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COMMITTEE REPORT
SENATE

FURTHER:
3/5/85

Date

Mr. President

FINANCE SB 39

ni . - .
|%e Bommlttee on considered

making a special appropriation to the Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities for various construction projects 1in the Totchaket
resource area; efd.

and (a majority of the committee) (the committee) reports it back with
the following recommendations:

do pass

do pass with attached amendment(s)

replace with/or adopt CS for
new title

same title and recommends

and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT" [ 1] NEW FISCAL NOTE

reports it back without recommendation

recommends referral to Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
Chairman

Chairman recommendation
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Mr. President
The Committee on TRANSPORTATION considered SB 39

making a special appropriation to the Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities for various construction projects in the Totchaket
resource argils- sid.

and (a mMm-1 tvrot the committee) (the committee) reports it back with
the following recommendations:

do pass with attached amendment(s)

replace with/or adopt CS for

new title

same title and recommends

and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT"™ [ 1 NEW FISCAL NOTE
reports it back without recommendation

recommends referral to Committee

MEMBERS HAVING
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
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$5,630,000

IK THE SENATE

For an Act entitled:

BY COGHILL

SENATE BILL NO. 39

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL

"An Act making a special appropriation to the Depart—

ment of Transportation and Public Facilities for

various construction projects in the Totchaket re—

source area; and providing for an effective date."

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

*

fund

Section 1.

to

the Department

The sura of $5,630,000 isappropriated from the general

of Transportation and Public Facilities for the

following construction projects in the Totchaket resource area:

*

Sec.

Nenana River Bridge $3,000,000

East Middle River, West Middle River,

and Little Nenana River Bridges 1,600,000

Road construction 1,030,000

2.

The appropriation made by this Act is for capital projects

and is subject to AS 35.15.080, 35.15.090, and AS 37.25.020.

*

Sec.

3.

\Al

<V.

This Act takes effect July 1, 1985.

anrnrp.D%

-1- SB 39
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Introduced: i/14/85
Referred: Transportation and
Finance
Funding Information
General Fund $5,630,000
Other Funds _-0- _
$5,630,000
IN THE SENATE BY COGHILL
SENATE BILL NO. 39
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act making a special appropriation to the Depart-
ment of Transportation and Public Facilities for
various construction projects in the Totchaket re-
source area; and providing for an effective date."
EE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The sum of $5,630,000 is appropriated from the general
fund to the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities for the
following construction projects in the Totchaket resource area:

Nenana River Bridge $3,000,000
East Middle River, West Middle River,
and Little Nenana River Bridges 1,600,000
Road construction 1,030,000
*Sec. 2. The appropriation made by this Act is for capital projects

and is subject to AS 35.15.080, 35.15.090, and AS 37.25.020.
*Sec. 3. This Act takes effect July 1, 1985.

-1- SB 39



COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
FURTHER: ""FINANCE
1/14/85
Date
Mr. President
The Committee on TRANSPORTATION considered SB 39

making a special appropriation to the Department of Transportation and

Public Facilities for various construction projects in the Totchaket
resource area;-efd.

and (a majorify--of the committee) (the committee) reports it back with
the following recommendations:

K do pass.™-"
do pass with attached amendment(s)
>*>eplace with/or adopt CS for
new title
same title and recommends
and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT" [ 1 NEW FISCAL NOTE
reports it back without recommendation

recommends referral to Committee

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS /A? OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
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3/20/85
Date
Mr. President
The Committee on FTNAMCF considered gp /|0

establishing an agricultural product incentive program.

and (a majority of the committee) (the committee) reports it back with
the following recommendations:

do pass
do pass with attached amendment(s)
replace with/or adopt CS for

new title
same title and recommends

and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT" [ 1 NEW FISCAL NOTE

reports it back without recommendation

recommends referral to Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
Chairman

Chairman recommendation



COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
FURTHER:
1/14/785
Mr. President
The Committee on RESOURCES considered SB 40

establishing an agricultural product incentive program.

and (-a--ma”erlty~o-f-the-committee) (the committee) reports it back with
-t-he-rfoHowi-ng—-recommendations: fa-p/lo /o - ,i» H Fc,

do pass
do pass with attached amendment(s)
or a”opt CS for n b¢Q ( 2 )
and recommends
and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT" [ ) NEW FISCAL NOTE
reports it back without recommendation
recommends referral to Committee

MEMBERS HAVING

| Chairman

Chairman recommendation
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Offered: 3/20/85
Referred: Finance

Original sponsor: Coghill

IN THE SENATE

For an Act entitled:

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO.

BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

40 (Resources)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST

A BILL

providing for

an effective

SESSION

"An Act allowing agricultural production credits; and

date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OFTHE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1.

Sec.

AS 03,05 is amended by adding a new section to read:

03.05.015. AGRICULTURAL

PRODUCTION CREDITS. (a) The

commissioner of natural resources shall establish a program of agri-

cultural

agricultural

the sale
based on

(b)

the total

vice Schedule F (form 1040). The

production credits to be applied

of agricultural land

against 1interest due on

loans made under this title and AS 44 and interest due on

under AS 38.05. The credits shall be

agricultural products grown or raised in the state.

The annual credit for the years

sales as documented

1984 - 1988 is 20 percent of

by the farmer on InternalRevenue Ser—

portion of total sales asdocumented

by the farmer on Internal Revenue Service Schedule F (form 1040) that

may be claimed as a credit under this section for 1989 and each subse—

quent year shall

)
*  Sec. 2.
* Sec. 3.

10.070(c).

decrease by two percentage points each year.

A credit granted under this section may not be transferred.

AS 03.05.015 1is repealed December

This Act takes effect

immediately

31, 1994.

in accordance with ASO01l.-

CSSB 40 (Res)



Introduced: 1/14/85
Referred: Resources

and Finance

IN THE SENATE BY COGHILL
SENATE BILL NO. 40
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For ran Act entitled: "An Act establishing an agricultural product 1incen—
tive program."
BE IT ENACTEDBY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Sectionl. AS 38.05 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 38.05.064. AGRICULTURAL PRODUCT INCENTIVE PROGRAM. (a)
The director shall establish an agricultural product incentive program
to credit agricultural 1land purchasers on the basis of agricultural
production. The credit may be based only on the production of grains,
dairy products, and Jlivestock on agricultural 1land purchased under
this chapter.

(b) Theamount of the credit shall be determined bythe direc—
tor, based on the Seattle price of the product credited,minus the
freight cost to the productior location.

(c) The <credit may be appliedonly against principal due on a

sale of agricultural land made under this chapter.



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
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SENATE RILL e NO. AO.......
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Reconsideration
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19

HISTORY IN THE SENATE

Received from House

Toenrolling
Reported correctly enrolled

Sent to Governor

by Governor

Piled with Lt. Governor
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS FOR SENATE BILL 40

An Act allowing agriculture production credits and
providing for an effective date

Section 1

Add a new section to Chapter 5, Powers and Duties of
Commissioners of Natural Resources and Environmental
Conservation under Title 3 (Agriculture). This new section
states that the Commissioner of DNR shall establish a
program of agricultural credits that would be applied
against outstanding agricultural loans and interest due on
the sale of agricultural land.

An amount equal to twenty per cent of the producer®s yearly
sales would be credited against any outstanding state
agricultural 1loans for the years 1984 to 1988. The credit
percentage for subsequent years would be reduced by 2%
yearly.

The producer must provide verification of sales using
income tax records. Credits may not be transferred.

Section 2

Repeals the production credits programs on December 31,
1994.

Section 3

Immediate effective date.



STATE OF ALASKA 1986 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST

Biil/Resolution No . :
Title:

CSSB 40

Production RPTI-

Credits

Sponsor: Sen. Cocjhill s Sen. _Kerttula
Requestor:Sanata -F.i-anncp rnmml ffe.n---------

Date Of Request : .I;,rmnry 29, 1QPfi
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES

OPERATING FY 86

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPUES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELI-ANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0t

Components

(Thousands of Dollars)

FYy 87 FY 88

CAPITAL

(5,253.0) (3,444.0) (4,128.0)

REVENUE **

FUNDING :

GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

(Thousands of Dollars)

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS
** The proposed program could reduce State revenues,

Attach a separate page ifnecessary

reducing the amount of£ interest paid on State agricultural

these figures are based on the assumption that the
production and sales of farm products according to

sales do not increase, as projected, the amount,of
Prepared by : ..Cnml.-Wi.lIsQD -

Division : Commissioner®s Office

Approved by Commissioner: .
Agency: Natural Resources

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget

Impacted Agency(ies) page. of

FY 89

(4,953.0)

Revision Date 1-22-R6

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected:
Agricultural

Hatmal-itaSQUFCSS.
Management

FY 90 FY 91

(5,349.6) (5,706.1)

Q.-

in the amounts shown, by
However,

loans.
program willincrease
the attachedschedule.

