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Cook Inlet Salmon Brand, Inc

Representative Kelly Wolf 

State Capital Room 418 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Wolf:

On behalf of the Cook Inlet Salmon Brand, Inc. (Kenai Wild) I would like to offer 

our support of your effort to designate July 2,2003 as Alaska Salmon Day. The 

commercial fishing industry is an important part of our state’s economy and it is 

nearly 16% ol the Kenai Peninsula Borough’s economy.

Thank you for recognizing one of our state’s heritage industries.

Sincerely,

Mark Powell 

President

Cook Inlet Salmon Brand, Inc.



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

Date of Committee Action:____________________
The RESOURCES Committee considered: HCR 11
HOUSE COiNCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 11 ALASKA SALMON DAY
Relating to Alaska Salmon Day.
Recommends it be replaced with [ ] HCS or [ ] CS (or ^  \ \________________ ( F S  t4 )
For Senate Dills with new title: [  ]  Technical Title [  ]  New Title: HCR_______ [ ] Same Title [ ] New Title

[ ] attach amendments
[ ] add new referral to _________________Committee
[ ] Letter of Intent_______________ Committee

(9)
Date Referred to Committee: March 24, 2003 FURTHER REFERRALS:

List o f  
Abb rev 
for
Dcpts.:
ADM
CED
COU
CRT
EED
DEC
DI'G
GOV
HSS
LEG
LAW
LVVF
MVA
DNR
Dl'S
REV
DOT
UA

N EW  F IS C A L  N O T ES
* Assigned by Chief Clerk’s Office

List by Dept(s): | *FN# Fiscal Indet. Zero
j

' 1

PR E V IO U S  F IS C A L  N O TES

List by Dept(s): FN# Fiscal Indet. Zero
L E G I

•

Signing with recommendations Printed Liist Name
DP DNP NR AM

------------------------  1
X i

' I
(  vf> /  F-
fn  o.s < # -

cs
*-------

. --------------
L f  p / y  

C / \ 1 1 !
X
oc.LTKT

v

T1
t

\ \ \ ? J  
yf/o i ^/H/\

[A-~, j ---------

W e ju jM - N

C h a itl





Session:
State Capitol Bui.'Jing, Room 418 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1102 
Phone: (907) 465-2993 

Fax: (907) 465-3835 
Toll Free: 1-800-463-2693

Interim:
145 Main Street Loop Road 

Suite 221 
Kenai, AK 99611 

Phone: (907) 283-2690 
Fax: (907) 283-2763

Representative Kelly Wolf
House D is tric t 33

SPONSOR S T A T E M E N T  for H CR 25

Alaska Wild Salmon Week
Relating to declaring June 28 -  July 4, 2004 as Alaska Wild Salmon Week

Alaska is the largest commercial wild salmon fishery in the world and employs more than
29,000 people. Nearly 95% of all commercially caught salmon in the United States are 
harvested in Alaska. In the last decade, state salmon harvest totaled more than $4.5 
billion, making salmon extremely vital to Alaska’s economy.

For both visitors and Alaskans, the sport of fishing is one of the most popular activities in 
the state. Last year, approximately 470,000 resident and non-resident licenses were 
issued for sport fishing.

Beyond the importance of commercial and sport fishing, salmon has been a nutritional 
source for generations of Alaskans and is a large part of the state’s heritage. Rich in 
Omega 3 oils, salmon is a healthy food that can help lower cholesterol and reduce the risk 
of heart disease.

House Concurrent Resolution 25 would proclaim June 28 -  July 4, 2004 as “Alaska 
Salmon Week” , This proclamation w ill recognize the salmon industry as a huge part of 
all Alaskan’s lives and raise public awareness of one of Alaska’s most important 
industries by promoting and celebrating the catching and eating of salmon.
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K E N A I  P E N I N S U L A  B O R O U Q H
144 N. BINKLEY • SOLDOTNA, ALASKA * 99669-7599 
BUSINESS (907) 262-4441 FAX (907)262-1892

DALE BAGLEY 
MAYOR

VIA FAX: (907) 465-3835

January 27,2004

Representative Kelly  W olf 
State Capitol, Room 418 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Wolf:

it is my understanding that you are proposing a resolution designating June 28 - July 4,2004 as 
Alaska Wild Salmon Week. I  would like to add my support.

Sincerely

Kenai Peninsula Borough Mayor
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r4iS£7 KENAI PEN INSULA BOROUGH
Com m unity &  Econom ic Developm ent Division 

43335 Kalifom sky Beach Road, Suite 1i5 
Soldotna, A laska 99669 

BUSINESS: (907)262-6355 FAX: (907)262-6762 
, j \ ^  jbrown@ borough.kenai.ak.us

DALE BAGLEY 
M AYO R

January 28 2003

VIA FAX (907) 465-3835
Representative Kelly W olf 
State Capitol, Room 418 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Wolf:

On behalf o f the commercial fishing industry, we would like to thank you for 
your recognition and continued support.

The goal o f Cook Inlet Salmon Brand is to revive and enhance the commercial 
fishing industiy by establishing a quality certification program for Cook Inlet 
salmon and to promote that product to high-end niche markets. This program has 
received statewide and national recognition for its efforts to revitalize the 
commercial fishing industry.

Your resolution, designating June 28 to July 4,2004 as Alaska Wild Salmon Week, 
would definitely assist us and acknowledge the importance o f our efforts. I wish to 
add my support o f your resolution.

Please let me know i f  you have any questions.

Sincerely, ^

y ^ o - c L ^
Jack Brown
E^usipess Development Manager

/bun

mailto:jbrown@borough.kenai.ak.us
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Kcd Diamond Center 
43335 K-Bcach Road 
Suite. 16
Soldolna. Alaska 99669

soinorNA (907) 263-7497 
iiomek (907) 235-4121 
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Kenai Peninsula 
Small Business 

'L Development Center

January 29, 2003

VIA FAX 1907) 465-3835
Representative Kelly W olf 
State Capitol, Room 418 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Si'heKNTcns
Anchorage
Fairbanks
Juneau
Kenai Peninsula 
Matanuska-Susitna 
Rural Outreach

PliOCKAMS

f Alaska 
. J  Technology 

j l l i Transfery P  Center

Dear Representative Wolf:

The Small Business Development Center is very aware o f the 
phenomenal effort put forth by our Alaska fishing industry to 
establish a quality certification program for Cook Inlet salmon, 
that would gain recognition through-out the United States and 
beyond our borders.

Your resolution, to designate June 28 to July 4,2004 as Alaska 
Wild Salmon Week, would definitely assist and recognize the 
importance o f their program goals. I  wish to join in support of 
your resolution.

Please let me know i f  you have any questions.

Mark Gregory 
Director
Kenai Peninsula SBDC

A L A S K A
KSIP THE CHAFItvell

/bun

A pfirmculiip program of 
I he US Small Business 
Administration and the 
I'ninrsllii qf Alaska
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State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 
907.465.3S20 4 6 5 .S 4 0 0 fax 
www.llgov.state.ak.us

Anchorage, Alaska 99S0I 
907.269.7460 269.0263 fax 

Lt_Govcrnor@gov.state.ak.us

SSO West 7 l hAvc ,  Suite 1700

January 28, 2004

Representative Ke lly  W olf 
State Capitol 
Juneau, A K  99801

Dear Representative W olf:

Re: H C R  25: Alaska W ild Salmon Week

Thank you for again sponsoring a resolution promoting and proclaiming Alaska Wild 
Salmon Week. I look forward to June 28-July 4, 2004 to do my part to participate in 
activities focused on the catching and eating of salmon.

The five species of wild Alaska salmon are recognized worldwide as a superior product 
that provides outstanding nutritional benefits. Our State is well recognized, by resident 
and tourist alike, for providing incredible opportunities to harvest and enjoy this fish.

Alaskans have historically harvested salmon fcr hundreds, perhaps thousands of years. 
The commercial salmon industry has developed and changed during the past century and 
still contributes greatly to our workforce and economy. Many people now also enjoy 
recreational harvesting of salmon.

As you know, my own family has been engaged in the harvesting, processing and 
consumption of salmon for several generations. I  heartily endorse your resolution.

Fincerely,

Loren Leman 
Lieutenant Governor

http://www.llgov.state.ak.us
mailto:Lt_Govcrnor@gov.state.ak.us


§, UNITED FISHERMEN O F  ALASK A

January 27, 2004

Representative K e lly  W o lf 
State Capitol (M S 3100) 
Juneau, A K  99801

211 Fourth Street, Suite  110 
Juneau, A laska 99801-1172 

(907) 586-2820 
(907) 463-2545 Fax 

E-M ail: u fa@ ufa-fish.org  
www.ufa-fish.org

Re: H C R  25, Relating to Alaska Wild Salmon Week June 28 -  July 4 ,2004

Dear Representative' Yolf,

United Fishermen o f Alaska wholeheartedly supports the designation o f Alaska W ild 
Salmon Week for June 28 -  Ju ly 4, 2004.

This designation w ill promote public awareness o f the importance o f salmon to A laska’s 
way o f life and economy. Not only is salmon a mainstay o f the state economy, exports o f 
salmon help reduce the national trade balance o f payments deficit.

We especially appreciate the inclusion o f the term “w ild” . With the recent international 
and nationwide press concerning the PEW-funded study that shows generally higher 
toxins in farmed fish than in wild fish, including the word “ wild”  w ill help spread 
awareness o f the distinction that Alaska salmon are wild, and safe to eat.

We also appreciate the good timing o f the week you have chosen. This w ill give a good 
opportunity for promotions leading up to the biggest barbeque day of the year on the 
Independence Day holiday. In addition, it comes during the peak o f the tourist season 
when visitors to Alaska from throughout the world w ill take notice.

We appreciate your efforts to raise public awareness o f the importance o f salmon.

