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Relating to Information Infrastructure
*A and the | N
Alaska Information Infrastructure Task Forcr



[0 develop its IT potential and digital economy

[0 help everyone, Qartlcularly rural Alaskans,
use the Internet and digital technology to expand
opportunities in employment, education,
healthcare, and access to government ok




T a s k Force M IS SI10DNn

Review and analyse Alfaska’s current and long-

Nt If

term information infrastructure needs™

|dentify Alaska’s existing public jmd private .and
proadband infrastructure - ; 4f/..

Conduct a

'ft



Define Alaska’s role and mterest In information
infrastructure development

Encourage industry and government to take
action either separately or through joint efforts such
as pooling and Integrated resource planning to meet
those needs -, = A




Develop a long-term information infrastructure

economic future



A ccomplishments to Date

AIlIP Task Force met three times In late
November/December.

Irfitiated discussions centered around the services
that could-be provided with high-speed broadband
connectivity in the areas of health care, .education,
homeland security, and economic opportunities.



W hat needs to be done n o w

1. Extend Task Force through the end of the
session.

2. Provide staff support and funding for
research allowing the Task Force to
Identify existing public and private fiber

« and broadband infrastructure in Alaska,
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Toksook Bay, Alaska

Population:

550 Residents, 55 Houses juneau:

80 Students Grades K-3 1 ARk 1000 Miles ==

85 Students Grades 4-12

Economy: Seattle:

Subsistence hunting, trappin"® Lr- ) 5700 miles ==>
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Sunday, August 9,1998

Eskimos Warm to the Digital Age

By Douo Fine

had never seen a Web site materialize so list. |
was in Ibkaook Hay. a largely subsistence Yup'ik
Eskimo village in western Alaska, 400 miles from
Russia and 5,700 miles from Washington. My
host. Greg Lincoln, a thirtyish Yup'ik man. was uem-
oostrating the cutting edge of wireless digital technol-

was greeted by an inanediate sound blast of Yup'ik
Mires accompanied by an animated image of Lin-
coln's daughter stomping in traditional clothing. Lin-
coln's Web site (niembers.aol.com/glincoln45/framc.
html) celebrates traditional Eskimo life by displaying
(laming rituals and stereophonic singing. I clicked on
an icon, and was offered crafts made by his tamily and
friends for sale in a "Village Mall." Uudk up one dus-
ter of indigenous people who don’t need to leave tradi-
tional lamls in order to make a cash living.

The K_y to Lincoln's demonstration was a small box
ou the windowsill of his house which pulls down satel-
lite-beamed transmissions powerful enough to provide
him with Internet access at bendwidths something
like three times faster than the current standard at
American corporations and 10 times (aster than in
inoat American homes—all without a telephone Une.
What's more. Lincoln can keep his Internet connec-
tion all day—at no cost.

A (ledgling company called Alaska Wireless is in-
stalling the boxes in Toksook Bay in the hope of show-

VrCOMNWIIWL.iVi. GJ. 1
Ikiug h'iiu, ..m has reported/or The Washington

Hostfrom Burma, Imis and Rwanda, is directing a
feature film in Alaska called ‘Migration.'
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Joint Partnership of: The Community of Aniak, Alaska;

HP Computer Corporation; and A T& T Alascom



T he critical challenge

for A laska’s leaders today 1is
to define an-econo*mic, social,’
m secure, and political vision,
using broadband IT technology,
. l'. an d . . LI
V LEAD THE CHARGE

to enhance the quality of

V mlnife for all A laskans

w



“1\o\\mmore.tnan ever nefore e * o
SECURITY of Alaska's Information fsystems
m ' IS paramount’ .

People tend to think that someone else Is taking
. care of It #e *



*

“T he attitude that digital security 1is
\ 9 ‘ i '

ANosom eone eise's problem |,

Oris something to be addressed after

*

2V . - . V

the real work gets done, *

Is pervasive in the business w orld.’-
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eeThe one tiling %\c >voi'ild recom mend, particular'll due to -recent

events within the state, is a comprehensive IT Security

Audit/Assessment done by a reputable third party. One that
01 * \ ‘ 1

covers People, Processes and Technology: Bevood just a netw oH -

scan, but a good look at policies, procedures, security I
architecture, incident response and reporting, backup and
contingency plans and procedures, patch procedures, and

im portan*tly, the abiIVity of*the people to manage, reactlto and get

ahead ofeyber thyeats. Their abifity can be influenced by
} o '_uu « t . *>\J .% Iu

training, certification, rew ards and accountability.”

Cyber Security Research Departme
National Security division_
Idaho National Laboratory






Respectfully Submitted

X Boucher, Chairman
AllP Task Force ~

redbou@ alaska.net


mailto:redbou@alaska.net

FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number:
2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HCR 6
(H) Publish Date 4/30/05
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Affected: Legislature
Title "Relating to the continuation of the Alaska "BRU Legislative Council
Infrastructure Policy Task Force until the first dayof...* "Component: Council and Subcom mittees
Sponsor "Kott, Harris. Rokeberg, Chenault, Berkowitz ."
Requestor Representative Kott Component No.

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
Personal Services 62.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Travel 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contractual 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Supplies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Land & Structures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grants & Claims 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 74.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES [ n
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | i i i i
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF 74.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 00 00

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)
TOTAL 74.0 44.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2005) cost:
Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2005 budget proposal:

POSITIONS

Full-time 1
Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attachaseperate pege it necessaty)

This legislation extends the termination date of the Alaska Information Infrastructure Policy Task Force
until the first day of the First Regular Session of the Twenty-Fifth Alaska State Legislature in January
2007. This fiscal note includes funding for one staff person and funding for the staff and tne public
members of the Task Force to travel to attend meetings of the Task Force. Other meetings of the Task
Force will be teleconferenced. The Task Force shall submit a final report of its findings, the long-term
infrastructure plan, and any draft legislation the Task Force finds necessary to meet the identified long-
term infrastructure needs of the State, to the Legislature by the first day of the First Regular Session of the

Twenty-Fifth Alaska State Legislature.

Prepared by: Karla Schofield. Deputy Director Phone 465-3852
Division Administrative Services Date/Time 4/29/05 3:39 PM

Approved by: Pamela A. Varni, Executive Director Date 4/29/2005
Agency Legislative Affairs Agency

(Revises 912001 OVB) Page lof 1



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

Mixta Stair Capitol
lunciu,AK 99801-1182
Phoite: (907) #65-87 77
Prx; <W7) 465-2819

Toll Fra (877) 8615688

Member: )
Community and Riponal Affain Interim
Judicial? 10928 Maple Rtvcf Road - Suite 238
I.jbur ani (.omintfcr - Vti'r (.han |...pic River, AK 99501-2133

Phone: (907; 694-8944

Fax-. (907) 694-8945

REPRESENTATIVE PETE KOTT
DISTRICT I7- EAGLERIMER

Sponsor Statement

for
IKIR 6

In 2003 the Alaska State Legislature passed HCR 32 order to establish the Information
Infrastructure Policy Task Force. HCR 6 extends that task force. The task force is
charged with consideration of Alaska's role and interest in long-term information
infrastructure development in order to provide all Alaska communities improved
telecommunications, health care, and education, homeland security, economic

development opportunities, and access to government via broadband connectivity.

The Task Force will also investigate and recommend access to fiber optic connectivity
to help bridge the divide that separates rural Alaska from the benefits of technological
advances realized in urban areas. It will look at successful public-private partnerships to
facilitate information infrastructure development. The Task Force will develop a
comprehensive package with recommendations including legislation, if necessary, to

meet the needs of Alaska.

House Concurrent Resolution 6 extends the termination date of the Alaska Information
Infrastructure Policy Task Force until the first day of the First Regular Session of the

Twenty-Fifth Alaska State Legislature in January 2007.

We respectfully request favorable consideration and support for HCR 6.

Sponsor Statement






SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT
>TE: 4/7/06 FURTHER:

DATE TURNED
IN TO OFFICE.:.

jor and Commerce Committee considered HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 34 am
HCR 34 ALASKA AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS FOR TOURISTS

ating to promoting Alaska grown produce and food products to the visitor industry through the Fresher By
program.

recommends: CS Senate Bill:
_ [ ] Same Title
be replaced with [ j New Title
adopt previous _ SCS House Bill:
[ ] Same Title
attached amendment(s) [ 1 Technical Title
Change
adopt Letter of Intent by Committee [ 1 New Title w/
SCR#
further referral to Committee
EW FISCAL NOTE(S): PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTE(S):

| APPROPRIATION - no fiscal note

RECOMMENDATIONS: Do Not Anend
Pass

Chair



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number:

2006 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HRmMmPNRAFBXB6
() Publish Dale:

Revision Daio/Time (Note if correction): 5/3/06 Dept Affected:; Natural Resources

Title Alaska Agricultural Products for Tourists RDU Resource Development

Component Agricultural Developmen

Sponsor (H) Rules by Request

S

Requester (H) L&C Component No. 455
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

Note Amounts do not include Inflation unless otherwise noted helow.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2007 FY 2008 nr 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
Personal Services

Travel

Contractual

Supplies

Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | | | | |
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | 0.0 | uoJ 0.0 1 0.0 0.0

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

Estimate of any current year (FY2006) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2007 budget proposal:

POSITIONS

Full-time 0 0 0 0
Part-time 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0

ANALYsSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

o

FY 2012

0.0

0.0

0.0

No fiscal impact is expected as a result of this proposed House Concurrent Resolution promoting Alaska

grown produce and food products to the visitor industry .hrough the Fresher By Far program.

Prepared by: Larry DeVilbiss. Director Phone 907 761-3867
Division Agriculture Date/Time 5/3/2006
Approved by:  Michael Menge. Commissioner Date 5/3/2006
Agency Natural Resources

Page lof!
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: 1
2006 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HCR 34
(H) Publish Date: 3/17/06

Dept. Affected: Natural Resources

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction):
Resource Development

Title Alaska Agricultural Products for Tourists RDU
Component Agricultural Development

Sponsor (H) Rules by Request

Requester (H) Economic Development, Trade & Tourism Component No. 455
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012
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 ( ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

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 of any current year (FY2006) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2007 budget proposal:

POSITIONS

Full-time 0 0 0 0 0 0
Part-time 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYsIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

No fiscal impact is expected as a result of this proposed House Concurrent Resolution promoting Alaska

grown produce and food products in the visitor industry through the Arctic Fresh program.

