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SPONSOR STATEMENT HB 191 -  “An A ct establishing a state department o f  
agriculture and fo o d  and relating to its powers and duties; relating to the powers and duties o f  
the Department o f  Environmental Conservations and the Department o f  Natural Resources;

and providing fo r  an effective date. ”

HB 191 was introduced at the request of the state-wide Alaska Farm Bureau. HB 191 establishes a new 
state Department of Agriculture and Food with the intent of using the current Division of Agriculture’s 
budget. Currently, statutes and regulations that govern food, food products, land sales, loans, land 
development, and animals are spread between the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the 
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). HB 191 is an effort to stream-line government by 
bringing agriculture and agricultural foods products under the purview of one department.

A Department of Agriculture would allow for a singular focus that would enhance agriculture and food 
security in Alaska. Agricultural policy has been inconsistent and prone to changes with new 
administrations, retirements, or economic changes. This ever-changing policy has hampered the 
development of a strong agricultural economy.

In 1974, Governor Hammond stated that “the state needed a renewable resource economic base to sustain 
Alaska after the oil was depleted.” In 1976, Governor Hammond in an effort to develop renewable 
sources in the state established the following goals:

• Broaden the economic base of the state through agriculture production;
• Stabilize real food cost by increasing local food;
• Provided alternative job opportunities through expanded agriculture;
• Improve rural life by developing an economic base through agriculture.

Today people want to know where their food is coming from, they want to feel the security of having a 
farmer growing and storing food close by, they want to be at the farmers market on Saturday buying food 
from their neighbor.

Under a Department of Agriculture farming can expand to meet the needs of Alaska’s residents, providing 
meat, milk, vegetables and grains for the table. Alaska’s biomass can be used to heat homes and power 
cars, and fiber can be used to manufacture goods. Agriculture is a renewable resource that provides 
independence and industry into the future for the State of Alaska.

E -M a il:  R e p re s e n ta t iv e .S te v e .T h o m p s o n (5 ) le g is .s ta te .a k .u s  
Website: www.akrepublicaris.org/thompson/
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HB 191 -  “An A ct establishing a state department o f  agriculture and fo o d  and relating to its 
powers and duties; relating to the powers and duties o f  the Department o f  Environmental 

Conservations and the Department o f  Natural Resources; and providing fo r  an effective date. ”

Sec. 1, 2 &  3. Set forth the powers and duties o f the Commissioner o f the Department o f 
Agriculture and Food and exempts retail food establishments from the department’s purview.

Sec. 4. Defines “commissioner” and “department” in AS 03.05.011

Sec. 5. States those powers over fish and fisheries products remain under the auspices o f  the 
Department o f Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 6. Puts the appointment o f the state veterinarian under the purview o f the Commissioner of 
Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 7. Puts the appointment o f  the state coordinator for noxious weed, invasive plant, and 
agricultural pest management under the powers o f the Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 8. Gives the power o f inspection to the Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food with 
exceptions.

Sec. 9. Puts forth that the Commissioner o f  Agriculture and Food has jurisdiction over 
agricultural products and animals except for fish and fish products and that the Commissioner o f 
DEC has jurisdiction over retail food establishments, fish or fisheries products and 
establishments.

Sec. 10. Puts elk farming, licensing and elk farm inspections under the powers o f the new 
Department o f Agriculture.

Sec. 1 1 .  States that the Commissioner of the Department o f Agriculture and Food shall provide 
the Department o f  Fish and Game with copies o f elk farming applications and licenses.
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Sec. 12 . Fencing standards for elk shall be established under the Department o f  Agriculture and 
Food.

Sec. 13 . Puts the power to regulate elk farming in the Department o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 14. Sets forth criminal penalties for violations o f regulations under this chapter made by the 
Departments o f Agriculture and Food and Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 15 . Sets forth civil fines for violations o f quarantines or embargos made by the 
Departments o f Agriculture and Food and Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 16. States that the Department o f Agriculture, the Department o f Environmental 
Conservation or a court may impose civil fines authorized by this chapter.