Sincerely,

[Jr
Mark D. Vinsel 
Interim Executive Director

Copy: Representative Paul Seaton, Co-Chair, House Special Committee on Fisheries 
Representative Peggy Wilson, Co-Chair, House Special Committee on Fisheries

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS
Alaska C rab Coalition • A laska D raggors Association • A laska Longlino Fishermen's Association •  A laska Trotters Association * Armstrong Keta •  At-sea P rocesso rs  Association 

Bristol Bay R eserve •  Chignik Regional Aquaculture Association •  Chignik Seiners Association •  Concerned Area "M" Fishermen •  Cordova District Fishermen United 
C rab Rationalization and Buyback Group •  Doug las Island Pink and Chum • Groundlish Forum  • Kenai Pen insu la Fishermen's Association • Kodiak Reg ional Aquaculture Association 

Kodiak Seiners Association • North Pacific Fisheries Association •  Northern Pacific Sca llop  Cooperative • Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Associat-on 
O ld Harbor Fishermen's Association • Petersburg Vesse l Owners Association • Pence William Sound Aquaculture Corporation •  Purse Seine Vesse l Owners Association 

Sea food  Producers Cooperative • Southeast A laska Reg ional Dive Fisheries Association •  Southeast A laska Se ine rs Association • Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association 
United Catcher Boats • United Salm on Association •  United Southeast A laska Gillnetters • Valdez F isheries Developm ent Association • W estern Gull o ( A laska Fishermen

mailto:ufa@ufa-fish.org
http://www.ufa-fish.org
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Ftnall: usay @ ttc i.n e i

Dear Representative Wolf;

The United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association (USAG) represents about 150 small 
business owners who catch salmon by drift gillnetting in Southeast Alaska and market 
salmon throughout the United States. Many of our members participate in other fisheries 
such as crab, shrimp, longline, and dive fisheries. We support HCR 25 that designates 
June 28, to July 4, 2004 as Aloska Wild Salmon Week. This is particularly important as it 
will draw public awareness to Alaska wild salmon during our July 4th Independence Day 
celebration when salmon barbeques are especially popular , We also hope it will increase 
all Alaskans awareness of the importance of our salmon industry to the states economy. 
We appreciate your efforts in introducing this resolution and supporting our salmon fishery.

If wa can further assist in supporting this legislation, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours truly,

Kenneth Duckett 
Executive Director

JAN-28-2004 WED 01 :5 4  PH Ken Ducke ll 907 247 2471

United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters
P.O. box 2 3 3 /8 , Ketchikan, AK 99901 (907) 247-2471 Pax (907) 225-0241

January 28, 2004

The Honorable Kelly Wolf 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol -  Room 418
Juneau, Alaska 99801 Send Via Fax To: 907-465-3835

mailto:usay@ttci.nei
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Cook Inlet Salmon Brand, Inc. \»\ 43335 Kalifornsky Beach Road Soldotna, AK 99659 
iSj Tel (907) 262-6355 Fax (907) 262-6762

January 29, 2004

VIA FAX (907) 465-3835

Representative Kelly W olf 
State Capitol, Room 418 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Wolf:

The goal o f Cook Inlet Salmon Brand is to revive and enhance the 
commercial fishing industry by establishing a quality certification 
program for Cook Inlet salmon and to promote that product to high- 
end niche markets.

This program has received statewide and national recognition for its 
efforts to revitalize the commercial fishing industry. We welcome 
any assistance that would enhance our goals, and your resolution 
designating June 28 to July 4, 2004 as Alaska Wild Salmon Week, 
would be identified as such.

As President o f the Cook Inlet Salmon Brand, Inc., I wish to add my 
support o f your resolution.

Please let me know i f  you have any questions.

Mark Powell 
President
Cook Inlet Salmon Brand, Inc.

/bun
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S a l a m a t o f  S e a f o o d s  I n c .

P.O. Box 1450 Kenai, Alaska 99611 (907) 283-7000 FAX (907) 283-8499

January 30,2004 

Dear Legislators:

A s one o f the processors o f Alaska wild salmon we strongly support House 
Concurrent Resolution 25 designating June 28 -  July 4 ,2004 as Alaska Wild Salmon 
Week. This resolution will promote the value and marketing o f the wild Alaska salmon, 
which is what, w ill help create a stable economic outlook for commercial fishing and the 
tourisms industries. It is a pleasure to extend aid to help pass this resolution.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this worthy matter.

Robert L . Scott, President 
Salamatof Seafoods, Inc.



FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

2004 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S IO N

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): 
TJtlo Relating to Alaska Wild Salmon

Week

Dept. Affected:
; r d u  ______
'Component ______

Fiscal Note Number.
Bill Version:
() Publish Date:

HCR 25

Fish and Game

Sponsor
Requester

Representative Wolf
House Fisheries

Expend lturos/R ovenuea

Component No. 

(Thousands o f Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not Indude Inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2005 FY 2008 FY 2007 FY 2009 FY 2009 FY 2010
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

I CAPITAL EXPENDITURES _______ _ . . .  .. _ I .

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) . . _ I ... I

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate o f any current year (FY2G04i cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) i f  funding fo r th is bill Is included In the Governor's FY 2005 budget proposal: j J

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if n̂ .'cssary)
Passage o f this legislation would have no fiscal im pact

Prepared by: 
Division

Approved by: 
Agency

Sarah Gilbertson Phone 465-6137
Legislative Liaison Date/Time 1/28/04 1:11 PM

Commissioner Kevin Duffy Data 1/28/2004
Alaska Department of Fish & Game

(RSvtecd 12/2003 OMB) Page 1 of 1





23-LS1440\D

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TW ENTY-TH IRD LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY REPRESENTATIVE WOLF

Introduced: 1/20/04 
Referred: Resources

H O U S E  C O N C U R R E N T  R E S O L U T I O N  N O . 27

A R ES O LU T IO N

1 Relating to Take a Young Person Hunting Week.

2 B E  IT  R E S O L V E D  B Y  T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A :

3 W H ER EA S  Alaska's abundance and variety of natural resources are unmatched in the

4 United States; and

5 W H E R E A S  many of our young people today lack the opportunity to go hunting; and

6 W H ER EA S  the age of the average hunter continues to rise, and we are experiencing

7 poor recruitment of young people into our hunting community; and

8 W H E R E A S  many of our young people lack an understanding of the importance of

9 hunting in wildlife conservation; and , ,
XHbtj ,f'tC  f W r

10 W H E R E A S  we-havo-afv-obiigatioa to teach our young people about our hunting t-c ''
11 heritage; and »

12 W H E R E A S  many of our young people are receiving very negative messages about

13 the perceived evils of hunting and the dangers of using firearms; and

14 W H E R E A S  our young people need to be taught about gun safety, hunting skills, and

15 hunting ethics; and

16 W H E R E A S  our young people need to have opportunities to hunt under the guidance

HCR027a -1-
New Text: U n d e r l i n e d  IDELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

H C R  27
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1 and supervision of an experienced adult; and

2 W H E R E A S  experienced hunters need the opportunity to pass along revered traditions

3 and respect for the resources to future generations;

4 B E  IT  R E S O L V E D  that the Alaska State Legislature respectfully requests the

5 Governor to proclaim the second week of September as Take a Young Person Hunting Week;

6 and be it

7 F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  that, the Alaska State Legislature urges schools, community

8 groups, and other public and private agencies and individuals to encourage the observation of

9 Take a Young Person Hunting Week with appropriate activities that ensure the continuation 

10 of hunting.

H C R  27 -2-
New T e x t  U n d e r l i n e d  [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

HCR027a



Alaska State L egislating

Session:
Slate Capitol Building, Room 418 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 
Phone: (907) 465-2993 

Fax: (907) 465-3835 
Toll Free: 1-800-463-2693

Interim:
145 Main Street Loop Road 

Suite 221 
Kenai, AK 99611 

Phone: (907) 283-2690 
Fax: (907) 283-2763

Representative Kelly Wolf
House D is tric t 33

Sponsor Statement

HCR 27 Relating to Take a Young Person Hunting Week

Hunting is part of our Alaskan lifestyle and heritage. It is important to 
pass this tradition on to our children. Hunting Education is essential for 
today’s youth. They need to be knowledgeable of wildlife management, gun 
safety and hunting ethics.

Historically, Alaskans have lived off the land while learning to wisely 
manage our wildlife resources. The opportunity to influence our young 
people through one-on-one mentorship needs to be encouraged through 
resolutions such as “Take a Young Person Hunting Week.”

This resolution recognizes the significance that mentorship has for 
young people. I believe we need to send a message that our constitutional 
rights are an important legacy that should be passed down to our youth.
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Representative Kelly Wolf
State Capital
Juneau, A K  9980 M 182

Dear Representative Wolf,
I cm writing in support o f your efforts to institute an annual "Taka a Young Person Hunting Week” for the 
State of Alaska. Huniing is an important part of our Alaskan history and heritage and continues to be 
important to the lifestyle o f many who live here. Although hunter numbers in Alaska (by license sales 
statistics) have slightly increased over the past three years, overall hunter numbers In the United States have 
declined. Currently, statistics based on license sales show that less than ten percent o f our American 
population hunts. A large portion o f our state’s wildlife conservation funding comes through Pittman* 
Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act money. This money is collected through a Federal excise tax that 
hunters and shooters pay when they purchase firearms, ammunition and related equipment. As hunter 
numbers continue to dcoline, so will revenue for wildlife conservation. This does not bode well for the 
future of our hunting heritage or our public-tnisc wildlife resources.