Phone 907 761-3667
Date/Time 3/9/2006

Prepared by: Larry DeVilbiss, Director

Division Agriculture
Approved by:  Michael Menge, Commissioner Date 3/9/2006
Agency Natural Resources_

(Rovis0 9.7/2005 OMB| Page 1of 1
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FAIRBANKS
Office of the Chancellor

320 Siyien- Holt, P.0. fc* 7S7S00, AJosto 9977S-7500

March 3. 2006

Representative Mark Neuman, Co-Chair

Representative Jay Ramras, Co-Chair

House Spedai Commitee on Economic Development. Trade and Tourism
Alaska State Legislature

Alaska State Capitol

Jjneau, Alaska 99801

Re: HCR 34 - Relating to promoting Alaska grown produce and food products to the
visitor industry through the Arctic Fresh program

Deer Representative Neuman and Representative Ramras.

The purpose of this letteris to encourage legslative support of the Arctic Fresh program
as provided in HCR 34. The ‘ Arctic Fresh" label w * promote Alaska produced

agriaultural products to the tourism industry.

Success of this programwil reguire a cooperative effort among the visitor industry, the
state Division of Agriculture, and the University of Alaska Fairbanks, specifically the
School of Natural Resources & Agriaultural Sciences (SNRAS). and the Cooperative
Extension Service. UAF provides research and outreach on production and storage of
food products, food quality, and marketing through its entities. Benefits to the university
wil be increased visihility, development of valuable partnerships with industry, and
hopefully in the future increased research dollars

Dean Carol Lewis SNRAS, is already working with Representative Jay Ramras and
Larry DeVBbiss, the director of the Division of Agriculture, to help make this program
work. Formal support cf the resolution from the legslaturewould be appreciated.

Thank you.

Sincerely.

Steve Jones
Chancellor

cc Representative John Coghiil
Representative Bob Lynn
Representative Nancy Dahistrom
Representative Harry Crawford
Representative Beth Kerttula
Representative Bfl Stottze

(907)474-7119

(907) 474-477% tm

tyctweaw.edu
WwWWV.edu
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Pass the Peas Please

Buying locally grown produce for use in state park restaurants

makes just about everyone happy.

By Leslie Teach Robbins

igitors at the Greenbo Lake State Resort
Kentucky get more than pizza, hot-

ogs and nachos when they visit the dining

room in the Jesse Stuart Lodge. Instead, they
find just-picked tomatoes on the salad bar
and pies made fresh with homegrown berries.

All the produce on their plates was deliv-
ered by a lucky local farmer who’s a member
of the Kentucky Proud program. He's been
teamed with the restaurant's chef who plans
menus around the fruits and vegetables to be
harvested that week. The farmer is lucky
because there's no middle man. His produce
sells for better prices than he could get sell-
ing to a cooperative or a distributor. Only a

%T@Rﬂimm&saﬂmﬂ hedlth fox

KY)

year ago, the state parks chefs would have
ordered their produce from a wholesaler.

Kentucky has 17 resort-style parks (more
than any other state) with lodges, cabins and
dining rooms run by state employees. In
other states, food service is usually con-
tracted out to large corporate management
companies like Aramark or Sodexho.

Bob Perry, director of food service for Ken-
tucky State Parks, couldn't be more perfect
for the job. He’s a chef and a gardener and
tie lives on his wife's family farm. As chef,
Perry is dedicated to using the freshest and
highest quality produce available. As gar-
dener, he saw immediately that there was a
market open for family farms. "We are esti-
mating that we'll spend over SSOO.000 on
produce for parks in 2005," he sajs, “and

DIRECT MARKETING PROGRAMS
HAVE CATCHY NAMES
Alaska Grown
Arizona Grown
Buy Cainornia
Colorado Proud
Connecticut Grown
Fresh From Florida
Georgia Grown
Georgia, Always in Good Taste
Idaho Preferred
Ilinois Product
Kentucky Proud
’Get Real Maine’
Maryland's Best
Massachusetts grown....and fresher!
Minnesota Grown
Make Mine Mississippi
AgriMissouri
Montana's Choice
New Hampshire's Own
jersey Fresh
New Mexico Taste the Tradition/
Grown with Tradition
Pride of New York
Goodness Grows in North Carolina
Ohio Proud
PA Preferred
Rnode Island Grown; Take Some Home
South Carolina Quality
Pick Tennessee Products
Go Texan
Utah s Own
Vermont Seal of Quality
Virginia Grown
"From the Heart of Washington"
West Virginia Grown
Something Special from Wisconsin

that money should go back to local farmers.”

The Department of State Parks works with
the State Department of Agriculture's direct
marketing program, "Kentucky Proud,” bring-
ing a lucrative new market to local produce
growers. The move was possible because the
legislature in 2002 amended the state's pro-
curement code to allow state agencies to sup-
port local agriculture. It exempted agricultural
products from the competitive bidding
process. As a result, the state park restaurants
and three cafeterias in state government
buildings in Frankfort purchase produce
directly from local farmers.

Each week, prices are established by aver-
aging the prices at several different wholesale
companies. The parks continue to pay a
wholesale price that keeps them within their

SAEIERATS MY 735



¥ NTUCKY S NOT ALONE

concept of "buy local* campaigns has been around for
ecades. A number of states have created direct marketing assis-
ance programs within their state department of agriculture to help
small- and medium-family farmers stay in business
The Pride of New York program offers marketing materials and assis-
tance to food producers. It also runs promotions that highlight state
grown produce. The Heart of Washington program started in 200!
with assistance from a federal grant. It not only markets state grown
fruit and vegetables, but also highlights the state's livestock, processed
foods, wine, nursery products and seafood. These programs provide
farmers a cost-efficient marketing tool by spreading out the costs over
alarge group of jrowers who participate in the program.

budget, but the local farmer gets a higher price than he would elsewhere.

Park cnefs use a wide variety of fruits and vegetables. In a typical
month, a dining room might serve 30 or more different kinds of pro-
duce including lettuce, tomatoes, melons, berries, peppers, green beans,
corn, cabbage, pumpkins and squash.

"When it's fresh, our guests are happy," says Cary Lyle, a resort man-
ager. Diners aren't just those staying at the resort, they come from the
local community as well. "It's all because they know the food is fresh

trom local farms," he says.

GOOD FOR THE FARMER

The departments of parks and agriculture are estimating this program
has the potential to bring in about >2 million in sales for Kentucky fruit
and vegetable producers.

Rusty Monai.on, a part-time farmer in Germantown, Ky., has started
to market his berries to two state parks. "I have a couple more lined up,”
he says. "This whole program gives me a good outlet and good price."

Monahon says farming is a sideline for him, but he's already planning
to expand. "The demand is better than what | thought it would be."”

NOT JUST PARKS

It's not just the park kitchens that are involved in Kentucky Proud.
The agriculture department, which gets funding from the tobacco set-
tlement for the program, has searched out all kinds of new markets and
opportunities for farmers. It is promoting a wide variety of products,
from goats and aquaculture to beef, produce and specialty foods.

Wore than 20 family farms supply the food on the menu for the Ken-
tucky Derby. Matching ad dollars go into high-visibility promotions
linked to major retailers like Kroger and Wal-Mart and popular family-
run supermarkets in the state.

"Owning a small fam ly farm is increasingly a challenge." savs Repre-
sentative Tom McKee, chairman of the House Agriculture and Small Busi-

ness Committee. "This program

provides benefits to the farmer,

the consumer and the commu-

REEINAIMNE nity. Local produce doesn't have

TOMIMIKE to be transported great distances.

Consumers get better-tasting
fruits and vegetables. We elimi-
nate or reduce fuel, packaging and
refrigeration costs,”" he says. *

MY25 SAEIEISAUES
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Representative Jay Ramras, Co-Chair Representative Mark Neuman, Co-Chair
Alaska State Capitol, Room iu4 Alaska State Capitol, Room 432
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 Juneau. Alaska 99801-1182
Phone: (907)465-3004 Phone: (907)465-2679

Fax:(907) 465-4822

Fax: (907) 465-2070
House District 15

House District 10

House Special Com mittee on

Economic Development, Trade & Tourism

Sponsor Statement

HCR 34 (24-Ls1714\v.A)

The Fresher By Far program is being established to promote Alaska grown
produce and food products to the visitor industry. Alaska growers and food manufactures
proudly provide a rich and diverse array of quality products. It is the intent of the Fresher
By Far program to bring together the Division of Agriculture, farmers and related farm
associations, processors, seafood processors, distributors, the wvisitor industry, and
restaurants and related culinary support associations to provide visitors to the State of

Alaska with wholesome, quality Alaska produce ,md products.

By simply shifting the buying preferences of the visitor industry, the Fresher By
Far program will ensure that visitors to the State of Alaska experience the freshest
produce and products grown and manufactured throughout the state. Additionally, the
Fresher By Far program will provide an additional market for farmers and producers in
the state &>sell their goods. All of which makes this an exciting win-vvin program for

everyone involved.

Sponsor Statement






A Petition To Prolect Alaska 3 Consumers, Children. Elderly and Dairy Farmers

January/February, 2005
“Don't Let Outside Groups Tax Our Milk Money!"

We, the undersigned ck zens of Alaska on behalf of Alaska's school children, consumers and its dairy farmers, hereby express

oursupgort for b|ﬁartisan House Joint Resolution #5 sponsored by Alaska State Representatives Boh Lynn and Carl
Gatto (R) and Ethan Berkowitz (D) to oppose the imposition of a milk tax on Alaskans.

U.S. Senator Ted Ste ‘ens, U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski, Congressman Don Young;,_ and Governor Murkowski nave valiantly

fought to prevent the implementation of the dairy import assessment" (assessment] in Washington. We appreciate their
efforts and encourage their continued leadlership on this issue.

The assessment is an onerous “milk tax* passed as Eart 0f the Farm Securityand Rural Investment Act of 2002 (‘farm hill¥). It
i$ nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax on Alaska's dairy producers to help subsidize the dairy promotion establishment in
the lower 48 states. If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alaska dairy fanners to paP/ into the national dairy

plrlomotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 states and does nothing to help Alaska's dairy farmers or consumers of
all ages.

Alaska dairy farmers would be forced to pay a milk tax or 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that would likely be passed on to
ail of Alaska's consumers (the elderly, school children, low income families, etc.) - by ?reedy milk processors, Promoters and
other middlemen - far inexcess of the 15 cents milk tax to be forced on Alaska's dairy fanners. The price on all dairy products,
including cheese, butter and milk powder, would rise as well. Therefore, we urge The State Legislature of Alaska'to
approve House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside taxes for Alaskansl

Please Print Your Name, Address, etc.