Sec. 17 . Redefines “animal” to exclude fish or fisheries products.

Sec. 18. Adds new definitions to this chapter, to include “commissioner”, “department”, and 
“retail food establishment.”

Sec. 19. States that the Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food shall appoint the director o f the 
Board o f Agriculture and Conservation to oversee the daily operations o f the agricultural 
revolving loan fund (ARLF).

Sec. 20. The Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food shall set the regulations for disposal o f 
property acquired by the ARLF to ensure that the property is disposed o f as so to maximize the 
return to the state.

Sec. 2 1  - 23. Amends definitions to conform to the Department o f Agriculture

Sec. 24 - 26. Puts the plant materials center under the purview o f the Department o f Agriculture 
and Food and the University o f  Alaska.

Sec. 27. Judicial orders concerning livestock districts must be served upon the Commissioner of 
the Department o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 28. Instructs that a brand or mark that identifies ownership o f livestock shall be recorded by 
the commissioner o f  Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 29. Defines that the commissioner in this chapter is the Commissioner o f  the Department o f 
Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 30 -  35. Puts beekeeping under the purview o f  the Department o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 36. Puts the care o f animals and the control o f  dogs under the powers o f  the Department o f 
Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 37. Puts organic food and agricultural products under the purview o f the Department o f 
Agriculture and Food.
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Sec. 38. Sets out the role o f the Department o f Agriculture and Food in assisting in the 
development and implementation in the farm-to-school program.

Sec. 39. Sets forth the powers and duties o f the Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 40. Sets forth the duties o f the Commissioner o f the Department o f Environmental 
Conservation to conform to the duties of the Department o f Agriculture.

Sec. 41. Puts the power to regulate food standards under the Department o f Agriculture and 
Food.

Sec. 42. Keeps the power to regulate fish and fish products under the Department o f 
Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 43 &  44. Put the duty to regulate hormone labeling in milk under the Department of 
Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 45. Separates out the responsibilities o f the Department o f Agriculture and the Department 
o f Conservation when it comes to tolerances for added poisonous ingredients.

Sec. 46. Puts misbranded food under the jurisdiction o f  the Department o f Agriculture and food 
and fish under the Department o f  Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 47 &  48. Separates the responsibilities for the sales and labeling o f frozen meat, fish, and 
poultry between the Department o f Agriculture Food and the Department o f Environmental 
Conservation.

Sec. 49. Changes the definition o f “retail food establishment” .

Sec. 50. Separates the responsibility for emergency permit controls between the Department o f 
Agriculture and Food and the Department o f  Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 5 1. Defines which department is responsible for suspension and reinstatements o f 
emergency permits.

Sec. 52, 53  &  54. Defines that the Department o f Environmental Conservation is responsible for 
seafood processing permits and plans o f operation, seafood product quality standards and seals, 
and seafood processing research.

Sec. 55 &  56. Separate out inspection and enforcement authority between the Department o f 
Agriculture and Food and the Department o f  Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 57. Allows the Department o f Agriculture and Food to adopt regulations for efficient 
enforcement o f its respective portions o f  this chapter.

Sec. 58. Allows the Commissioner of Environmental Conservation access to establishments 
where fish or fisheries products are manufactured.

Sec. 60. Grants the Department o f Agriculture and Food the ability to publish reports.
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Sec. 62. Grants the Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food the ability to disseminate 
information regarding agricultural food.

Sec. 63. Gives the Department o f Environmental Conservation the power to detain or embargo 
fish or fish products that are dangerous or fraudulent.

Sec. 64. Gives the Department o f Agriculture and Food the power to detain or embargo 
agricultural food that is adulterated or misbranded in a manner that is dangerous or fraudulent.

Sec. 65. Adds the Department o f Agriculture and Food to the departments that can petition for 
condemnation o f a food.

Sec. 66. Allows the Department o f Agriculture and Food to destroy adulterated or misbranded 
goods under its purview.