I feel it is vitally important that we actively educate, recruit and mentor our kids in our hunting 
heritage. I am a volunteer hunter education and 4-H shooting sports instructor that believes it is better to 
hunt with your kids than to hunt fo£ them. In 1998, the youth of Alaska voted in their mock election, “The 
Kid’s Vote” , to pass Ballot Initiative Nine. Ballot Initiative Nine would have disallowed the use o f snares 
for the taking of wolves. It was because of that mock vote that I became aware of the turning tide of 
opinion among the majority of our youth regarding harvest as a wildlife management tool. To me, hunting 
and trapping are synonymous as they both involve harvest and consumptive use. Our Alaskan children 
need to be taught the importance of hunting and consumptive use as part of our heritage, traditions and 
lifestyle. We owe it to them to teach them the important role hunting plays in wildlife nrnagement Only 
then can they make informed .noices. Many other states encourage the mentoring and < h'catlon o f their 
youth through an annual event such as "Tnko a Young Person Hunting Week.” I feel our children deserve 
the same.
As you probably already know, beginning in the year 2002, those bom after January I*, 1986 must possess 
Hunter Education certification to legally hunt in units 7,13,14,15 and 20. I feel that a “Take a Young 
Person Hunting Week”  would be a valuable tool that we as volunteer hunter education instructors could use 
to promote the Hunter Education program statewide. It wotild also show that our state recognizes the 
importance of hunting as part o f our heritage and lifestyle regardless of race or zip-codc. 1 appreciate your 
efforts to this end. Thank you.
Larry L. I,ewis^

PO Box 403 
Kasilof AK 99610 
282-1370 Home 
262-9368 Work

FEB-17-2004 TUE 06:07 PH AD S0LD0TNA FAX NO.



FACTORS RELATED TO HUNTING 
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AMONG THE NATION’S YOUTH
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F A C T O R S  R E L A T E D  T O  H U N T IN G  A N D  
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Responsive Management

Mark Damian Duda, Executive Director 
Peter E. De Michele, Ph.D., Director of Research 

Carol Zurawski, Research Associate 
Martin Jones, Research Associate 
Joy E. Yoder, Research Associate 

William Testerman, Survey Center Manager 
Alison Lanier, Business Manager 

Steven J. Bissell, Ph.D., Qualitative Research Associate 
Ping VVang, Ph.D., Quantitative Research Associate 

James B. He rick, Ph.D., Research Associate 
Jennifer Marshall, Assistant Survey Center Manager

130 Franklin Street 
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22801 

Telephone: 540/432-1888 Facsimile: 540/432-1892 
E-Mail: mark@responsivemanagement.com 

www.responsivemanagement.com

DB w a ia a
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http://www.responsivemanagement.com


26 Responsive Management

LaHart (1978), Baird and Tolman (1982), and Kress (1975) found 
that the strongest influence on children’s knowledge of and 
attitudes toward wildlife was knowledge gained through direct 
contact with various animals, whereas indirect instruction was not 
as effective. LaHart (1978) found that participation in animal- 
related activities had the strongest association with knowledge 
levels in youth of any of the variables he had studied. A  
Responsive Management study (1999a) suggested that programs 
aimed at school children are more effective in imparting 
knowledge i f  the program includes “hands-on” activities.

One study suggested that a negative correlation between interest 
in wildlife and fear of animals shows the value of dispelling fears 
about wildlife before attempting to foster among children an 
interest in learning more about wildlife and wildlife-related 
activities (Westervelt and Llewellyn, 1985).

A ttitudes Tow ard H unting
• A majority of youth approve of legal hunting (Figures 15 anti 

16).

A majority of youth (58%) approve of legal hunting, while 33% 
disapprove (Figure 14) (Phase III). Additionally, a majority of 
youth (58%) think that people who hunt respect living things 
(Figure 15) (Phase III).

• Slightly less than half of youth expressed some interest in 
going hunting, and one in five were very interested in going 
hunting (Figure 17).

Forty-four percent of youth expressed some interest (19% very 
interested; 25% a little interested) in going hunting (Phase III). 
Youth who were very interested in going hunting were 
significantly more likely to have a family member who hunts 
(z = 5.87) (Phase IV). Additionally, youth who were very 
interested in going hunting were significantly more likely to have 
been fishing in the previous year (z = 4.02) (Phase IV ). Those 
interested in going hunting were significantly more likely to live 
in a rural area (z = 2.65 for rural areas, and z = 5.89 for rural non-
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Figure 16.

Q59. In general you think that people who hunt 
respect living things?
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• Most youth hunters would like to hunt more than they 
currently do.

Among youth hunters (those who had hunted in the past year), a 
plurality (41% ) said that they would like to hunt a lot more than 
they currently do. Twenty-eight percent o f youth hunters said that 
they would like to hunt a little more than they currently do; 27% 
o f youth hunters said they would like to hunt about the same 
amount. Only 4% o f youth hunters said they would like to hunt 
less (Phase III).



Figure 17.

Q26. How interested are you in going hunting?
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• A majority of youth hunters like hunting “ a lot.”

Among those who had hunted, a majority (56%) like hunting “ a 
lot,”  and 39% like hunting “ a little,”  while 5% indicated that they 
do not like hunting at all (Phase III).

• Overwhelming majorities of youth think it is okay for girls 
and boys to hunt (Figure 18).

Overwhelming majorities o f youth think it is okay for girls to hunt 
(88%) and for boys to hunt (91%) (Phase III).



Figure 19.

Q58. Do you agree o r disagree that hunting is a 
safe recreational activity?
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• A  majority of youth think their peers think that hunting is a 
“ little cool”  or “ very cool.”

A majority o f youth (55% ) said that kids their age think himting is 
a “ little cool” ; otherwise, nearly equal percentages said kids their 
age think hunting is “ very cool”  (16%) or “not cool at all”  (18%) 
(Phase III).
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• Youth hear more good things than had things about hunting 
(Figure 20).

The majority o f youth (58%) said that they hear both good and 
bad things about hunting. Otherwise, roughly twice as many hear 
more good things (21%) than hear more bad things (11%) about 
hunting (Phase HI).

• Very few youth are seeing or hearing information at school 
that helps them learn more about hunting o r that increases 
their interest in going hunting. Slightly more, but stilt not a 
majority, are seeing or hearing information outside o f school 
that helps them learn more about hunting o r that increases 
their interest in going hunting.

Figure 20.
Q65. In general, do you hoar more good things or 

bad things about hunting, or do you hear both 
good and bad things about hunting?
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• A low percentage o f youth (15%) had seen or heard information 
from teachers or adults at school that helped them learn more 
about hunting or that increased their interest in going hunting. A 
slightly higher percentage (34%) had seen or heard information 
outside o f  school that helped them learn more about hunting or 
that increased their interest in going hunting (Phase III).

• When youth do hear things about hunting at school, they are 
hearing good things, and their perceptions are that their 
teachers support hunting (Figures 21 and 22).

Figure 21

Q63. Did they say good things or bad things about 
hunting? (Asked of those who have had a teacher 

or guest speaker talk about hunting at school.)
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Participation in Hunting
• Just under a quarter o f youth in 2003 had gone hunting at 

some time in the past, while 15%  o f American youth had 
hunted in the previous year. Youth participation in hunting is 
positively related to being male, to having a family member 
who hunts, to having also been lishing, and to living in a ru ra l 
area or spending time in ru ra l areas.

Just under a quarter o f youth (24%) had gone hunting at some 
time in the past, and 15% o f youth had hunted in the previous year 
(Phase III).
Youth who had hunted at some point in their life were 
significantly more likely to have a family member who hunts (z = 
8.42) (Phase IV). Also, participation in hunting is related to 
participation in fishing: youth who had been hunting were
significantly more likely than youth who had not been hunting to 
have gone freshwater fishing (z = 2.56) or saltwater fishing (z = 
5.46) and were more likely to have been fishing in the previous 
year (z = 4.63) (Phase IV ). Youth who had been hunting at some 
time in their life were significantly more likely than were youth 
who had not been hunting to have lived on a farm (z = 6.31), to 
have lived in a rural area but not on a farm (z = 3.98), to have 
grown up on a farm (z = 6.97), to have grown up in a rural area 
but not on a farm (z = 2.45), and to have spent time away from the 
city (z = 2.52) (Phase IV). Finally, youth who had hunted at some 
time were significantly less likely than were youth who have 
never himted to be African-American (z = -2.32) (Phase IV).

Youth who had gone hunting in the previous year were 
significantly more likely than were youth who had not hunted in 
the previous year to have gone freshwater fishing at some time in 
their life (z = 2.42) or saltwater fishing at some time in their life 
(z = 3.92) and were more likely to have fished in the previous 
year (z = 4.71) (Phase IV ). There is also a relationship between 
rural areas and hunting: youth who had himted in the previous 
year were significantly more likely than were youth who had not 
hunted in the previous year to live on a farm (z = 4.57), to have 
been raised on a farm (z = 4.03), to live in a rural area but not on a

Factors Related to Hunting and Fishing Participation Among 43
the Nation's Youth
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farm (z = 2.96), to have been raised in a rural area but not on a 
farm (z = 2.85), and to indicate that they spend time away from 
the city (z = 2.36) (Phase IV). Youth who had hunted in the 
previous year were more likely than were youth who had not 
hunted in the previous year to be male (z = 4.65) (Phase IV ). 
Also, youth who had hunted in the previous year were positively 
correlated with youth who said that their family was “very close” 
(z = 2.15) (Phase IV).

Another correlation was found between participation in hunting 
and reasons for fishing: youth who had hunted at some time in 
the past were more likely to say they fish  to eat fish (z = 3.05) or 
they fish for the challenge (z = 4.94) (Phase IV ).

The mean number o f times that youth hunters went hunting 
in the past year was 8.8 times (Phase I I I ) .

The mean age at which youth hunters had started hunting 
was 10 years (Phase I I I ) .

Youth hunters typically had a mentor who had a positive 
influence on their interest and/or participation in hunting, 
and most often that mentor was their father or, to a lesser 
extent, another male family member (Figures 31 ,32 , and 33).

Of those who had gone hunting at some time in the past, a 
majority (58%) indicated that a person or a group of people had 
had a positive influence on their interest or participation in 
hunting (Figure 31) (Phase III). Additionally, youth who had 
hunted in the previous year were positively correlated with youth 
who indicated that someone or some group had influenced them 
in their interest and participation in hunting (z = 2.29) (Phase IV ).