N am e Home Address or Email Address Telephone Number
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Fight the milk tax...support HIR5II

Name Address
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Fight the milk tax...support HJR5!!

*
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Fight the milk tax...support HJR5!I

. i #
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W e, the undersigned oppose an Alaskan Milk Tax and support
The Resolution to ban a milk tax as proposed by the following

legislators in the Juneau session this January/February 2005:
Lynn, Berkowitz and Gato.

Name e-mail and street address signature
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A Petition To Protect Alaska®s Consumers, Children. Elderly and Dairy Farmers

January/February, 2005
“Don't Let Qutside Groups Tax Our Milk Moneyl"

V\7e, the undersigned citizens of Alaska on behalfofNaska‘s school chilaren, consumers and its dairy farmers, hereby express
our supBort for b|Rart|san House Joint Resolution #5 sponsored by Alaska State Representatives Bob Lynn and Carl
Gatto (R) and Ethan Berkowitz (D) to oppose the imposition of a milk tax on Alaskans.

U.S. Senator Ted Stevens, U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski, Congressman Don Youn?,, and Governor Murkowski have valiantly

fought to prevent the implementation of the "dairy import assesSment* (assessment) in Washington. We appreciate their
efforts and encourage their continued leaclership on this issue.

The assessment is an onerous ‘milk tax" passed as Eart 0f the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (“farm bill),
IS nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax on Alaska's dairy producers to help subsidize the dairy promotion establishment in
the lower 48 states. If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require A*ska dairy farmers to pay into the national dairy

plrlomotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 states and does nothing to help"Alaska's dairy farmers or consumers of
all ages.

Alaska dairy farmers would be forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that would likely be passed on to
all of Alaska's consumers (the elderl?]/, schaol children, low income families, etc.) - by ?reedy milk processors, Pror_noters and
other middlemen - far in excess of the 15 cents milk tax to be forced on Alaska’s daify Tarmers. The price on all dairy products,
Including cheese, butter and milk powder, would rise as well. Therefore, we urPe The State Legislature of Alaska to
approve House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Qutside taxes for Alaskans!

Please Print Your Name, Address, etc.

Name Home Address or Email Address Telephone Number
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A Petition To Protect Alaska"s Consumers. Children. Elderly and Dairy Farmers

January/February, 2005
t "Don't Let Outsice Groups Tax Our Milk Money!"

We, the undersigned citizens of Alaska on behalf of Alaska's school children, consumers and its dairy farmers, hereby express

our supgort for b|ﬁartisan House Joint Resolution #5 sponsored by Alaska State Representatives Bob Lynn and Carl
Gatto (R) and Ethan Berkowitz (D) to oppose the imposition of a rilk tax on Alaskans.

U.S. Senator Ted Stevens, U.S. Senator Lisa Murkowski, Congressman Don Youn?, and Governor Murkowski have valiantly

fought to prevent the implementation of the 'dairy import assessment" (assessment) in Washington. We appreciate their
efforts and encourage their continued leadership on this issue

The assessment is an onerous ‘milk tax’ passed as Eartof the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (18071 hill¥). It
i nothing more than a hidclen and unfair tax on Alaska's dairy proglucers to help subsidize the dairy promotion establishment in
the lower 48 states. If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alaska dairy farmers to pa?/ Into the national dal

gﬁomotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 states and does nothing to help Alaska's dairy farmers or consumers%f
ages.

Alaska dairy farmers would be forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundrecweight, a cost that wouid likely be passed on to
all of Alaska's consumers (the eIderI?]/, schaol chilaren, low income families, etc.) - by ?reedy milk processors, Pror_noters and
other middlemen - far in excess of the 15 cents milk tax to be forced on Alaska’s daify Tarmers. The price on all dairy products,
including cheese, butter and milk power, would bse as well. Therefore, we urpe The State Legislature of Alaska'to
approve House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside taxes for Alaskans!

Please Print Your Name, Address, ec.

Name Home Address or Email Address Telephone Number
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W e, the undersigned onpose an Alaskan Milk Tax and support
The Resolution to ban a milk tax as proposed by the following

legislators in the Juneau session this January/February 2005:
Lynn, Berkowitz and Gato.

Name e-mail and street address signature
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Dear Representative Lynn:

I am writing to thank you and Representatives Carl Gatto and Ethan Berkowitz for
introducing bipartisan House Joint Resolution #5 that opposes imposing a milk tax on
Alaskans.

I understand that greedy Outside milk processors, promoters and other middlemen want
to force Alaska dairy fanners to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight on their
dairy production. This tax would likely be passed on tc  »of Alaska’s consumers: the
elderly, school children, bakeries, ice cream shops, low income families, and those living
in remote areas.

1 lie milk currently does not apply to Alaskans because we do not produce enough milk to
meet our in state demands. Ifthis terrible tax is implemented by Lower %8 Congressmen
and Senators it will tax Alaskans’ milk for the first time in our state’s history.

I urge you to pass House Joint Resolution #5 without delay. No Outside milk taxes for
Alaskans!

Sincerely,
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Debunking the Myths of Import Assessments

Myth:
There is nothing wrong with assessing importers. They have been getting afree ride for years from the
promotion program. It is about time they paid into the promotion program.

Fact:

While the idea of import assessments may b aappealing, importers are not receiving a free ride. The point
of the promotion program, according to the Dairy Production Stabilization Act of 1983 and the
accompanying report (H. Rep. No. 98-237), is to expand markets for domestic products. However, most
imported dairy products are under quota (that is, the amounts that can be imported into the U.S. are
limited by trade agreements), which effectively prevents importers from receiving benefits from the
promotion.

For example, if an importer has a quota for 100,000 pounds of a particular cheese and is filling that quota,
all he can sell is 100,000 pounds regardless of how successful the p'omotion. This explains why ‘e share
of the U.S. market held by importers has declined from 6.5% to 5% since 1984 (the first year o' the
promotion program). As the size of the U.S. dairy market has increased, imports have not been able tc
share in its growth because of the quota system.

Myth:

Importers will not be able to promote imports with the assessment funds. The Nahcnal Dairy Promc' a
and Research Board (Boaid) will simply take the importers= money and add it to tne general oudget.
Since importers will only have two seats on the Board, they will not have the representation necessary to
influence th°® Board=s activities.

Fact:

While importers* representation on the Board is minimcland importer interests may be ignored, there
would be some serious consequences if that were to happen. Primarily, refusal by the Roard to permit the
promotion of imports and the creation of qualified import promotion boarc (similar to the state and
regional promotion boards) may be inconsistent with U.S. obligations under the WTO.

Under WTO rules, the U.S. is obligated to give equal treatment to both domestically-produced goods and
imported goods. This is known as the Anational treatment principle® and is enshrined in Article Ill of the
General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT). If the U.S. or any other country adds imports to an
existing program, the U.S. is obligated to give equal treatment (such as promotion) to both domestic and
imported products, For example, the Board would have to promote MPC, casein, and imported cheese
without discrimination. Therefore, if requests by importers to promote imports and to create import
promotion boards are denied, importers are likely to claim that their products are not being given equal
treatment as domestically-produced products. They would also assert that the Board is collecting the
importers* money without promoting their products and without providing any benefits. Once one or more
countries bring a successful WTO action, they are entitled to compensation which can come in the form of
granting additional market access to foreign countries, lower tariff-rate quota rates (which would result in
more foreign dairy products entering the U.S.), and punitive tarffs on U.S. exports.
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Importers will also be able to sue In U.S. Federal court to seek invalidation of the importer assessment on
Afree speech® grounds; that is, that they are being forced to contribute to a generic advertising program
from which they do not benefit. Once an importer or a group of importers filed a lawsuit, disgruntled
domestic producers who do not like the Acheck-off@ program may file suit by joining the importers thus
leading to the invalidation of the entire promotion program.

Myth:
Import assessments will have no effect on foreign demands for increased access to the U.S. dairy market
through either increased quotas or reduced over-quota tariff rates.

Fact:
Import assessments will place a major weapon into the hands of our tracing partners (foreign countries) to
demand increased access to the U.S. dairy market for their dairy products.

As stated above, the purpose of the promotion program is to expand th? U.S. market. Importers are
restricted from expanding their markets by numerical c]'iotas or high tariff rate quota rates. Therefore,
the only way for importers to benefit is for foreign countries (our trading partners) to gain more access to
the U.S. dairy market either through increased quotas or lower tariff-rate quota rates.

In other words, the assessment presents a great opportunity for our trading partners to demand that our
markets be opened for additional access for their foreign dairy p'oducts without limitations. If one had a
conspiratorial mind, one might think that cne or more foreign countries, knowing that the assessment will
never be paid because it will be invalidated by a U.S. Federal Court based on arecer U.S. Supreme Court
ruling, are secretly :n favor of the scheme so that they can go to Qatar in November with a forceful
justification for more access to the U.S.

Myth:
Domestic dairy producers are frustrated and concerned about MFCs entering the US. and displacing their
milk and reducing their incomes. The import assessment will stem the flow of MPC imports.

Fact:

While MPC im|. C ts are problematic for U.S. dairy producers, the answer to the problem does not lie in
assessing imports. Prior to the Uruguay Round, Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act cf 1933
authorized the imposition of quotas on all dairy imports. However, in the Uruguay Round, the U.S. granted
more dairy access to foreign countries than any importer ever dreamed possible. In addition, Section 22
was traded away, denying the U.S. the ability to impose quotas on MPCs. Furthermore, the assessment will
not stop the importation of MPCs,

It is interesting to note that the very people who were advising U.S. trade negotiators at the Uruguay
Round are the same people promoting the import assessment. Dick Groves, in an editorial in The Cheese
Reporter on August 17, 2001, assessed the impact of the Uruguay Round and stated, AFrom 1974 through
1995, U.S. butter imports (including the butter equivalent of butter oil) never exceeded 5 million pounds.
But since 1998, they=ve never been below 28 million pounds.® Groves ends the editorial with a dire
warning: AAnd for both producers and processors, it may mean there=s going to be less growth in the
future, as imports grab a bigger share of the business, a share the domestic industry may never win
back.® Finally, it is important to note that the increased imports came about because of the increased
market access granted as part of the Uruguay Round giveaway, and not because of the promotion
activities.