Sec. 67. Gives the Department o f Agriculture the oversight o f relabeling o f misbranded food 
items under the department’s purview.

Sec. 68. Gives the Department o f Agricultural and Food the oversight o f  destruction o f  
contaminated food items under the department’s purview.

Sec. 69. Gives the Department o f Agriculture and Food the ability to apply to the superior court 
for injunctions against person’s violating provisions o f this chapter.

Sec. 70. Conforming provision.

Sec. 7 1. Grants the Department o f Agriculture and Food the power to enforce the provisions o f 
this chapter.

Sec. 72. States that the Department o f  Agriculture and Food has the power to impose civil fines 
for serious violations o f  this chapter.

Sec. 73. States that nothing in this chapter requires the Department o f Agriculture and Food to 
report minor violations.

Sec. 74. States that the Attorney General is to prosecute violations reported by the Department 
o f  Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 75. Amends definitions to conform to the new Department o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 76 - 82. Conforming amendments to include the new Department o f Agriculture and Food. 

Sec. 83. Defines the powers o f the Department o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 84. Conforming amendment

Sec. 61. Grants the D epartm ent o f  Environm ental Conservation the ability to publish reports.
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Sec. 85. Adds the Department o f  Agriculture and Food with reference to the Alaska grain 
reserve program to the list under the Administrative Procedure Act.

Sec. 86. Repealers

Sec. 87 Gives the Department o f Agriculture and Food the ability to adopt, amend, and repeal 
regulations as necessary.

Sec. 88 &  89. Effective dates.
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Sec. 1. Amends AS 03.05.010, which deals with agriculture and food. Changes the responsible 
commissioner to the commissioner o f agriculture and food (see new AS 03.05.100(5) in sec. 18). 
Adds some responsibilities to the list, including establishing a food security program. Exempts 
retail food establishments and fish or fisheries product establishments from coverage o f (b).

Sec.2. Amends AS 03.05.011(a), which relates to certain powers over animals and animal 
products. Exempts retail food establishments from its coverage.

Sec. 3. Amends AS 03.05.011(b) which relates to certain powers over animals and animal 
products. Exempts retail food establishments from its coverage.

Sec. 4. Amends AS 03.05.011(e) to change the commissioner and department responsible for 
AS 03.05.011 to the commissioner of agriculture and food and the Department o f Agriculture 
and Food (DOAF).

Sec. 5. Adds the new section AS 03.05.012, which provides powers over fish and fisheries 
products. Establishes the commissioner o f environmental conservation and the Department o f 
Environmental Conservation (DEC) as the responsible commissioner and department for this 
section.

Sec. 6. Amends AS 03.05.013 to change DOAF (based on the new definition in bill sec. 18) the 
commissioner and department are responsible for appointing or employing the state veterinarian 
for animal products over which DOAF has jurisdiction.

Sec. 7. Amends AS 03.05.027(a) to change DOAF (based on the definition in bill sec. 18) the 
commissioner responsible for employing or appointing the state coordinator for noxious weed, 
invasive plant, and agricultural pest management.
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Sec. 8. Amends AS 03.05.040(b) gives the power o f inspection to the Commissioner o f 
Agriculture and Food to inspect agricultural products and animals, with exceptions for retail food 
establishments and fish or fisheries products to DEC.

Sec. 9. Amends AS 03.05.050(b). Establishes which commissioners are responsible for carrying 
out this section dealing with animals, animal products, and agricultural products that violate 
regulations and are public nuisances. Changes to DOAF the commissioner for agricultural 
products and animals, except fish and fisheries products. Changes the responsibility o f the 
commissioner o f DEC to retail food establishments, fish or fisheries products, and fish or 
fisheries products establishments.

Sec. 10. Amends AS 03.05.075(a) relating to elk farming, licensing and elk farm inspections 
under the powers o f  the new DOAF.

