

Tha Chugiak-Eagls Rlvar Chamber of Commerce has been asked by community
mombera to support HB 73 - an oxtension of the one ﬁercent salmon tax on
commercial harvesters for a consecutive five yoara. The current legislation expired
in 1997, While the funds raised from this tax go Into the general fund of the State
of Alaska, fund9 are reallocated for tho Alaska Seafood Marketing institute. Theso
tax moneys are used to develop programs to promote the sale of salmon in the
Lower 48. This legislation has passed the House and i3 currently in committee In

the Senate.

Tho salmon Industry is under heavy competition from tho fish farming industry and
in order for commercial fishing to be viable economically, it needs to have an
aggressive marketing strategy, We understand that the Industry is supporting this
as the meansto that end. Under these conditions, tho Chamber endorses the "self-
taxing strategy' in order to enhance economic viability of commercial tlshing,

Wo appreciate your squort of this important legislation and If we can answer any
questions, please feel free to contact the Chamber at 694-4702.

cC: Senator Rick Halford
Senator Rnndy Phillips
Representative Peto Kott
Representative Vic Kohring
Representative Frod Dyson



CORDOVA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
RESOLUTION 98-03

A RESOLUTION URGING THE STATE OF ALASKA TO SUPPORT
SEAFOOD MARKETING EFFORTS

WHEREAS, commercial fishing isa major industry within our region; and

WHEREAS, fisheries prices, specially salmon prices, are depressed causing economic
damage to many Alaska residents and communities in traditional markets; and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has established vital marketing efforts that are working to
reach new worldwide markets and to increase consumption in traditional markets: and

WHEREAS, the world supply of salmon is expanding, resulting in fierce competition for
Alaska’s wild salmon products,

"OW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED thatthe Cordova ChamberofCommerce of
cordova, Alaska urges the Governor of Alaska and the Alaska state Legislature to support

seafood marketing efforts by:

-fully funding the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASMI);

-supporting the passage of legislation extending the 1% salmon harvester
assessment for a salmon marketing programs at the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute.

Passed and approved by the Cordova Chamber of Commerce this the ..11. day of
SC\E!N. &rr. 1998.
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GRAYSTAR
23 April 1998
Senator Rick Halford
Juneau
fax, 465-4928 phone: 465-4958

Deai- Senator Halford:

GRAYSTAR is an Anchorage-based comﬁan_y, founded in 1985. We provide
strategic services in commercial fisheries development and seafood

marketing.

We wholeheartedly support the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute. ASMI
is eminently successful'in its mission of generic promotion of all of Alaska's
seafood. Itis a service thatis of %reat benefit to our industry, and anl
substantive change to ASMIwould hurt all Alaskans, even those who thin

that they might benefit from a change.

As you know so well, it is impossible to please everyone, | ur_%e you and
gour committee to keep ASMI intact, and to support it in its mission.
lease do not allow a vocal minority to disrupt an organization that is

doing a su&erb_ job under increasingly difficult circumstances. In other
words, “ASMI ain't broke, so please don't fix it.”

Thank you for your attention,
Sincerely,

GRA Ltd.

Stephen T. Grabacki, CFS
President



Representative Hudson
State Legislature Office
Juneau, Alaska
Fax: 465-2273

Dear Representative Hudson,

Thank you for sponsoring House Bill 73, the ASMI 1% renewal t02003. The
renewal this year will save money, time and energy. The salmon industry needs the
efforts of ASMI .

lam a 20+ year harvester and have not been making much money lately but
feel without ASMI*s efforts, twould be even less. The raw fish tax to the state and
communities isdependent on the value of salmon when itleaves the fishing vessels,
the state should do all itcan to keep that value up Iknow for Cordova raw fish tax is
essential for the city to survive. The fish tax revenues have gone down and our sales
tax and property tax have increased, and budgets have been cut. kiseasy to see how
the value of salmon can directly relate to the education our children receive. ASMI §
efforts have a definite impact on ex-vessel value. Iwould rather pay more assessment
than to loose the edge ASMI gives. To not be assessed would be much more costly, to
the harvesters, to the communities and to the state.

Earlier thismonth at the Salmon Forum ktbecame very obvious that ASM1 is the
only body the industry has incommon. Every time there was an assignment or a need
ASMI was the only entity that people thought of that could accomplish the goals. The
industry isgoing through tough times but without ASMI we would be crippled!

Iwould like to ask that you also support the $518,000 that is in the Governor®s
budget so that ASMI can receive the federal grant money from USDA to maintain their
overseas marketing program.

The investment the state makes generates 13 times that dollar value for the
marketing budget from federal and foreign contributions That is a 1,306% retum.
This does not include the contributions made by the communities and their citizens.
When a French group came to Cordova the community had a potluck BBQ towelcome
them. The owner of a cafe donated the space. The fishermen pulled game (cherished
by the French) out of their freezers and the processors donated fish. A family invited
them into their home fora reception (they loved the idea of seeing how we Iine). The
processors gave them tours of their fecilities. The harvesters invited them on their
boats. One year when a group was there during a fishing opener the fishermen
welcomed them on their boats out fishing. The value of the fishery resource to the
state and the citizens and the impact of the fisheries with such a snowball effect on
coastal communities, lhope the overwhelming value of this program is recognized.

Thank you again for your support.
Kathy Halgren

Box 784
Cordova, Alaska 99574-0784
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February 9.1997

Representative BUI Hudson
Alaska State Legislature

Scale Capitol
Juneau, Ak. 99801-1182 via fax @ 465-2273

Dear Represeattuve Hudson:

Thank yoa for introducing 1JB 73 that would extend the 1% assessment for marketing
programs initialed by the Aviska Seafood Marketing Institute. Governor Tony Knowles
appointed me to die board of directors of ASMI in October 1996. The two meetings I’ve
attended since appointed has dearly shown me the importance of marketing Alaska salmon.
Alaska's wild salmon is facing very stiff competition with farmed salmon in domestic as
well as world-wide markets. W c roost continue our efforts to keep the market share wec
currently have and strive to increase our salmon markets both domestically apd

internationally.

I have been a commercial drift fisherpcrson in Bristol Bay foe the past 20 years. We arc
experiencing declining salmon prices which is directly attributed to the influx of fanned
salmon. The days of our wild salmon selling itself is no longer. Wc must continue to
design marketing programs tO help US compete in this rapidly evolving marketplace

The Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute IS the marketing agency that needs to represent
fisherpersons in the Stale of Alaska. ASMI needs fishermen's support as well ES the
State’s. The State of Alaska needs to support the salmon industry by continuing to
provide the 20% match that ASM 1 needs to receive the US DepL of Agriculture’s expert
grant Without the 1% fisher assessment and the State of Alaska’s match ASMI's

marketing efforts would be sharply curtailed.