The MPC issue is particularly problematic since there is no available record of what types of MPCs are
entering the country and what they are being used for. Therefore, it would be advisable to further
evaluate MPCs through public hearings and reports prepared by the U.S. Congress, the Department of
Agriculture, the International Trade Commission and other appropriate government agencies. This would
be consistent with comments made by Representative David Obey (D-WI) on March 16, 2001 on Wisconsin
Public Television, in which he stated:
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Al don=*t think we know anything about these products [MPCs]. They couldn=t even tell us, for instance,
what the exact volume of ultra-filtered milk products was or where they were coming in, because they
don=t have Bthey don=t keep a paper trail. So there is very little that we know about these products in
terms of their impact on the economy.®

Once we know what MPCs are coming in, we can give detailed and accurate instructions to U.S.
negotiators to protect U.S. dairy farmers from MPC imports a 'he Qatar Round. We can also use the
information gained from the hearings to craft a trade policy that will curb the huge surges of MPC imports
(since import assessments will not) and is WTO-legal and more consistent with the needs of U.5. dairy
farmers.

Additionally, we would be putting our negotiators in Geneva in a difficult position. Their counterparts
could look at them and say, AThe U.S. is assessing dairy imports. That=s fine as It may make your market
share bigger; however, the level of imports must be able to grow if importers are to benefit from the
assessment. Therefore, you must remove all quotas and all impediments to dairy product imports so that
we can have unlimited access to your market without barriers,@ Our negotiators may be backed into a
corner and may be outvoted at all negotiating sessions, thus accomplishing nothing for U.S. dairy
producers. Removal of import quotas will put all dairy products in a similar position as MPC. As a result,
the current problem with MPCs would expand to a variety of other dairy products (i.e., cheddar cheese,
butter, butter oil). This would lead to a flood of dairy product imports which will sharply reduce U.S. dairy
prices and also reduce domestic dairy producer income.

Myth:
Assessing importers will not Jeopardize the benefits provide d by the dairy promotion program.

Fact:

Assessing importers will place in jeopardy the continuation of the entire dairy promotion program. In a
recent Supreme Court case (United States v. United Foods. Inc.. 533 U.S. (2001)), a mushroom
grower refused to pay money to the mushroom promotion board. United Foods contended that their free
speech rights were being violated since they were forced to pay money to fund a message they did not
want to send. United Foods wanted to tell people that their mushrooms were better than anyone else=s
mushrooms and they were being forced to fund generic advertising implying that all mushrooms are the
same. The Court agreed with United Foods and declared the mushroom promotion program invalid.

Dairy importers will make the same claims, and their case will be even stronger since they will be forced
to fund a message that is not only contra y to their desired message, but will also not provide any
benefits. Some imported cheese is considered a specialty and of a higher-quality. Therefore, similarly to
United Foods, importers try to differentiate imported cheese from domestic cheese and object to generic
advertising which implies that they are equal. In addition to the previously discussed quota-based
limitations, over half of the money, they will point out, goes cowards fluid milk promotion and there are
virtually no fluid milk imports. A legal analysis conducted by Robins, Kaplan, Miller, and Ciresi, LLP
indicates that an assessment on imports would be unconstitutional.

The analysis goes on to state that an importer lawsuit could spur domestic producers who resent the
assessment to join the lawsuit and challenge the entire dairy promotion program. For example, an organic
producer who, like the mushroom producer in United Foods, wants to s id a different message than the
generic advertising provided by the promotion board could challenge the constitutionality of the
assessment on domestic producers.

Prepared August 28, 2001

Copyoght © 19852001 Tre Aegis Group. Lidl Al rights reserved.
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The Milkweed

Alaska Fends

by Pete Hardin

Jeny Kozak’s grand scheme to bit dairy imports
with, a promotion assessment is getting baked in
Alaska. Assessing a promotion fee against dairy im-
ports required two moves to comply with global “Free
Trade” mles.

1) Eliminate the legal requirement that the Na-
tional Dairy Promotion and Research Board promote
only U.S.-produced milk und milk products, and

2) Extend the mandatory dairy promotion fee
to the teeny, tiny dairy industries of Alaska, Hawaii,
and Puerto Rico, (The 1983 federal law that created
the National Dairy Board mandatory check-off ex-
empted those three, because they arc dramatically
deficit milk-producing areas.)

The first phase went smoothly. Kozak is CEO
of National Milk Producers Federation (NMPF)
Kozak and NMPF worked hard to eliminate the words
“...produced in the United States ...” fromthe 2002
farm law. No matter to the nation’s dairy co-op lead-
ers that dairy’s “Real Seal” would axiom “foreign”
dairy products. NMPF’s brain-dead member _o-ops
control the low-1.Q. uutional dairy promotion appa-
ratus. so little disseut about deep-sixing “domestic
content” portion emerged.

USDA has informed interested parties that any
e Qbrt to assess dairy imports mandate that dairy fann-
ers inall 50 states pay the dairy promotion fees, be-
fore tire U.S. will defend assessing imports before
the World Trade Organization.

But moves to include Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto
Rico have been blocked, and are seen by Washing-
ton, DC insiders as politically dead. A small coali-
tion of consumers, dairy’ fanners and dairy proces-
sors in Alaska have killed NMPF’s scheme to assess

Off Prom otion

Aug. 2004 page 6

Checkoff

the 15-cent milk promotion fee against these small
dairy states. The coalition used politics to trump
politics.

Senator Ted Stevens (R*Alaska), chairman of
the powerful Senate Appropriations Committee, has
strenuously objected to making Alaska’s few dairy
farmers pay a federal milk promotion fee. Fellow
Alaska lawmakers Senator Lisa Murkowski and Con-
gressman Don Young have joined Stevens opposing
the scheme. Murkowski was the lead author of a
biting, July 22, 2004 letter to USDA Secretary Ann
Veneman from several lawmakers, noting “... wc will
strongly oppose any plan or scenario—irrespective
of its construction that would lead to the implemen-
tation of the milk tax [on Alaska’s dairy fanners].”

Rachel Hccker, an Alaskan dairy farmer, helped
form the Alaska Dairy Coalition (ADC). Heoker,
whose Blue Moon Dairy is located at Point
Mackenzie, enlisted help from day care centers and
alocal dairy processor. Their main argument: Alaska
is by far a deficit milk-producing state and its farm-
ers would not be served by paying a federal fee. “It
makes absolutely no sense to burden Alaska with a
new tax to promote outside milk when our struggling
dairy farmers can’t produce enough milk to keep up
with our state’s demand.”

Alaskans, it seems, view with severe skgiticism
mandates from the “Lower 48.” In an election year,
politics won't force the “milk tax” on Alaskan daily
formers ... not so long as key figures like Senator
Ted Stevens have a say in the matter.

Failing to achieve a promotion assessment
against dairy imports is a big blow to NMPF, which
willingly killed the “produced in the U.S.” require-
ment ofthe 15-cent producer assessment. One more
time, it appears, NMPF is working against dairy farm-
ers’ legitimate interests.
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USDA blocks law that would assess promotion fees on dairy imports

e Associated Press
Published August 2, 2004

WASHINGTON - The Bush administration has blocked a law that would have required dairy importers to pay fees
to support dairy promotions such as "Got Milk?,"” concluding that the legislation could subject the United States to
international trade challenges.

Because the U.S. dairy promotion program assesses fees only on dairy farmers in the 48 contiguous United States,
charging those same fees to all imports could create the appearance of favorable treatment for the domestic industry,
the Department of Agriculture says.

The department acte on guidance provided by the U.S. Trade Representative's office, and both agencies propose
that Congress rewri.c the law so farmers in all 50 states (as well as the territories) pay the assessment. Rep. Tammy
Baldwin, D-Wis., p."tns to introduce legislation to do that this year.

But lawmakers from Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico warn that imposing assessments on their dairy farmers could
wipe out local dairy production.

"We will strongly oppose any plan or scenario - irrespective of its construction - that would lead to the
implementation of the milk tax,” the four senators and four House members wrote in a July 22 letter to U.S. Trade
Representative Robert Zocllick.

The group includes a particularly powerful player, Sen. Ted Stevens, R-Alaska. As chairman of the Senate
ippropriations Committee, Stevens could insert language into an appropriations bill blocking an expansion of the
assessment. Stevens did not return phone messages left last week.

Bill Dropik, a dairy farmer in Nelson, Minn., about 130 miles north of the Twin Cities, argued that his fees are
helping to subsidize his competitors' products in the dairy case.

"1 really feel that's inequitable,” said Dropik, who estimates he pays S1,500 a year in promotion fees. "The imports
do depress our prices."

Wisconsin dairy farmer Stuart Huber agreed.

"This allows a free ride from dairy imports, while | have to pay 15 cents per hundredweight, and they're taking away
my market," said Huber, whose farm is in Clintonville, Wis., about 40 miles west of Green Bay.

U.S. dairy farmers pay 15 cents per 100 pounds of milk sold for the promotions, which include celebrities wearing
milk mustaches and commercials touting "Ahh, the power of cheese.” Since it takes 10 pounds of milk to make a
pound of cheese, imported cheeses would be assessed about 1.5 cents a pound for the U.S. promotions.

Assessing fees on imports would bring in about $8 million a year, or about 3 percent of the $250 million the
program yields now.

WTien the dairy assessment program was created in 1983, Alaska and Hawaii were excluded because of their low
nilk production. Both states are considered "deficit areas," meaning they don't produce enough milk to meet local

demand.

Climate is a major reason for the low production, said Ed Jesse, a dairy economist at the University of Wisconsin-



*! «
Madison. Cows tend to produce less milk in hot regions like Hawaii and Puerto Rico, and the costto care for them
in very cold regions like Alaska is high, he said.

Baldwin, who sponsored the dairy import assessment law, said she was frustrated that it hasn't been implemented.

till think that promotion that benefits all dairy industry players is being funded by farmers that I represent, and
that is unfair 'she said.

v-Leese importers arg’ *that their specialty products don't benefit much from generic dairy advertisements.

"As importers, we were against it because all of the money would be spent on promoting domestic products and not
spent on imports,” said Dan Lynch, a vice president and partner of Jana Foods, a cheese importing company in
Palisades Park, N.J., and a member of the Cheese Importers Association.

Cheese importers, as well as several U.S. food manufacturers, lobbied thu USDA to not implement the law. In
addition, the European Union was on record warning that the law might violate World Trade Organization rules.

"You wonder who they work for sometimes,” fumed Rep. Collin Peterson, D-Minn., referring to the federal
agencies. "They're afraid there will be a case brought against us or something." Officials at the USDA and the USTR
both declined to commert.

When the WTO rules against the United States in international trade challenges, American exporters can be hit hard.
This spring, for example, the EU slapped punitive tariffs on some American goods after a tax break for U.S.
exporters was ruled an illegal export s bsidy by the WTO.

