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SB 76

"An Act relating to results-based government..."

DRAFT AMENDMENTS

Page 1. Line 12:

Delete: "should represent the priorities of the majority of state residents and"

-sPage 3. Line 12:

alige.MN'issued"”

"adopted”
Page 3. Line 12:
cL-~1 "d P vio O -fc A
Change:  "the guide" " OOICbV
To: "a guide"
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Pabe 3. Line 13:
AfteKtiie word 'J iw", insert:

"unless contrary to law™

Page 3. Li>ies 13-14: PrPAY Il S \c.(®
Delete: V The governor shall assure that each agency complies with the mission
statement and achieves the desired results identified by the
legislature.”

Ojdo O cV

roc (\"~
Page 4, Line 14:
Repuce: "each agency shall, on a quarterly basis, identify"
With: "each agency shall report periddeeUy on"

\ PrO P VJPV\\ V]

Page 4. Line 16:
Change: Nsued"
To: /Xadopted™
Orooc _r\<iror\crv'V' c|-
Page 4. Line 19:
P* doOH=-d)

Replace: "...legislative finance division. The information must"

With: "...legislative finance division; this information must"

Page A”bine 29/

Change:/\"issued"
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To: "adopted"
Page 6:
Insert new section, to read as follows: PyO T\ -e-Oidrrv-eoT
*Sec. 10

Transition, (a) To provide for an orderly implementation of the process envisioned in
sections 1-9, sections 1-9 shall apply to:

(1) two departments of the executive branch, to be selected jointly by thi
legislature and the governor, in the preparation of their fiscal year 2000 operating
oudgets, and
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() all departments and agencies of the executive branch inthe
preparation of their operating budgets for fiscal year 200! and afterwards.

(bT Mission statements, desired results/performance measures, and the
frequencyW performance reporting for departments under (a)(t ) shall be issued by the
legislature trirough a concurrent resolution/

(c) The\finance committees of th/legislature and the office of management and
budget shall jointly formulate procedures and timetables for applying the provisions of
sections 1-9 undter (a)(1) and under (a)(2). Procedures shall address, at a minimum,
how agency missions may be issuecr or established, and modified; how aspects of
agency performance should be selected for measurement; how performance-related
information should be collected arid reported, including the frequency of reporting; how
performance assessment nativity should be incorporated into the executive branch and
legislative branch budget processes; and how costs associated with the adoption of
performance assessment shduld be identified.

(d) The finance committees of the legislature and the office of management and
budget shall publish the/©suits of their efforts and their recommendations under (c) no
later than October 1,12f98.\ Recommendations shall include the identification of issues
or problems which have notpeen resolved and options for resolving them.

(e) Inits fiscal year 2000 operating budget instructions to departments, after
consultation with/he legislature, the office of management and budget shall include as
much or as many of the procedures and timetables published under (d) as itdeems
practicable. Upon issuance of tne instructions, the office of management and budget
shall identify/n writing to the finance committees the procedures or timetables published
under (d) which it has chosen not ro include, and its reasons for not including them.

(fFVNo later than January 15, 1,999, the office of management, and budget shall
submit to the finance committees in writing:

/ (1) its findings regarding Vie adequacy of the procedures and timetables
adopted under le), \
/ (2) its findings regarding cost impacts experienced by departments under
/a)(1). \

(3) its recommendations regarding application of the provisions of section?
1-9 under (a)(2), and \

(4) any proposals for clarifying amendments or legislation which it may
consider appropriate. \
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SPONSOR STATEMENT

SENATE BILL 76
"An Act relating to results-based government and the state budget”

SB 76 will enact results based government, to better serve Alaskans. SB 76
revises the Executive Budget Act to require the Legislative and Executive
Branches to more clearly focus on results for Alaskans through policies
established by the legislature and executed by the governor.

Specifically, the legislature will establish policy by issuing mission

statements and desired results for each state agency to achieve. To accomplish
this, the legislature will identify desired results, set priorities for each agency,
assign accountability, and require methods for measuring, reporting and
evaluating results. These results will be reported quarterly to the legislature
for continuity and effective oversight.

The governor, through the Office of Management and Budget, executes,
coordinates and manages each agency's efforts to achieve the legislature's
mission and desired results. The governor shall also through discussion with
the public, its employees and management teams make recommendations for
future mission statements and desired results for consideration by the

legislature.

If passed, SB 76 will enable government to be more responsive to the needs
and priorities of Alaskans. 1 respectfully request your support for SB 76 which
will begin "Results Based Government" in Alaska.