If

revenue .lostwill decrease.

Phone : 4t>5-2400

Date: January 22, 1986

Date:

10/25/85



The amount of production credits that might be earned during

the first six years of the program,
farmers have borrowed from the state,

considering that not all
and that agricultural

land that 1is nor. currently 1in production 1is put into
production, are estimated as follows:
Projected Sales Available Projected
Year Sales for Credits* Credit Credits
1984 $15,925,000 $11,945,000 20 $2,389,000
1985 19,110,000 14,320,000 20 2,864,000
1986 22,932,000 17,200,000 20 3,440,000
1987 27,518,000 20,640,000 20 4,128,000
1988 33,022,000 24,765,000 20 4,953,000
1989 39,626,000 29,720,000 18 5,349,600
1990 47,551,200 35,663,400 16 5,706,100
$28,829,700

* Proj ected sales reduced by 25% to account for
non- borrowers.

The following chart gives estimated values for loan default
and associated interest losses to the state if the
production credit program 1is not established, Farmers 1in
the Delta area have an especially heavy debt load.
Approximately $12,500,00 1is due on clearing loans for the
Delta 1 and Delta Il agricultural project parcels, This is
an average of $337,837 of clearing loan debt per farm. Land
payments for Delta Il parcels average $180 per acre at 12%
interest per year, The average amount of principal owed for

each Delta Il parcel is approximately $145,000.
Amount Possible Collateral Loss to
Loan Outstanding Default Value S tate

ARLF $48.5 mi 11 ion $23 million $15 million $8 million
Clear. 17,5 million 8 million 0 8 million
Land 10 million 5 million 3 million 2 million
Interest on $18 million loss at 8% x 6 years = $8,6 mi 11 ion

Total estimated loss to the state = $26,6 million



STATE OF ALASKA

REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.: SSSB 40
Title: Agricultural Production

Credits
Sponsor:Sens. Kerttula & Coantll

Requestor:Senate Resources Comm.

1985 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected: Natural Resources, Div.

Program Category Affected:nrmee

BRU, Program or Subprogram(s) Affected:

Date of Request: 3/8/85
Fn$ FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90
OPERATING
1(KTPERSCNAL *SERVFCES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
*00 SUPPLIES
500 EQUIPVENT
000 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS
300 MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
r capital- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
1 REVENUE -0- -0- _J -o- _ -0- -0- _p-
FUNDING:  (Thousands of Doll ars)
Fund
-EDERAL FUNDS
DTHER
TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
"ART-TIME
TEMPORARY
ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page if necessary
Prepared By: Carol wiis Phone: 465-2400
PiVision Commissioner's Date: 3/11/85
Approved by Commissi one Date:
Agency: Natural Resources
Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
7/1/84

Impacted Agency(ies)

of Ag



STATE OF ALASKA 1985 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date: April 24, 1985

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

ITTn7ftesolution No.: CSSB 40 Agency Affected: Natural Resources

Title: Agricultural-FTOTTOCtOT- Program Category Affected: Agricultural
“—cmimr

Sponsor:roghi n & Kprttuia BRU, Program or Subpro~"TamTsT~ffected:

ReCjUeStOr: gpnat-p Rperinnx;

Date of Reouest: a grh

"TV"55 ’ "“'|7~55 P/ 67 FY 8& FY 89 FY 90

OPERATING
TOO PEKS0ONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

0 SUPPLIES

500 EQUIPMENT

500 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 CRANTS, CLAIMS
300 MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- == -0-

C CAPITAL" 3

I REVENUE ** 1(2,389.0) 1 (2,864.0)] (3,444.0)1(4,128.0) |(4,953.0) [(b,944.0) |
FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

JETHKAL 1UnQ

rEDERAL FUNDS

3THER

TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

3ART-TIME

FEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page if necessary

**The proposed program could reduce state revenues, in the amounnts shown- by reducing
the amount of interest paid on state agricultural loans. However, these figures
are based on the assumption that the program will increase production and sales
of Alaska farm products according to the attached schedule. If sales do not
"increase, the amount of revenue lost to the state will decrease.

Prepared By: carol Wdison _ Phone: 465-2400
Division: Commissioner"s Office Date: 4/24/85
Approved by Commissioner: N Date: MMM _j £

Agency:Natural Resources

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



Continuation of Analysis for CSSB 40

The proposed production credit program could, if successful,
reduce state revenues by reducing the total amount of
interest paid on state agricultural loans. However, without
a program that provides some measure of debt relief to
farmers, the state will 1lose millions of dollars through
loan defaults.

This fiscal note presents a revised version of possible
costs to the state associated with CSSB 40. The March 25,
1985 note was based on funding levels and assumptions of
increased production described in the 1985 report to the
Governor on agriculture.

Since that report was completed, projections Tfor future
state revenues have continued to fall, funding for
agricultural programs has been reduced and the Agricultural
Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF) Board has established lending
priorities. For the following reasons, we believe that the
figures in this revised fiscal note more accurately portray
the possible expansion of the agricultural industry than did
our previous fiscal note for CSSB 40.

1. Requested funds for the ARLF will not be available, and
ARLF priorities will further limit the availability of
money to borrowers. Expansion of Alaska®s agricultural
industry, especially the livestock industry, will
therefore be restricted.

2. Without increased livestock production and the
corresponding increase in need for livestock feed, grain
producers are not likely to expand grain production.

3. Slaughter facilities are being established at slower
than projected rates, further limiting the development
of the livestock industry and preventing increases in
red meat production.

4. The current unrelieved heavy debt load faced by some
farmers limits their ability to borrow the additional
funds needed to increase production.

5. Colder than normal spring weather will reduce the amount
of acreage planted this year, and reduce the subsequent
volume of crops produced.



The amount of production credits that might be earned during
the first six years of the program, considering that not all
farmers have borrowed from the state, and that agricultural
land that 1is not currently in production is put into
production, are estimated as follows:

Projected Sales Available Projected

Year Sales for Credits* % Credit Credits

1984 $15,925,000 $11,945,000 20 $2,389,000
1985 19,110,000 14,320,000 20 2.864.000
1986 22,932,000 17,200,000 20 3.440.000
1987 27,518,000 20,640,000 20 4.128.000
1988 33,022,000 24,765,000 20 4.953.000
1989 39,626,000 29,720,000 20 5.944.000

Six Year Total 23,718,000

* Projected sales reduced by 25% to account for
non-borrowers.

The following chart gives estimated values for loan default
and associated interest losses to the state if the
production credit program is not established. Farmers in
the Delta area have an especially heavy debt j;oad.
Approximately $12,500,00 is due on clearing loans for the

Delta 1 and Delta 1l agricultural project parcels. This 1is
an average of $337,837 of clearing loan debt per farm. Land
payments for Delta Il parcels average $180 per acre at 12%

interest per year. The average amount of principal owed for

each Delta Il parcel 1is approximately $145,000.

Amount Possible Collateral Loss to
Loan Outstanding Default Value State
ARLF $48.5 million $23 million $15 million $8 million
Clear. 17.5 million 8 million 0 8 million
Land 10 million 5 million 3 million 2 mi lion
Interest on $18 million loss at 8% x 6 years = $8.6 million

Total estimated loss to the state = $26.6 million



For the last four years of the ten year program an
additional $33.6 million in interest could be foregone
because of the production credit program. At the same time,
however, the assumed increases 1in farm production and sales
will have generated economic growth in the state and
provided new jobs 1in farming communities.



Examples of Production Credit Program With Variations in
Percent of Credit and Length of Progranm

FIVE

Year

1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

FIVE

Year

1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

YEAR PROGRAM -

Projected
Sales

$15,925,000

19,110,000
22,932,000
27,518,000
33,022,000

YEAR PROGRAM -

Projected
Sales

$15,925,000

19,110,000
22,932,000
27,518,000
33,022,000

TEN PERCENT

$11,945,000

14.320.000
17.200.000
20.640.000
24.765.000

TWENTY PERCENT DECLINING

$11,945,000

14,320,000
17,200,000
20,640,000

Sales Available
for Credits

Sales Available
for Credits

INTEREST
Projected
% Credit Credits
10 $1,195,000
10 1.432.000
10 1.720.000
10 2.064.000
10 2.477.000
Five Year Total 8,888,000
INTEREST
Projected
% Credit Credits
20 $2,389,000
18 2.578.000
16 2.752.000
14 2,890,000
12 2.972.000

24,765,000

Five

Year Total

13,581,000



RECEIVED HAS 11 19%

3/4/86

Don Quarbery ,

Box 349

Delta Jet. ,"Ak. 99737

To: Senate Finance Committee
Re: Senate Bill 40 - Agricultural Production Credits

$
I would like "to encourage your support of SB 40 for the
following reasons:

1: It is a %ost benefit to the State. Project farms were
designed to cash flaw under full production which, due to
numerous court delays in the F't. Mackenzie project, Red Meat
Processing centers and elimination of the Seward Terminal
has never occurred. This lack of market has caused developed
farms to accumulate huge interest debts which, 1in some
cases, have accumulated beyond the current resale value of
the farm. Therefore the State would be in a better position
to recoupe 1ij™> investment with the production credit
program than without 1it, as the experienced producer would
be assisted in maintaining the farm and servicing the debt.