A trade group lo; the dairy farmers supports expanding the assessment to cover producers in Alaska and Hawaii.
This is something that’s definitely in the best interests of the greater good of the industry,"” said Chris Galen, a vice
Aresident of the National Milk Producers Federation, based in Arlington, Va. Galen said his group is considering

ways to ensure that money collected in Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico is spent on advertising milk in those areas.

But Joseph VanTreeck, president and CEO of Matanuska Maid, a dairy processor in Anchorage, Alaska, said that
dairy fanners in those regions aren't likely to be won over by promises of extra advertising.

"Both Alaska and Hawaii are deficit states, where production is far exceeded by demand,” he said. "The farmers will
have a problem paying into this program.”

Fred Frommer can be reached at ffrommer@ap.org

Copyright 2004 Star Tribune. Al rights reserved.
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W ith the political oonvcntioai on fhw
calendars, die House and Senate left town
July 22, for their summer holiday and
won't be back until after Labor Day. They
left the agriculture appropriations bill,
approved by the House, banging fire in the
Senare Look for several oF the unpassed
budg« bilk to be lumped together in one
big omnibus spending bill on Congress'
return.

Before it left Washington, both houses
ofCongress passed a fire trade agreement
with Morocco, a pet that wall increase the
sale of U.S. farm products to Morocco by
two-thirds, to $382 million, according to
supporters. Besides reducing tariffs on agri-
cultural products, the agreement also binds
Morocco to accepting U.S. sun (lards for
meat and poultry, and includes a provision
that gives rlie L'nired States market access
asgooj as any future agreements Morocco
forms with other countries.

Cooperatives \Vb<king Together
(CWT) officialsannounced July 29, that
two bids have been accepted from Dairy
Farmers of America, Kansas City, Mo., to
export, approximately 440,000 Ibs. of chcd-
dar cheese to the Netherlands, and another
3 3 million Ibs to be.snld in Europ. Saudi
Arabia and Egypt These bids mote than
double CW T % toral cheese exports so far in
20<M, m about 7 million Ibs.

The World Trade Organization's
(WTO) General Council met last week.

ReacstheHgortt
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still trying to hammer out a draft frame-
work-called the Doha Development
Agenda - for the Doha round of trade
talks. By Thursday night, the five largest
agricultural producers in WTO - the
United States. European Union, Australia,
India and Brazil - had agreed in principle
on several points of form trade refotm. Jf
accepted by otho W TO members, the
agreement could pve the way to get ail
members back into negotiations.

Meanwhile, the European Unions
trade commissioner wanted that if those
talks foil, it could hurt the global economy
The FU has offered ro drop all export sub-
sidies hut insists that the United .States
must do as much. An initial draft, calling
for eliminating all subsidies for agricultural
exports, drew criticism from developing
countries, who say richer countries must be
required to do inorc to opctt up trade.
Many developed countries don't like it
eirher because it does-,t ask the United
Suits to address ovlux farm support pro-
grams. WTO was to sign offon the frame-
wrork on Friday, opening the way for final
talks later in the year, probably after the
ITS. elections.

Ixiw levels of pcrclilorate, a rocket fiicl
component, found in California milk earli-
er this summer lias unleashed a barrage of
tests and studies. The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) isjust starting to
release test results. FDA rests for perchlo-

rate in some foods, including milk, trying
to find out the extent that perchlorate is in
the lood supply. Organic dairy cooperative
Organic Valley isalso testing milk from
some of its suppliers for perchlorate. And.
the National Academy of Sciences is look-
ing at how the Environmental Protection
Agency is setting recommended levels for
perchlorate in drinking water, which may
be_finished .by.the end of 2004.

National Milk Producers Fodtnriony.
(NMPF) is prewiring USDA to imple-
ment the nadooal dairy checkoffon
imported dairy products, as mandated in
he 2002 form bill, according to NMPF*
Chris Galcu. USDA is quesiitmiig whether
the assessment is comph’am with W1'O,
due to a technicality. Calcn contends.
There are about 10 dairy operations in
Alaska and 10 in Hawaii, plus several in
Puerto Rico, he explained, that are exempt
from the assessment and never have paid if
in the 20 yean it has been in existence.
USDA claims dr*, unless the checkoff is
apptial to those operations, they cannot
assess importer somethint; Galen called
lame excuse."

About <12% ofU.S.-produced form
goods come frort 3% of its forms, accord-
ing to a recent USDA study. Those 70,600
farms and ranches, which have annual sales
exceeding $500,000. produced 56.6ah in
1997.

USDA's Nadooal Agricultural
Statistics Service released county profiles
from the 2002 Census of Agriculture. Log
onto www.russ.usda.gov/census.
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number

2005 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: CSHJIR 5(RES)

(H) Publish Date: _3/29/2005

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Affected: N/A
Title No Milk Tax |[RDU
Component
Sponsor Representative Lynn
Requester House Resources Committee Component No.

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous
TOIAL OPERATING 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/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type--Do not abbreviate)
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

F.,timate of any current year (FY2005) cost: 0.0
"lark this box (X! if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2006 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYsSIs:  (Attach a separate page ;! necessary)

FY 2011

0.0

0.0

The House Resources Committee has determined that passage of th;; resolution will have no fiscal

impacts.

Prepared by: Jim Pound Phone 465-3004
Division for House Resources Date/Time 3/29/05 10:43 AM
Approved by: Representative Ramras a Date 3/29/2005
Agency Co-Chairs House Resources Committee

(Revised 9232004 OVB) Page Lof
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Mandatory Dairy Promotion Assessment Ofillce of the Commissioner
(MUk Tax) & Division of Agriculture
. January 31,2005

\ A
e*
Alaska, as well as Hawaii and Puerto, was exempted from the mandatory dairy promotion
assessment (known as a “Milk Tax) contained within the Dairy Stabilization Act of 1983. The
exemption was correct in 1983 and remains so today. The rationale for that exemption has not

changcd-

First, Alaska is a milk deficit state. More milk is consumed in Alaska than is produced in the
state. In total, Alaskan farmers supply less than 50% of the fluid milk consumed in Alaska. A
national promotional effort to promote milk and dairy product consumption will not help
Alaskan farmers since all of the milk they are producing, or will produce in the foreseeable
future, will be purchased regardless of any national promotion.

Second, a “Milk Tax” will only raise costs and not lead to increased sales. Alaskan dairy
fanners are producing on a very small margin, and any increase in costs is danj erous to their
ability to continue production.

Third, a “Milk Tax" has the potential to lead to an increased milk price for consumers of Alaskan
milk if the cost of the assessment can be passed on to consumers.

Fourth, the small amount of money that would be collected from Alaskan fanners would be
relatively minor when compared with money from other states. The national promotional efforts
are not impacted to any real degree as a consequence of two states and one territory being
exempted from the “Milk Tax."

Lastly, Similar acts are under constitutional challenge. For instances, the Beef Act is currently
before the U.S. Supreme Court on the issue of whether the mandatory assessment to support
advertising campaigns violates free speech. Similar to "Beef - it's what’s for dinner"”, the "got
milk" campaign might not survive constitutional muster. Given the uncertain status of these
types of programs, it may be prudent to wait and see what the outcome of the Beef Act case is.
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Mario Castillo

From: "Butzlaff, Nathan (Murkowski)" <Nathan_But2laff@murkowski.senate.gov>

To: "Mario Castillo" <marlocas@aegiservices.com>; "Tracks of Alaska"
<traxak@alaska.com>; "Rachel Hecker" <blumoo 99@yahoo.com>

Cc: "Heller, Pat (Murkowski)" <Pat_Hel'er@murkowsklIsenate.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2004 1.04 PM

Subject: Milk Tax Article in the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner

Milk Tax could Squeeze Alaska Producers

Faubuuks Daily News-MIner 7-27-1)4

Sa:nBishop

Sen. Lisa Murkowski wants Alaska, Hawai i and Puerto Rico milk producers to keep their exemption from a
federal tax that pays for promotions such as the “Got Mi lk?~campaign. Murkowski said she isworried that the

two states and territory soon may be forced to start paying the tax, which iscurrently 15 cents on every 100
pounds of milk.

She said some interests want Alaska and the other regions to be taxed so the U.S. Department of Agriculture can
also start taxing foreign milk importers. Under World Trade Organization rules, the foreign Imports can The
taxed unless all domestic sources are treated the same, according to the argument

Murkowski said she uud members of Congress from Hawaii and Puerto ricowill try to block the tax. Milk is
already expensive in the state, she said, and it'snot even available regularly in some remote communities.

“An assessment like this just hurts us even more, ” she said.

Only a fraction of Alaska 3milk isproduced instale. Most Isimported from the Lower 48 and repackaged as an
Alaska brand. The Lower 48 milk is alreauy taxed. Itwould seem then Alaska consumers might not notice the
tax much, but Murkowski spokesman Chuck Kleeschulte said the competitive pressure that Alaska producers
exert against Outside producers actually helps keep milk prices from rising higher in the state.

Also adding the 15-cent tax to Alaska milk would be devastating for Alaska 3 dairy farmers who number less
than 10 Murkowski said.

“I think their mnrgins are so thin now that they are panicked at anything that would increase their costs ””
Murkowski said.

Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico were exempted from the promotion tax in 1983 because their farms produced
such a small fraction of local demand, Murkowski noted. That 3 still the case, she said, so exempting them from

the promotional tax shouldn®t pose any serious competition to foreign importers who want to enter the Lower 48
market.

Also those importers areuT likely to move milk to the remote states and territories because of shippino costs she

noted. Murkowski outlined the arguments in a letter to U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoelick and Secretary
of Agriculture Ar nVeneman.

7/28/2004
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Milk debate a hot issue

3y DANIEL SPOTH/Frontiersman reporter

MAT-SU -- Local dairy producers and activists continue to
battle against a potential Increase in the cost of milk
production, while others insist there's no cause for such
concern.

The fee, which amounts to 15 cen " per hundredweight --
a unit of measurement equal to a hundred pounds — of
produced milk, has been In place_in the lowei * states
since 1983, when the Dawk/_ and Tobacco Adju-.ment Act
Instituted a nations! advertising and promotional
campaign using funds garnered from its collection.

Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico were originally exempted
from_the fee due to the fact that they don't have a surplus
of milk, but the possibility of extending the, increase to
these three areas in the near future has raised a
considerable amount of ire. The new fees would charge
Alaskan dairy farmers the extra 15 cents per
hundredweight, which would then go to fund Alaskan
dairy advertising and promotional programs.

Christopher Galen, vice-president of communications for
the National Milk Producers Federation, said the price hike
wasn't as onerous as many n.ake it out to be.