716 WEST 4TH AVENUE. SUITE 530
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April 2, 1998 PHONE: (907)465-3600

FAX: (907)465-6735

Honorable Gene Therriault, Co-Chair
House Finance Committee

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811-1182

Re:  CSSB 76 (RLS) - Result-based
Budget

Dear Representative Therriault:

In support of my testimony concerning CSSB 76 (RLS) curiently pending before
the House Finance Committee, | offer the following comments for the record:

1 Proposed section 37.07.014(a), set out in section 1ofthe bill, provides that it
the responsibility of the legislature to “issue” a mission statement for each agency. This
description oflegislative activity is ambiguous and needs further clarification. The power of the
legislature is to set policy through exercise of its law-making power. This power is exercised by
enacting bills into law It is not clear from the bill how the legislature will establish a mission
statement for an agency. | foresee disputes arising between the executive and legislative
branches of state government if the legislature attempts to establish mission statements as a rider
to a general appropriation bill. According to the Alaska Constitution, “[bjills for appropriations
shall be confined to appropriations.” Alaska Const, art. Il, sec. 13. Provisions inserted in
appropriation bills to establish mission statements would violate the confinement provision.

To a certain extent, the enabling act for each agency determines its mission. The
legislature has plenary power to change enabling acts to direct the activity of agencies. This is
the manner in which the legislature sets policy. However, the legislature departs from its law-
making role when it attempts to execute the law. The establishment of a mission statement
represents an executive responsibility. To the extent that the legislature does not agree with a
mission statement the legislature would amend the enabling act to either authorize or prohibit the
conduct associated with the performance of a mission. Ifgeneral law does not authorize a
mission, the agency’s enabling act cannot be supplemented by something included in an
appropriation bill. To the extent that the legislature is directing the manner in which an agency

Lio upfihtmii it w



Hon. Gene Therriault April 2, 1998
CSSB 76 (RLS) Page 2

will carry out existing law, it is left open to a claim that it is attempting to execute existing law
which would be a breach of the doctrine of separation of powers between the branches of state

government.

2. Proposed section 37.07.016 implies that the mission statement will “guide” the
governor in his execution of law. As mentioned above, the binding nature of this guidance
would be questionable if the mission statements are not enacted in general law. The governor is
guided first by the Alaska Constitution and second by statute in the exercise of his executive

powers.

3. The repeal of AS 37.07.080(g)(2) set out in section 9 of the bill appears
consistent with State v. Fairbanks N. Star Borough. 736 P.2d 1140 (Alaska 1987).

Sincerely,

BRUCE M. BOTELHO
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By:  .lames L. Baldwin
Assistant Attorney General

JLB:jn

cC: Senator Sean Parnell
Sponsor

Pat Pourchot, Legislative Director
Office of the Governor

Chrystal Smith, Legal Administrator
Deborah Behr, Assistant Attorney General
Department of Law



Anchorage-Staro/theNorth
Chamber of Commerce

Anchorage ChamberofCommerce Resolution 97/98-11
In SupportofResults-Based Government

WHEREAS, the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors supports the
Legislature's efforts to close the gap between annual expenditures and recurring revenues;

and

WHEREAS, a basic tool being used to close this gap is to reduce the level of annual
spending; and

WHEREAS, the Legislature is implementing year three ofits long range strategy to
close the fiscal gap by further reducing state spending by $50 million, bringing total
reductions to $130 million; and

WHEREAS, the current budget decision-making process primarily focuses on
"Inputs,” or how much money a program gets and does not evaluate what a program is

accomplishing with the money it receives; and

WHEREAS, the budget decisions facing the Legislature as it works to further
reduce spending will get more difficult, thereby necessitating a new framework by which
to evaluate the state's "return on investment” in programs and services; and

WHEREAS, a results-based framework for decision-making can ensure a program's
activities are aligned with its mission and provide information by which all Alaskans can
better evaluate whether a program is an appropriate "business" for the state, whether a
program is achieving its intended results, and information by which a program's costs can

be compared with its benefits;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Anchorage Chamber of
Commerce Board of Directors supports the Legislature's work to implement a "results-
based government" framework which "rill provide a policy basis within which future
budget decisions can be made.

Approvedthis 6th day of March 1998.

be Griffith, 199708 Chairman April/Jensen, President

441 West 5th Avenue, Suite 300, Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2309  (907) 272-2401  FAX (907) 272-4117
email: info@anchoragechamber.org  www.anchoragechamber.org
Founded 1915
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Reinventing Government—Not Easy,
But Possible

Changing the process of government is a slow, painful chore.

By Ronald K. Snell

einventing Government is a book thal has become a

cause since David Osborne and Ted Gaebler published

their bestseller in 1992, The book tries to show ways to

make government responsive, effective and credible.

Reinventing Government preaches a gospel of strategic

planning, entrepreneurship, and results-oriented and
customer-driven government.

State governments have responded enthusiastically, some with
sweeping initiatives that have won national attention like Minnesota
Milestones or Oregon Benchmarks. Almost every state
has set new requirements lor strategic planning, per-
formance measurement and performance budgeting.
It's too early to decide whether reinventing govern-
ment can be called a success—not for lack of signs of
success but because of the enormous size of the task.
Senator Tom Rossin of Florida, a strategic planning
consultant in private life and aleadin ' advocate of
strategic budgeting for the state, sayr "When we do
this in the private sector, we ask for acommitment 5j we can change
corporate culture over five to 10 years." But if it's too soon to expect
revolution in state government, there is a lot happening. And not
least in state legislatures.