In the Bristol Bay region most fisherpersons fed thatthe 1% assessment hdps them very
little since it can only be used for promoting and increasing domestic markets. Bristol Bay
contributes dose to 37% of the entire assessment and thrir product is sold primarily in
Japan. Realizing any benefitofthe 1% assessmentis notforthcoming. Ifyon can add into
HB 73 the change in thewording thatwould allow the 1% assessmentto be used nationally
as well aj internationally many fishermen would support the continuation of if.

Alaska’s salmon industry is vital to Alaska's economy. We arc the largestemployer in the
State and provide revenue from the raw fish tax fin*, pays for all aspects of the Stare
government In orderforthe:salmon industry to continue to play such a vital role in Alaska
we mustall continue tosupport and promote the marketing of the product
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legislator to do the same. Thank you for your time.

— RfSpectftdlyyoUfsS,

Rose Heyano O

cc Representative lvan M. lvan
Representative Jeannette A. James
Representative Cad E. Moses
Representative Richard Foster



February 17. 1998 FEB 251993

Representative Bill Hudson
State Capitol - Room 108
Juneau. AK 99801 1182

Re: 1% Salmon Tax

Dear Rep. Hudson.

I am a commercial fishermen in Bristol Bay. |am writing you in support of
legislation to continue the 1% marketing tax on salmon.

I have worked with marketing salmon in the Lower 48 and have witnessed the
increase of sales of salmon in grocery stores because of the efforts of ASMI.

ASMI now has a very competent and personable new director in Barbara Belknap! |
am confident that she will be able to work with the ASMI Board and bring about
some necessary changes in marketing" strategies. But. she needs your and our
support to do this, as well as the help of tire 1% tax to proride her with a program

budget.

With the erosion of the Japanese yen and the increase of farmed salmon effecting
our markets, it is now more important than ever for fishermen to support the 1% tax
to help promote salmon in the domestic market.

| hope that you will be supportive of ASMI and the 1% tax.

Thank you.

Tom Huffer

18207 Sanctuary Drive
Eagle River. Alaska 99577
Tel: 907-694-2326

cc: Sen. Rick Halford
Sen. Randy Phillips
Rep. Fred Dyson
Rep. VicKohring
Rep. PeteKott..



Februaiy 17, 1998 FEB 2 51998

Representative Bill Hudson
State Capitol - Room 108
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Re: 1% Salmon Tax

Dear Rep. Hudson,

I am a commercial fishermen in Brisj£lj3ay. | am writing you in support of
legisdatlpiOulcontlnue the 1% marketing tax on salmon.

I have worked with marketing salmon in the Lower 48 and have witnessed the
increase of sales of salmon in grocery stores because of the efforts of ASMI.

ASMI now has a very competent and personable new director in Barbara Belknap! |
am confident that she will be able to work with the ASMI Board and bring about
some necessary changes in marketing strategies. But. she needs your and our
support to do this, as well as the help of the 1% tax to provide her with a program

budget.

With the erosion of the Japanese yen and the increase of fanned salmon effecting
our markets, it is now more important than ever for fishennen to support the 1% tax
to help promote salmon in the domestic market.

| hope that you will be supportive of ASMI and the 1% tax.

Thank you.

Tom Huffer

18207 Sanctuary Drive
Eagle River, Alaska99577
Tel: 907-694-2326

cc: Sen. Rick Halford
Sen. Randy Phillips
Rep. Fred Dyson
Rep. Vic Kohring
Rep. Pete Kott..
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CITYOFKETCHI Ifu*
RESOLUTION NO. 98-1903

A RESOLUTION URGING THE STATE OF ALASKA
TO SUPPORT SEAFOOD MARKETING EFFORTS

WHEREAS, commercial fishing is a major industry within our region; and,

WHEREAS, fisheries prices, especially salmon prices are depressed causing
ecgnomlc damage to many Alaska residents and communities dependent on the industry,
and,

- WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has established vital marketing efforts that are
worllzlng todreach new worldwide markets and to increase consumption in traditional
markets; and,

WHEREAS, the world supply of salmon is expanding, resulting in fierce
competition for Alaska's wild salmon products,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA, as follows:

Section 1 The Council of the City of Ketchikan ur?es the Governor of Alaska and the
Alaska State Legislature support seafood marketing efforts by:

fully funding the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASM1); and,
supporting the passage of legislation extending the 1% salmon harvester
assessment for salmon marketing programs at the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute.

Section 2: This resolution shall be effective upon passage and approval.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 19th day of March, 1998.

Bob Weinstein, Mayor

City Clerk
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Memo—King Salm on

To: Sen. Rick Halford

From : Ralph Angasan, Jr.
King Salmon Tradltional Village Council

Date: 04/27/98

Re: ASMI

Has Asm! ever advertised Bristol Bay sockeye? They have not to the amount of
money we have donated. Maybe itshould put imto law that our salmon is advertised.

Bristol Bay fisherman pays dearly to the cause and we getno recognition. We would

be happy to pay the 1%of our fishing Income Ifour salmon was advertised for itsflr
share of the money that isbrought in.

If this is not possible to advertise for our fair share then we would prefer not to pay
theAsmi tax.

e Pago1l

TDTfiL P.02



KODIAK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

RESOLUTION 98-02-01

A resolution urging the State of Alaska to support seafood marketing efforts

WHEREAS, commercial fishing is a major industry within our region; and.

WHEREAS, fisheries prices, especially salmon prices, are depressed causing economic damage

to many Alaska residents and communities dependent on the industry; and.

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has established vital marketing efforts that are working to
reach new worldwide markets and to increase consumption in traditional markets;

and.

WHEREAS, the world supply of salmon is expanding, resulting in fierce competition for

Alaska's wild salmon products.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Kodiak Chamber
of Commerce urges the Governor of Alaska and the Alaska State Legislature to support seafood

marketing efforts by:

. fully funding the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASMI):
. supporting the passage of legislation extending the 1% salmon harvester assessment for

salmon marketing programs at the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE KODIAK
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ON THIS 2ird DAY OF FEBRUARY 1998.

Signed this day of February 1998.