A little more than half of youth (52%) had a family member who 
hunts, typically a male—a father, uncle, or grandfather. These 
tliree family members also are the most likely to have taught a 
youth to hunt: 72% of youth who had been hunting said their
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Figure 31.
Q 122. D id anyb od y  o r  any g ro u p s  o f  peop le  have a 
p o s itiv e  in flu en ce  on  y o u r in te re s t o r  p a rtic ip a tio n  
leve l in  h u n tin g  to da y?  (A sked  o f  th o s e  w h o  have 

gone  h u n tin g .)
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father taught them, 12% said an uncle, and 7% said a grandfather 
(Figure 32). Youth who had been hunting most commonly hunt 
with their father (65%), uncle (12%), or friend of the same age 
(9%) (Figure 33) (Phase III).
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Figure 32.
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Q115. Who first taught you how to hunt? (Asked o f 
those who have gone hunting.)
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Youth who were very interested in going hunting were 
significantly more likely to have a family member who hunts 
(z = 5.87) (Phase IV). Put another way, hunters come from 
hunting families.
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Figure 33.

Q118. W h o m  do  yo u  u s u a lly  h u n t w ith  n o w ?  (A sked  
o f  th ose  w h o  have gone  h u n tin g .)
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• A  majority of youth who expressed an interest in hunting 
want to hunt with their father (Figure 34).

Youth who expressed interest in hunting most commonly wanted 
to hunt with their father (62%), distantly followed by a friend 
(24%) (Phase III).
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Figure 34.
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Q28. O f a ll th e  peo p le  yo u  c o u ld  h u n t w ith , w h o m  
w o u ld  you  m o s t like  to  go  h u n tin g  w ith ?  (A ske d  o f  

th o s e  w h o  w ere  in te re s te d  in  g o in g  h u n tin g .)

Percent (n=4C4)

• The top reasons that would encourage youth to go hunting or 
to hunt more were being asked by another person, such as 
his/her father, another family member, or a friend 
(Figure 35).
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The top three reasons that would encourage youth to go hunting 
or to hunt more pertained to being asked by somebody else: a 
father (56%), another family member (50%), or a friend (49%). 
The next items pertained to having knowledge or skills: youth 
would want to hunt more if  they could learn more at a hunter 
education class (42%) and if  they had better hunting/shooting 
skills (38%) (Phase III).

Figure 35.

Q67 & 68. I'm going to read a lis t o f things that 
m ight make you want to go hunting or hunt more. 
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Figure 36.

Q115. Who first taught you how to hunt? (Asked of 
those who have gone hunting.) By type of 

household.
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• Youth hunt most commonly to have fun, to be close to 
nature/outdoors, to be with friends or family, and for the 
challenge (Figure 37).

The top reasons that youth (those who had gore hunting sometime 
in the past) gave for hunting were to have fun (85%), to be close 
to nature/outdoors (77%), to be with friends or family (75%), and 
for the challenge (72%) (Phase HI). When asked about the single 
most important reason why they go hunting (asked of youth who 
had hunted), youth most commonly said to have fun (34%) and to 
be with friends or family (30%) (Phase III).
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Figure 37.

Q127. Thinking about the reasons that you go 
hunting, please tell me if  each o f the fo llow ing 

reasons is a reason that you, personally, go 
hunting. (Asked o f those who have gone hunting.)
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• Slightly more than half of youth had a friend who hunts, and 
having a friend who hunts appears to increase the likelihood 
that the youth will want to hunt.

Slightly more than half of youth (56%) had a friend who hunts 
(Phase III). Having a friend who hunts appears to increase the 
likelihood that the youth will show interest in hunting: 42% of 
youth said that they would be more likely to go hunting if  a friend 
hunted too (Phase III).
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Figure 51.
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Mentoring is a challenging task. It requires a knowledgeable 
mentor who is walling to take a great deal of time, commitment, 
and personal sacrifice to bring/accompany a youth in the sport. It 
would appear that there are many youth who are interested in 
hunting who do not participate. Some of those youth come from 
families that have members who participate in hunting.

Research conducted by Responsive Management has indicated 
that sportsmen/sportswomen think that bringing new participants 
into their sport is important, but that the process takes away from 
their own enjoyment. Supervising a new participant often means 
less personal time to participate and relax. This same research 
seems to indicate that the personal cost of introducing a new 
person to the sport is reasonably high, but, despite that, most 
sportsmen/sportswomen are willing to entertain the idea of 
mentoring a new participant (Responsive Management, 2002b).

Somehow those potential mentors need to be reached and 
encouraged to bring along children from immediate and/or 
extended families to teach them and encourage them in the sport.
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Hunting Retention and Desertion

• Because it is easier to foster hunting participation among 
those who have been exposed to a hunting culture and have 
already had some experience with hunting, successful 
retention programs may have a more substantial positive 
effect on the absolute numbers of hunters than recruitment 
programs.

• Traditional management programs, such as “ harvest,” 
“ wildlife management,”  and “ trophy hunting,” are not as 
important to youths’ satisfaction with hunting as are social 
and other factors, such as being with friends and family or 
having fun. Therefore, it would appear that youth hunting 
programs that focus on these more traditional management 
objectives exclusively w ill not be as successful as programs 
that emphasize fun and family aspects first and more 
traditional management goals as ancillary objectives.

Hunting retention is positively correlated with hunting 
satisfaction, and satisfaction with hunting among youth is not 
primarily addressed by traditional management programs, such as 
“harvest,” “wildlife management,” and “trophy hunting.” These 
traditional management programs are not highly integral to 
youths’ interest in hunting and, more importantly, are not 
primarily responsible for youths’ hunting satisfaction. Instead, 
the social aspects of hunting—being with friends and family and 
having fun—are more important to youth. It would appear that 
youth hunting programs that focus on these more traditional 
management objectives exclusively will not be as successful as 
programs that emphasize social aspects of hunting. It is important 
that efforts to make hunting fun should not be lost among other 
strategies to increase hunting participation.

• Overall, youth hunting will remain preponderantly an activity 
of youth with their adult male family members. Youth 
hunting initiation and retention programs must recognize and 
incorporate this fact into their program design if they are to 
achieve significant long-term sustainable retention goals.
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Proponents of the cooperative point toward the benefits of efficiency, decreased costs, 
and improved quality. Opponents argue that harvesting cooperatives unfairly 
disadvantage processors, allow non-participants to benefit from the fishery, decrease the 
number of jobs in the industry, and decrease the number of dollars circulating through 

communities.

As the Joint Legislative Salmon Industry Task Force (JL S IT F ) considered these opposing 
viewpoints, and considered potential legislation to address policy issues, it became clear 
that there was very little definitive information on the broader social and economic 
effects of harvesting cooperatives. The JL S IT F  did not forward any bills to the 
Legislature related to harvesting cooperatives, but did form a sub-committee on the issue 
and also supported this resolution requesting the University of Alaska to research this 

complicated question.
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UA Research Summary No 1. 

Institute of Social and Economic Research

By Gunnar Knapp 
and Lexi Hill 

University of Alaska Anchorage

Three quarters of the permit holders fishing for salmon 
in Chignik are in their second season of an expenment: 
fishing cooperatively. By reducing the number of fishing 
boats, they hope to cut costs, improve quality, and keep 
their fishery profitable at a time when much of the Alaska 
salmon industiy is in trouble.

Figure 1 summarizes how the Chignik fishery was struc­
tured in 2002. The Alaska Board of Fisheries gave the 100 
permit holders the option of joining a co-op or fishing inde­
pendently; 77 permit holders joined and 23 didn’t. The 
Board allocated 69 percent of the catch to the co-op and 31 
percent to independent permit holders, who fished in sepa­
rate openings. The co-op paid 22 members to catch its allo­
cation. and shared the remaining catch value with all of the 
co-op members, including those who didn't fish.

ISER is studying the effects of the Chignik co-op a-, part 
of our "Understanding Alaska" research on Alaska's salmon 
industry. As part of that study, in late 
2002 we surveyed Chignik permit 
holders. As shown in Figure 2, most of 
those who joined the co-op said they 
were better off financially as a result of 
the management change, and almost all 
these who didn't join said they were 
worse off.
A n  Im po r ta n t  Ex perim en t

The value to fishermen of the 2002 
Alaska salmon harvest was SHI mil­
lion—less than one-third of the $481 
million average value of catches in the 
first half of the 1990s. Many factors 
contributed to this decline, including 
not only competition from farmed

salmon, but also lower scckeye salmon harvests, changes in 
consumer demand, and a worldwide economic slowdown.

These changes have created discussions throughout the 
salmon industiy—among fishermen, processors, fishery man­
agers. and government officials—about how to restore prof­
itability to the salmon industry. Part of the discussion has 
been about options for “restructuring" the management of 
salmon fisheries to lower costs, increase value, or steer more 
of the benefits to Alaskans and their communities.

Several federally-managed fisheries, including halibut 
and Bering Sea pollock, have seen dramatic restructuring in 
recent years. But in Alaska's salmon fisheries, the Chignik 
cooperative is the first significant experiment in restructur­
ing. Within the industry, many people are interested in 
learning how the co-op has worked, and whether it could be 
a model for changes in other salmon fisheries.

Figure I. ( hignik Purse Seine Pemiii Holders in 2002
■: 100 Ftirait Hi'U-im

Vi t-;. .

S f e p  %  \fays-Z 53a- v*.

I * M«> h--.?'./>*;I ivi 
. ji h !i:n

CvH .*,k’. St7 -' • 
foyricm m-'.rl: '00

Co-op ’

Figure 2. How Did Having a Co-op in 2002 A ile d  Vow Financially?

<'tf
!.'ov]> T&eintvrs wt.c ssshod 

Cc' Lip aa-ialvrs v/:*j didn't sail 
Irclrjfiii.lriii ^rmii boMer*

■aWccscOtf S;sv

2 1 *

5S3 1 0%

Understanding Alaska (UA) is a special series of ISER research studies examining Alaska economic development issues. The studies 
are funded by the University of Alaska Foundation This is the first in a series of summaries reporting UA findings. Full reports and 
other UA products are on the project Web site—www.alaskaneconomy.uaaalaska.edu

http://www.alaskaneconomy.uaaalaska.edu


Table 1. Number of Survey Responses

Independent Co-op Co-op Members
Permit Holders Members Who Fished* Who Didn’t Fish

Number of permit holders 23 22 55
Number of responses received 20 21 48
Response rate (%) 87% 95% 87%

■Based on permit holders' responses about whether they had fished for the co-op.