Sec. 11. Amends AS 03.05.075(b) relating to elk farming. Changing the responsible 
commissioner to the Commissioner o f the Department o f Agriculture and Food. The 
Commissioner o f DOAF shall provide the Department o f Fish and Game with copies o f elk 
farming applications and licenses.

Sec. 12 . Amends AS 03.05.075(d). Fencing standards for elk shall be established under the 
Department o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 13 . Amends AS 03.05.075(e) Putting the power to regulate elk farming in the Department 
o f  Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 14 . Amends AS 03.05.090(a) for criminal penalties for violations o f regulations under this 
chapter made by the Departments o f  Agriculture and Food and Department o f Natural Resources.

Sec. 15 . Amends AS 03.05.090(c) Setting forth civil fines for violations o f quarantines or 
embargos made by the Departments o f Agriculture and Food and Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 16. Amends AS 03.05.090(d) States that the Department o f Agriculture and Food, the 
Department o f Environmental Conservation or a court may impose civil fines authorized by this 
chapter.

Sec. 17 . Amends AS 03.05.090(d). Redefines “animal” to exclude fish or fisheries products.

Sec. 18. Amends AS 03.05.100. Adds new definitions to this chapter, to include “commissioner” 
and “department” as DOAF for the chapter. Also adds a definition o f “retail food establishment” 
for the chapter.

Sec. 19. Amends AS 03.09.020(a). To direct the Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food to 
appoint an employee o f  DOAF as the director o f the Board o f Agriculture and Conservation to 
oversee the daily operations o f the agricultural revolving loan fund (ARLF).

Sec. 20. Amends AS 03.10.050(g). The Commissioner o f Agriculture and Food shall set the 
regulations for disposal o f  property acquired by the Board o f Agriculture and Conservation to 
ensure that the property is disposed o f as so to maximize the return to the state.
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Sec. 2 1 . Amends AS 03.13.050 to make DOAF the department responsible for implementing the 
chapter relating to federal crop insurance contributions (AS 03.13)

Sec. 22. Amends AS 03.20.080 to define as DOAF the “commissioner” and “department” for 
the article relating to agriculture and industrial fairs (AS 03.30.010 -  03.20.080).

Sec. 23. Amends AS 03.20.100(e) to designate the DOAF as the lead department in the farm-to 
school program.

Sec. 24. Amends AS 03.22.010 to change the DOAF as the department responsible for 
establishing and maintaining the plant materials center.

Sec. 25. Amends AS 03.22.040 to make DOAF one o f the agencies that appoints the 
administrator o f the plant materials center.

Sec. 26. Adds sec. 03.22.100 to define “department” for AS 03.22, the plant materials center 
chapter, as DOAF.

Sec. 27. Amends AS 03.35.030 to identify the commissioner o f DOAF as the commissioner to 
whom a district judge sends a copy of an order related to the establishment, addition, elimination, 
or dissolution o f a controlled livestock district.

Sec. 28. Amends AS 03.40.030(a) to identify the commissioner o f DOAF as the commissioner 
to whom a person applies for a brand mark.

Sec. 29. Amends AS 03.40.270 to define “commissioner” in 03.40 as the Commissioner o f the 
Department o f Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 30. Amends AS 03.47.020 to make DOAF responsible for determining whether apiary 
inspectors are qualified.

Sec. 31- 35 makes DOAF the responsible department for bees and beekeeping.

Sec. 36. Amends AS 03.55.190 to put the care of animals under the DOAF.

Sec. 37. Adds sec. 03.58.090 to put organic food and agricultural products under the purview o f 
the Department o f  Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 38. Amends AS 14.07.020(a) Setting out the role o f the Department o f Agriculture and 
Food in assisting in the development and implementation in the farm-to-school program.

Sec. 39. Repeals and reenacts AS 17.20.005 to give to the commissioner o f DOAF the powers to 
regulate food except for fish and fisheries products.