Attest;

&
Alan L. Schmitt. President Genedine D. Taan, Secretary to the Board

Kodiak Chamber of Commerce Kodiak Chamber ofCommerce



February i 1998

Representative Bill Hudson
State Capitol -Room 108
Juneau ak 99801-1181*

Re 1% Salmon Tax
Dear Rep Hudson.

My lamily and lare commercial fishermen in Bristol Bay We own three limited entry permits
tor salmon and run a family tishing business We are writing you m Support of legislation to
continue the 1% marketing tax on salmon

My wife and i nave worked with marketing salmon in the Lower 48 and have witnessed the
increase ot sales ot salmon in grocery stores because ol the ettorts ot ASMI  We believe that
fishermen working with ASM Ican make a ditterence in the amount ot wild salmon sold in the
Lower 48 grocery chains ASM lonce strongly supported a Fisherman in the Stores Program
whereby. Alaskan lishermen could help promote their products directly to the public Mary
Gore. Sen M tiler’saide was incharge of this program We believe twas very successful

and also developed a strong support among fishermen tor the 1% tax

A change in leadership ol ASMI brought with ita change ol philosophy concerning the
Fisherman in the Stores Program From a high ot 11G tishermen going outside to promote
their products the program was cut to almost zero M y tamily®s eltort to bring about a change
ot direction went unheeded by the director lunderstand the frustration ot Senator Donley
and we certainly supported the ettorts by some legislators to get a change in the leadership
OtASMI

We now have a very competent and personable new director in Barbara Belknapi We are
confident that she will be able towork with the ASMI Board to bring about necessary changes
m marketing strategies But. she needs your and our support to do this, as well as the help ot
the 1% tax to provide her with a program budget

With the erosion ot the Japanese yen and the increase ot tarmed salmon eltecting our
markets, kisnow more important than ever lor tishermen to support the 1% tax to help
promote salmon in the U S

We hope that you will be supportive in our ettorts with ASMI

Thank you.

Bill and Diane Kuhlmann
P 0O Box 770891

Eagle River. Alaska 99577
Tel 907-694-2426

FAX 907-694-2435
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February 17, 1997

House Soecial Committee on Aderies
Attn: Chairman Rep. Alan Austerman

Re: House Bill 73 - 1% rerenal ©2003
Dear Rep. Austerman:

As afisherman nBistol Bay fartte Est30 years and with dll ofour immediate
and extended fami ly invohved nboth the salmon fidery and hemnn fartery. 15>«) hrwe
real concem regarding our fulre.

Like any otter indbstry we nus. market aggressiveh ifwe are toprotect thre Alaska
indLstry fram encroachment by every other protein source, egecially famed salmon.

Marketing snostly a logtermeffartand resultscome anly asswe arearsistat
ad aggressive  Indstrywide  npresantaing mr products

Over the kst tivee yearsASM I hesbecome anexogptical agenization ntte
marketing aea. ASMI1 hesamarketing plan and works tre plan very agpressinely.

On bemlfoﬁremany members ofmy Tanilywho arefidas inBrstol Bay and on
beralfofmany fidas nte "l ike Couttry'* who may never artect yau. 1urge you to

H.B. 173. PleeseaIIONLsasmlrdsuyto what tre Legsslature must
eatually eqoect of every otrer I stry ntire Sete. Ass&esarsel\es o tomarket and

promote diewell being of theAlaska Seafood Indlstry.
Thank you foryour axsiceration of my voice \Ote.

Sinerely,

David Wilder

Jin Ow C4l tljuek, iitiU m 'j3 = i"i,Lt;Li F207) 781 222a



1would like to thank you for introducing KB 73. " An Act extending the termination of the salmon
marketing programs ofthe Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute and the marketing assessment, and
providing for an effective date ” | strongly support the passage ofthis Bill Please feel free to use
my letter as public testimony

In light of competition from the fanned salmon industry, Alaska's Salmon industry has. at least on
the short term, lost much ground. We can accept this and do nothing about it, or, we can get smart
and attempt to design marketing ptvgiams to help us compete tn this rapidly evolving marketplace
This second option takes a bit of money i © ucll as a unified and organized effort, like ASMI, to
take the lead role

The ASMI annual budget is over S10,000.000 Processors make the largest contribution
(approximately 3 7M) to this budget with their 03% assessment on the value of all fishery
resources purchased. Fishermen contribute slightly less, approximately 3 4M. with their 1%
assessment oo salmon The Federal government matches 6 to | the 5550.000 appropriated by the
State Legislature.

We need ASMI now more than we did 10 years ago when there were very few farmed fish on the
market and Alaska's salmon was "Tong" This is not the case today We arc now entering the “era
of ASMI" We have invested m ASMI for over fifteen years, and ASMI, through it successes and
failures, has learned a lot about marketing salmon While global salmon supply has doubled so has
salmon consumption and much of this growth m consumption can be directly attributed to ASMI's
marketing efforts It is important now that the State show unity with the industry and continue its
support ofthe ASM] program

I need not *mphaaize the importance of this industry on the Alaskan economy It would be a
disaster to allow legislators, who lack in understanding of the huge impacts of this industry, dictate
policy which would permanently alter the wild salmon industries' ability to compete Thank you
for your urn*

Taku Smokoncs



S0 CyKilAT-=: % ‘mlIAli-gi V =) r.com
Ddtcm 20790 " 59 Al ’
Priorjty: Normal

TO: virid jennings at DCED A3MI

Subject: Copy oT. Attached Letter
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Greg Mclintosh, 74cC3,1714
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Ccpy of: Attached Letter
Car. you use this? Still or. the road. Greg

February 5, 1998

Mclntosh Marine, Ir.c.

Post Office Boy. 6454

Halibut Cove, AK 59602
February 6, 1998

The Honorable Bill Hudson
State Capital

Room 103

Juneau, .AK 59301

Dear Mr. Hudson:

I understand the House and the Senate may scon be discussing the merits of
the 1% tax, used to fund the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASMI). |
encourage you and your colleagues to act responsibly and fund ASMI ir. order
that it may continue to contribute to and enhance the State's economic

base. Let me be a bit more specific.