Esta b lish m en t  o f  t h e  C o -op

In Chignik, as in many other Alaska salmon fisheries, 
there are more limited entry permits and boats than are need­
ed to catch the fish. When prices and catch values were high 
permit holders had little interest in reducing the number of 
boats. But as sockeye prices and fishing profits declined dur­
ing the 1990s, many Chignik permit holders argued they 
should pool their fishing effort to cut costs.

Not all Chignik permit holders wanted a co-op. Because 
some permit holders regularly catch more fish than others 
(the 13 highest-earning Chignik permit holders have typi­
cally caught three times as much fish per boat as the 40 low­
est-earning permit holders), it was difficult to come up with 
a way of sharing costs and profits that would satisfy every­
one. And some permit holders simply preferred to keep 
fishing the way they had been.

To make a co-op possible, supporters asked the Alaska 
Board of Fisheries to give separate allocations—to be fished 
at different times—to those permit holders who wished to 
form a co-op and to those who wished to fish independent­
ly. In January 2002 the board adopted regulations providing 
for a co-op to receive 0.996 of the total salmon harvest for 
each permit holder who joined,

The new Chignik regulations represent two significant 
innovations in Alaska salmon management, both of which 
have been intensely debated by Chignik permit holders and 
others in the industry. One innovation is having separate 
allocations and fishing times for different groups of permit 
holders who choose to fish in different ways—which has 
led to debate over whether the allocation between the 
groups is appropriate and fair.

The other innovation is fishing cooperatively: reducing 
costs by fishing fewer boats—which has led to debate over 
new to share costs and profits among those co-op members

who fish and those who don't. A fundamental issue is 
whether it is appropriate for individuals who don't fish— 
but who have invested in permits and are foregoing their 
right to fish those permits—to share in the benefits of 
Alaska salmon fisheries.

ISER ’s Survey

To learn more about how permit holders felt about the 
changes in the Chignik salmon fishery. ISER surveyed 
Chignik permit holders in late 2002. The high response 
rate—89 of the 100 permit holders answered our survey 
questions—gives us confidence that the survey results 
reflect the views of Chignik permit holders in general. In 
the figures showing survey results, the percentages are of 
those who answered die question: some respondents didn’t 
answer some questions. A copy of the full report, including 
permit holders' detailed comments about the co-op. are on 
ISER's Understanding Alaska project Web site at 
www.alaskaneconomy.uaa.alaska.edu.
V ie w  o f  M a n a g em en t  C han ges

Co-op members and independent fishermen had almost 
directly opposite views of the management changes that 
made the co-op possible, as Figure 4 shows
• Almost all the co-op members—95 percent of these who 
fished and 86 percent of those who didn't—felt very or 
somewhat positive about the management changes.
• About 83 percent of independent fishermen feir veiy or 
somewhat negative about the management changes
• Only about 5 percent of the co-op members who fished,
14 percent of co-op members who didn't fish, and 17 per­
cent of independents had mixed feelings.

Picture 3* How Oo You Feel About The Management Changes in 2002?
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Figure 4. Was The Co-op Managed Well?
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Q u ality  o f  C o -o p  M a n a g em en t

As Figure 4 shows, most of the co-op members thought 
the co-op was managed well in its first year. About 76 per­
cent of the co-op members who fished and 85 percent of 
the members who didn't fish thought the co-op was man­
aged well.
Paym en t  fo r  F is h in g

• Over 60 percent of the co-op members who didn't fish 
said they missed it. Still, almost 30 percent said they didn't.
• Among independent permit holders. 55 percent said the 
cooperative had reduced their enjoyment of fishing. But 
most of the rest said they still enjoyed fishing just as much.

O th er  E ffe c t s  o f  t h e  C o -o p

 Co-op members who fished:
An issue for co-op members was the size of the addition- j • 100 percent thought the quality of the fish was better'— 'Qtter

al payment for those who fished. As Figure 5 shows, permit 
holders who fished for the co-op were far more likely to say 
they weren't paid fairly. Several who wrote comments on the 
survey said that the payment wasn't enough to cover their —  
crew costs or wear and tear on their boats.
E n jo y m en t  o f  F ish in g

Most commercial fishermen say they think of fishing not 
just as a way to earn a dollar but also as a way of life they 
enjoy So we asked Chignik permit holders—both the co-op 
members and the independents—how the establishment of 
the cooperative had affected their enjoyment of fishing 
(Figure 6),
• Half the co-op members who did fish said they enjoyed 
the more relaxed, less competitive atmosphere with fewer Independent permit holders:

beats in the water. But nearly one quarter said they didn't s0 Fercent sa.d rhey caugh, less fish this year than they
enjoy it as much, and another one quarter weren t sure. ^  have augh[ ^  . a(j m  ^  a ’

because of how the co-op fished.
• 95 percent thought the co-op did a good job marketing 
the fish. __
Co-op members who didn't fish:

• 82 percent said that they would have fished if there 
hadn't been a co-op.
• 67 percent said that not fishing allowed them to earn 
money from other wcrk.
• 89 percent thought the co-op did a good job marketing 
the fish.
• 33 percent sajd they would have hired Chigmk-area resi­
dents as crew if there hadn't been a co-op.

Figure 6. How The Co-op Affected Enjoyment of Fishing
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• 50 percent thought they had more 
trouble finding and keeping crew than if 
there had not been a co-op.
• 32 percent reported missing one or 
more days of fishing due to break­
downs. (With fewer fishing days, miss­
ing a day of fishing mattered more than 
in earlier years.)

Many permit holders also wrote 
detailed comments explaining their 
answers and describing effects of the 
co-op that they liked or did not like.



I— • The majority of Cnignik permit holders—most of those 
who joined the co-op—clearly thought it was a success in 
its first year. They thought they were better off financially 
because of the co-op. They thought the co-op was managed 
well, improved fish quality, and did a good job marketing 
the fish. But a significant minority of Chignik permit hold­
ers—including almost all of those who did not join die co- 

| op—had negative feelings about the co-op. and felt they 
1 were worse off financially because of the co-op.

The co-op affected not just the permit holders whom we 
surveyed but everyone involved in the Chignik fishery. The 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game faced the new task of 
allocating fish to separate co-op and independent fleets, but 
could work with the co-op to control daily salmon catches 
more precisely. Some Chignik salmon processors and tender 
operators were not able to do business widi the co-op 
(which controlled more than two-thirds of the harvest) and 
felt very negatively affected.

How relevant is the Chignik co-op to other Alaska 
salmon fisheries? Organizing a co-op was probably easier in 
Chignik than it would be in most other areas. All Chignik 
sockeye salmon return to a single river, making it easier for 
a smaller fleet to catch the fish, and to allocate fish among 
different groups. Chignik also has a relatively small number 
of permit holders, many of whom know each other well. 
(As shown in Figure 7. more than two-thirds of both co-op 
members and independent fishermen said they were cur­
rent or former year-round residents of the Chignik area.)

S u m m a r y The experience of the first year of the Chignik co-op 
suggests that it is possible to restructure Alaska salmon fish­
eries in ways that reduce costs, improve quality, and make 
most permit holders better off financially. But restructuring 
is likely to be difficult and controversial. Change will not 
come easily.

O ther “U nderstanding A laska" Sa l m o n Studies

As world markets change and Alaska's population grows. 
Alaskans face new challenges in managing our natural 
resources and balancing between different economic oppor­
tunities and the needs and goals of different user groups. 
We face similar issues and opportunities in managing our 
salmon resources as we do for many other Alaska resources. 
To understand these better. ISER is planning several other" 
studies of Alaska salmon management as part of our 
“Understanding Alaska" project. ■"

One study will review options for restructuring Alaska's 
commercial salmon fisheries—not only co-ops but other 
potential approaches for increasing the economic benefits to 
Alaskans from our commercial salmon fisheries.

Another study will examine the allocation of Alaska’s 
salmon resources between commercial, sport and subsis­
tence users—including biological, economic, social, politi­
cal, and legal considerations—and potential new approach­
es for thinking about allocation and balancing between dif­
ferent resource uses.

For more information about these and other studies visit 
ISER's Understanding Alaska project Web sire— 
www.alaskaneconomy.uaa.alaska.edu.

Figure 7, What Share of Permit Holders are Current 
or Former Year-Round Chignik Residents?
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Click here to return to the original story

Judge finds Chignik salmon co-op legal
Tuesday, October 1, 2002

THE ASSOCIATED PRESS

ANCHORAGE - A Juneau judge on Monday ruled in favor of the Alaska 
Board of Fisheries in a lawsuit challenging the legality of a commercial 
salmon fishery cooperative at Chignik.

Dissident independent fishermen who sued earlier this year, claiming the 
fish board overstepped its authority, may appeal.

Salmon fishermen formed the cooperative over the summer to save 
expenses and share profits by designating some members to fish in 
waters off the Alaska Peninsula on behalf of the entire group.

"We're thrilled," said Jamie Ross, a fishermen and co-op organizer. "We're 
not just happy for us. We're happy for all of Alaska." —

The Chignik co-op was viewed by many people in Alaska's beleaguered 
commercial salmon industry as an important experiment to cut costs and 
help Alaska's wild salmon compete on price and quality against fierce 
competition from foreign salmon farms. Observers said such co-ops might 
be tried in other troubled Alaska salmon fisheries.

Normally, Alaska's salmon fishermen race one another for fish. In 
Chignik, however, 77 of about 100 Chignik seiners parked most of their 
boats, catching the fish with a much smaller fleet.

They shared expenses and every co-op member received at least 
$20,000, regardless of whether they caught any fish.

Two fishermen who elected not to join the co-op, Dean Anderson and 
Michael Grunert, sued the board, saying the plan unfairly allocated most 
of the fish to the co-op. They questioned whether the allocation violated 
the "common use" and "equal treatment" clauses of the state 
constitution's natural resources article.