"The assessment amounts to about a penny a gallon," he
said. "The amount of moneY we're talking about,
proportionally, Is very small."

The milk tax, as it's commonly called, m|?ht more = |
properly be called a milk assessment, Galen said, since its
collection Isn't administered by the Internal Revenue
Service and doesn't follow any of the typical routes taken
by conventional tax dollars, The U.S. ePartment of
Agriculture handles the collection of the funds.

Cash from the assessment goes to help fund Daer
Management Inc., a group that administers both local
dairy-related events and promotions around the nation.
David Pelzer, vice-president of industry relations for DMI,
said the corporation runs a variety of programs, hut .
they're all centered around increasing demand for dairy
products.

"We think it's a very good_thing for dair¥ producers,”
Pelzer said of the nationwide campaign funded by the 15-

1



cent assessment.

DMI's programs include, among other things, a campaign
to put milk on the menu at fast-food restaurants, an
initiative to get schoolchildren to drink more milk, and the
3-a-Day-of-Dairy advertising campaign.

Galen said the increased price would be handled by the
farmers who produce the milk, not the consumers who
buy it, and that he therefore didn't anticipate any
appreciable increase in milk prices.

"It's not a price that the farmer can pass along," he said.
"Even If It were, this rhetoric about a 20- or 30-cents-per-
gallon Increase Is just poppycock."

Pelzer agreed with this sentiment.

"I don't see any evidence of [the assessment] driving up
milk prices. It's a wise investment fo- dairy farmers who
really need to grow their markets,” he said.

However, not all Alaskan dairy farmers are sold on the
idea. Rachel Hecker, a Point MacKenzie dairy farmer and
director of the Alaska Dairy Coalition, adamantly opposes
the Increase.

"l hear a lot of people saying 'Oh, It only 15 cents per
hundredweight, that's not so much,"' she said. "My
response to that is: Welcome to reality." Hecker said she
believes administrative and bureaucratic costs
surrounding the tax could make it far more damaging
than the 15-cent figure might lead some to believe.

Hecker said she views the new assessment as another
proverbial straw heaped on the collective backs of Alaskan
dairy farmers.

"We're being nickeled and dimed to death,” she said.
"We're treated horribly up here."

Galen said the milk Alaska imports from Outside has
already been assessed the 15-cents-per-hundredwelght
increase, and that the new legislation would therefore
apply only to milk the state produces Itself.

The 2002 Farm Security and Rural Investment Act, Galen
said, contains a stipulation that dairy products shipped
into the United States from other countries be assessed
the increase.

The inclusion of Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico in the
plan, Galen said, is a gesture of equality, to ensure that
the country doesnt come under fire from those exporters
for granting assessment amnesty to some of its territories
but not incoming dairy products.

"What they're going to say is: 'You're exempting some of
your states, but not us?"”he said.



The bill didn't Include a stipulation Involving Alaska,
Hawaii and Puerto Rico, but It might go back to Congress
for amendment to Include these areas. If this amendment
passes muster, the three territories will be subject to the
same assessment already common to the other 48 states.
However, since the U.S. Department of Agriculture hasnt
started collecting an assessment on Imported dairy
products yet, the timeline for this amendment Is not yet
static.

"The real Issue here isn't Alaska or Hawaii, but Imports,”
Galen said. "The Issue with Alaska and Hawaii is really
peripheral."

Galen said most agricultural commodities already have
assessments applied to them. Beef, for example, takes a
$l-per-head assessment to handle the "Beef -- It's
What’s For Dinner" ads and other promotional programs.
In most of those cases, he said, imports are also assessed
the fee.

Galen also said that many states in tne lower 48 don't
have a dairy surplus, but they're required to handle the
assessment anyway.

Alaska might be a special case, however.

Hecker said that all things considered, she felt that she
and other Alaska dairy farmers weren't getting a fair
shake from governing entities outside the state.

"Alaska doesn't need to be the United States' redheaded
stepchild," she said. "I'm not paying for someone else's
Ferrari."

Hecker's organization, the ADC, has adopted as Its
mission the immediate halting of the dairy price increase.

ADC Director of Government Relations Jlona Richey said
the coalition was prepared to pursue the assessment's
defeat to its conclusion.

"Our outstanding AK State Representatives and Senators
helped take our fight to the highest levels. The ADC [and
others] is watching closely to make sure that the milk tax
is on its deathbed and isn't given life support by the
Outside. No one is going to tax our children's milk and get
away with it," Richey said in a press release.

The Blue Moon Dairy, Hecker's farm business, recently
hosted a press meeting to protest the assessment,

inviting a large group of children and state Rep. Bob Lynn,
R-Anchorage. In addition, more than 1,000 signhatures
were gathered by the ADC in its anti-milk-tax petition
drive and delivered to the Alaska congressional
delegation.

However, farmers and concerned citizens aren't the only
ones who have come out against the assessment.



U.S. Sen. Lisa Murkowski, among other Alaska legislators,
has voiced strong opposition to the proposed Increase.

"Imposition of the milk tax jn Alaskan, Hawaiian, and
Puerto Rico milk producers would harm their ability to
produce milk at competitive prices and would result in
price hikes for consumers of milk products including
children, low-incorne families, Alaska Natives, bakeries,
and other small businesses,”" said Murkowski In a June 22
letter to U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoellick and
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Ann Veneman. "It could also
potentially end dairy production in Alaska, Hawaii and
Puerto Rico."

Murkowski's letter was signed by U.S. Sen. Ted Stevens,
U.S. Rep. Don Young and representatives from Hawaii and
Puerto Rico. Some other Alaska politicians who have
spoken out against the increase Include Reps. Ethan
Berkowitz, D-Anchorage; Carl Gatto, R-Palmer; Bill
Stoltze, R-Chugiak/Butte, and Vic Kohring, R-Wasilla, as
well as state Sen. Lyda Green, R-Mat-Su.

Hecker said Sens. Murkowski and Stevens deserved
special praise for their efforts against the tax.

"It makes absolutely no sense to burden Alaska with a
new tax to promote outside milk when our struggling
dairy farmers cant produce enough milk to keep up with
our state's demand. Lisa and Ted made sure that this
terrible tax idea is on its death bed," she said in a press
release.

Galen said that despite accusations that the increase
would be used to fuel Outside enterprises, the money
garnered from the assessment would probably be used to
promote dairy in Alaska.

"It would certainly make sense for us to send that money
we'll get from Alaska back locally,” he said.

Alaska produced roughly 17.6 million pounds of milk in
2002, making it one of the smallest dairy states in the
union. California produced approximately 2.9 billion
pounds in 2002, while Wisconsin produced approximately
1.8 billion, New Mexico produced approximately 534
million, and Florida, another state that has to import milk,
produced 163 million.

The value of Alaska r ik per hundredweight in 2002 was
$20.40.

Contact Daniel Spoth at dariiel.spoth@frontiersman.com.
History of help

WASILLA — What started as a small Wasllla
satellite office of the Anchorage Community
Mental Health Center in 1977 has grown into
a 35-acre wellness campus that serves
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Court: "Got Milk?" campaign illegally milks farme.s

PHILADELPHIA, Pennsylvania (AP) --The catchy "Got Milk?" dairy promotion - famous for
plastering milk musfaches on celebrity faces -- violates the free speech rights u. farmers forced
to pay for the ads, a federal appeals court ruled Tuesday,

The unanimous 3rd I' S. Circuit Court of Appeals decision overturns a lower court ruling that dairy farmers Josenh and
Brenda Cochran had ij contribute to the |.ational Dairy Promotion Boa'd campaign even though tf e couple felt the ads did
little to support sustainable agriculture products, such as milk from cows that are not injected with | . rmones.

'The court made clear that just because an industry is regulated, and even if it's heavily regulated at doesn't mean the
members of that industry lose their First Amendment rights," said the Cochrans’ attorney, Steve Snpson, of the
Washington, D.C.-based group Institute for Justice.

'Got Milk?" is the latest of clever industry promotions whose funding has been found in violation of the First Amendment.

A federal appeals court ruled in July that ranchers could not be forced to pay n 51 -per-head fee on cattle to support the
marketing campaign that spawned the slogan “Beef: It's what's for dinner.” And an appeals court struck down a similar lee
in October that had supported the ads calling pork “the other white meat,"

In the latest ruling, the 3rd Circuit said the government's interest in promoting the dairy industry wasn't substantial enough
to justify an infringement on the Cochrans' free speech rights by requiring them to help pay for the ads.

Lawyers defending the law on behalf of the U.S. Department of Agriculture have said because dairy prices and distribution
are tightly rec ilated, ajoint marketing campaign is the only effective way to compete with other beverages.

Attorney Matthew M. Coilette. who represented the Justice Department in the case, did not return a telephone message
left Tuesday seeking comment.

Copyright 2004 Tne Associated Press. Aii rights reserved. This material may -ot be published, broadcast, rewritten,
or redistributed.

Find this article at:
htap, ZAww . cnn . com/2004/1LAW2/24/c:ot, millk.sat, ap

f~ Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article.
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THE ALASKA DAIRY COALITION

Rachel Hecker, Director

c/o Blue Mocn Dar
P.O. Box 870349 «Wiasilla, Alaska 99687
Tel: 907-357-9003 <Fax: 907-357-"04
E-mail: Wumoo_99yahoo com

Menters

Blue Moon Dairy
Tradks of Alaska
Gingerbread House Day Care
Carousd Dey Gxe

STOP THE MILK TAX ON ALASKA'’S DAIRV CONSUMERS!!

The Issue

Alaska’s consumers face an unfair new "tax” on milk, cheese, yogurt and other dairy products under legislation
moving forward in Congress The new tax is part ofa bigger bill that expands the lover 48 states’ milk
promotion program to dairy farmers in Autska to make the promotion fee compatible with global trade laws.
This unfair new tux would dri vc up the Jready higli cost of milk and dairy pic lucts for Alaska’s consumers. It
would reduce the consumption of nutritious dairy products, tbi eatening die health of Alaskans of oil ages. Tin's
ncv, tax will become law unless concerned Alaskans of all ages and walks of life stand up together and SAY NO

TO THE MILK TAX!

The milk tax is part of proposed changes to the dairy import assessment provisions included in the 2002 Farm
Hill. In order for the n ilk promotion program lo comply with the World Trade Organization (WTO) rules, the
proponents seek to extend the assessment to Alaskan daily fanners, wh mLave always been exempted because
Alaska is a milk-dcficit state. As a result, Alaska’s dairy producers would be taxed 15 cents per hundredweight
to promote surplus milk produced in the lower 48 states. This milk tax would be passed or. to Alaska’s
consumers, including the elderly, school children, native populations, and low-rncome families.