As one of the founders of Arctic Alaska Seafoods, Inc., developers of the
award winning (19S7 Symphony of Salmon, Governor’s Export Award, 1957),
"Pinks in a Pouch" value-added salmon products, | can assure you the
product would not be experiencing the success it presently enjoys were it
not for ASMI's marketing efforts. This breakthrough process, chatprovides

jobs by allowing canneries to continue production throughout the winter,
was introduced into the Federal School Lunch Program, ir. part by the
efforts of Claudia Hogue and her ASMI colleagues. As you know, full
employment at Alaska's canneries means economic stability in coastal
communities. Economic stability means work for fishermen; work for
fishermen means timely payment of loans; timely payment cf loans means more
efficient banking. ASMI's makes 3ense. Allowing ASMI tc founder, by not
continuing or increasing its funding, would not be good business.

Those c¢f us who have spent cirr.e and money ir. an effort to bring Alaska's
fishery resources up to full utilization appreciate ar.d rely upon ASMI's
marketing abilities. We encourage the House and Senate to act responsibly
and continue to provide mechanisms that will ensure ASMI's continued
success. A guarantee of funding will allow ASMI staff to market Alaska's
fine seafood products, rather than market itself to the Legislature for
funding.

Sincerely,
Greg Mclntosh
Gregory S. Mclntosh

President
Mclintosh Marine, Inc.
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February 6. ' 998
Representative BnHudson

Capitol Building. Room 08
Juneau. AK 998C1

Dear Represc-ntol.vcf Hucscn.

*am writing loyou es 0o Jjnecj seafooc orocesscr who appends upon the
marketing supood of ibe Alaska "ealood Marketing rsWute. Isupped the
passage ot House Bin NO 73. extending *hs 1% salmon marke ,ng assessmer."” fho*
provides the mojority of tne "und*mg loroomestic marketing programs of the
Alaska Seafood Marketing institute.

The Alarkc seafood industry isa* a orossrooas. Expanding supplies and
eomoe trtive marketing across "he g obe have caused depressed pricesand
economic damage tomany Alaska residents and communities who cepord
upon the industry.

If 3net on exaggeration to say that the fa lure to pcss this fax willmean tne
dissolution a* th9 Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute and, w"lh it the strong
marketing presence aicso hajf-i the marketplace.

The Alaska seafood indusfy sthe nurrccr one private employer inAlaska,
generating revenues second only lo "he cil industry More than 700 p-ccessing
facilities of all sizesepera € in Alaska, employing rGa-ly 70.CCO full-time and
seasons” workers. Afmosi 50.000 oeople hon/esf fishcommem®aly inAlaska

annually.

Than< you foryo jreffods to protect the voice of tne ndus*ry Inworld markets by
maintaining cur marketing programs for Alaska seafood.

Sincerely.



PETERSBURG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
RESOLUTION 98*02

A Resolution of the Petersburg Chamber of Commerce urging the honorable
Tony Knowfes, Governor of Alaska State and the Alaska State Legislature to support
the seafood marketing efforts of our State.

Whereas, commercial fishing is a major industry within our region; and

Whereas, the City of Petersburg's local business and residential community is
largely involved in the active production of seafood; and

Whereas, the economic well being of Petersburg is largely dependent upon
the stability of prices and the increase of healthy markets for seafood; and

Whereas, the State of Alaska has established vital marketing efforts to

increase consumption in traditional domestic markets

THEREFORE BE fT RESOLVED:
* The Petersburg Chamber of Commerce requests that Alaska State

continue its support of seafood marketing efforts by fully funding the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute (ASMI)

Further, we request that the Governor urge and support the
passage of legislation extending the 1% Salmon Harvester Assessment, for salmon
marketing programs at the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute

Passed andApproved by the Petersburg Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors,
thisy£?  day of

John Baird Gerald A. Plank
President, Board ot Directors Director



Petersburg>Vessel Owners Association

PO Box 23.?
Petershurg. Alaska 99833
Phone (907) 772-9323 v 'K

January 26, 1998

Representative Bill Hudson
Chair, Committee on Resources
Alaska State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Hudson:

We are writing in support of H.B. 73. an act extending the termination dates of the
salmon marketing programs of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute and the salmon
marketing assessment.

We are supporting reauthorization of the 1% marketing assessment because we
recognize ASMI's work as essential to maintaining our share of the domestic salmon
market. Over the years. ASMI has developed programs which are having measurable
results on the sale of our seafood products. It would be shortsighted of us to believe
we could improve upon our current position without a strong marketing effort directed
at the seafood consumer. ASMI's programs can only serve to bolster the seafood
industry’s position in what has become a highly competitive marketplace and we
support your efforts to continue these programs

Thank you for introducing and working on this important piece of legislation.

Sincerely.

JW28 198

Director

cc: Senator Robin Taylor
Representative Ben Grussendorf
ASMI
UFA
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To: Senator Rick Halford, Clwirman. Senate Resources
From: Robert D. Schell, Board Chairman, Seafood Producers Cooperative

Subject; HB 73
Date; March 9,1998

| am wrﬁln onbehalfo ff e members of Seafood Producers Coo rane msquporto
HB/3, te tinuation otthe 1% m%{ketln tax. SP |scom 0sed 07 almos
individual fishermen who haveJome Gge er to market thel caﬁ Ourmaiorporto
production |5|n Sitka where we own an operateacodstoragepant Our primary
products are troll salmon, black cod and halibut.

SMI is the onl avenueAIaskan ﬁrocessorshave to market their catch ona orld W|de
d, throudh the 1% marketi H essment marketonabroa |s |n
ere ave beerf pos| ves es resufts for our co eratlve asa}ﬁ MTse orts
ese od cons mmg

mon proaucts av een exnosed to a [ar
pogﬁatlonnet%eUSA This would not aveL npo eW|t outteletax

llowed ASM! to expand its programs.

As with man% 0fthe salmon groducers our traditional mRrkets have been in Japan and
urope. Wit theexglosmn formed fish dwhEuroBe sae? ﬁve lag gedthere With the
oW warﬂ trends in die Asian econom a eln sionoTC ho into these
markets there has been a downward trénd In sales Into these mar ets

We need to flnol and seF Le markets in tﬂe U.S. to take the ti] lace of theae trao\ltlonal over
seas markets, [T we as fishermen areW| mgto tax ourselves to find and deve R
domestic markets Plou know we feel that ASMI's work is important to our continued

existance as a viable industry.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments,

CC: Ben Gruesvdorff
Robin Taylor




Sponsor:  Administrator

ClTy AND BOROUGH OF SITKA
RESOLUTION NO. 98-698

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE CITY AND BOROUGH
OF SITKA, ALASKA URGING THE STATE OF ALASKA TO SUPPORT SEAFOOD
MARKETING EFFORTS

WHEREAS, commercial fishing is a major industry within our region; and

WHEREAS, fisheries prices -especially salmon prices -are depressed, causing
economic damage to many Alaska residents and communities
dependent on the industry; and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has established vital marketing efforts that are
working to reach new worldwide markets and to increas* consumption
in traditional markets; and

WHEREAS, the world supply of salmon is expanding, resulting in fierce com petition
for Alaska’s wild salmon products;

NOW,6 THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Assembly of the City and Borough of
Sitka. Alaska that the City & Borough of Sitka urges the Governor of Alaska and the Alaska
State Legislature to support seafood marketing efforts by fully funding the Alaska Seafood
Marketing Institute (ASMI);

PASSED AND APPROVED hy the Assembly of the City and Borough of Sitka. Alaska
on this 2'P day of February, 1998.