Superior Court Judge Patricia Collins ruled the co-op does not violate the 
constitution and that each Chignik fishermen has the same chance to 
either join the co-op or remain independent. She also ruled the board had 
the authority to pass the co-op regulation in January.

http://juneauempire.com/cgi-bin/printit2000.pl 2/10/2004
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"That's exciting, good news," said Board of Fisheries member John White 
of Bethel. If  the judge had ruled against the board, it would have "stifled 
our room to move" to help the commercial salmon industry, he said.

"I'm excited that hopefully some innovative thinking to move us as a 
salmon industry out of this morass is going to find a little clear sailing," 
he said.

Heather McCarty, who represents the independent fishermen, said she 
was "really disappointed and surprised" by the ruling. She said no 
decision on an appeal had been made.
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

February 11,2004

Representative Cheryll Heinze, Chair 
House Special Committee on Economic Development, International Trade and Tourism 
State Capitol (M ail stop 3100)
Juneau, A K  99801

211 Fourth Street, Suite 110 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1172 

(907) 586-2820 
(907) 463-2545 Fax 

E-Mail: ufa@ufa-fish.org 
www.ufa-fish.org

Dear Representative Heinze,

United Fishermen o f Alaska supports H C R  28 relating to socio-economic impacts o f 
Salmon harvesting cooperatives. U FA  has discussed the matter o f salmon harvesting 
cooperatives in many fisheries in the State of Alaska. Harvesting cooperatives represent 
a significant policy change and have the potential to change the complex longstanding 
structure o f fisheries and communities.

U FA  believes there are few places where cooperatives can be established due to local 
differences in fisheries and factors such as geography, infrastructure, number o f latent 
and fished permits, and the local economy. The existing harvesting cooperative in 
Chignik is a unique situation, and the results o f a study based on this cooperative may 
result in findings specific to the local situation. U FA  appreciates that H C R  28 calls for a 
study on cooperatives. We request that the study look beyond the existing Chignik 
cooperative, and offers that the Legislature may also want to include ir. the resolution that 
a study be performed before new salmon harvesting cooperatives are considered in 
different areas.

United Fishermen o f Alaska represents 33 Alaska Commercial fishing organizations and 
hundreds o f individual fishermen and fishing related businesses, altogether representing 
over 10,000 Alaska fishermen. We support HB 415 and thank you for your attention to 
this matter.

Sincerely,

Robert Thorstenson, Jr. 
President

C C : Representative Paul Seaton

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS
Alaska C rab Coalition • A laska Draggors Association • Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association • Alaska Trailers Association •  Armstrong Ke ia • At-sea P rocesso rs Association 

Bnslo l Bay Rese rve  •  Chignik Reg ional Aquaculture Association • Chignik Seiners Association • Concerned Area "M 'F isherm en • Cordova Dislncl Fishermen United 
Crab Rationalization and Buyback Group •  Doug las Island Pink and Chum • Groundlish Forum •  Konai Peninsula Fishermen's Association • Kodiak Regional Aquaculture Association 

Kodiak Seiners Association •  North Pacific Fishenes Association • Northern Pacific Sca llop Cooperative • Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association 
O ld Harbor Fishermen's Association • Petersburg Vesse l Owners Association • Pnnce William Sound Aquaculturo Corporation • Purse Sem e Vessol Owners Association 

Sea lood  Producers Cooperative • Southeast A laska Reg ional Dive Fisheries Association • Southeast Alaska Seiners Association • Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculturo Association 
United Catcher Boats • United Salm on Association • United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters •  Valdez Fisheries Development Association • Western Gull o l A laska Fishermen

1 "I** 1 ' " I — — —■— — —
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

R e p . V ic  K o h r i n g ,  C h a i r
R e p .  M ik e  C h e n a u i t ,  V i c e - C h a i r
R e p .  H u g h  “B u d ” F a t e
R e p . L e s i l  M c G u i r e
R e p . N o r m  R o k e b e r g
R e p .  H a r r ; /  C r a w f o r d
R e p .  B e t h  K e r t t u l a

A l a s k a  S t a t e  C a p i t o l  
J u n e a u ,  A l a s k a  9 9 8 0 1 - 1 1 8 2  

(9 0 7 )  4 6 5 - 2 2 8 3  
F a x  (9 0 7 )  4 6 5 - 3 8 1 8

Ben_Gren.n/Stlegis.state.ak.us

H o u s e  S p e c ia l  C o m m it t e e  o n  O i l  &  G a s

SPO N SO R  STA TEM EN T

H JR  6

Expanding Alaska’s resource-based industries remains imperative i f  we wish to increase 
the State's economic base. Although other sectors o f the economy may provide jobs, they 
more than likely would not be able to support the Financial infrastructure o f state 
government to the extent that natural resource development does, especially the oil and 
gas industry.

Most reliable indicators show Alaska’s North Slope oil is in decline. Geologists have said 
that one of the best prospects for new discoveries lies within the 1002 section o f the 
Arctic National Refuge, which has been set aside by Congress for potential exploration 
and development. It seems that a prudent course of action would be to open this area of 
the Arctic Coastal Plain so that Alaskans may reap the economic benefits therein.

The idea behind House Joint Resolution 6 is not new. An AN W R Resolution has been 
introduced on numerous occasions in the past and has always enjoyed overwhelming 
support of the Governor and Legislature as well as the general public. Alaska’s chances 
o f moving ahead on this vital project have been greatly increased now that George W. 
Bush is President. We need to take advantage o f this opportunity and once again send our 
message to the nation’s Capitol.

Sponsor Statement



N EW  F IS C A L  N O T E S
♦Assigned by Chief Clerk's Office

List by l)ept(s);

(7) .......................................
Date Referred to Committee: January 24,2003 F U R T H E R  R E F E R R A L S : Resources

Date of Committee Action:

The HOUSE S P E C IA L  C O M M IT T E E  ON O IL  AND GAS Committee considered: H JR  6

HOUSE JO IN T  RESO LU TIO N  NO. 6 ENDORSING ANW R LEA S IN G

Urging the United States Congress to pass legislation to open the coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge, Alaska, to oil and gas exploration, development, and production.

Recommends it be replaced with [ ] HCS or [ ] CS For________  (__________ )
For Senate Bills with new title: [  ]  Technical Title [  J New Title: HCR____________  [ ] Same Title [ ] New Title

[ ] attach amendments
[ ] add new referral to _________________Committee
[ ] Letter of Intent_______________ Committee

HOUSE COMMITTEE REPOPT

Signing with recommendations

U s  to/ 
Abbrev 

for

Ds'pls.;ADM
CKDCOR
CUT
EED
DEC
DFC
GOV
IISS
LEG
LAW
LWF
MVA
DNU
Dt'S
REV
DOT
UA

Chair:

Chair:

^m.i f»n

Oil & Gas Committee Report



FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
2(103 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S IO N

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): 
Title Endorsinc ANWR Leasina

Dept. Affected'
|BRU
Component

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:

() Publish Date:

HJR 6

Revenue
Administration and Support 
Office of the Commissioner

Sponsor
Requester

House Oil and Gas Committee
House Oil ana Gas Committee

Expend itu res/R evenues

Component No. 

(Thousands of Dollars)

123

Note: Amounts oo not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2006 FY 2009
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Proaram Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Healtn
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2003) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding fo r this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2004 budget proposal: 

POSITIONS
Full-time
Par.-time
Temporary'

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate paqe if necessary)

There is no reliable estimate of future potential state revenues from oil and gas exploration in ANWR if this 
resolution is successful, other than to say the revenues could be substantial.

Prepared by: 
Division

Approved by: 
Agency

(ftovtseC &'200r OMB)

Larry Persilv, Deputy Commissioner Phorie 465-5469
Department of Revenue Dale/Time 1/29/03 10:32 AM

Larry Persily, Deputy Commissioner Date 1/29/2003
Department of Revenue

Paae 1 of 1

Revenue Fiscal
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FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
2003 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S IO N

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): 
Title Enaorsma ANWR Leasina

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:

() Publish Date:

Dept. Affected 
'BRU

HJR5

Natural Resouices
Oii & Gas Development

Component Oil & Gas Development
Sponsor
Requester

(H) Oil & Gas
(H) Oil & Gas

E xpend itures/R evenues

Component No 

(Thousands of Dollars)

439

Note. Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
Personal Services
T ravel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Proaram Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Tvpe-Do no! abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2003) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2004 budget proposal: 

POSITIONS
Full-time I
Part-time I
Temporary I

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page it necessary)

No fiscal impact anticipated with passage of this resolution.

Prepared by: 
Division

Mark Mvers. Director Phone 255-8800
Oil & Gas Date'Time 1/28/03 1:04 PM

Approved by: Tom Irwin. Commissioner
Agency Natural Resouces_______

Date 1/28/2003

(Reuses 9.2002 OMB) Pane. 1 nf 1

Natural Resources Fiscal



A l a s k a  R e s e r v e s  a n d  P r o d u c t i o n

• 36% of total U.S. oil reserves.
• 8.0 billion barrels of oil• 17% of total U.S. gas reserves
• 35 trillion cubic feet of gas• 20% of total U.S. oil production
• 1.04 million barrels of oil per day

Sources: Alaska ilala arc from Department of Natural Resources. Uivisiqn^njjjjijKLCjas12001 AnnuaU & M t
U.S. data are from 11 x Cm,In n il, Natural' (las, and NCiL Reserves. 2000 A mnial Rc[)ort1J^SJj .0.1i.,,-liJ,A
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The Future?
Prototype Drilling Facility
Environmentally Sensitive Areas
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T O P  10 R E A S O N S  T O  S U P P O R T  
D E V E L O P M E N T  IN  A N W R

1. 0)ily.S% of AN'WR Would lk - Considered for Exploration Only 
the 1.5 million acre or 8% on liic northern coast of ANWR is being 
considered for development, The remaining 17.5 million acres or 92% 
of ANWR will remain permanently closed to any kind of 
development. Jf oi! is discovered, less than 2000 acres of the over 1.5 
million acres of tire Coastal Plain would be affected.

2- Revenues, to the State and Federal Treasury federal revenues 
Would be enhanced by billions of dollars from bonus bids, lease 
rentals, royalties and taxes. Estimates in 19.95 on bonus bids alone 
were S2.6 billion.