Some state legislatures are recreating their budget process as the
foundation of the reinvention of government. Budgeting is the foun-
dation because the budget document is state government’s overall
plan of activities, and budget administration guides the day-to-day,
everyday work ol every government employee. States that have
embarked on budget reform hope to refocus state government on ser-
vice, effectiveness and accountability through the adoption of a kind
of budget called a performance budget.

Performance budgeting requires radical changes in how state bud-
gets look and how they operate. Why it's desirable to do that, and
what's being done, requires a brief excursion into the dismal science

fionda

of public budgeting.
Budgets are both adocument and a process. There's the documen-

Roreld K Sl is afiscal eiper! at NCSL

tation that shows what agencies are directed to do and how much
money they can spend to do it. The process has two parts—legislative
enactment and executive administration. The operative theory here is
that if you change the document, you change the processes. As Rein-
venting Government ays, “What gets measured gets done.” If you mea-
sure the number of hours nurses spend a/ maternal and child health
clinics, you get the maximum number of hours for your money. If
you want to make sure those hours are well used, you measure their
outcome—something like the state rate of infant mortality. That's the
theory of performance budgeting—changing the structure of activi-
ties changes the nature of activities.

State budgets traditionally have listed amounts of money for
objects of expenditure. Some specific amount was to be spent for a
children's program or providing guards at a penitentiary or staffing a
historical monument. The purpose of such budgets is to prevent the
diversion of public money from designated purposes. They are one
element in an accounting process. That's important, but it doesn't
emphasize results. Legislators might well ask: Is the children's pro-
gram run well? Is it meeting its objectives? But they equally well
might not ask, and the form of the traditional state budget did not
force questions of satisfactory performance or outcomes on agencies
or on legislators.

Performance-based budgeting is intended to put performance and
outcomes at the center of the budget process. The legislatures that are
moving toward PBB usually have focused on agency performance
reporting, which means that the budget itself sets performance goals
for an agency and stresses accountability and reporting.

A performance budget has these characteristics:

+ It sets an agency mission, goals (ways to put the mission in effect)
and specific, measurable objectives.

+ It reports on past performance in specific ways with the goal ol pro-
viding comparable data over a period of years.

+ It provides managers with the flexibility to allocate resources in
ways thal will meet objectives.

+ It provides incentives for good performance and penalties for fail-
ing to meet objectives.

The written budget takes a new form, emphasizing the outcomes
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that agencies are expected to produce, not just their
activities.  Performance budgets make specilic
demands on state agencies. They provide administra-
tors more discretion to spend lump-sum appropria-
tions to meet the performance standards. A perfor-
mance budget may even offer rewards lor success and

Henry Cuellar  penalties for failure.

©cB
NOT AN EASY TASK

It's not easy to reinvent government. "It feels like moving a battle-
ship uphill on dry land." says Senator Rossin. For performance bud-
geting to work, legislators have to be willing to look at
budgets in adifferent way. They h3ve less control.
They have to focus on agency activities and outcomes,
not on categories of expenditure or, as Representative
Henry Cuellar of Texas says, "whether or not they like
an agency." It can be adifficult adjustment.

It’s difficult for agencies, as well, says Louisiana
Representative Jerry LeBlanc who chairs the house
Appropriations Committee. "We force agencies to >nk:
Why does this program exist? Who are we trying to
serve?” | egislators have to be involved in setting these performance
standards.

“We had 12 agencies start with performance budgeting four years
jgo," says Representative Rick Berg ol North Dakota. "They set prior-

ities and measures. But the process is at a standstill
because agencies, not legislators, set the measures, and

legislators don't have confidence in them.”
In Texas. Representative Cuellar says, "If agencies
sy: 'These measures are crude,” we demand tlicv set
H better ones." As all this implies, legislators’ sustained
; interaction with agencies on the design of perfor-

@W&f mance measures is key to performance budgetihg .
Adopting performance budgeting can be a gigantic
task. But as LeBlanc says. "There are elements and elements. You
don't need everything. Choose what works lor you. Figure out what's
broken, and fix it.”

Laisaa

ASKING HARD QUESTIONS

| eltlanc became a convert to performance budgeting to solve a
problem. "Legislators would get together every year," he says, “to try
to hammer out a consensus on policy priorities on behall o' their
constituents, and then hand over money to state agencies to carryr '
the priorities the Legislature had set. The bureaucrats would go to
work and set their own priorities, and what came out of the process
was not what legislators expected.”