ATTEST:

Kk N sQN
KIthy Hppd Erickson
Municipal Clerk



3300Arctic Boulevard, Suite 203
. Alaska 99503
Phone (907) 562-7300
Fax (907) 562-0438
Brall: snent@alaska.net
http:/Awvalaskaret/~snanc

RESOLUTION 98-7
A RESOLUTION RELATING TO SEAFOOD MARKETING

WHEREAS, commercial fishing la tho major industry within tha Southwest Alaska
Municipal Conforonca (SWAMC) region; and

WHEREAS, comm?rcial fishing la imgortantto the economy and stability of Southwest
coastal communities; an

WHEREAS, many of tha fisheries In tho SWAMC region, particularly salmon, suffer from
Eoor runs, depressed markets, and incréasing competition from farmed

almon: an

WHEREAS,  domestic and international seafgod morketing, including promoting new
markets and new products, is vital to the Solithwest eConomy;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Southwest Alaska Munlplpal Conference
stronPIy encourages the Governor of Alaska and the Alaska Stata Legisfature to work
close ¥,W|th commercial fishing representatives to ensure a strong and adequately-funded
marketing program for seafood” products produced in Alaska; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Governor of Alaska and the Alaska State LePis_Iature
reevaluate state lew regarding the expenditure of State and Federal monies that [imits
promoting the fisheries products produced in the SWAMC region.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE THIS
3\ + DAY OF JANUARY 1998.


mailto:swamc@alaska.net
http://www.alaska.net/~swamc

February 18, 1997

Representative Bill Hudson
c/o House Resources Committee
State Capital, Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dew Representative Hudson,

1would like this letter to show my aupport to the efforts you and Rep. Orussondorf havo made in the
introduction of House Bill No. 73. You have a very solid base of sometimes "quiet™ support from tho
commorcial fishermen in the Southeast Alaska region. Ploaso, keep up tho good work!

Jam a life-long resident of Alaska and a full-time commercial fisherman. My fiimily has boon in the
seafood industry in Alaska for over 6S years and we hope to continue well into tho future in this dynamic
industry. Many fishermen sometimes wonder as to the best use oftho assessments or whether there should
bo on assessment at all7 My experience and judgment clearly indicate that marketing is the key to getting
a stable demand for our resource.

1shutter to think of the consequences that would suffocato our already stressed industry ifthe assessments
are not continued into tho future and our sole marketing ability is severed. Without trying to drwmatirc
the future without a marketing assessment, | surely feel the salmon industry may collapse from within.
Our industry collectively has some substantial obstacles to hurdle, but without the marketing presenoe of
an organization such as ASMI, (in the words of my 8yr. old) we ore doomedl

1 feel the successes that ASMI has made on behalfofour industry are beyond dispute. It probably Is the
ono entity capable of keeping our processing and harvesting working together toward a market-driven
industry which is tho only premise that our industry can survive under.

Any way, the vast majority of commercial fishermen in this community definitely realize tho importance
of marketing and tho future positivo impact it will have on our livelihoods and the value of our industry to
the entire state of Alaska.

Again, thank you for your support of our industry needs.

John R. Swanson F/V l.ogan T (Salmon Seine. Halibut, Sabloflsh, Roc Herring)
PO Box 1546 F/V Ruthie (Bristol Bay Salmon)

Petersburg, Alaska 99833

Ph. & ftx #(907) 772-3501

cc: Co-sponsor Representative Ben Orussendorf fux f/907-465-2278
Senator Robin Taylor, fax #907-465-3922
Barbara Belknap, fax #907-465-5572



RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION URGING THE STATEOF ALASKA TO SUPPORT SEAFOOD
MARKETING EFFORTS

WHEREAS, commercial fishing isa major industry within ourregion: and,

WHEREAS, fisheriesprices, especially salmon prices, are depressed
causing economic damage tomany Alaska residents and
communitiesdependent on the industry; and,

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska has established vita! marketing efforts that
areworking toreach new worldwide markets and to increase
consumption in traditional markets: and,

WHEREAS, thewortd supply ofsalmon isexpanding, resulting in fierce
competition for Alaska's wild salmon products,

NOW . THEREFORE BEITRESOLVED that-ic (!//mM< urges
the Governorof Alaska and the Alaska State LegisJdture to support
soafood mcrketing efforts by:

o fully funding the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASMI):
esupporting the passage of legislation extending the 1% .almaon

harvester assessmentforsalmon marketing programs atthe Alaska
Seafood Marketing Institute.

P A SSETD A N D A PPR OV ETD BY THE PhdyK/IZ] THIS
3 . D AY O F ~ANUA ATtttV ' 1998.
m ober President Chamber Executive Director
Q )N /'y io & M C /r'tB

02/06/98 11:26 TX/fiX NO.1600 P.003






SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT

DATE: 5/6/97 FURTHER:

DATE TURNED

IN TO OFFICE:. Zhh-?
Resources Committee considered CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 109(FIN)

“An Act relating to the management and disposal of state land and resources; relating to certain
remote parcel and homestead entry land purchase contracts and patents; and providing for an

effective date.”

and recommends: Senate BIll:
S r LX‘ same tltle
¢S /g2 /"7 ( new title
. House Bill:
| | adopt previous CS ( | same title
, techmcal change
| | attached amendment(s) new:
| | adopt Letter of Intent by Committee
I | further tvferral lo the Committee
bME fa X

I | APPROPRIATION - no fiscal note “include fiscal nates m'omnauvini* (I’nvernor's bill



A laska Js>tatc legislature .
W hile in Scesmn

REPRESENTATIVE Stale Capitol
GENE THERRIAULT Juneau Ap|aska
Mailing Address v T 3 99801-1 182
I 19N Cushman Suite *0' (907) 465-4797
Fawb;n(;(;.l AggfgSS?Q/Ol o Fax; (907) 465-3884
FAX 007) 498 J27' House District 33

Mouse (£)f Kfcpresentatifres

House Bill 109 "An Act relating to the management and
disposal of state land and resources; relating
to certain remote parcel and homestead entry
land purchase contracts and patents; and
providing and effective date."