Sec. 40. Adds sec. AS 1 7.20.007 Setting forth the duties o f  the Commissioner o f the Department 
o f Environmental Conservation to regulate fish and fisheries products (including seafood raising 
and processing) and to inspect retail food establishments.
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Sec. 4 1. Amends AS 17.20.010 to direct DOAF to adopt regulations relating to definitions and 
standards for agricultural food and to establish a mobile canned agricultural food inspection 
service.

Sec. 42. Adds a new subsection to AS 17.20.010, keeping the power to regulate fish and fish 
products under the Department o f Environmental Conservation and to establish a mobil canned 
nonagricultural food inspection service.

Sec. 43 &  44. Put the duty to regulate hormone labeling in milk under the Department of 
Agriculture and Food.

Sec. 45. Amends AS 17.20.030 to make changes to conform the section to the new division o f 
responsibilities between the departments.

Sec. 46. Amends AS 17.20.040(a) to make changes to conform the subsection to the new 
division o f  responsibilities between the departments. Also, makes stylistic and clarifying 
changes.

Sec. 47 & 48. Amends 17.20.044(b) and (C) Separating the responsibilities for the sales and 
labeling o f frozen meat, fish, and poultry between the Department o f  Agriculture Food and the 
Department of Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 49. Amends AS 17.20.049(b) to reference the moving o f the main part o f this definition of 
“retail food establishment” to the general definition o f “retail food establishment” for As 17.20 
(in AS 17.20.370).

Sec. 50. Amends AS 17.20.050 makes changes to conforming the responsibility for emergency 
permit controls between the Department o f Agriculture and Food and the Department of 
Environmental Conservation.

Sec. 51. Amends AS 17.20.060 to make changes to conform the section to the new division o f 
responsibilities between the departments.

Sec. 52  - 56. Amends AS 17.20.065-.072 to make changes to conform the section to the new 
division o f responsibilities between the departments.

Sec. 57. Amends AS 17.20.180 to allow the Department o f  Agriculture and Food to adopt 
regulations for efficient enforcement o f its respective portions o f this chapter.

Sec. 58. Amends AS 17.20.200(a) to limit the food covered in this subsection to fish and 
fisheries products over which DEC has responsibility.

Sec. 59. Amends AS 17.20.200 to add an inspection equivalent to subsection (a) to cover 
D O A F’s access and inspection authority.

Sec. 60. Amends AS 1 7.20.220(a), which relates to making reports about court actions, to add 
DOAF as a department that may issue reports.
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Sec. 61. Amends AS 17.20.220(b), which relates to dissemination o f information, to limit the 
food-related subjects to fish, fisheries products, and retail establishments to over which DEC has 
jurisdiction.

Sec. 62. Amends AS 17.20.220 to add information dissemination equivalent to subsection (a) to 
cover DOAF’s information dissemination authority.

Sec. 63. Amends As 17.20.230(a), which relates to the Department o f  Environmental 
Conservation’s power to detain or embargo fish or fish products that are dangerous or fraudulent.

Sec. 64. Amends AS 17.20.230 to give the Department o f Agriculture and Food the power to 
detain or embargo agricultural food that is adulterated or misbranded in a manner that is 
dangerous or fraudulent.

Sec. 65. Amends AS 17.20.240 Adding the Department o f Agriculture and Food to the 
departments that can petition for condemnation o f a food.

Sec. 66. Amends AS 17.20.240 to allow the Department o f Agriculture and Food to destroy 
adulterated or misbranded goods under its purview.

Sec. 67. Amends AS 17.20.260 gives the Department o f Agriculture the oversight o f relabeling 
o f  misbranded food items under the department’s purview.

Sec. 68. Amends AS 17.20.260 to gives the Department o f Agricultural and Food the oversight 
o f  destruction o f  contaminated food items under the department’s purview.

Sec. 69. Amends AS 17.20.290(b) Giving the Department o f Agriculture and Food the ability to 
apply to the superior court for injunctions against person’s violating provisions o f this chapter.