I he solution he saw was to require agencies to create strategic
; .m\. and to ask themselves: Why does this agency exist? Who arc
we trying to serve and how? And simultaneously, the Legislature had
to tie performance indicators to every appropriation and require
agencies to provide data to gauge how well they complied. "This is
common sense.” says Representative LeBlanc. "It lets legislators set
priorities. Agencies know what's expected. You can measure whether
outcomes are real.”

North Dakota's Representative Berg also shares this view of the uses
or performance budgeting. Berg was a member of the legislature’s 1997
Interim Budget Committee on Government Finance, which reviewed

IAMUASIAUIS  HXUAAV 194t

the state's performance budgeting process. “The legislative budget

ought to be the bridge between public priorities and agency actions,"

In' sjvs. “Wegive agencies direction. But the problem is. we don't guv

overall direction. lhe burden ison us to say to agencies, these are the
priorities, and then work with them to set jicrfnrmaikKC measures."

While LeBlanc and Berg locus on communicating policy to and

working with agencies to ensure thal state government

carries out the policies the voters want. Representative

Cuellar of Texas emphasizes a slightly different role lor

performance reporting—the quality ot information

that goes into the legislative policymaking process.

"The information we get is important in setting poli-

S . cies," he snvs “We can act on the strengths and defi-
Reﬁresentatlve o ,
Phvllis Kahn ciencies we spot m state agency outcomes.
innesota

Representative I'hvllis Kahn ol Minnesota agree'

that the information perlomianc'e budgets can produce should liasc.-

adirect effect on legislative policymaking. "It should help legislators

ask better questions," she says. “The questions get away from asking

why did you buy this to thinking about agency performance Did we

vet better tax compliance? Better environmental compliance' Did ihc-
er get any cleaner?"



lawmakers identify three big issues in making performance bud-

getmg work:

+ Involvement by legislators

+ The choice of jierformante indicators.
+ Incentives and disincentives.

Without legislative involvement in setting performance obicclivcs,
lor example, lawmakers are likely lo find the objectives irrelevant to
their concerns. It takes a will to get it dene, says Senator Rossin—
which is a lot more than wishing it was done, it takes intimate
involvement in awhole dejiartment—hard, demanding, unpublicized
work. Rossin is concerned whether legislatures are structurally able to
maintain the necessary commitment. The commitment it requires is
a lot to ask from legislators, what with increasing rates of turnover,
the arrival of term limits and the demands of other responsibilities.
"Rut it's not a partisan issue," Rossin points out. “In Florida the legis-
lation was passed when the Legislature was Democratic. Republicans
favor it. F.verybody wants this information."

How do you build legislative involvement?

Some legislators point out that their colleagues will be drawn into
the process as it proves itself. “It's an iterative process, both to build
the performance reporting process and to convince legislators ol its
value." says Kahn, who chairs the Minnesota House Committee on
Governmental Operations. She thinks that as the process demon-
strates it can provide a better legislative and agency focus on perfor-
mance. trust will grow, and that will in turn improve the procedure.

"It's an educational process," says Representative Cuellar who
serves on the House Appropriations Committee and is working on j
I'h.D. dissertation on how performance budgeting has worked in
Texas "You start over every session. We have meetings at the begin-
ning ot the session that policy committee members are invited to.
| ast session we had policy committee chairs and vice chairs sit in
with the corresponding fiscal subcommittees when agency budgets
were being reviewed. We're planning to do avideo on how it works."

There are institutional changes that can encourage legislators to
take note of and participate in the performance budgeting process.
Governors in a number of states have submitted their proposed bud-
gets in a program tor performance budget) format, one ol the most
work-inter.sive recent examples being the budget submitted to the
North Carolina General Assembly in 1997 for the 1997-1999 bien-
nium. The governor proposed a program budget presenting mission
statements, primary goals, program and subprogram statements, and
measurable performance objectives for each agency in addition to a
lull budget in the traditional line-item fotmat (which legislators pre-
terredt. In Texas the past three biennial budgets from the Legislative
Budget Board have included detailed performance expectations and
reporting tor all state agencies. Florida is phasing in a similar process

GETTING EVERYONE INVOLVED

Some legislatures have developed stronger institutional means to
encourage more legislators to git involved in program budgeting.
Utah's long-term Utah Tomorrow Strategic Planning Committee is a
joint legislative-executive body with participation from local govern-
ments and stale agencies. Its purpose has been to develop a state
strategic plan and to work from that level down to performance mea-
sures for state agencies. Its next step will be to divide the committee's
report into sections to be reviewed by the appropriate standing com-
mittees. All lawmakers will have the opportunity through their com-
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mittees to comment on agency mission statements and performance
measures carlv this session. Representative Afton Bradshaw, co-chair
ol lhe strategic planning committee, says, "We hope to make the Leg-
islature more concerned with strategic planning. We want the Legis-
lature to be anticipatory rather than reactive."