2: The incentive goes to the producer rather than the land

speculators. The ag projects were designed for full

participation, yet Less than 1/3 of the farms are producing.
i

3: The 1incentive would go to those who invested in
"Alaska ™ High-Risk"™ commercial ag development phase of the
past 8 years. They are the people who are really in the

greatest financial stress.

4: Increased production would benefit the State s
investment by providing opportunities for economies of scale
in grain production, cattle and swine production, and 1in the
operation of the various State financed processing
facilities.

SUMMARY : This bill would cost esentially nothing and at the
same time add considerable incentive for farmers to produce.
In turn, this production would stimulate use and thereby
provide a return to Alaska ™ investment.

Sincerely, /

Don Duarberg[

- */At L 1

M- - - —- — mm— — = IV



Loan Type
Land Purchase
Land Clearing
Chattel
Farm Development
Operating

TOTAL

Land Purchase
Land Clearing
Chattel
Farm Development
Operating

TOTAL

Land Purchase
Land Clearing
Chattel
Farm Development
Operating

TOTAL

ACTUAL DELTA | FASMER

Annual

Total Loan

% 0 $ 0
370,600 24,590
300,000 57,621
154,000 15,685
101,000 109,08(2

$925,600 $206,976

ACTAL J2EL2A ii PAEmM

$324,000 $ 43,376
307,000 25,745
131,000 34,765

95,000 9,675
217-2.000 126,360
$1,024,000 $239,921

ACTUAL POINT KACXEHZIfi

$ 62,900 S 8 g
94,200 7,899
265,000 50,899
656,000 66,815
29.t000 75,6.00

$1,148,100 $209,633

Loan Payment

Principal
Payment
$ 0
3,018
45,741
4,578
101,0M
$154,337

$ 4,496
1,612
21,597
2,824
117,000
$153,529

$ 872
494
40,405
19,502
70,000
$131,273

-3/ii /0

/-/°/5 /7 ? 3

Interest
Favment
$ 0
21,572
11,879
11,106

Bjjm
$52,637

$38,880
24,132
7,167
6,851
9.360
$86,390

$ 7,548
7,404
10,493
47,312
5,600
$78,357



An average Delta I or Delta Il farmer could expect a gross
income (total sales) of approximately $100,000 to $125,000
per year, depending on weather conditions, market conditions
and many other factors. A Point Mackenzie farmer could
expect a gross income of approximately $427,500 per year.

Based on these estiamted yearly incomes and the terms of SB
40, the following amounts would be available each year fcr
credit towards 1loan interest payments.

1984 20% X $100,000 = $20 ,000
1985 20% X $100,000 = $20 ,000
1986 20% X $100,000 - $20 ,000
1987 20% X $100,000 = $20 ,000
1988 20% X $100,000 = $20 ,000
1989 18% X $100,000 = $1« ,000
1990 16% X $100 ,000 = $16 ,000
1991 14% X $100,000 = $14 ,000
1992 12% X $100 ,000 = $12 ,000
1993 10% X $100,000 = $10 ,000
1984 20% X $427,500 = $85,500
1985 20% X $427,500 = $85,500
1986 20% X $427,500 = $85,500
1987 20% Xx $427,500 = $85,500
1988 20% X $427,500 = $85 ,500
1989 18% X $427,500 = $76,950
1990 16% X $427,500 - $68,400
1991 14% X $427,500 = $59,850
1992 12% X $427 ,500 = $51,300
1993 10% X $427,500 = $42,750



[ O t/h r*r**]

DEET RESTRUCTURING PROPOSAL

SITUATION: Excessive debt loads cn all sectors of Alaskan agricultural
mcustry. Accumulation of interest cn existing leans (i.e. land purchase,
clearing costs, machinery, farm development and operating), when added to
variable production costs, exceed gross production sales profits.
Productive capacity is therefore unable to service debt, resulting in an
ever-increasing negative real income. This unsound financial condition is
creating a dilemma for both the operator and the lienholder, resulting in
an unrecoverable debt - even through immediate foreclosure.

CCNTHIEUTING FACTORS: Uncertainty and risks associated with developing a
new industry. Minimum equity requirements cn leans for start-up, resulting
in debt accumulation surpassing the productive serviceability of the
agricultural units.

Climatclcgicsl ccr.citicns, resulting in greater per-unit ccsts of
productions than originally estimated. Delays in developing critical
elements of ths infrastructure (dairy, red meat processing units,
distribution facilities), resulting in reduced total production below
estimated economics of scale. Seme are new coming cn line, sc it appears
mere premising for the future. However, the initial producers (those who
have been producing the base product to allow fcr the start-up of these
facilities), particularly in the Delta area, have teen impacted the most.
In addition, the general condition of the overall national agribusiness.

PROBLEM: Continuing escalating debt lead in excess of repayment potential
will result in total collapse of agriculture. Such action will cause severe
hardship and economic loss (a lifetime of monetary assets, earlier
professions, job benefits) to those involved in- all aspects of Alaskan
agriculture. In addition, the State itself will experience a significant
loss cf investments, with little or no chance for recovery.

SOLUTION: Restructure debt load to a serviceable, feasible limit.

METHOD: The most important commodity regarding any agricultural facet is
the land itself. Allow fcr debt reduction through a transfer cf land cn a
per-acre basis back to the State. The State will in turn lease the land
back to the original owner on a first-cpticn basis with an cpticn to buy
back in twenty years. The value per acre to be determined by estimating its
vajLuc after half of the lease duration has exoired and based cn a
successful agricultural industry. At the same time, enhance Alaskan
agriculture by allowing for production credits.

BENEFITS: Provide for reasonable security fcr Alaskan investments in
agriculture. Eliminate the major portions of all delinquencies which new
exist cn loan pay-backs. Reinstate economic opportunity in the industry and
ccen doors to financial avenues other than the State. Preserve current
producers who have gained experience cn the practicality of Alaska farming.

FUTURE: The in-state use cf Alaskan agricultural products lias increased
cramacically in the past few years. This trend is expected to continue as
the infrastructure develops. It is absolutely essential that all entities
(producer, processor, distributor, retailer) be provided an equal
opportunity fcr economic survival.



FACTSHEET

DELTA JUNCTION BISON RANGE

LOCATION: Southeast of Delta Junction- bounced on the

east by the Little Gerstle River (near Independent Ridge),
south by the Alaska Range (Granite Mountains), west by
Granite Creek/Fort Greely, and north by the Alaska Highway
(174 mile set back).

SIZE: 90,000 acres, about 140 square miles (less
17,000 acres managed by the U.S. Army as the Gerstle Test:
Center).

PUFPCSS: Chapter 39 SLA 1979 lists: 1) Lcng tern

winter range for bison; 2) Alternate fall forage for bison.
Other important values include public recreation including
hunting, trapping, dog mushing, skiing, horseback riding;
etc.; land set aside for wildlife to compensate for habitat

losses due to development.

CURRENT DEVELOPMENT: Funds for development ccme from a 1984 CIP

appropriation of $1.5 million.

Planned clearing & planting of bison forage: 3,500 acres.
Accomplished to date: 3.,400 cleared, 500 planted.
Additional habitat improvements: Prescribed fires for lew
cost addition™! habitat for bison, moose, and other
wildlife, solar-pcwered water pumping facility and pond for
water for bison, trails for bison movement between existing

and planned clearings and for public recreation.

ACCCMLISI-TTNTS: Since 1981, a steady reduction in bison

depredation complaints. No serious problems in 1984.
Increased moose hunting and trapping opportunity and

Success.
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TO: All Members of the Finance Committee
FROM: Senator Coghill

RE: SB 40, Production Credits

I have introduced a bill that I believe will create a glimmer of hope
for our Alaskan farmers. It"s not a give away, but a mechanism to reward
those who are willing to produce; those who are willing to continue

their commitment and invest their own sweat equity into their land.

SB 40, which Senator Kerttula has co-sponsored, sets in place the means
to assist those farmers who have been caught in the middle of a colossal
change in agricultural policy; one previously based on an export market

and now focused on in state production.

It will take time to achieve this changeover. But in the meantime, our
farmers must contend with the accumulation of high land loan payments,
the interest on which will be due as soon as the moratorium runs out.
Unless we have a method of lowering this debt level our farmers will
experience great difficulty In achieving a cash flow necessary to

arrange private funding.