5. Jnbs To Be Created Between 250,000 and 735,000 jobs are 
estimated to be created by development of the Coastal Plain.

4. Economic Impact Between 3980 and 1994. North Slope oil field 
development and production activity contributed over S50 billion to 
the nations economy, directly impacting each state in the union.

5. Americans Bcst Chfilice for fi Major Discovery The Coastm Plain 
of ANWR is America's best possibility for the discovery of another 
gian: "Pmdhoe Bav-sized" oil and gas discovery in North America. 
U.S. Department of Interior estimates range from 9 to 16 billion 
barrels of recoverable oil.

6. North Slope Production in Decline The North Slope oil fields 
currently provide the U.S. with nearly 25% of it's domestic production 
and since 1988 this production has been on the decline. Peak 
production was reached in 1980 of two million barrels a day, but has 
been declining to a current level o f 1.4 million barrels a day.

7. Imported Oil too Costly The U.S. imports over 55% of the nation's 
needed petroleum. These oi! imports cost more than 555.1 billion a 
year (this figure does not include the. military costs of protecting that 
imported supply). These figures are rising and could exceed 65% by 
the year 2005.

8. No. Negative 1 mpncl.pn_Aninndi Oil and gas development and 
wildlife are successfully coexisting in Alaska's arctic, For example, 
the Central Arctic Caribou Ilerd (CACH) at Prud'nnc Ray has grown 
from 3,000 to as high as 23,400 during the lest 20 year.-, of operation.
In 1995, the Central Arctic Caribou Herd size was estimated to be

http ://tvw, anwr. o rg/top ten. h tin
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TOP 10 REASONS TO SUPPORT DEVELOPMENT IN ANWR

IE,100 animals.

9. Arctic Technnlogv Advanced technology greariy reduced the 
'footprint" of arctic oil development. IfPmdhoe Bay were built today, 
the footprint would be 1.526 acres. 64% smaller.

10. Alaskans Support More than 75% of Alasltans favor exploration 
and production in ANWR. The inupiat Eskimos who live jr. and near 
ANWR support onshore oil development or. the Coastal Plain.

g ad ;, to Main_Paee

iutp://wuv.anwr.or£i/toptcn.hlm 1/28/2003
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPOFT

F U R T H E R  R E F E R R A L S :  Resources)ate Referred to Committee: January 24,2003 

Date of Committee Action: &
rhc HOUSE S P E C IA L  C O M M IT T E E  ON O IL  AND GAS Committee considered: H JR 6

HOUSE JO IN T  RESO LU TIO N  NO. 6 ENDORSING ANWR LEA SIN G

Urging the United States Congress to pars legislation to open the coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge, Alaska, to oil and gas exploration, development, and production.

Recommends it be replaced with [ ] H CS or [ JC S fo r________________
For Senate Bills with new title: [  ]  Technical Title [  ]  New Title: HCR_

 )
[ ] Same Title [ ] New Title

[ ] attach amendments
[ ] add new referral to . 
[ ] Letter of Intent_____

Committee
Committee

Ustof
Abbrev

for
Depli.:
ADM
CED
COR
CHT
EED
DEC
DFG
C.OV
HSS
LEG
LAW
LWF
MVA
DNK
DPS
REV
DOT
UA

N EW  F IS C A L  NO
•Assigned by Ch

T E S
ef Clerk’s Office

List by Dept(s): *FN# Fiscal Indet. Zero

PM ̂W e i/ V " "

P R E V IO U S  F IS C A L  N O TE S

List bv Depl(s): FN# Fiscal bidet. Zero

Signing with recommendations Printed Last Namei .
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Chair;

DP DNP

£

NR AM

Oil & Gas Committee Report
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I . Onlv_8% of AN'VVR Would Ik- Considered fur Exploration Only 
the 1.5 million acre or £% or. the northern const of ANVTR. is brine 
considered for development. The remaining 17.5 million acres or 92% 
of ANWR. will remain permanently closed id 3tiY kind of 
development. Jf oil is discovered. Jess thar. 2000 acres of the over 1.5 
million acres of die Coastal Plain would be affected.

2. Revenues to the State and Federal Treasury federal revenues 
would be enhanced by billions of dollars from bones bids, lease 
rentals, royalties and taxes. Estimates in 1995 on bonus bids alone 
were S2.6 billion.

e. Jobs 1 o He Created Between 250.000 and 755.000 jobs are 
ts'tinaicd to be created by development of the Coastal Plain.

4. Economic Impact Between 19S0 and 1994. North Slope oil ficid 
development and production activity contributed over £50 billion to 
the nations economy, directly impacting each state in the union.

5. AmcricaN Rest Quince for a Major Discovery The Coa.sLai Plain 
of ANWR is America's best possibility for the discovery of another 
giant "Pmdhoe Bay-sized" oil and gas discovery ir. North America. 
U.S. Department of Interior estimates range from 9 to j 6 billion 
barrels of recoverable oil.

G North Slope Production in Decline The North Slope oil Geids 
currently provide the L'.S. v, itit nearly 25% of i'. s domestic production 
and since 19R£ this production lias been ou the decline. Peak 
production wax reached in 1980 of two million barrels c dav, but has 
been declining to a current ievel of 1.4 miliion barrels a day.

Imported Oil too Cosily The U.S. imports over 55% of the nation's 
nccned petroleum. These oil imports cost more than £55.1 billion a 
year (this Figure does m t include I he military costs of protecting that 
imported supplyj. These figures are rising and could excccc £5% oy 
the year 2005.

8 N'o. Negative 1 mpart on_Aniniah' Oii and gas development and 
wiidlife are successfully coexisting in Alaska = arctic. For example, 
tne Central Arctic Caribou llerd (CACH) at Prudnnc Bay has grown 
from 3,000 to at high as 23,4^0 dinting the iasi 20 years of operation. 
In 1995. the Central Arctic Caribou Herd size was esnmatcd to be

;::p:."wu'vv,anwr.orgTopten.hLtn

10 Reasons for Support







R epresen ta t iv e  R a lph  Sam uels
H O U S E  D I S T R I C T  2 9

Sponsor Statement for House Joint Resolution 19

House Joint Resolution 19 was introduced to help raise awareness of how US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EP A ) guidelines for the use of ultra low sulfur fuels w ill affect rural Alaska, 
and to urge federal and state agencies to determine the extent of the problem.

Concern over the pollutants in diesel exhaust prompted the EP A  to require that diesel fuel 
produced and sold in the US for motor vehicles contain less than 15 parts per million of sulfur, 
and that new diesel engines be designed to only run on ultra low sulfur fuel. These new rules 
create problems for rural Alaska, where much of the electric power is produced with diesel 
generators.

Ultra low sulfur fuel w ill cause increased transport, storage and energy production costs as well 
as logistical problems for rural Alaskan communities:

• Ultra low sulfur fuel is less efficient and more expensive, increasing energy production 
costs.

• It would be prohibitively expensive for Alaskan refineries to retrofit their plants to 
produce the ultra low sulfur fuel, so electric utilities will be forced to purchase fuel from 
out of state, increasing transportation costs.

• Ultra low sulfur fuel requires additives in order to operate in Alaska’s extreme cold. This 
arctic grade blend is only produced in Alberta and will increase transportation costs to 
Alaska compared to purchasing fuel from West Coast refineries.

• Ultra low sulfur fuel cannot be stored in the same tanks as higher sulfur fuel unless those 
tanks are cleaned out, adding costs to transportation and storage.

The EP A  allowed the State of Alaska to create its own plan for implementing the new rules, 
recognizing that Alaska faces unique challenges and does not share the same air pollution 
problems as the Lower 48. In 2002, D EC  submitted a plan requiring road-system communities 
and major communities on the Marine Highway to comply with the same rules as the Lower 48, 
but is still drafting a plan for rural Alaska.

H JR 19 urges D EC  to be as flexible as possible when applying the ultra low sulfur use rules to 
rural Alaska, and asks the governor to direct the department to reconsider the application of these 
rules to smaller communities around the state under the 2002 portion of the plan. The resolution 
also asks that the EP A , D EC  and the Denali Commission work to determine the logistical and 
financial effect that the ultra low sulfur diesel rules will have on rural Alaska.

E m ail: R cprescntative_R aIph_Sam uels@ lcgis.state.ak.us
Session: A laska S tate C apitol, Ju n eau , A laska 99801-1182 • Phone: (907) 465-2095 Fax: (907) 465-3810
In te rim : 716 W. 4 th  Ave., Anchorage, A laska 99501-2133 • Phone: (907) 269-0240 Fax: (907) 269-0242

mailto:Rcprescntative_RaIph_Samuels@lcgis.state.ak.us


R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  R a l p h  S a m u e l s

H O U S E  D I S T R IC T  2 9

To : Representative Hugh Fate 
C h a ir, House Resources Committee

From : Representative Ralph Samii*

Date: M arch  27, 2003

R E : Hearing for House Jo int Resolution 19

Please schedule House Joint Resolution 19, “ Relating to ultra low su lfur diesel fuel 
requirements,”  fo r a hearing in the House Resources Committee.

I  have attached the following:

• A sponsor statement
• An article from the Alaska Journal of Commerce, “ New Diesel Regs Fuel 

Complaints”

• W ritten comments from Alaska Power &TeIephone

I f  you have any questions, please call Lau ra  Achee in my office at extension 6590.

Em iiil: Reprcscntati\c_Rnlph._Sam iiels(fi)legis.stnle.ak.iis
S ession : A laska S tale C apitol, Ju n e a u , A laska 99801-1182 •  Phone: (907) -165-2095 I'ax: (907) 465-9810
In te rim : 716 W. 4 th  Ave., A nchorage, A laska 99501-2129 • Phone: (907) 269-0240 Fax: (907) 269-0242



R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  R a l p h  S a m u e l s

H O U S E  D I S T R I C T  2 9

Sponsor Statement for H ouse Joint R esolution 19

House Joint Resolution 19 was introduced to help raise awareness of how US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EP A ) guidelines for the use of ultra low sulfur fuels will affect rural Alaska, 
and to urge federal and state agencies to determine the extent of the problem.