SPONSOR: Rep. Gene Therriault

SPONSOR STATEMENT:

House Bill 109 is a housekeeping measure intended primarily to clarify certain
Title 38 statutes governing the Department of Natural Resources’ management
of state land and resources. This bill is intended lo bring greater efficiency to

the management of state lands by simplifying programs and reducing costs to

DNR.
Some highlights of HB 109 include:

» rewrite of the "remote cabin permit program” to a program that would allow
for either the sale or lease of land for a remote cabin site. The permit
program was never implemented because of the associated administrative

costs with only a minimal return to the state.

» Clarifies that the sale of state land does not obligate the state to provide
additional services.

» Simplifies the methods to receive a homestead parcel title by requiring that
within five years, a parcel must be lived on for 25 months or purchased at

fair market value.

Although HB 109 is not intended to be a complete rewrite of Title 38, | believe it
is a positive step in the effort to streamline state government.



4 No. 1
FISCAL NOTE Bill Version; HB.109

STATEOFALASKA B ILL N O . (H) Publish D ate: A/23/97
1997 LEGISLATIVE SESSITON

Revision Date:

DeptAffected: NaturalResources;

Resource:D e velopm ent

Title : An Actrelating to the-m anagement and disposal BRU

fstateland and,resources: rela'Jng to:..remote parcels and... Com ponent Land Development.

o

Sponsor: Rep. Therriault

Component Serial- No. 431

Requestor: H (RES)

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FYo9s FYQ99 FYoo FYo1l FYO2 FYOS3
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 D 3 0.0 t).0
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

M ISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CHANGE IN REVENUES (1005) 93.0 93.0 93.0 93.0 93.0 93.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 G F Match

1004 G F

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estim ate of any currentyear (FY97) cost: S None
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PART-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TEMPORARY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ANALYSIS: if

' (Attach a separate page I necessary)

fiscal im pact associated with this legislation based on the assum ption thatthe bill's im provem ents to land

There is no

m anagement and disposal laws will allow the division to focus on processing the existing backlog of applications m ore

efficiently .

Change in revenue assumes 200 acres ofnew homesteads are purchased each yearat 5350/acre, 5225 /acre more than

they would bring under current law (545.0), and ten existing hom esteads or remote parcels "buy out'theirconveyance

restrictions at $4.8 per parcel (548.0).

Prepared by: Jane Angvik, Director, "N Phone 269-8503
Division: Land - " 4" Date 15-Apr-97
Approved by Com m issioinerm: s * A

Date:
Agency: Natural Resources A c/ =

COM)MV&TEE COPY [/COMNnQ'CI CftIC! ATIWtrncnirnn X



SectiotinS Analysis of CS Hit 109 (FIN)

3EE
1  adds new subsection, lifts six year statute of limitations for the state to bring action to confirm the state's interests in real

property or protect public resources (AS 09.10.120)

2  clarifies that the department's consideration of limber, firewood, and water supplies before offering land for disposal does not
imply that any person has exclusive use of those resources or constitute a limitation on future suite disposals. (AS

38.04.010(b))

3-4 removes the requirement of a "land disposal bank." Under laws passed in the last decade, regional kind use plans are used to
identify land that will be offered for private ownership. More titan 2,000,000 acres have been classified through this process,
making the land bank obsolete. Subsections c, f, j, and k relating to the land disposal bank are repealed in Sec.44. (AS

38.04.020(a)-(b))

5  rewrites subsection: die report available to the legislature will contain information on the current inventory of state land available
for disposal, tailored to the way the inventory is catalogued. Land is classified as suitable for sctdemcnt purposes including
homestead, commercial, and industrial disposals; agricultural disposal; and grazing leases. (AS 38.04.020(d))

6 puts the state land disposal program on die same foodng as odier natural resource sale programs, submitting a budget request
each year would not be mandatory. But each budget proposal would be complete. It would request die full funding needed to get
die land disposal projects ready for sale, including any access roads or odier capital improvements dial might be required. (AS

38.04.020(e))

7 makes technical corrections, dropping an out-of-order ckissificauon reference (land must already be planned and classified for
disposal before it is surveyed and platted), an erroneous reference to a homestead "lease” is removed, and a reference to homestead

staking is removed to conform widi repeals in sec 44. (AS 38.04.020(g))

8 clarifies die five-acre limit on subdivision lots applies to land sold for residential and recreational uses, not agricultural parcels,
commercial parcels, etc. This clarification is needed because under current law, any division of a tract for purposes of stile
constitutes a subdivision. The amendment would also allow larger lots if it would increase die return to die state. (AS

38.04.020())

9 updates a list of state land disposal programs by adding die homestead law and die remote recreadonal cabin site lease/sale
program enacted by Sec. 29 of the bill. (AS 38.04.020(0)

10 clarifies diat die commissioner's disposal funding request must go to die governor not to the legislature. (AS 38.04.021(a))
1 deletes a cross-reference to an annual land demand study, repealed by this bill. (AS 38.04.021(b))

12 allows the Department of Natural Resources to create new land disposal programs by regulation, provided diey are competitive
and produce at least fair market value for die land. (AS 38.04.030)

13 clarifies dial sales of public land to private individuals shall be at fair market value unless specifically exempted, sale programs
are preferred although lease programs may be used under certain circumstances, and removes a reference to remote cabin permits

(repealed by diis bill),. (AS 38.04.035)
14 deletes kuiguage exeinpdng random-staked homesteads ;uid remote parcels from cadastral survey requirements. The remote parcel
program was repealed in 1983, effecdvc 1984, and die homestead program was changed in 1988 to preclude random staking.