As we can see here in Delta much industry has taken place, an incredible
amount of investment into the future of Alaskan agriculture. And like
the near crippling blow of a major state policy change, these farmers
are now facing another obstacle to success; bad weather and a late

harvest.



The sponsor substitute will credit 20 percent of the receipts of farm
products as found on the IRS farm income form. This form would be
provided by the parties. The production credits would remain at 20
percent fro"; (T;a years 1984 to 1988 and then decrease two percent
through T 7} The credits would apply to land purchase loans, clearing

loans and all loans from the Agriculture Revolving Loan Fund.

We learned during the session that the original fiscal note over
estimated the projected sales figures. In light of the harvest
conditions this year, it should be noted that the adjusted fiscal note

may also be too high.

Some may argue that with declining oil revenues, we must not implement
any new programs. I assure you that if we do not proceed with a program
that makes it possible to get our agricultural community back on track,
we will not have taken reasonable steps to protect our current

investment.

Agriculture in our state continues to grow. In the last five years our
total farm assets have grown by $25 million dollars and with this growth
have come new jobs, a use that is compatible with the environment and a

method of keeping Alaskan dollars within the state.

I feel it is imperative that we implement a program that will allow
breathing room for our farmers while the rest of the in-state market

infrastructure grows to meet their production.
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The primary opportunity for development of Alaska agricul

ture is
markets
tunity,

basis of

Livestock

Dairying expanded as three new farms began operating

at Point Mackenzie during 1984. Milk production
increased three percent. A new milk-processing
facility opened in Delta Junction. Milk production

will grow at a faster pace in 1985 as 10 to 15 new

dairy farms begin operation.

Meat marketing saw gains during 1984. The new meat-
processing plant in Palmer had 1its first full year
of operation 1in 1984 and Alaska-grown meat- products
became available 1in Anchorage 1in greater quantities.
In Fairbanks, Alaska <choice beef became available
for the first time on a weekly basis, from animals
fed in Delta Junction. A new livestock packing
plant will open in Fairbanks in 1985, further

stimulating interest in livestock production.

to meet in-state needs since relatively large
are available. In order to meet this market oppor—
the following objectives have been developed as the

programs and plans of the Division of Agriculture.

Encourage expanded production cf competitively-
priced farm products from existing agricultural

lands in Alaska;

Increase the number of acres devoted to agricultural

production in Alaska;



The Action Plan for Alaska Agriculture

In order to assist Alaska farmers and others involved in
agribusinesses, the Division of Agriculture recently
conducted a major review of state agricultural programs and
problems. The objective was to review and critique prior
actions and accomplishments, and consider new trends and
responses which could benefit Alaska®s agricultural economy.
Because of limitations on State revenues, the review
centered around the development of an action plan that would
not require extensive State funding to complete. The review
process has led to the identification of six 1issues of
concern, and proposals for actions to help enhance the

future of Alaska agriculture.

1. Issue - Large debt of new farmers in Alaska

Action: Enact legislation to develop a production

credit program available statewide.

Action: Investigate methods of restructuring farm debt
through partial releases, reduced farm parcel
size, and lease preferences on land returned to

the state by current owners.

Action: Allow combining and splitting of agricultural
tracts and providing for farmsteads on new

tracts.



Action:

Issue -

Investigate alternative methods of financing

farm home construction.

Need ior continued enhancement of the

Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund

Action:

Action:

Action:

Action:

Action:

Issue -

Action:

Action:

Add two new board members to provide additional

expertise and farmer representation.

Increase ARLF capitalization to meet Ffinancing

needs.

Enact legislation to allow for Jland-clearing
loan payments from Delta I, Delta 1Il, and Point
Mackenzie to return to the ARLF and not the

general fund.

Provide greater contact between loan examiners

and borrowers.

Increase loan board flexibility to meet modern

farm development requirements.

Lack of agency coordination

Establish an Agricultural Advisory Board to the

Department of Natural Resources.

Examine the roles of the Department of Natural

Resources and the Department of Environmental



though the Jlargest component is for loans, the appropria—
tions would have to be made over succeeding "years, delaying
the anticipated benefits. Additional farm industry receipts

during the period could total $164 million!

In addition to providing expanded economic activity, an
additional 1,800 jobs could be created by 1990 by achieving
the projected level of production. This would give signi—

ficant support to a diversified Alaskan economy.

The balance sheet for Alaska agriculture clearly shows an
expanding agricultural sector. The number of producing
farms in Alaska grew, by 100, from 360 1in 1979 to 460 in
1983. Despite falling realty values, assets increased to
$185.8 million in 1983 compared with $160.3 million 1in 1979.
Equity was reported at $140.5 million in 1983, whereas
outstanding debt is reported at $45.2 million.

It is clear that agriculture in Alaska 1is now at a critical
juncture, as it 1is Tfor the entire nation. Some industry
gains have been made, and new economic activity has been
generated by this growing sector of the State"s economy.
The results of previous State investment are weli-
cemonstrated and will continue .to accrue through time. With
modest additional State investment plus regulatory and
legislative solutions to current farm development and debt
problems, projections of 1increased receipts and additional
economic activity are achievable. This will assure a viable
economic sector for Alaska agriculture into the next

century.

- viii -



0 Summarize the issues identified in the updating
process and discuss proposed actions to meet these

concerns;

o Provide additional economic analysis of the costs
and benefits to the State from agricultural

development.

1. GROWTH IN ALASKA®™S AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY

Alaska s agricultural sector has grown by 1increasing margins
in recent years, compared with a downward trend n*ationally.
Cash receipts Tfor Alaska farm commodities grew by 10 "percent
between 1981 and 1982, and by 16 percent between 1982 and
1983 (see Table 1). This 1is significant growth, in both

nominal and real terms.

This upward trend may be even more dramatic 1in 1984. While
final figures are not yet available from the Alaska Crop and
Livestock Reporting Service, estimates for several
commodities can be made (Table 1). Crop production

highlights include:

0 Barley harvest in 1984 set an historical record with
525,000 bushels harvested, 156,000 bushels or 42
percent greater than the previous high. The

previous record had been set in the preceding year.

o Oat production was 1increased by 200 percent over
1983 Tfigures.



0 Lettuce acreage increased by 20 percent over 1983
figures. The largest potato crop" since 1967 was

grown.

During 1984, three new dairy farms opened at Point
Mackenzie. Cows on these farms currently total 500 head
with additional <cows to be added 1in 1985. Milk cows 1in
Alaska now number 1,400 head, compared with 1,100 head 1in
1983. Milk production 1in 1984 was 13,900,000 pounds, three
percent above 1983. This growth in milk production and cow
numbers will quicken 1in 1985 as the new farms continue to
develop, additional farms are added and milking of cows
begins. As many as 10 to 15 new dairy farms may begin
operation in 1985 to addto the current 12 farms in

production.

Although growth took place in the dairy industry during
1984, it was not f...st-paced enough to prevent the growing
insolvency of the major milk processor in the State,
Matanuska Maid, Inc. Unable to withstand pressures fronm
unsecured creditors, Matanuska Maid filed for bankruptcy 1in
1983. On November 16, 1984, the Federal Bankruptcy Court
gave the State, through the ARLF, permission to operate
Matanuska Maid 1in order toprotect its investment in the

dairy industry 1in Alaska.

As a result of -this court order, the Division of Agriculture
has assumed responsibility for the operation of the
Anchorage creamery and the Palmer feed plant. The
subsequent operation, while not without conflict, has been

largely successful. The NEW manager has vreassessed all



available 1in Anchorage stores in greater gquantities. In
Fairbanks, Alaska-grown choice beef became available for the
first time on a weekly basis. The animals were finished 1in
Delta Junction. The expanding market for quality meat has

led to increased interest among farmers in Alaska 1in raising

quality beef cattle. Fed beef numbers should expand in
1985. A new livestock packing plant will open 1in Fairbanks
in 1985, further stimulating interest in livestock

production.

The agricultural industry in Alaska 1is growing. Previous
investments by the State are showing returns. Crop
production 1is up. Milk production started to increase in

1984 and will be up substantially in 1985. There 1is renewed
interest 1in livestock production and 1increasing numbers of
cattle will be fed to choice grade 1in 1985. At least one
new confinement hogoperation will begin operating this year

m Delta Junction.

I11. MARKET EMPHASIS

It was concluded in the 1983 plan that the principal
opportunity for development of Alaska agriculture was to
increasingly meet in-state needs, vrather than emphasizing
export markets. For the reasons listed below, this focus Iis

still appropriate since:

o Relatively large markets are available in-state (see
Table 2). Alaska-grown commodities are currently

filling only a small part of this demand. Gains are



being made in entering in-state markets, however, as

increases in Alaska agriculture receipts testify;

o Development of a major export capacity for cereal
grains would be costly when depressed world prices

for these grains are considered; and

o With the strong U.S. dollar, agricultural commod—
ities from the U.S. are having more difficulty

competing on world markets.