The Impact on Alaskans
e Already high milk prices would rise.

0 Although 15 cents appears to be a smal. amount, greedy milk processors and other middlemen
would use any excuse to increase their profit m rgins at the expense of hard working Alaskans.

o Owners of businesses (e.g., bakcncs, food stores, ice cream shops, restaurants, etc.) would likely
have to pass this increase in price along to the consumers.

o Alaskan consumers would be forced to pay higher costs for milk, chccse, butter, _ id all other dairy
products, and baked goods and other foods cor’aining dairy ingredients, lit Alaska, milk is already
more expensive to buy than unhealthy options, such as sodal This could force parents to choose
unheallbicr options over milk,

*"Cost of Food at Home for a Week in Alask March 2000." University of Alaska, Fairbanks.



e High milk prices could reduce dairy consumption and threaten the health of nil Alaskans.

Milk has the highest co- ;emration per serving of highly absorbable calcium, necessary for proper
growth and lo prevent less of bone mass, which leads to osicopoiosis\

Milk is the primary source of vitamin-D. Skin also produces this vitamin when it is exposed to
summer sunlight. However, above 40 degrees latitude (north of San Francisco), the winter sunlight
is not strong enough to promote vitamin D formation*. Milk is essential for Alaskans of all ages and
occupations.

Calcium in milk prevents bone loss and osleopcrost. . Native populations arc also susceptible to this
risk, 1l is estimated that among Native America;, women aped 50 and older. 58.9% have tow bone
densities and 9.5% suffer from osteoporosis4.

Studies indicate that a diet rich in lew fat dairy foods is effective in reducing blood pressure, which
can lead to serious health risks, including kidney failure*. Alaska natives are more likely than whites
to suffer from high blood pressure and to-vclop kidney problems, even if their blood pressure is
only slightly elevatedl

The intake of calcium, as well as potassium and magnesium (present in milk) reduces the risk of
stroke*. Cardiovascular disease, including heart disease and stroke, is the leading cause of death foi
Alaska Nativesll

Action Required

The following action at the federal level by Alaska’s Congressional delegation is required to p'evcnt the
implementation of this milk tax on Alaska's dairy farmers.

» Language (copy attached) could be included in upcoming appropriations Bills in Congress.

* A mod.i.ed version of this language could be made part of he enabling language of the US- Australia Free
Trade Agreement This would permanently block any further attempts to extend the assessment to Alaska

Alnskaus Who Onnosc the Milk Tax

¢ Blue Moon Dairy (Wasilla)

» Tracks of Alaska fAnehoragc)

e Gingcrb.cad House Day Care (Anchorage)

e Carousel Day Care (Anchorage)

e Mt. Sanford Tribal Consortium (Gakona)

* Council Annette Islands Reserve, Mctlak’tla Indian CommuJty

' "Calcium and Milk." Nutrition Source. Harvard School uf Public Health
*"Calcium and Milk." Nutrition S uree. Harvard School of Public Health.
4"Healh Dcnefits of Dairy Foods for Minorities." Dairv Council Digest Aiunves. National Dair) Council

*ibid.

r“High Bite i Pressure and Kidney Disease." National Kidney and Urologic Diseas s Information Clearinghouse
(NKUDIC), a service of th* Nations minstitute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases (NIDDK), NIH.

* Health Benefits of Dairy Foods for Minorities." Doirv Council Dmevt At hives National Dairy Council.

h"Health Problems in American Indian/Alaska Native Women." The National Women's Health Information Center, a
piojcci of die US Department of Health and Human Services, Offic «on Women's Health.
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Congress of tfjc ZPittefc States
®lIn£rt)inctoi.. IDC 20510

July 22, 2004

The Honorable Robert B. Zoellick

U.S. Trade Representative

Office of the U.S. Trade Representative
60C 17th Street, NW

Washington, DC 2(>508

Dear Ambassador Zoellick:

It is our understanding that a segment of the dairy industry may urge you to
extend the mandatory 15-cent per hundred weight domestic dairy promotion assessment
or “milk tax" to Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, as a prerequisite for implementing the
assessment on dairy products imported into the United States as authorized by the Farm
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002. We are writing to oppose the possible
extension of this as>cssment.

Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico were exempted from the domestic dairy
promotion assessment created by the Dairy Production and Stabilization Act of 1983 due
to our mill; deficits which continue to this day. This exemption was maintained in the
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002. As many of our constituents have
informed us. the m:lk tax would harm many Alaskan, Hawaiian, and Puerto Rican dairy
producers and consumers of milk products including children, low income families,
Alaska Natives, bakeries, and other small businesses. It could also potentially end dairy
production in Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico.

For the afoiementioned reasons, we will strongly oppose any plan or scenario -
irrespective of its construction - that would lead to the implementation of the milk tax.
Thank you for youi consideration of our views.

Senator Lisa Murkowski

Senator Ted Stevei s
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The Honorable Robert B. Zoellick Page 2
July 22,2004
Senator Daniel  liouyc Ed Case, Member of Congress
Senator Dtinie! K. Kkaka Anfbal A*cdo-Viia, Member of Congress

cc: Tlie Honorable Charles Grassley, Chairman, Senate Finance Committee

The Honorable Max Baucus, Ranking Minority Member, Senate Finance Committee

The Honorable William M. Thomas, Chairman, House Ways & Means Committee

The Honorable Charles B. Rangel, Ranking Minority Member, House Ways & Means
Committee

Mr. Jim Murphy, Assistant U.S. Trade Representative for Agricultural Affairs

Mr. Barry Jack: on, Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy to the Senior
Advisor to the President

Mr. Charles F. Conner, Special Assistant to the President for Agricultural Trade &
Food Assistance

Mr. Daniel Heath. Associate Director, National Economic Council



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 17,2002

Dear Mr, Castillo:

Thank you for your letter to the President urging him to oppose the dairy import assessment in
the farm bill.

One of the top priorities for the Administration in agriculture policy is the expansion of
uiterniiloiial Lade, and iis vital wompu\ieni, ihc honoring of die United Slates' trade
commitments. The Administration opposes an assessment on imports that would provoke
serious legal challenge by our trade partners. We will work with the Congress in the farm bill
conference to ensure that the final provision upholds the long-term interests of traders and dairy
producers through American leadership in trade liberalization.

| appreciate your informative letter and your support for our efforts to expand market
opportunities for agriculture

Sincerely,

Lawrence B. Lindsey
Assistant to the President for Economic Policy

Mr A Mario Castillo

Executive Director

The Dairy Trade Coalition
ta OviTTIOla "Uau, .* ¢

W ashington. D C. 20008
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COUNCIL ANNETTE ISLANDS RESEFVE

MIIILAKATIA INDIAN COMMUNITY

Vic.thu (. WK1lim ion. St., Mwoil OsT OFHCE Box *
JLDITH A. | M HI. MT.RITXKY lvxr.uwisutn 1¥7 MknnxvrtA Ai.xskawy.
OPALJ. Hi ii.m)N. Tut Piin.vp, hmiui w i
Fax i) rffug®,™

May 7, JO0O4

The He norable Ted Stevens

Attn: Ms. Karina Waller, Leg. Assistant
United States Senate

SH-52.1 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0201

Fax (202)224-2354

De x Senator Stevens:

The Metlakatla Indian Community wishes to voice its opposition to the implementation of the
rliiry import assessment.

<\e believe that the assessment is an onerous 'milk tax' passed as part of the Farm Security
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 ("farm bill"). It is nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax
on Alaska’s dairy producers to help subsidize dairy farmers in the lower 48 states.

If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alaskan dairy farmers to pay into the
national dairy promotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 states but does
nothing to help Alaska's dairy fanners or consumers. Alaskan dairy farmers would be
forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that would likely be passed on
to Alaska's consumers (the elderly, school children, low income families, etc.) - by greedy
milk processors and other middlemen- far in exc&3s of the 15 cents mill tax to be forced
upo- Alaska's dairy farmers. The price on all dairy products, including the cheese and
buttd, would rise as well.

The Metlakatla Indian Community is concerned that a rise in the cost of milk and dairy
products, which are already extremely high in our state, would adversely affect efforts to
improve the nutritional and general healdth of Alaskans, especially those citizens living in
remote areas of our state,

| therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from becoming law once and for all. Thank you for
your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,
Metlakatla Indian Community

Victor C. Wellington, Sr., Mayor
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May 18, 2004

The Honorable Ted Stevens

Alto: Ms. Karina Waller, Leg. Assistant
United States Senate

SH-522 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington. DC 20510-0201

Dear Senator Stevens,

Tire Mt. Sanford Tribal Consortium wishes to voice its opposition to the implementation
of the dairy import assessment (assessment)

We believe that the assessment is an onerous “milk tax' passed as part of the Farm
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (“farm bill”’)- It is nothing more than a
hidden and unfair tax on Alaska s dairy producers to help subsidize dairy farmers in the
lower 48 states.

Lfimplemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alaskan dairy farmers lo pay into
the national dairy promotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 states but does
nothing to help Alaska’ dairy farmers or consumers. Alaskan da.i / fanners would be
forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight, a cost that *.ould likely be passed
on to Alaska’s consumers (the elderly, school children, low income families, etc.) - by
greedy milk processors and other middlemen - far in excess of the 15 cents milk tax to be
forced upon Alaska’s dairy farmers. The price on all dairy products, including cheese
and butter, would rise as well.

MI. Sanford Tribal Consortium is concerned that a rise in the cost of mild and dairy
products, which are already extremely high in our state, would adversely affect efforts to
improve the nutritional and general health of Alaskans, especially ihose citizens living in
remote areas of our state.

Mount Sanford Tribal Como'tlum shall provide quality hrolth care Ttn-tcrt and Iraderihlp with honor digairy, and respect:
empowering our people by enhancing ouraditional value.*to ensure a hralthifr oi\d more positive futurefor our childrrn
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| therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from b”ctning law one and for all. Thank you
for your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,

Evelyn Beeler
President

Mount Sanford Tribal Consortium shall pro'idr quality health cere sen ices end leadership with honor, dignity, end respect’
empowering our pro- ic by enhancing our traditional values in ensure a healthierand more positive future for our child'rn



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

Ststion:

Alaska State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Phone: (907) 465-1958
Fax; (907) 465-1928

Member: _ District:

House Finance Committee G00E. Railroad A *

Legislative Council Wesilia, AK 9965-
July 2, 200-

Senator Ted Stevens
522 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-0201

Dear Senator Stevens;

lam writing to express my support of the Alaska Dairy Coalition's opposition to
including Alaska in the milk tax.