(Remote recreational cabin site leases, res enacted by Sec. 29 of die bill, would be exempt from diisstatute because they are
short-term leases. The statute would not apply until die remote recreadonal cabin site was ready lo sell.) (AS 38.04.045(b))

15 allows discrcdon on where to hold land auctions ;uid lotteries, (AS 38.05.050)

16 deletes die personal-appearance requirement for land auctions, allowing bidders to be represented by an agent. (AS 38.05.055)
(personal appearance requirement found unconslitudonal)

page 1 CS 1IB 109 (I;IN) sectional



17 along with repealer, deletes the rcauiremenl that purchasers appear in person at land lotteries and pay the down payment on the
spot. Instead, diey would have 30 days to make the payment. It also drops language about consulting with the local assessor to
determine land values, which is unnecessary because AS 38.05.840 requires a formal appraisal before the land can be offered for

sale. (AS 38.05.057(a), plus repeal of (9))

18- repeals the current system for sale contract interest rates that relies on die old Federal Land Bank's "prevailing” rate. (The Federal

19 Land Bank's successor now uses many different rate systems widi multiple variables, radier dian a single prevailing rate.) It
would also change the point at which the rate is determined, solving die problem of die rate changing after the contract is mailed
out for signature but before both parties have signed. (State land sale contracts are not signed in a face-to-face closing ceremony.)
Sec. 18 would also let contracts for auction parcels be issued for less than 20 years, as already allowed for lottery parcels. (AS

38.05.065(a)-(b).)

20 replaces die old Federal Land Bank interest rate with a new system for state land stile contracts. Interest would be based on die
prime rate, die widely quoted market rate used for a bank's most credit-worthy corporate loan customers. A four percent add-on
would adjust for die unique circumstances of state land sale contracts, which do not involve any credit check. The total would be
capped at 9.5% for agricultural use contracts and 13.5% for odier contracts. The rate would be computed mondily and would
apply to all contracts prepared dial inoi. li. (AS 38.05.065(i))

21 corrects a 1984 error, restoring die original intent of die veterans' prelerencc auction law. It clarifies that aldiough diat law does
not apply to the lottery, liomesite, or homestead programs, a veterans' preference auction must be held before restricted residential
lots can be sold at auction to the general public. A combination of amendments in 1984 had made veterans' preference sales
inapplicable to all subdivision sales. (AS 38.05.067(d))

22 updates die agricultural preference right law (see Sec. 21) by defining die term "adjacent," instead of "approximate vicinity." The
latter was removed from the body of die law in 1984. (AS 38.05.069(e)(2))

23 updates programs exempt from die general standard diat state land leases must be offered at auction. It removes a reference to
remote cabin permits (repealed by diis bill), mid substitutes a reference to remote cabin site recreational leases (enacted by Sec. 29

of diis bill) (38.05.075(a))

24- allows upland owners to obtain a noncompetitive shoreland lease, treats shoreland leases same as tideland mid submerged land
25 (38.05.075 (c),(d))

26  rewrites the aquatic farm site law to let standard state leasing laws be used. Sites could be offered directly at auction or by
negotiated lease, radier than first being developed under a three-year permit process. As widi odier types of land disposals and
leases, public hearings on the leasing decision would be held as needed, but would not he mandatory. (AS 38.05.08" plus
repealers of AS 38.05.855, AS 38.05.856, AS 38.05.946(b))

27 modernizes requirements to restore surface lease sites after lease termination, protecting die state against liability and high
cleanup costs. Because other provisions of AS 38 apply this leasing statute to terminated hoinesitcs, homesteads, remote cabin
sites, etc., special measures of the existing AS 38.05.090 would be retained to compensate individuals for authorized private
residential improvements that are not removed from the site and me worth more dian S10,000 net value. (AS 38.05.090)

28 conforming amendment needed due to repeal of 38.05.040 bonding requirement for the director of die statutory Alaska Division of
Lands) would be repealed by Sec. 44 of this bill. (AS 38.05.131(a))

29 creates a remote recreational cabin site lease/sale program for land disposals in remote, lightly populated areas. At any time
during a total term of ten years, die lessee could purchase the site after getting it appraised and surveyed, just as in die former
"open-to-entry" mid "remote parcel” programs (repealed in 1979 ;uid 1993 respectively). (AS 38.05.600)

30 allows "odier public" facilities, beyond cemetery or solid waste facility that may be disposed of to a tax-exempt, non-profit
corporation, or other organization to operate for a public purpose and allows the department to convey “"common areas" in state
subdivisions to die subdivision's homeowners' association for retention and management. Many state subdivisions were platted
widi certain lots reserved from disposal to provide open space and recreation for subdivision residents. The intention was
eventually to transfer these reserved lots to local government. But where diere is no local government or it does not want lo
assume management responsibility, conveyance to die homeowners' association is a logical substitute. The department would lie
required to ensure diat die conveyance serves a public purpose. (AS 38.05.810(a))

page 2 CS LU 109 (FIN) sectional



31 allows a two year shelf life for appraisals, amended from one year (AS 38.05.840 (a))

32 clarifies that die division may allow livestock grazing, commercial berry picking or mushroom harvesting, and similar minimal-

33-
34

35

36

37

38

39

40

value consumptive uses by issuing permits, an audiority the Department of Law rcccndy questioned. (AS 38.05.850(a))

deletes references in the public notice law to special aquatic farm site permit procedures repealed by diis bill: mandatory public
hearings and preliminary findings before issuing permits. (AS 38.05.945(a)(5)-(6), d)

raises the application fee for homesitcs from die current S10 to a maximum of S25, die same as for lottery parcels. (AS
38.08.030(b))

adds a cross-reference to die lottery process used to select die winner of a homesite entry permit. It would also require a token
annual rental of $100 until the permit holder "proves up” or purchases die lot. Because a homesite entry permit is a contract, the

rental requirement would not apply to existing entry permits. (AS 38.08.040(a))

adds a new subsection directing tint homesite entry penr as be offered at lottery. Using die lottery procedures of AS 38.05.057
was formerly a statutory requirement, buta 1984 amendment left the connection unclear. The department would be required lo
adopt regulations as consistent as possible widi AS 38.05.057. (AS 38.08.040(0)

deletes the audiority to make applicants appear in person at a homestead lottery. (AS 38.09.010(g))

Raises the fee to receive a noil-agricultural homestead entry permit to $20 per acre. This is a one-time rental fee, lasting for the
entry permit's five-year term. The rental fee for agricultural homesteads would remain at die current $5 per acre. Ir. addition,
combined widi repealers in die bill, it would eliminate staking and legal-description requirements that became obsolete in 1988.
In diat year, die homestead law was changed to require die deparunent to do a cadastral survey before offering the parcels, instead
of making the homesteader survey it five years later. (AS 38.09.030(a), plus rcpetders of AS 38.09.010(e), 38.09.020,
38.09.040(a)(2). 38.09.040(a)(4), AS 38.09.060, AS 38.09.070. and 38.09.900(1))

along with repealers, reduces and simplifies die ways to receive tide to a homestead parcel. (Currently diere are diree methods.