The State should, however, preserve 1its options for future
export by maintaining high potential agricultural landl for
development, and continuing to monitor and explore export
markets. In those areas where Alaska has already estab-—
lished export markets, such as grass seed, reindeer antlers,
fur, and wool, further development of these markets should

be encouraged.

IfT major surpluses of grain become available within the
state, alternatives to an export terminal should be
explored. One possibility 1is to barge grain to Prince
Rupert to test the pricing and delivery to an export
position. This type of exercise can also be used to

establish a solid basis for future grain prices.

1 Areas with relatively continuous blocks of agricultural
soils include t... NJenana-Totchaket, Delta Creek, and Fish
Creek areas. They <contain approximately 150,000; 40,000;
and 18,000 acres, respectively, of agricultural soils.



livestock production. Grain reserve loans and crop
insurance support lessened farmer risk. Provision of roads
and power allowed continued development of existing areas
and the beginning of development of new areas. In 1984, the
following activities were undertaken in support of the

production objectives.

o Additional funding of ARLF was provided by the
Alaska Legislature in the amount of $5 million.
This was, however, far short of the Governor's
request Tfor $10 million. In particular, these funds
were needed to continue the development oﬁnthe Point
MacKenzie and Delta Junction agricultural projects.
In addition, many small farm developments in several
areas of Alaska were in need of loan funds in order

to meet land clearing and development schedules.

Additional capitalization was added to the Grain

Reserve Fund in the amount of $.5 million as
suggested in the 1983 plan. The fund was also
converted to a revolving Jloan program, which will
help continue grain reserve activities in the
future.

The State of Alaska began a program to pay 30

percent of the premiums of Federal Crop Insurance
thereby lowering the cost of such insurance to
farmers and protecting the State®s investment in
agriculture. An appropriation of $140-, 000 was
provided to cover 1984 and 1985 crop years.



VI.

0 DNR sold 4,500 acres of state-owned Jland for farm

development in 1984, and offered 7,260 acres

agricultural homestead filing.

ACTIONS PROPOSED BUT NOT UNDERTAKEN IN 1984

for

The following actions were suggested but were not undertaken

in

1984. The first two actions required legislation.

0o Legislation authorizing and funding agriculture

commodity associations was not enacted. These

associations would promote Alaska“s agricultural

products and would be funded jointly by farmers and
the Division of Agriculture. Enabling legislation
will be considered during the 1985 legislative

session.

0 Legislation initiating a revolving land-clearing

loan account within the ARLF by assigning land-

clearing loan payments from Delta 1, Delta 11,

and

Point Mackenzie to the ARLF was not enacted. These

funds, totaling $17,500,000 plus interest accrual

over the next 30 to 40 years, will therefore

continue to return to the general fund and will

not

be available for additional land <clearing loans.

Additional appropriations to the ARLF would then

needed to accomplish this objective.

0 Because they are housed in different units, a

be

lack

of cooruination between the agricultural research



A second component of this review was an analysis of
A.laska"s agricultural development and programs by a member
of the AlbertaDepartment of Agriculture. The Alberta
Department of Agriculture was asked to conduct this review
because expertise from a Tfarming area outside Alaska was
desired. A.lberta has a long history of successful agricul—
tural development similar to the Delta and Point Mackenzie
projects. Climatic conditions in Alberta are also similar
to Alaska. Don Macyk, Supervisor, Project Development
Section, spent three weeks in Alaska examining Alaska
agriculture and talking with farmers, processors, and
retailers. During his review he visited the Anchorage-
Palmer-Point Mackenzie area, the kenai Peninsula, Fairbanks,

and Delta Junction.

General conclusions from this review were:

0o Alaska agriculture h t made significant progress in
recent years. In addition to increases in
production, Alaska farmers are slowly gaining the
knowledge and expertise necessary to solve farm

production problems.

o While progress 1is being made, there are a number of

limiting factors in addition to the general down

turn in national anc international agriculture.
These include high costs for initial land
development, highlabor costs, inefficient wuse of

transportation and infrastructure due * to low

production volume, lack of market channels, time

delays in developing agricultural expertise among



o Joint demonstration projects between producers and
researchers and/or extension personnel should Dbe
undertaken. An exchange of producer and production
extension oriented specialists between Alberta and

Alaska would be positive.

Producer organizations were also 1involved 1in reviewing and
suggesting program changes. Suggestions were received from
the Alaska Farmers and Stockgrowers Association and the

Alaska Soil and Water Conservation districts.

Finally, the Division of Agriculture and the Division of
Land and Water Management reviewed current agricultural
programs and regulations and consulted with other government

agencies 1involved 1in Alaska agriculture.

The review 1identified six areas of concern. Suggested
actions which can help reduce major existing concerns are

provided below:

1. Issue - Large debt of new farmers in Alaska. Although
much of the U.S. economy has rebounded from the
recession of the early 1980s, the case is much different
for U.S. agriculture which is facing its worst
financial crisis since the 1930s. Because of the strong
dollar, large crops and lew commodrty prices, U.S. farm

income in real terms has fallen substantially.

Many farm operators throughout the U.S. and Canada have
found it necessary to refinance short term debt, others

have been forced to sell assets, and some have given up



The land purchased by the farmer in Alaska 1is generally
uncleared and requires several years to become
completely developed. When the costs of clearing are
added to purchase price, total land costs rise to $300
to $500 per acre. This is, in fact, relatively

expensive for land tha< has never produced a crop.

In Alaska where farm development 1is in the initial
stages, impacts of 1low cash flow, «credit Ilimits, and
lack of stable markets all contribute to Tfarm debt
problems. Recent efforts to assist some farmers with
moratoriums on debt payments have been of limited
success in providing Tfinancial stability over the long
term. Interest accrual during moratoriums appears to

only delay problems for producers.

The major problem we face 1in Alaska today 1is whether or
not the individual farmer can survive in the short
term. The federal government, as noted above, has taken
steps to assist Tfarmers on 1 national  Dbasis. These
programs are generally not relevant for Alaskan farmers
because of a lack of FmHA lending in the State. The
need for a longer-term, debt-management program,
intended to assist Alaskan farmers through current
difficulties in handling the large debt obligations, has
become obvious. A system to provide assistance to all
producers who have been encouraged through state
programs is needed. It should also not require major
appropriations but should apply equally to all producer

segments of the industry to enhance its general



owner or new producers would be available. This type of
action would provide productive land to producers at

land costs compatible with expected returns.

Action: Enact legislation to develop a production

credit program available statewide.

Action: Investigate methods of restructuring farm debt
loads through partial releases, reduced farm
parcel size, and lease pr~ferences on land

returned to the State by current owners.

Action: Allow the combining and splitting of agricul—
tural tracts and provide for farmsteads on
resulting tracts. Allowing farms to be
combined or split would allow market forces and
individual farmers to determine the optimum
farm size. This may be accomplished admini—

stratively or through legislation.

Issue - Lack of market development. Markets  for
agricultural commodities produced in Alaska are
relatively underdeveloped 1in terms of market access and
availability cf marketing infrastructure. While the
potential 1in-state markets are large, gaining access to

these markets 1is difficult.

The actions described below are intended to promote
Alaska-grown commodities, provide marketing assistance
to Alaskan farmers, and provide needed regulations to

protect local producers.



Action: Transfer state-owned vrailroad hopper cars fronm
DNR to the Alaska Railroad for uses beneficial
to Alaska agriculture. An agreement between

the Alaska Railroad and DNR 1is required for car

transfer.
Action Write, review, and adopt fertilizer regula—
tions. This is a consumer protection measure

to ensure that fertilizers sold in
actually contain the nutrients Jlisted on the
bag label. Fertilizer regulations are being

developed by DNR.

Action: Enact legislation for a grain warehousing
control. This legislation would allow for the
development of regulations to protect a

farmer®s financial interest 1in grain stored in

off-farm warehouse.

Issue - Confusion in land tenure requirements. Farmers
have been concerned that the agricultural land title
they receive from the state allows for administrative
taking of their land under certain conditions. Farmers
also feel that there is confusion among the land title
statutes, patent language, regulations, and that current
patent Jlanguage hinders their ability to obtain home
mortgages. These actions should resolve the title
difficulties.

Action: Draft new language Tfor agricultural patents to

conform to statutes. Patent would make <clear



Action:

Action:

Action:

Increase ARLF capitalization to meet financing
needs. Because it 1is difficult for new farmers
to obtain loans from private banks, the State
has financed farm development. Without
necessary funding, agricultural activity will
not grow as expected, and production goals will

not be met.