The Louisiana House has made other institutional changes to facil-
itate legislators' involvement in performance budgeting. "We opened
up the appropriations committee process," says Representative
LeBlanc. the committee’s chair. "l did away with the chairman's con-
trol of budget amendments—every committee member can get
amendments heard. So they can directly express their concern; about
agency |>erform3nce. Plus we opened the budget dill to amendment?
on the House floor to do the same thing. This has built trust in the
process. We also built links between policy committees and Appropri-
ations. We let policy committee chairs and vice chairs vote in the pre-
session budget subcommittees. And we'll have fiscal staff present at
policy committee sessions from 1998 on." The Louisiana Legislature
also has required the governor's budget submission to be 45 days
(instead of 30 days) before session and allows full hearings to begin
when the budget is received rather than when the legislative session
formallv begins.

PESKY MEASUREMENTS

The toughest part of performance budgeting is setting agency per-
lormance indicators. They have to correspond to what's important in
the agency mission: they have to be measurable; and thev have to
propose outcomes (success in meeting policy goals), not outputs (how
many hours the agency staff worked). The Florida Legislature's Office
of Program Policy Analysis made the point succinctly in its review of
executive elforts: "Agencies have struggled to develop adequate mea-
surement systems. Many agencies generally lack historical data and
measurement expertise to assess program outcomes and instead
maintain data oil ouiputs."”

Florida Senator kossin puts it even more strongly: "Measures and
measurement ability don't exist. Ability to do measurements is rare.
And without good measurement, you're always open to the argument
that there's something wrong with the measurement technique. It's
especially difficult in the social services area."

LeBlanc says, 'We force the agencies to ask, 'Why does this pro-
gram exist?" We force them to see the importance of the data. We look
at the indicators as well as the results, and we say, 'Are these reliable?
Are they the right choices?"

State agenues' responses to these questions are critical. When gov-
ernors support performance budgeting, agencies tend to follow. But
there can be unexpected reactions. In Florida, agency response to the
state law calling lor establishment of performance indicators has var-
ied. Senator Rossin reports, dep iding on the agency's traditional rep-
utation among legislators. Well-funded and highly regarded agencies
have been Huclanl to adopt performance standards on the if-it-ain’t-
hroki' principle.

In Minnesota, state agency personnel saw a threat in the require-
ment lor performance reporting—staff feared that if their particular
jobs weren’t mentioned in the performance reporting standards,
thes’d he dis|>cnsablc. So performance measures came in great detail
and accounted for individuals' activities, not program outputs.

“There was too much detail for legislators to absorb," says Bill Marx
of the House Ways and Means Committee staft. "It was a roadblock to



getting to outcomes. And there was no way to link the information to
the budget." State Department of Finance staff have been directed to
work with legislative fiscal staff to improve performance measures.

Another difficult area has been putting the idea of agency rewards
and penalties into practice. The underlying notion is simple and
promising: rewards (called “incentives") to encourage agency person-
nel to meet or exceed their |>erlormance goals, and penalties (called
"disincentives") for those who faii to. The idea is to bring market
torces to bear on public bureaucracies in order to encourage creativity,
responsiveness and less rote behavior. Workable incentives and penal-
ties are hard to design. The business world has more flexibility in
compensation and structural issues than the government, where it
may not be feasible to increase an official's salary for good perfor-
mance or to close down a division where work is not up to snuff. In
stale government, as a recent Florida report summarizes, "under-
standing how to apply incentives and disincentives to change perfor-
mance in desired ways has been difficult."

What legislatures have come up with is not that far from tradi-
tional practice. In Louisiana, the Legislative Fiscal Office has the job
of reporting quarterly on agency performance to the Joint Legislative
Committee on the Budget. The |Oint committee can reward or "scru-
tinize" the agency as its performance indicates is merited. Success in
meeting performance standards can mean greater agency flexibility.
Inability to meet standards can bring more legislative oversight, and
it it’sbad enough, can mean greater scrutiny in the following session’s
appropriations process.

In Texas, successful performance may mean that an agency keeps

tunds left at the end ol the fiscal year or may mean more funding in
the future. Failure to meet goals, as in Louisiana, may mean more
restrictions on the agency Florida's potential incentives are greater
agency flexibility in budget and personnel management and reten-
tion of up to 50 percent ol unencumbered balances: disincentives,
including greater oversight, more restrictions and reduction of man-
agerial salaries are the other side of the coin.