A homesteader may obtain the land for free by living on it and building a house, plus m'reting clearing requirements applicable to
agricultural homesteads only. Or lie can buy die parcel at almost-currcnt fair market value without building a house and living
on it, if lie applies widiin two years. Or he can buy the parcel at current fair market value without living on die parcel, if he
builds a house and applies to purchase within five years.) Repealers eliminate the house-building requirement and die distinction
between two-year and five-year purchase. Widiin five years the homesteader either "proves up" by living on die parcel for 25
months, or purchases the parcel at fair market value. (As with .ill state land sides, the purchaser may p..y cash for the homestead,
or enter into an installment contract under AS 38.05.065.) With either mediod, the homesteader must reimburse the state for
survey and platting costs, and must meet agricultural clearing requirements if die land is classified agricultural.

41 aconforming amendment eliminating a reference to a permanent dwelling (AS 38.09.050(a)-(b), plus repealers of AS

42

43

38.09.040(a)(3), 38.09.090, 38.09.900(3), and 38.09.900(4))

New section along widi repealers in Sec. 44 of the hill, affects both die remote parcel prognun and die homestead program. ( The
remote parcel law was repealed in 1983, effective in 1984. but the program will be alive until at least die year 2.H6. The last
parcels were staked in 1984, and the last leases issued in 1985-1986. The lessees will have until 1996 or later to survey their
parcels, ;md can dien enter into 20 year purchase contracts.) This section would prohibit die department from imposing the
conditions of die former AS 38.05.078(d) in new remote parcel purchase contracts. These conditions restricted die s;de or
subdivision of remote p;ircel land after it was conveyed into private ownership. It would also allow the department to amend
existing remote parcel or homestead purchase contracts or patents to remove these restrictions if the holder consents and
reimburses die state for die difference in value. (Each parcel’s purchase price was cut by 50% to account for the resale
restrictions.) (A,S 38.09.105, plus repealers of AS 38.09.050(d)-(e))

die homesite disclaimer hmguage is made applicable to all state land disposals: unless specifically provided, the state isnot
obligated to provide services to die grantee of a suite land disposal. Also clarifies dial the state is free to dispose of other land or

resources in die future, widiout restrictions as to tyj/c, parcel density, etc. (38.95)

page 3 CS HB 109 (FIN) sectional



44  Repealers affecting die land disposal bank (AS 38.04.020) and down payments at land lotteries (AS 38.05.057(g))

45

40

47

48

49

50

51-

Repealing AS 38.05.057()) eliminates special lottery prooeclres for an agricuitural project statute thet wes repealed in 1o7o.

Repealing AS 38.05.040 would eliminate die requirement for a S150.000 bond for the director of the statutory Division of Lands,
which was subsequendy reorganized and subdivided into several different divisions.

Repealing AS 38.05.079 eliminates the remote cabin permit program, which provided for 25-year leases for cabin sites.
Repealing AS 38.05.855, AS 38.05.856, and AS 38.05.946(b) eliminates requirements associated with aquatic farm site permits
AS 38.08.090 is made unnecessary by Sec. 43 which broadens its language and expands it to other land disposals.

Repealing 38.09.010(e), 38.09.020, 38.09.040(a)(2), 38.09.040(a)(4), AS 38.09.060, AS 38.09.070, mid 38.09.900(1)
eliminates requirements related to staking, flagging, brushing, and filing a legal description on a homestead; see Sec. 39.
Repealing AS 38.09.040(a)(3), 38.09.090, 38.09.900(3), and 38.09.900(4) eliminates homestead dwel'ing requirements and the
distinction between two- and five-year purchase;

Repealing AS 38.09.050(d) and (e) would remove restrictions on selling or subdividing land after it has been conveyed to a
homesteader

would authorize railroad, highway, and utility line rights-of-way within Chugach Slate Park necessitated by a Seward Highway
relocation project at Bird Point (between Anchorage and Girdwood)

savings clause protecting aquatic farm permit holders (and lease holders) by giving them a preference right lo a lease under the

terms and conditions outlined in section 26 of (his bill.

adds a savings clause protecting homesite entry permits (and subsequent patents) granted by lottery after July 6, 1984. Which

was die effective date of an amendment that dropped a reference to die lottery statute, leaving no statutory guidance on how to
issue homesite entry permits.

specifies that die interest rate changes made by Secs. 13-20 of die bill apply to all contracts sent out to be signed after the bill's
effective date.

allows die department to adopt rcguladons in advance of die bill's effective date, but may not take effect until July 1, 1997.
Includes a savings clause for die existing homesite disposal regulauons until they can be changed.

retroactive clause for sec 1

arc effective dates
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rescues existing permittees, people who don't have permits, atthe moment but
are entitled to renewals, and people eligible for new permits right now.

(b) Notwithstanding the repeal of AS 38,05.356 by sec. 41 of this Act and the
decision of the Alaska Supreme Court in Kachemak Bay Watch v. Noabh, p.2d

(Sup. Ct No. S-7326; April 11,1997)], the Department of Natural Resources
shall allow a person who, on April 10, 1997, held a permit Issued under former AS
38.05.856 . or had timely applied for a renewal of such a permit, or had received a final
decision to be granted such a permit. [THAT HAD NOT BEEN REVOKED OR FOR
WHICH RENEWAL HAD NOT SEEN DENIED TO CONTINUE] to operate under the
terms and conditions of the permit final decision, and existing departmental regulations
as they [IT] read on the day before the effective date of this act if the person applies
within 90 days of the effective date of this Act for a lease under AS 38.05.083, as
amended by sec. 26 of this Act The department shall provide a preference right to a
person applying for a lease under this subsection who has developed an aquatic farm
site under former AS 38.05.855 by October 1, 1998. The right of a person to continue
to operate under the terms and conditions of a [PREVIOUS] permit continues until the
earlier of the date the person's lease application is denied by the department, the date
the person is issued a lease by the department, or July 1, 1999. The right of a person
to continue to operate under the terms and conditions of a [PREVIOUS] permit as
allowed by this subsection is proper notwithstanding a failure of the department to
properly identify districts under former AS 38.05.355 before the issuance of the permit.