Enact legislation to allow for Jland-clearing
loan payments from Delta I, Delta Il, and Point
MacKenzie to return to the ARLF and not the
general fund. These appropriations, totaling
317,150,000, were made iIn previous years to
the Agricultural Action Council and were not a
part of ARLF funding. The loans have now been
transferred to the ARLF, but without Ilegisla—
tive action will not revolve as do all other
ARLF funds. Currently, these loan repayments
plus interest accrual over the next 30 to 40
years return to the general fund. Without
legislation, existing ARLF funds would be
required for 1land clearing and unavailable for
other purposes. Legislative action 1is required

to provide for a revolving land-clearing fund.

Provide greater contact between examiners and
borrowers. In order to monitor the financial
progress of its borrowers, close contact needs
to be maintained between borrowers and
examiners. Increased producer education

programs through the Cooperative Extension



would ensure there 1is no duplication of effort
and would 1identify where joint efforts could

improve efficiency.

Action: Provide for increased coordination among the
Division of Agriculture, the Cooperative
Extension Service (CES), and the Agricultural
and Forestry Experiment Station (AFES).
Coordination would be provided by regular
contact among the leadership of these organiza-—
tions and possibly by the combining of CES and
AFES 1into one unit. These actions are intended
to insure that needed research 1is conducted and
research results are provided to farmers.
Combining University research and extension

functions would require University action.

Issue - Lack of adequate federal involvement in Alaskan
agriculture. The federal government provides support to
U.S. agriculture through programs of the United States
Department of Agriculture. Many of these programs have
been unavailable or little used in Alaska. Alaska
should encourage the federal government to continue and
improve its agricultural programs in Alaska and provide
support equivalent to those available to other American

farmers.

Action: Encourage Agriculture Research Service (ARS)
activity in Alaska through maintaining or
expanding existing programs. In recent years,

ARS has been reducing st cf in Alaska. This



These market shares can be converted to actual quantities of

production. By multiplying quantities produced by commodity
prices, estimates of gross returns for agricultural
production can be developed. These returns <can then be

compared with the State investment required to stimulate

this level of production.

The principal gain with 1increased agricultural activity in
Alaska would be through a decrease 1in the flow of dollars to
out-of-state suppliers. The more dollars remaining in
Alaska, the more the in-state economy will be stimulated.
The increased dollar -flow within Alaska is relatively
unencumbered since Alaska has not established restraint-of-
trade regulations or limitations on food products or farm
inputs from outside Alaska. The consumer subsidies utilised
by producers in most other areas of U.s. production
generally do not apply to the expanding Alaska production

commod ities.

Land Requirements

To meet the production goals (see Table 2, pg 7, this
report), approximately 150,000 acres planted in crops are
required. However, total farmland ...ust be greater than the
actual acres planted to provide for fallow land, buildings,
wood lets, and other farm-related, non-crop Uuses. Since
production 1is expected on only about 65 percent of the Iland
or. farms, approximately 227 ,000 acres of farmland are needed
(Table 3). Current private farm holaings total approxi—
mately 204,500 acres (Table 3). An additional 22,500 acres

are required to meet 1990 goals.



TABLE 4
ESTIMATED RECEIPTS FOR SELECTED AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

1983 - FY 84 1984 - FY 85 1905 - FY 86 1986 - FY 87
Qjantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value

Commodity3 Unit Actual Projected Projected Projected
(000) (000) (000) (000)
Barley tons 0,700 1,218 12,500 1,600 21,100 2,532 29,700 3,564
May & Silacjo tons 35,500 4,526 44,700 5,587 47,600 5,950 54,400 6,800
Milk cwt 135,000 3,082 139,000 2,804 219,000 4,380 299,000 5,980
Beef Ibs 835,000 999 1,000,000 1,080 3,365,000 3,634 4,630,000 5,000
Pork Ibs 899,000 899 1,000,000 1,000 3,599,000 3,599 4,949,000 4,949
Lamb Ibs 21,000 10 39,300 53 57,600 78 75,900 102
Egcjs doz 1,300,000 1,547 1,133,000 963 2,355,000 2,001 2,882,500 2,450
Potatoes cwt 118,000 2,124 122,700 2,208 127,400 2,293 132,100 2,377
lettuce cwt 14,400 436 15,125 455 15,050 477 16,575 498
Cabbage cwt 3,550 81 4,185 95 4,820 109 5,455 124
"Total Value 14,930 15,925 25,053 31,844

a Comnodily prices Croin 1984 to J990: Barley 5120/ton, hay 5125/ton, milk $20/cwt, beef
$.108/cwt, pork 5100/cwt, lamb 5135/ewt, cgys 5.65/doz, potatoes $18/cwt, lettuce $30/cwt,
cal&age $22.80/cwt. Meat prices are on a carcass basis. *



multiplied by the five-year average price as reported in the
Alaska Agriculture Market Report, or if not available, by
the 1983 valuesfor Alaska commodities as reported in the

Alaska Agricultural Statistics to estimate cash receipts.

There are, of course, extreme problems in forecasting Tfuture

economic activity. Economists have developed many models to
generate these forecasts. Some are simple, while others are
sophisticated econometric 1inventions. The ability of any
model, no matter how complex, to predict the future is
limited. This 1is well known, as evidenced by our struggles

to predict Alaska oil revenues.

The model usedto predict Ffuture receipts was simple.
Nevertheless, it 1is based on realistic assumptions and the

results are achievable. The two primary assumptions were:

0 Producing for in-state markets provides the best

chance for profit for a developing agriculture;

0 Increased production will grow fastest for those
commodities that have the largest potential market
and the greatest potential for providing net

benefits to the Tfarmer.

Annual receipts are estimated to grow to approximately $60

million by 1990. This 1is an 1increase of about $45 million
over 1963. In fact, receipts would be greater since only
selected commodities are Jlisted 1in Table 4. Receipts for

such 1i1tems as greenhouse production, reindeer, fur, honey,

and berries are not provided. Also the estimated receipts



As noted in Table 6, the additional state funding'require—

ments exceed additional, annual agricultural receipts
through FY  88. Beyond that year, additional receipts
outweigh additional expenditures. The total new receipts

between FY 84 and FY 91 are projected to amount to
approximately $164 million.

TABLE 6
ADDITIONAL STATE INVESTMENT AND
ADDED AGRICULTURAL RECEIPTS
(Millions of Dollars)

Additional Change in Receipts jSummulat ive
Year State Investment Over Previous Year Change3
FY 85 .995 .995
FY 86 12.165 9.128 10.123
FY 87 14.275 6.791 16.914
FY 88 1.155 6. 791 23.705
FY 89 .170 6.792 30. 497
FY 90 .270 6.792 37.289
FY 91 .300 6.888 44177
TOTAL 28 .450 44 177 163.700

a Each year®s gain 1is added to the previous year®"s receipts
in order to show the total gain over FY 84.

Employment

In addition to providing additional income, achieving the
projected level of production would <create new jJobs in
Alaska. The number of additional workers needed has been
estimated for 1990 (Table 7). Tne calculations of the
number of Jjobs is based on USDA production vreports for

various farm enterprises. These jobs will be primarily



IX. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Alaska®s agriculture has achieved remarkable growth in the
recent past. New farms are being developed and agricultural

receipts are growing.

The balance sheet (Table 8) for Alaska agriculture shows an
expanding agricultural sector. The number of producing
farms in Alaska grew by 100 from 360 1in 1979 to 460 in
1983. Assets totaled $185.9 million in 1983, compared with
$160.3 million in 1979. Equity stood at $140.5 million in

1983. Alaska farmers have invested heavily in their farms.

Investment in Alaska agriculture 1is actually larger since
only producing farms are included in the balance sheet. The
assets for new farms that have not reached the production
stage are not counted. Businesses that support the

agriculture sector are also not included.

With the development of new farms 1in Alaska, farm debt has
also increased as new farmers attempt to develop their
operations. Debt was estimated at $45.2 million 1in 1983 for
producing farms. This 1is the immediate <critical problen
facing agriculture 1in Alaska. <« A solution to the problem of
high debt for beginning farmers needs to be found if

continued growth 1is to be expected.

Alaska agriculture 1is at a critical juncture. Gains nave
been made. New economic activity has been generated.
Returns to previous State 1investment are occurring and will

continue to accrue through time. With some additional State



investment and solution to current debt problems,
projections of increased receipts and additional economic
activity are achievable. As a result, new jJobs can be
created and the Alaska economy strengthened.
TABLE 8
BALANCE SHEET FOR ALASKA AGRICULTURE
Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
NUMBER OF FARMS 360 370 390 420 460a
Millions of Dollars
ASSETS
Total Farm Assets 160.3 169.0 170.7 178.0 185.8
real estate 104.3 106.7 108.3 107.9 103.5
livestock & poultry 4.1 4.7 4.7 5.5 6.0
machinery & motor
vehicles 8.0 9.3 10.4 11.8 12.0
crops 2.8 2.8 2.5 2.3 2.0
household equipment
& furnishings 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.4 3.7
deposits & currency 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.7 4.8
U.S. savings bonds 1 1 1 1 1
investment in
cooperatives 34.2 38.4 39.8 44.7 55.7
CLAIMS
Total Farm Debt 10.2 15.8 29 .8 42.0 45.2
real estate debt 8.8 14.0 27 .5 18.9 27.3
non-real estate debt 1.4 1.8 2.3 23.1 18 .0
CCC Iloans 0 0 0 0 0
EQUITY 1SO. 1 153.1 140 .9 136.1 140 .5
a preliminary
Source: Economic Research Service, United States Department
of Agriculture
- 37 -
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Offered: 3/20/85

Referred: Finance
Original sponsor: Coghill
1 IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
2 CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 40 (Resources)
3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
4 FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
5 A BILL
6 For an Act entitled: "An Act allowing agricultural production credits; and
7 providing for an effective date."”