This change is occurring in order to make the milk tax compatible with global trade
laws, which all states will have to pay to comply. However, the passing of this
legislation will not benefit Alaska or its dairy industry. We are a "milk deficit" state
and would receive none of the benefits associated with this tax. This was recognized in
the origiOnal legislation passed in 1983 and we were originally exempted from this tax
along with Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

By including Alaska in this tax, it would increase the cost to local dairy producers, and
raise the already high pri:es of milk and other dairy products. To protect our local
dairy producers and keep the price of dairy products reasonable for all Ala'-kans I am
opposing Alaska being included in the milk tax and would ask your support in
opposing it as it comes before you in the Senate.

Sincerely,

Bill Stoltze
Alaska State Representative
House District 16

DISTRICT16

BIRCHWOOD «BUTTE «CHUGIAK «EKLUTNA «FAIRVIEW LOOP
KNIK RIVER ROAD «LAZY MOUNTAIN «TALMER «PETERS CREEK
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Tracks ofAlaska,
N atural Images ofthe Great Land
Philip and Jlona Richey
7700 Chalml Loop
Anchorage, Alaska 995014
(907) 5JJ-5/58 e-MiU.traxakedJaska.com
W ebsite: hitp://w-ww.tracksofalaskacom

Anchor.-co, May 14. 2004

The Honorable

Frank H. M urkonski

Attn: Linda Perry'Shafer, D irector
Anchorage O ffice ofthe Governor.
550 W 77 Ave, Suite 1700
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Governor M urkowski

We at TTacks ofAlaska Gingerbread House Day Core and Carousel
D ay Caro in Anchorage want to object to the Implementation of the
dairy Import assessment.

We believe this assement to be an onerous MILK TAX passed as part
crthe Farm Security and Rural lnvestment Act of2002 (farm bill).
It is nothing more than a hidden and unfair tax on Alaska's dairy
producers to help subsidize dairy farmers in the Lower 48 states.

Im plementation of this tax would reQuii'e Alaska's D aliy Farmers to
pay into a national dairy promotion program thatpresently benefits
the lower 48 states but docs absolutely nothing to help *Jaska's
dairy producer's and consumers. Alaskan dairy farmers would have
to pay a milk tax: of fifteen cents per hundred weight and that cost
would be paosod on to Alaska’ consumers (and directly hurt the
eldoriy and people on fixed incomes .school children low income
families etc.) by greedy milk processors end other middlemen, far in
excess ofthe 15 cents milk tax assessed on our Alaskan dairy
producers. Prices ofdairy products across the board, m ilk butter,
cheoso. etc, would rise as welLlL

Tracks ofAlaska is concerned that a rise in the cost ofmilk and
dairy products which are already very high in our state, wvu>H
have a negative impact on the efforts to improve nutritional and
general health ofAlaskans and especially those ofour citizens living
in remote areas offthe road system in our state.

T therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from becoming law once
and for all

Thank you for listening

Sincerely



'FRANK H MURKOWSKJ. OOVERNC

O <00 WILLOUGHBY AVENUE
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99601 *1796
RHONE  (907J 40-2400
1496-3086

FAX
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES [ 550 WEST 7"* AVENUE. SUITE 1ai
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99601.3«4;j
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER, PHONE . 269-9431

FAX  (Q07) 269-8916

June 18, 2004

Jlona Richey

Tracks of Alaska

7700 Chaimi Loop
Anchorage, AK 99504

Dear Ms. Richey:

The Governor has asked that I respond to your letter dated May 14, 2004.
Currently, Alaska find Hawaii are exempt from the $.15 cents milk tax. Asyou
arc aware, there is an effort to reverse the exemption. Our Congressional

Delegation in Washington D.C. is opposed to the tax and is monitoring this issu
very' closely.

The Department of Natural Resources, Division of Agriculture is on record
opposing this tax. Thank you for your concern and support.

Sincerely,

Commissioner

cc:  Governor Frank H. Murkowski
John Torgerson, Acting Director, Division of Agriculture, DNR

TTeok * 04-1083

“Develop, Conserve, and Enhance Natural Resourcesfor Present and Future Alaskans. ™
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Congress of tljc Unite*) States

July 22, 2004

The Honorable Anti M. Vcnemnn
Secretary

U.S. Department of Agriculture
1400 Inde[»endencc Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Dear Secretary Ven :man:

It is our understanding that a segment of the dairy industry may urge you to
extend the mandate”™ 15-cent per hundred weight domestic dairy promotion assessment
or “rrulk tax" to Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, as a prerequisite for implementing the
assessment on dairy products imported into the United States as authorized by the Farm
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 Woc arc writing to oppose the possible
extension of this as; essmcent.

Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico were exempted from the domestic dairy
promotion assessment created by the Dairy Production and Stabilization Act of 1983 due
to our milk deficits, which continue to this day. This exemption was maintained in the
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002. As many of our constituents have
informed us, the milk tax would harm many Alaskan, llawiuian, and Puerto Rican dairy
producers and consumers of milk products including children, low income families,
Alaska Natives, bakeries, and other small businesses. It could also potentially end dairy
production in Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico.

For the afon mentioned reasons, we will strongly oppose any plan or scenario -
irrespective of its c<nst uction - that would lead to the implementation of the milk tax.

Thank you for your consideration of our views.

Sincerely,
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The Honorable Ann Vcnecman Page 2
July 22, 2004

cc: The Honorable Thad Cochran, Chairman, Senate Agriculture Committee

The Honorable Tom Harkin. Ranking Minority Member, Senate Agriculture
Committee

The Honorable Robert Goodlattc, Chairman, House Agriculture Committee

The Honorable Charles W. Stcnholm, Ranking Minority Member, House Agriculture
Committee

The Honorable IBill Hawks, Under Secretary of Agriculture for M arketing and
Regulatory Programs

The Honorable A.J. Yates, Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv

Mr. Barry Jackson, Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy lo the Senior
Advisor to the President

Mr. Charles F. <ionner, Special Assistant to die President for Agricultural Trade &
Food Assist;ince

Mr. Daniel Heath, Associate Director, National Economic Council
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Tanana Chiefs Conference
Chid Peter John Tribal Building r RECEIVED
122 First Avenue, Suite 500
Fahbanks, Alaska 99701-4897 ;
(907) 453-8251  Far. (907) 459-3850 L W l- 1201

May 19,2004 GOVERNOR'S Off

RECEIVED

JUN -

The Honorable Frank H. Murkowski
Attn: Linda Ferry-Shafer, Director
Anchorage Office of the Governor
550 W. 7 Avenue - Suite 1700
Anchorage, AK 99501

5~2-/

9 2004

--------------------- 'OFFICE QgsH-TBCVERNOR-
Dear Governor Murkowski,

The Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC) wishes to voice *sopposition,to the
implementation of the dairy import assessment (assessment).”; i- -~ ; v

We believe that the assessment is an onerous “milk tax™ pa*~ J as pad of the Farm
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (“farm bill””). It is nothing moreihan a
hidden and unfair tax on Alaska’s dairy producers to help subsidizeadairy farmers

in the lower 48 states. us

. . . ) mfr.1
If implemented, the assessment/milk tax would require Alaskan dairy farmers tti—

pay into the national dairy promotion program that presently benefits the lower 48 j-
states, but does nothing to help Alaska’s dairy farmers or consumers. Alaskan '4 f-
dairy farmers would be forced to pay a milk tax of 15 cents per hundredweight,'af-T.
cost that would likely be passed on to Alaska’s consumers (the elderly, school:". m *
children, low income families, etc) by greedy milk processors and other middlemen,
far In excess of the 15 cents milk tax to be forced upon Alaska’s dairy farmers.*The
price on all dairy Rroducts, including cheese and butter, would rise a'swwell.

TCC is concerned that the rise in the cost of milk and dairy products, which are
already extremely high In our state, would adversely affect efforts to improvx The

nutritional and general health of Aiaskans, especially those citizens living in the
rural areas of our state.

| therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from becoming law once and for all.
Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,

TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE

Harold “Buddy" Brown, Esq.
President and Chairman

Taxiin a Ciuefs Conference smtsiion is to provide a unified voice aovancing tribal governments, economic anti ociai development,

promnong physical and mental wellness, educational opportunities and protecdng tnsdibonal and cultural values.

10
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Aféa""

Native 3449 Rcsnnof D:, East
H H Kodiax, Alaska 99515
Associlation Phone (907) 436-9800
May 14,2004 RECEIVED
The Honorable Frank Muxkowtki MAY 17 2D04

Attn.: Linda Peny-Shafcr, Director,
Anchorage Office ofthe Governor

550 West Seventh Avenue, Suite 1700 GOVERNOR'S OFF CE
Anchorage, AK 99501

via mail andfix: 907-269-7461

Dear Governor Murkowsld:

Tho Kodiak Area Native Association wishes to voioc iu opporition to the implementation of the dairy import
assejsntert We believe die assessment Ison onerous "milk tax" passedtt part ofthe Farm Stcurity cmdRural
Investment Act of 2002 (“fonti bill0). It is nothing mare than a hidden and unfair tax or Alaska's dairy
producers to help subsidies dairy formers inthe lower 48 states.

If implemented, the milk tax would require Alaskan dairy formers to pay into the national dairy promotion
program that presently benefits the lower 48 states, bid does nothing to help Alaska's dairy formers or
consumers. Alaska dairy formers would he farced to pay a milk tax of S.15 per hundredweight, a cost that
would likely be passed onto Alaska consumers (tiie elderly, school children, low income fomilics, etc.), by
grcedymilk processors and other middlemen — forinexcess oftheS.15 milktax to be forcedupon Alaska's
dairy formers. The price on ell dairy products, including cheese and better, would rise as well.

KANA is concerned that a rise inthe cost ofmilk and dairy products (which arc already extremelyhigh in our
state), would adversely effort efforts to improve the nutritional and general heath cf Alaskans - especially

those citizens living in remote areas of our state, such as Kodiak and even more so, the out-lying Kodiak
villages.

I therefore urge you to keep the milk tax from becoming law once and for all. Thank you for your attention
to this matter.

Sincerely,

Rita L. Stevens, President/ CEO
Kodiak Arsa Native Association

RECEIVED

cc: Dairy Trade Coalition, viafa x 202-518-9592 y g Q4

GOVERNOR'S OrFIC
Serving the communities cf Akhlok #Kartuk+ Kodiak* Larsen Bay* Old Harbor* Ouzinkie « Port Lions

LOCATION: 9074653836 RXTIrE  06/10 "04 11:9