Although these structures are not much different from traditional
mechanisms of legislative oversight, they may be sufficient. As
Louisiana Representative LeBlanc points out, state agencies value
autonomy; the greatest penalty for them is more legislative control. A
structure of penalties and rewards may be superfluous, since in states
where performance budgeting is coming into being, legislators see
advantages already. "This clears communication links," he says. "It's
very positive for the Legislature and for agencies. They know what's
expected "

So what's the outlook for performance-based budgeting? Several
legislatures' experiences show that it can bring legislators much
improved information to strengthen the policymaking process, but
at the cost ot a lot ot commitment and hard work. It requires strong,
consistent backing over a long time from legislators and governors.
It shouldn't be a system copied from a book, but needs to be
adapted to the specilii conditions and problems of a given state. It
requires legislators and agency personnel to think about their bud-
get responsibilities in new ways. But, with those commitments, this
is a budget reform that promises to carry -state governments into a
new century. ®

April 3-5,1998 for the
Assembly on State Issues Spring Meeting
to discuss the issues that matter -

 Child care
* Welfare reform
* Health policy
* Taxes
e Crime
e Cleanair -
 Clean water
' = Utilities deregulation
» Technology

'schools -
Artomipinc*
* andjiuijsr
opportunity to share
ight 1
d
icky Ry
Figigzl

Whynotfa'ft

f(muaay im ."am itcmArout



Seventy-fifth Legislature, Regular Session

Text of Conference Committee Report
House Bill No. 1
propriations Act)
as modified by House B|II 4, e Bill 1808, and House Bill 2272
and

Governor's Veto Proclamation

STATE OF TEXAS
1907

Editor's Note: Notations are provided beside certain items to indicate vetoes or other
modifications incorporated into House Bill No. 1, Seventy-litth Legislature, Regular Session.



ARTICLEV
NATURAL RESOURCES

Section 1 The several sums of money hereto specified, or so much thereby ts may be necessary, are
appropriated out of any funds in the Sine Treasury not otherwise appropriated, or out of special funds
asindjcated, for the support, maintenance, or improvement of the designated natural resources

agencies

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

A. Ooal: MARKETS & PUBLIC HEALTH

Toenable Texas farmers, ranchers and agribusinesses to
expand profitable markets for their agricultural products

while protecting public health and our slate's natural
resources.

OQutcome:

Percent lacrosse from the 1996 Level in the Number of Marketing
Opportunities for Texas Farmers. Ranchers and Agribusinesses

Percent Reduction from the 1994 Level in the Numberof
Pesticide-Related Violations

a.1.1. Strategy: GENERATE MARKETS

Generate marketing opportunities for Texas farmers,

ranchers and agribusinesses.
Output*:

Number of Conpanics Enrolled in TDA Markadag Programs

Number of Acres bsspecsed

a.1.2. Strategy: REGULATE PESTICIDE USE
Regulate pesticide use through registration,
certification, education and enforcement.
Output*:

Number of Licenses and Certificates Issued to Pesticide

Applicators
Number of Pesticide Complain| Invcrusxnocs Conducted

EffkcianctM:
Average Cost per Pesucsde Applicator 1Sereted

A.13. Strategy: INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT

Assisi farmers with integrated pest management
Bracnces to reduce pesticide use.
utput*:

Hours Spent Informing Producers aad Surveying Cocoa for

Compliance with Codon Sulk Destruction Deadlines

Number of Inspection* soVerify Coaptiancc for Organic or

Other Crop PromiseOoa Certification programs

A.14. Strategy: CERTIFY PftOOOCE

Certify fruits, vegetables aad peanuts to enhance their

marketability.

A551SS10101 POI

August 31,
ezl

Forthe Yean Ending

August 31,

22

15* 2

7* 7*
6,775971 $ 6,775,971

1310 1310

190,000 000
4,956,6<M S 4,956.604

14,350 14.350

250 250

41.1 311
2,012,291 5 2,012,281

14,(11) 14.000

139 164
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
(Continued)

Outputs:

Number of Poundi of ItviU. Vcpubkt, Ptsnuu »nd Nuu
Impeded (in billioai)

Total, Goal A: MARKETS & PUBUC HEALTH i

2.3

14i324)E1 L.

B. Qosl: ENFORCE STANDARDS
To protect consumers by establishing and enforcing
standuds for agricultural commodities

Outcomes:

Percent of Seed Samples Found lo be in Full Coenptuaca WiJi
Slue and Federal Sundaidr

B. 1.1 Strategy: NURSERY/FIORAL REGULATION
Inspect and register nursery and floral production and
retail outlets.

Outputs:

Number of Nursery and Floral Establishment tiupecuoai

Conducted

Number of Slop Saks and Nodocs of Nonoomptiaacc Issued

B.1.2. strategy: VERIFY SEED QUALITY

Verify thal farmers, ranchers and home gardeners
receive the quality and type of seeds desired.
Outputs:

Number of Seed Samples Analyzed
Number ol Enforcement Actions Taken

97*

1,971,466 $

100D

330

1,751,216 S

<)

B.1J. Strategy: veriFy EQo QuALITY 426.177 S

Inspect chicken egg producer, dealer-wholesaler and
retail establishments to verify and enforce compliance
with state and federal standards for quality. License
egg packers, wholesalers, and distributors.