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

9 * Section 1. AS 03.05 is amended bf adding a new section to read:

10 Sec. 03.05.015. AGRICULTURA1, PRODUCTION CREDITS. (a) The
11 commissioner of natural resources shall establish a program of agri-
12 cultural production ere-".its to be applied against interest due on
13 agricultural loans made under this title and AS 44 and interest due on
14 the sale of agricultural 1land under AS 38.05. The credits shall be
15 based on agricultural products grown or raised in the state.

16 (b) The annual credit for the years 1984 - 1988 1is 20 percent of
17 the total sales as documented by the farmer on Internal Revenue Ser-
18 vice Schedule F (form 1040). The portion of total sales as documented
19 by the farmer on Internal Revenue Service Schedule F (form 1040) that
20 may be claimed as a credit under this section for 1989 and each subse-
21 quent year shall decrease by two percentage points each year.

22 (c) A credit granted under this section may not be transferred.
23 * Sec. 2. AS 03.05.015 is repealed December 31, 1994.

24 * Sac. 3. This Act takes effect immediately in accordancewith AS 01.-

25 10.070(c).

-1- CSSB 40 (Res)
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Introduced: 1/14/85
Referred: Resources
and Finance

IN THE SENATE BY COGHILL
SENATE BILL NO. 40
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act establishing an agricultural product incen—
tive program."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 38.05 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 38.05.064. AGRICULTURAL PRODUCT INCENTIVE PROGRAM. (a)
The director shall establish an agricultural product incentive progranm
to credit agricultural land purchasers on the basis of agricultural
production. The credit may be based only on the production of grains,
dairy products, and livestock on agricultural land purchased wunder
this chapter.

(b) The amount of the credit shall be determined by the direc—
tor, based on the Seattle price of the product credited, minus the
freight cost to the production location.

(c) The credit may be applied only against principal due on a

sale of agricultural 1land made under this chapter.

-1- SB 40



COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
FURTHER: "~ Tmce”™)
1/14/85
Date J|j
Mr. President
The Committee on RESOURCES considered SB 40

establishing an agricultural product incentive program,

and

I\/I L}

L1

(-"--majHordrt-y-e-f- the— committee-)- (the committee) reports it back with
-the-£allowing--recommenda t-i-ons } J,0?/0/0 a j/i-tic <

do pass

do pass with attached amendment(s)

replace with/or adopt CS for S $ H O ( P-tt3i

new titlf

same title and recommends

and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT" [ ] NEW FISCAL NOTE
reports it back without recommendation

recommends referral to Committee

| MEMBERS HAVING
OTHERMRECOMMENDATIONS

s?U/

| Chairman O

f

Chairman gecommendation—



ANALYSIS FOR SENATE BILL 43

An Act establishing a Legislative Research Agency Division
within the Legislative Affairs Agency

This bill establishes a Legislative Research Agency to
provide "non-partisan and objective research™ to both the
House and the Senate.

Under current policy, the House Research Agency provides this
support to the House of Representatives and the Senate
Advisory Council provides this support to the Senate. The
Rural Research Agency provides it to either body.

Presumably, this bill would combine the efforts all three
organizations into one body.

Enclosed in your packet is a memo from the Representative
Fuller, Chairman of the Legislative Council, which outlines
the creation of a single Research Agency. Essentially,
current House Research staff would be retained and Senate
Advisory staff terminated. However, they could apply for the
new positions created in the Legislative Research Agency.

The fiscal note from the Legislative Affairs Agency estimates
a savings of $10,800 in FY 85 and $93,800 in FY 86 because
the Senate Advisory Council Executive Director position is
currently vacant and would remain so. Further savings would
depend upon the size and compostion of the resulting staff
which would have to be determined by the Leadership.

As originally introduced, Senate Bill 43 also created a
permanent interim committee to set policies for the
Legislative Research Agency. That committee would consist of
the President of the Senate, Speaker of the House, Minority
Leaders of each body and the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of
the Legislative Council. That section was deleted in the
Judiciary CS.



COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
FURTHER: FINANCE
1/14/85
Date February 7. 1985
Mr. President
The Committee on JUDICIAPVY considered SB 43

establishing a Legislative Research Agency; efd.
and (a/majority of~.the committee) (the committee) reports it back with
the follawing_jrecommendations:

] do pass

] do pass with attached amendment(s)

jd Qreplacetwith/or adopt f csTor Senate Bill No. 43 (Judiciary)
"new title

] s~ame- title and recommends
] and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT" ; >4 NEW FISCAL NOTE
] reports it back without recommendation
] recommends referral to Committee
EMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

"Chairman recommendation



COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
FURTHER:
178/85
Date
Mr. President
The Committee on FINANCE considered
tabliSrhing = Legislative Rectiareh .

and (a majority of the committee) (the committee) reports it back with
the following recommendations:

1 do pass
] do pass with attached amendment(s)
r replace with/or adopt CS for
1 new title
] same title and recommends
] and attached a "LETTER OF INTENT" [N\]- NEW FISCAL NOTE
reports it back without recommendation -
] recommends referral to Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
AT
ros
I
Chairman

Chairman recommendation



STATE OF ALASKA 1985 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE
Revision Date: 4/4/85

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL ) ) )
Bill/Resolution No.: CSSB 43 (Judhgenc.y Affected: Legislative Affairs Agency
Title: -Es.tab.lishing a Program Category Affected:
Legislative Research Agency.; efd. ; General Government
Sponsor:___ Senator Rodey BRU, Program or Subprogram(s) Affected:
Requestor :“ena_te. quan%g— .C.Qinmitte.e- Senate Advisory Council
Date of Request: House Research Agency

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 8b Fy 8/ FY 88 FY 89 FY 90

OPERATING
LI XrPERSONArSERV rCES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
"0 SUPPLIES
500 EQUIPVENT
600 LA\D & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAINS
900 MSCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0-

c capital -L-

t REVENUE

(Thousands of Dollars)

FUNDINE{'\& ars) _

JThER
TOTAL

enrPTme"
"ART-TIVE
TBVPCRARY

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page if necessary

Prepared By:  JLan—EaUcs, Pn-rhairirian [- Phone: 465-4523
Division: —Ri*nare-Finajmp Gnmmitfee Q Date: 4/4/85
Approved by Commissioner: Date:

Agency:

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Regrastor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) 7/1/84
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Offered: 2/3/85
Referred: Finance

Original sponsors:

IN THE SENATE

Rodey, Sturgulewski,
V.Fischer, et al

BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. A3 (Judiciary)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act establishing a Legislative Research Division

within the Legislative Affairs Agency;

for an effective date.”

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

* Section 1.

and providing

AS 2A .20 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 2A.20.071. LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH DIVISION.

lished within

staff with a

There is estab-

the Legislative Affairs Agency a permanent research

research director, to be known as the

Legislative Re-

search Division. The establishment of the agency recognizes the need

for nonpartisan, objective research to support the legislature in its

decision making. The research director 1is appointed by the Executive

Director of the Agency.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately 1in accordance with AS 01.-

="t 070(c).