Sec. 70. Amends AS 17.20.290(b) , which relates to enforcement action taken on prohibited acts 
by DEC, to limit the food-related acts to fish, fisheries products, and retail food establishments.

Sec. 71. Amends AS 17.20.290 to add an enforcement action equivalent to subsection (b) to 
cover DOAF’s enforcement action authority.

Sec. 72. Amends AS 17.20.315(c) gives the Department o f Agriculture and Food the power to 
impose civil fines for serious violations o f this chapter.

Sec. 73. Amends AS 17.20.350, to state that nothing in this chapter requires the Department of 
Agriculture and Food to report minor violations.

Sec. 74. Amends AS 17.20.360 to make a change to conform the section to the new division o f 
responsibilities between the departments.

Sec. 75. Amends AS 17.20.370 to add definitions to AS 17.20 for “agricultural food” and 
“retail food establishments” .

Sec. 76. Amends AS 18.65.340(f) to make a conforming change.
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Sec. 77. Amends AS 37.05.146(c)(55) to include DOAF food inspection receipts in a specific 
category o f  program receipts and to reflect the change in the division o f responsibilities under 
AS 17.20.

Sec. 78. Amends AS 38.07.030(a), which relates to the clearing and draining o f agricultural 
land, to change the responsibility to DOAF.

Sec. 79. Amends AS 44.17.005 to list the new DOAF as a principal department o f  the state.

Sec. 80. Amends AS 44.27.020(a) to remove agriculture and soil conservation from DNR’s 
responsibility.

Sec. 81. Amends AS 44.46.020(a), which relates to DEC’s duties, to limit the application of 
certain provisions because DOAF will be performing some activities in the same general 
categories.

Sec. 82. Amends AS 44.46.025(a), which relates to DEC’s powers, to limit the application o f 
certain provisions to reflect DEC’s new food and animal related responsibilities under AS 03.05 
and AS 17.20.

Sec. 83. Adds a new chapter to establish the new DOAF department.

Section 44.48.010. Establishes the commissioner o f DOAF as the principal executive officer o f 
DOAF.

Sec. 44.48.020. Establishes the duties o f  the DOAF.

Sec. 44.48.030. Authorizes DOAF to establish reasonable fees for its services relating to 
DO AF’s responsibilities under AS 03 and AS 17.20. Prohibits DOAF from charging a fee for a 
service provided by a municipality under a delegation o f authority from the municipality. 
Prohibits DOAF from charging a fee for a service provided under AS 03.05 to a school.

Sec. 44.48.090. Defines a term for the new chapter.

Sec. 84. Amends AS 44.62.330(a)(16) to add DOAF to the agencies enforcing AS 17.20 and 
that are subject to the general administrative adjudication provisions o f AS 44.62.330 - 
44.62.630 (part o f the state’s Administrative Procedure Act).

Sec. 85. Amends AS 44.62.330(a)(34) to change to DOAF the agency identified as subject to the 
general administrative adjudication provisions o f AS 44.62.330 - 44.52.630 (part o f the state’s 
Administrative Procedure Act) concerning the Alaska grain reserve program under former AS 
03.12.

Sec. 86. Repeals certain laws.

Sec. 87 Authorizes the DOAF, DEC, and DNR to begin adopting, amending, and repealing 
regulations as necessary to implement this Act.

Sec. 88. Makes bill sec. 87 effective immediately
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Sec. 89. M akes the bill effective July 1, 2014, except as provided in bill sec. 88.
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« G A V E L »
Let’s call the meeting to order.

Welcome to the House Special Committee on Economic Development, Trade, 
and Tourism.

Present are:
• Vice-Chair Olson
• Representative Foster
• Representative Munoz
• Representative Thompson
• Representative Gardner
• Representative Keller
• Representative Joule
• Representative Tuck
• And myself, Chair Herron 

[Turn off cell phones please.]