Outputs:

Number of Egg Producer. Dealer. Wholesaler, and Retailer
Samples Taken or Inipecuons Conducted

B.1.4. Strategy: COMMODITY WAREHOUSES 5 657.519 i_

Venfy that commodity warehouses are capable of

properly storing and handling commodities. Assist

producers and sellers of Texas glown citrus and

vegetables recoter monies owed to them.

Outputs:

Number of Ayncutuiral Commodity Warehouse kiipections.
Relnipeciioni and Audiu Conducted

Number of Licenses Pcrmu and Regjitratioiu Issued so
Agricultural Corrmodo Warehouses

Efffctbnels:

Average Cosi per Iropecuofl/lleinspecuoo of/ gncuhural
Commodity Warehouses

13.000

700

300

426

Total, Goal B: EnForcE sTANDARDS $ 4%/\8_]
C. Goal: ENSURE PROPER MEASUREMENT

To increase the likelihood thal goods offered for sale to

Texas consumers are properly measured, priced and

marketed

A051-S51-01-0t-POI VI-2

2.3

Rflaja

91*
1,971,466

100D

350

1,751,216

23.000
123

426,175

13.000

651512

700

300

426
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
(Continued)

Qutrnmaa:

Perceni of Total Wcighu and Measures bupecm u Conducted
Resulting in Finding of Full Compliance with State and Federal

Standards 91* 91*
C.1.1 ilrategy: INSPECT MEASURING f 'VICES i i ifi5 itf5
Inspect weighing and measuring device. ~ remove E—
mlaccurately measured, priced or marketed goods from
sale.

Outparta:
Number of Wcighu and Measurer Inspections Conducted 103,300 103,500
Number o f Stop Sales aad Notices of Nonamptiaoce Issued 7.700 7,400
Grand Total, DEPARTMENT CF
AGRICULTURE i i iU SLIii
Method ol Financing:
General Revenue Fund S 19.853548 s 19,853.546
Earned Federal Funds 184,147 184,147
General Revenue - BcdtCgija)
Young Farmer Loan Guarantee Account No. 5002 100,000 100.000
Federal Funds 818,094 818,094
gihcf Fundi )
arm and Ranch Finance Program Fund Account No. 575 112,221 112,221
Appropriated Receipts 174,399 174,399
Teaas Agricultural Fund No. 683 2-40,777 240,777
Interagency Contracts 10.0C0 10.000
Subtotal, Other Funds i 552127 S.. 5J7J27
Total, Mathod ol Financing i =-2U2UU 5 21-493.184
Number ol Full-time Equivalent PoaMone (FTC) 502.5 502.5
Schedule Ot Exempt Poeltione
Commissioner of Agriculture, Group 4 192,217 $92,217
78,007 78,007

Deputy Commissioner

Capital Budget. Funds ap_P_ro riated above may be ex(f_ended for capital budget items as listed
below. The amounts identified fa- each item may be adjusted _orexBended on other capital
expenditures, subject to the a%gre ate dollar restrictions on caj 'J budget expenditures provkied

in the General Provisions of this Act.
1998 122
Out ofthe General Revenue Fund:
a  Acquisition of Information Resource Technologies
() Computer Equipment/Software 1000 S 100000
K, /t-S5t-01-01-POl VI-3 07-01-97
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
(Continued)

ransportation turns 3

(15" Fieet Venicles 300,000

200.000 S

3 300.000 3 400.000

Total. Capital Budget

. Appropriation of RaoalpU: Yard*o# Faen Fifty percent of the total amount of yardage fee
revenue collected by the Teaas Department of Agriculture in each fiscal year punuant to the
Agriculture Code, Sec. 146.021, is hereby appropriated 10the deEarImentfo_rtheh ennium
beginning September I, 1997, for the Purpose o paym%hvestoc export facility lease and
maintenance expenses The remainir . fifty percent of the total yardage fee revenue collected in
each fiscal year shall be transferred to the unobligated portion of the General Revenue Fund and
is not su_b{ect 10appropriation by this provision or by Article DCof this Act. Amounts
ﬁ)propna ed pursuant to this provision are included above in Suuegy Item A.1.1.. Generate
arkets, and are identified above in the method of finance as Appropriated Receipts in an

cshmated amount of 397,352 for each fiscal year.

Any unexpended and unobligated balances remaih...g as of August 31,1997 in the appropriation
made by rider provision 2, House Bill I, Seventy-fourth Legislature, ReFuIar Session, on page
VI-4, are hereby reappropriated for the biennium beginning September [, 1997 for the identical

purposes

. Appropriation: Land Donation*. The Department of Agriculture is hereby authorized to lease,
and/or accept the donation of land or the use of land from either governmental agencies, private
firms, corporations, or individuals to be used in connection with the performance of its various

responsibilities and programs.