Concern over the pollutants in diesel exhaust prompted the EPA  to require that diesel fuel 
produced and sold in the US for motor vehicles contain less than 15 parts per million o f sulfur, 
and that new diesel engines be designed to only run on ultra low sulfur fuel. These new rules 
create problems for rural Alaska, where much of the electric power is produced with diesel 
generators.

Ultra low sulfur fuel w ill cause increased transport, storage and energy production costs as well 
as logistical problems for rural Alaskan communities:

• Ultra low sulfur fuel is less efficient and more expensive, increasing energy production 
costs.

• It would be prohibitively expensive for Alaskan refineries to retrofit their plants to 
produce the ultra low sulfur fuel, so electric utilities will be forced to purchase fuel from 
out of state, increasing transportation costs.

• Ultra low sulfur fuel requires additives in order to operate in Alaska’s extreme cold. This 
arctic grade blend is only produced in Alberta and will increase transportation costs to 
Alaska compared to purchasing fuel from West Coast refineries.

• Ultra low sulfur fuel cannot be stored in the same tanks as higher sulfur fuel unless those 
tanks are cleaned out, adding costs to transportation and storage.

The EP A  allowed the State o f Alaska to create its own plan for implementing the new rules, 
recognizing that Alaska faces unique challenges and does not share the same air pollution 
problems as the Lower 48. In 2002, D EC  submitted a plan requiring road-syslcm communities 
and major communities on the Marine Highway to comply with the same rules as the Lower 48, 
but is still drafting a plan for rural Alaska.

HJR 19 urges D EC  to be as flexible as possible when applying the ultra low sulfur use rules to 
rural Alaska, and asks the governor to direct the department to reconsider the application of these 
rules to smaller communities around the state under the 2002 portion of the plan. The resolution 
also asks that the EP A , D EC  and the Denali Commission work to determine the logistical and 
financial effect that the ultra low sulfur diesel rules will have on rural Alaska.

Ism ail: Kcprc.seiuative_Kulpli_.Snmiicls@Ict5is.state.nk,us
S ess io n : A laska S ta le  C apitol, Ju n eau , A laska 99801-1IH2 • Flionc: (907) ‘165-2095 Fax: (907) 465-5810
In te r im : 716 W. 4ili A m , A nchorage, A laska 99501-2133 •  Finnic: (907) 269-0240 Fax: (907) 269-0242
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CS F O R  H O U SE  JO IN T  R E S O L U T IO N  NO. 19

IN T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F T H E  S T A T E  O F A L A S K A  

TW EN T Y -T H IR D  L E G IS L A T U R E -F IR S T  SESSIO N
B Y

Offered:
Referred: Resources
Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVE Samuels

A R E S O L U T IO N

1. Relating to the u ltra low sulfur diesel fuel requirements of the United States

2. Environm ental Protection Agency and their application to A laska.

3. B E  I T  R E S O L V E D  B Y  T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A :

4. W H E R E A S  the United Slates En vironmental Protection Agency has ruled that roadway

5. based large trucks and buses must use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel having a sulfur content

6. of not more than 15 parts per million beginning September 2006; and

7 W H E R E A S  the United States Environmental Protection Agency has taken this action

8 based upon well documented health hazards associated with diesel exhaust inhalation;

9 and

10 W H E R E A S  rural Alaska depends on diesel fuel for its electrical power generation; and

11 W H E R E A S  ultra low sulfur diesel fuel costs more to produce and is less efficient,

12 resulting in an overall higher cost to produce the same output as the high sulfur fuel

13 currently in use: and

14 W H E R E A S  northern Alaska temperatures are colder than most areas of the United

15 States, and fuel additives that create an arctic-grade of ultra low sulfur diesel fuel are

16 necessary to avoid fuel failure; and

CSHJR 19 (RES) New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXTBRACKETED\



1. W H E R E A S  arctic-grade ultra low sulfur diesel fuel is currently manufactured only in

2. Alberta, Canada, and must be imported into the state, increasing fuel transportation costs;

3. and

4. W H E R E A S  diesel fuel constitutes only a small part of the fuel refined in Alaska, and to

5. modify Alaska refineries to produce low sulfur diesel fuel would be prohibitively

6. expensive; and

7. W H E R E A S  ultra low sulfur diesel fuel may not be transported or stored in the same

8. tanks used for high sulfur diesel fuel unless the tanks have been cleaned; and

9. W H E R E A S  the necessary separation of fuel types w ill create financial and logistical

10. problems in rural Alaska and may make it prohibitively expensive for communities to

11. import more than one type of diesel fuel; and

12. W H E R E A S  electric utilities that serve rural communities estimate that electric costs will

13. increase 25 to 33 percent based on the lower efficiency and higher cost of producing,

14. transporting, storing, and using arctic-grade ultra low sulfur diesel fuel; and

15. W H E R E A S  manufacturers and market responses to the new federal fuel requirements

16. w ill eventually create demand for the ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in rural Alaska; and

17. W H E R E A S  rural Alaska communities do not have an equivalent exposure to

18. transportation related diesel fumes because there arc very few diesel trucks and buses in

19. rural Alaska; and

20. W H E R E A S  rural Alaskans have a unique and uncharacterized exposure to fumes due to

21. their proximity to diesel fired power plants; and

22. W H E R E A S  the lack of scientific information regarding the unique rural Alaska

23. exposure prevents the Department of Environmental Conservation from determining if

24. exposure to diesel exhaust in rural Alaska communities poses a health risk to Alaskans;

25. and

26. W H E R E A S  Alaska rural community members have expressed concern about the

27. unknown but potential health risks from diesel exhaust; and

28. W H E R E A S , by June 2003. the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation must

29. submit a plan for applying the United States Environmental Protection Agency standards

30. for the use of ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in rural Alaska communities;

31. B E  I T  R E S O L V E D  that the Alaska State Legislature urges the state's delegation in the

C S H JR  19 (R E S ) New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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1. United States Congress to request the United States Environmental Protection Agency to

2. provide funding to investigate and examine the fiscal and logistical effects of arctic-grade

3. ultra low sulfur diesel fuel on the current energy and transportation infrastructure in

4. Alaska and to evaluate the health impacts from diesel fuel use in rural Alaska

5. communities; and be it

6. F U R T H E R  R E SO LV E D  that the Alaska State Legislature urges the Governor to direct

7. the Department of Community and Economic Development to determine the fiscal and

8. logistical effects on the state of using arctic-grade ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in Alaska;

9. and be it

10. F U R T H E R  R E SO L V E D  that the Alaska State Legislature urges the Governor to direct

11. the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, the Department of Community

12. and Economic Development and the Department of Health and Social Services to

13. coordinate with the United States Environmental Protection Agency to determine the

14. health, fiscal and logistical effects on the state of using arctic-grade ultra low sulfur diesel

15. fuel in Alaska; and be it

16. F U R T H E R  R E SO L V E D  that the Alaska State Legislature urges the Governor to direct

17. the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation to provide, in its plan for the

18. application of the United States Environmental Protection Agency standards, that rural

19. Alaska have as much flexibility as possible in the use of ultra low sulfur diesel fuel; and

20. be it

21. F U R T H E R  R E SO LV E D  that the Alaska State Legislature urges the Governor to direct

22. the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation to reexamine how the United

23. States Environmental Protection Agency standards for the use of ultra low sulfur diesel

24. fuel are applied to the state's plan for off-road communities.

25. C O P IE S  of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Christine Todd Whitman,

26. Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens

27. and the Honorable Lisa Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S.

28. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

C S H JR  19 (RES) New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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N e w  D i e s e l  R e g s  F u e l  C o m p la in t s
By Tim Bradner
Alaska Journal of Commerce
January 20, 2003

Truck operators, rural utilities and fuel oil distributors' new U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency requirements for ultra-low sulphur diesel will raise trucking costs and create a nightmare 
of a logistics problem for rural Alaska communities dependent on diesel-fueled power generation.

Harry McDonald, president of Carlile Transportation Systems, says an industry rule-ol-thumb is 
that 50 cents added to the cost of a gallon of fuel raises freight rates by 10 percent.

Also, 50 cents per gallon added to the cost of fuel for the approximate 16 million gallons shipped 
to western Alaska utilities will add $8 million per year to the cost of generating power in those 
communities.

There are many estimates for what the new fuel will cost, but the real costs for Alaska will be the 
special handling and separate tanks needed for storage, according to Ron King, an Alaska Dept, 
of Environmental Conservation official who is monitoring implementation of the new fuel 
requirement.

The new fuel must have no more than 15 parts-per-million sulphur content so that pollution 
control systems on new engines being made will not be damaged, King said. Diesel now in use 
has 500 parts-per-million sulphur content or higher.

Outside of Southeast Alaska and Kodiak, Alaskans who use diesel will also need a special 
"Arctic" blend of diesel that doesn't jell at low temperatures, King said.

Fifty cents a gallon is about what McDonald thinks it would cost his company if it had to truck its 
own fuel from Edmonton, Alberta refineries which will make the "Arctic" grade of ultra-low 
sulfur fuel. It's unlikely the fuel will be available from Alaska refineries, or even refineries on the 
U.S. west coast.

Truckers, fuel distributors and utilities now buy their fuel from Alaska refiners. But Tesoro 
Alaska Petroleum Co., Williams Alaska Petroleum Co. and PetroStar, Inc., which operate 
refineries near Fairbanks and Kenai, say they may not be able to afford the capital investment 
needed to make the ultra-low sulfur diesel.

Refineries on the U.S. west coast will be making ultra-low sulphur diesel but not the special 
Arctic blend that stays liquid at cold temperatures. These refiners could do a special run of 
Arctic-grade diesel, but this could create prohibitive costs and logistics problems, according to 
Frank Dillon, executive director of the Alaska Trucking Association.

"If a refiner did a special run, we would essentially have to have a string of barges standing by to
take on the fuel. Then we'd have to store it somewhere," Dillon said.

Buying the fuel from the Alberta refineries and shipping to Alaska as it is needed is probably the
practical alternative, according to King.