CSSB A3(Jud)



STATE OF ALASKA 1985 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL.NOTE

Revision Date:

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL
8iii/Resolution No.; SB No. 43 Agency Affected: Legislative Affairs
Ti tle: An Act establishing a Legislative Program Category Affected
Research Agency, eff. date General Government
Sponsor:  Senator Patrick Rodey BRU, Program or SuDprogram(s) Affected:
Requestor: Senator Patrick Rodey Senate Advisory Council
Date of Request:  1/21/85 House Research Agency
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars!
rToD | FY tio | FY d/ | FY do | FY 89 FY 90
OPERATING .
luu rcnauNAL icr.VICio .45 g ©5.8 % % L
%% 0 480 1 1 1
20.0 0.0 1 1 1
«{D) SUPPLIES O -0-1 1 1 1
N s 120 -0-1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1
700 CRANTS, CLAING 1 1 ; i 1
300 MSCELLANEQUS 1 1 1 1 1
TOTAL OPERATING 1 <io.8 1 <938 1 1 I *
Lmp ViML
C REVENUE
FCLrJ]glRILNGd_U (Thousands of Dollars!
L 1L <108 1 <93.8 1 | 1
FEDERAL RUNDS 1 1 1 1
TOTAL 1 1 |
POSITIONS:
uLe- luec 1
"ART-TIME ] 1
TEMPORARY 1 In

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page if necessary

If a Legislative Research Agency is formed by merging the existing House Research Agency
and the Senate Advisory Council, there would be a cost savings of approximately $10.8
in FY 85 and $93.8 in FY 8. The director position is currently vacant at Senate Advisory
Council. If the position remains vacant after the merger, it accounts for the cost savings
in personal services. If other vacancies occur in personal services, this would mean
additional savings or less funding necessary for FY 8. Costs in the merger would be
for moving, office space consolidation, and a neg)phone sysien

Prepared By: Pamela a. Caihoon, Manager /@/ QW (< U J "Rhone: 465-3850

Division:  Administratives Services , Date: 1/22/85

Approved by Dep. Exec. Director-i isner Date: 1/22/85
Agency: Legislative Affairs Agency

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) 7/1/BA
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Introduced: 1/14/85

Referred: Judiciary and
Finance
BY RODEY, STURGULEWSKI,
V .FISCKER, KELLY, FAIRS,
IN THE SENATE JOSEPHSON AND KERTTULA

SENATE BILL NO. 43

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act establishing a Legislative Research Agency;

and providing for an effective date."

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

*

* Section 1. AS 24.20 1is amended by adding a new sectionto read:
ARTICLE 5. LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH AGENCY.

Sec. 24.20.575. LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH AGENCY. (a) There is
established a permanent research staff with a research director, to be
known as the Legislative Research Agency. The establishment of the
agency recognizes the need for nonpartisan, objective research to
support the legislature in its decision making.

(b) A permanent interim committee is established to set policies
for the agency. The committee consists of the president of the
senate, the speaker of the house, the minority leader of the senate,
the minority leader of the house, and the chair and vice-chair of the
Legislative Council. It a presiding officer 1is chair or vice-chair of
the Legislative Council, another member of the Legislative Council
from that house shall be appointed by the presiding officer as a
member of the committee.

(c) The director and members of the professional and clerical
staff may not join or support a partisan political organization. This
prohibition does not prevent the director or members of the staff fronm
joining social organizations, expressing private opinion, registering
as to party, or voting.

Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with



1

AS 01.10.070(c).

S3 43



flasks Jiiaie ~“~slafcurs

House of Representatives

Pouch V.
Official Btuiceu ke
MEMORANDUM
To: Senacor Halford

Senaca Majority Leader

FROM: Rep. Jack Fuller )
Chairman, Legislative Council

DATE: January 11, 1985

Attached is Che proposal for a joint House and Senate
Research Agency which we discusSed.

Please look it over at your convenience. If_the proposal
meets with the approval” of the Senate govemm%ubody, 1
va/?g&tjlssbglaoﬁappy 10 arrange a joint meeting for Turther



Proposal for Creation of a Legislative Research Agency

The creation_of a single research agency 0 serve both houses of the
Alaska_ Legislaturewould involve three najor ohangesfmn the current
situation |n Wnlch Sﬁrate agencies sene HouseandSenate. The
changes wou Research Agency in the following ways:

= the agency would be kvwn as the Legislative Research Agency;

m of the would be expanded to include
govederr;(t;g%dym agen%/e Senate Minority Leader and
rarnking Senate member the Legislative Council; and

- meagencymuldacoet uests from Senators as well as from
members” of meHousepRggresentatlves

The_Legislative Research Agency would begin operations under the fol—
loving conditions:

- m all staff of House Research Agency would be retained in
their current gltlons

= oddi tiomal staff would be added at the discretion of the director
of the agency;

- stafff of the Senate Advisory Council would be encouraged

for positions with the Legislative Research Agen?/
%I%I/ be supof fo tnh sane nLelgrm Unlrrt-mm.s-s isanlips i

the gereral public;

= research policies applicable to the House Research ..axy would
remain In effect except for language to reflect the expansion
of services to Senators (Swe attached);

ooﬂigeﬂcgrector;of the agency would report to the governing body

= cooperation with the Legislative Finance and Legal Services
grlﬁnsuons of the Legislative Affairs Agency would be encouraged;

= the current working arrangements (conceming payroll, accounting
and other adninistrative functions) with the Legislative Affairs
Agency would remain In effect.

January 10, 198S



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES RESEARCH AGENCY

The House _ of Representatlves Researcn Agency performs  factel and

poll -oriented research u uestofrrerrbersofﬂel—kme A

are, first served' rule is gyldlng principle in handling
requests. Anong the services availablé are:

= |sse analysis providi interstate comparisons, background
and/or othg? m1%nmt|0tqg on specific topics;

=Research support © legislative comittees and personal  staff
(including access 1t e agency™s library);

=Critiques of reports, studies and bills affecting public
policy and progrars;

=Progran evaluation of State and State-supported prograns;

=Tracking _of _legislation, including historical = searches m
pﬁ% Ieglslatlve action and reportS on the inplementation of

-Aﬂaaﬁl-sag federal legislation and regulations affecting

=Fomal solicitation and evaluation of contract proposals ad
monrtoring of contractual research.

In addltlon  te above servuoes represemstlves edoroposals
for major research ! on  projects aulhorlz
agency’s goveming oonm is pe rmed betiieen legislative Se$|ons"

All work performed by the |s undertaken_upon the request of
representatives and not upon |n|t|at|ve Work assa%nments
are made by the agenc,y dlrector requests may he

orally or inwriti rmberofﬁestaff The names of requesting
Iegls ators are dIVU ged wnhout the islator™s prior approval.

Iegls ator auﬁncqgjes its rellS mﬁlc util “the  requesting

I adn oA tstarff G(f:faslsisamof a director, eight Ieglflatlve
ana an inistrative officer a Sec Agency policy_is
the dlrector in oonsultatlon with the ga\mt/grymg oMb ttee. The

of the randMlnorlty Leaderofﬁei—kme
and 1he rarklng tremer of the Legislative Council.

August 1984



HOUSE RESEARCH AGENCY
RESEARCH POLICIES

The House Research will perform_research onl the

of memDers of the I-blmxse of RepresentaIoe ttives Gr_upon yﬂ”emreoam\ermreq%?gnt
of thedirector and the approval of the ming comittee?] Research
requests will be addressed in order of sequence of their receipt.

Research requests that the Agency may not accept are:
=research directly related toa legislator’s personal business:

=researchthat directly berefits a legislator™s_cavpaign  for re-
election, e.g., analysis of an opponent s voting record or prior
'S \Oting returms. However, research that br indirectly

r ated 0 2 cama afg] such as evaluation_of a reapportiommerit
plgwfo ?n%d analysis issles that arise during a canpaign may bt
pel

-Ee%aarch that entails investigations Into a citizens persomal
i

A legislator who requests seeming t© meet the criteria above
andeg refused by L

director appeal the director™s decision
to the goveming ommfl@w s

Research requests that l%notbeaooeptedwnhout1heaqopr0valafihe
governing committee incll

=research that, If performed, would constitute a signi ficant vari—
ance from the “first core, first senved” rule;

that would require a significant, pe

=research roeentage  of total
staff tire or funding available during a given calendar period,
in the director™s Jt%rent

All requests taken or_refused and_all research pel

rformed by the Agency
will be treated confidentially within the Agmcy with te following
exceptions:

=the requesting legislator explicitly gives permission t use his
nane in sollcr:?tlr%] informat el)gw or tt)J/r% easepe the research product
prepared for him; and

-%ncy research staff seek assistance on or refer_requests
Legislative Affairs Agency, Division of Legal Services, or

 the Legislative. Finance or Audit Divisions, which are also

bound by oorrﬁdentlallty rﬁjles |I tlo those of ﬁm
Researcn Agency.  Conversely, islative reqmt r
maﬁmes  the I-k%/usea%seaergch Agency will be treated

-



In addition to the namre of the reguesting Ieglslator the intended _use
ofﬁemrm;andfactorsmatrmptedﬂereq (e.g aconstlm—
ent’s letter) nay notberevealed In some_ instances thenalureof
the research req telf may not be revealed. in soficiting informa—
tion o fulfill te rem%t if. such confidentiality Is wartanted, in
the director”s or reguesting legislator’s judgrent.

In the event that two or more similar requests for research are taken.
Agency staff will ask permlsslon of each requestlng Ieglslator 0 share
hlsnareardrequest mﬂ“eomerrequeste for” purposes of consoli—
dation of the research effort and expedited transmittal of the research
t all requesting legislators.

latjons staff of the confidential rules constitute ciuse
e eniality fufe o

Aggregated statistics of research requests may e released o tike public.

January 1932