. Appropriation: PubPeaUoti Fata. The department is hereby appropriated any subscription fees,
royalties, advertising revenues, or charges collected for publications, services or products
produced by the department, subject to any restrictions on publications fee appropriations

contained elsewhere in this Act

. Fan Incraaaa Authority and Limitation. For the purpose of implementing the intent of the
Legislature, that the department collect fee amounts which offset, when feasible, the direct and
inditeci costs of administering ks regulatory activities, the department is hereby authorized 10and
shall increase the fees by a percentage sufficient to offset costs associated with its re%ulatory
activities. It is the intent of the Legislature that the cost offset percentage shall be 100 percent.

The following activities are exempt from (his requirement. Seed Testing. Quarantine
Enforcement/Educatioo; Piece Rite Crop Survey; Pest Management Piogram; Agriculture
Hazard Communication Act; Boll Weevil Control Act; Predatory Management Program.

. Pay for Regular Compart’ dory Time: Livestock Export Pan Opwratkma. It is expressly
provided that the Department of Agriculture, to the extent permitted by law, ma¥ ay F13A
nonexempt employees in classified positions who are stationed at Department ot Agriculture
livestock export pens for compensatory lime bouts on a straight-time basis when the taking of
compensatory time off would be disruptive to normal working activities and other critical
functions relating to livestock export pen operations

. Transfer Authority. Notwithstanding limitations on appropriation transfers contained in the
General Provisions of this Act. the Department of Agriculture is hereby authorized to djrect
agency resources, and transfer such amounts appropriated above between strategy line items.

Appropriation: Young Fatmar Loan Quaranfae Program. Out of the Young Farmer Loan

Guarantee Fund, the Texas Agriculture Finance Authority is hereby appropriated for the
biennium beginning Segtcmbm [, 1997. all necessary imounu required 1ocover any defaults on

loans provided under Chapter 253. Texas Agriculture Code.

Vi-4 07-01-97
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
(Continued)

Appropriation: Fair Pas.V Structure Restoration The Texas Department of Agriculture is
heteby appropriated $1,271,600 from the General Revenue Fund for the biennium beginning
Sep_temtfer_J} 1997 to e cted solely for restoration of historically significant structures within the
National Historic District at Fair Patk.

Alppropriation: Eamad federal Funds. The Department of Agriculture is hereby appropriated
all earned federal funds received during the biennium beginning with the effective dale of this
Act that are in addition to those earned federal funds specified in the meshed of financing above.

Uneernded Balances. Any unexpended balances as of August 31. 1991 m (he appropriations
madg herein to the De artmentoquncuIture are hereby reappropriared for the same purpose for
the fiscal year beginning September1, 1998.

Appropriation: Taxae liras! C-t"-"r.ga Program. Any unexpended balances remaining as of
August 31,1997 in appropriations made to the Department of Agriculture, are hereby
reappropnaied to the degartment for fiscal year 1998 to fund the Texas-Itnel Exchange program
In an amount not to exceed 3250,000.

Contingency Appropriation for Senate BINMS. Contingent upon ti.e enactment of Senate Bill
665 or simile- gislation relating to regulatlon of motor fuels containing ethanol or methanol by
(he ocventy-fifih Le%|slature_, Regular Session, the Department of Agriculture is hereby
appropriated 3412,733 for fiscal year 1998 and 3355,137 for fiscal year 1999 out of additional
revenues collected pursuant to Senate Bill 665 for the purpose of implementing that Act. The
depirtmem i< authorjzed tti_tragsferthe appropriation male pursuant to this provision to the
apBroprlate strateqy Items listed above.

Contingency Appropriation for Sonata BM 13M. Contin_?ent upon the enactment of Senate
Bill 1355 or similar legislation relating to requlation of retail stores by the Seventy-fifth
Legislature. Regular Session, the Department of Agriculture it hereby appropriated 3418333 for
fiscal year 1998'and 3227,561 for fiscal year 1999 out of addiiicoal revenues collected pursuant
to Senate Bill 1355 for the purpose of implementing that Act. The department it authorized to
%aorllseferthe appropriation made pursuant to this provision to (he appropriate strategy items listed

Contingency Appropriation Reduction for Sonata BIN 1124. Contingent upon the enactment
of Senate Bill 1124 or similar legislation relating to the regulation ofaquKulture by the Seventy-
fifth Legislature, Reqular Sessirn, appropriations out of the General Revenue Fund to the
Department of Agriculture in SLne?_y item A.1.1.. General Markets, are hereby reduced 36,500
for fiscal year 1998 and 36,500 lor fiscal year 1999.

| ' vito Proclamation

A651-S51-01-01-P0O1 VI-5
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TELECONFERENCE
HOUSE FINANCE

APRIL 2

HB 364: GUIDES FOR NONRESIDENT MOOSE HUNTERS

OFFNETS
COL. JOHN GLASS ANCHORAGE DIV OF WILDLIFE 269-5584
—HERMAN MORGAN ANTAK CITY MANAGER 675-4481

-OlfcBERTIIUNTmGTON GALENA 656-1435