Today we have two items: First, from the Alaska Adventure Center, we have 
Perry Green and Bob Coe to present on Alaska’s Tourism Economy. And then 
next we have HB 191, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD.

Note that on Thursday, we are taking another look at HJR 15, Support Arctic 
Caucus, and then will be a having a presentation Canadian Consul General 
Denis Stevens titled: Canada and Alaska: A Partnership for Growth.

HB 191. Rep. Thompson presenting briefly then turn it over to Pete Fellman.

Pete Fellman, Alaska State Farm Bureau. Pete will go over the reasons behind 
HB 191 briefly. [Pete would like public testimony to take place before the Dept, 
people testify].

Bryce W rigley, President -  A laska Farm  Bureau 
Lynn G attis, G attis Farm s
Ruby H ollem baek and Lyall B raiser o f  D elta Junction.
Jan Flora (Homer)
[No doubt lots of others]

DNR
Ed Fogels, DNR Deputy Commissioner (in person)
Franci Havemeister, Director, DNR Division of Agriculture (in person)

DEC
Kristin Ryan, Environmental Health Division Director (offnet-Q ’s)

Let the record reflect that it is 10:15 a.m. on Tuesday, March 15, 2011.



X*eM-

In the first committee packet there was a budget document titled Agriculture Revolving 
Loan Fund (ARLF), dated Feb. 28, 2011. Which we were told was not accurate. We 
received a different set of numbers from the Division titled Agricultural Revolving Loan 
Fund Cash Flow Projections.

Question: Can you describe the differences in the two sets of numbers?

Question: Who prepared the second cash flow projections document?

Question: What variables are included in the cash flow projections? (Future sale of 
ARLF Palmer Mat Maid property) (Refinances of bad debts)(Future loan activity)

Question: Why is there a sudden drop in projected loan activity (FY10, 3,285.000 FY11, 
2,400.000 FY12 1,500.000?)

Question: Are all the current loans that are approved and in process for this year 
included in the cash flow projections?

Question: On Page 4 of the ARLF Program Administration Summary I see that the 
funding sources are the Agricultural loan fund. Why is there such a large increase from 
FY2010 1,511.8 to FY2011 2,486.0.

(at line 74000 commodities went from 737.0 to 1,495.7)

Question: On page 14 of the ARLF budget detail I see line number 74490 (commodities) 
listed as meat processing cost. But it also includes things like Agricultural supplies, seed, 
fertilizer, herbicides, and insecticides. What does that have to do with meat processing?

Question: On the same line 74490, FY2010 costs are listed as 37.0 and for FY2011 the 
cost is 362.0. Why is there such a large increase? Are we using Insecticides to slaughter 
cows? Is the Division growing hay?

Note: That the Division’s projections for Mt. McKinley Meat Plant expenses are at 
$1,400,000 and the income from sales is projected at $1,250,000. A difference of about 
$150,000.

Note: In the Governor’s budget, the Personal services expenditures (PCN or jobs) for 
administration of ARLF are $512,375 FY2012 seems high to make $1.5 million in loans 
as projected by the Division’s projections.

Question: Is the Board of Agriculture and conservation responsible for managing the 
ARLF and its assist? Did they pass a resolution requesting that the fund be recapitalized?



Component —  Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration

Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration 
Component Financial Summary

All dollars shown in thousands

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 FY2012 Governor
Management Plan

Non-Formula Program:

Component Expenditures:
71000 Personal Services 453.6 471.7 504.7
72000 Travel 6.7 24.0 24.0
73000 Services 314.5 494.6 494.6
74000 Commodities 737.0 'il,49®Sl| 1,489.0
75000 Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0
77000 Grants, Benefits 0.0 0.0 0.0
78000 Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0

Expenditure Totals * jyucufl* M R 2,512.3

Funding Sources:
4021 Agricultural Loan Fund ^ ’4,511.8 2,486.0 ' 2,512.3

Funding Totals 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,512.3

Estimated Revenue Collections

Description Master
Revenue
Account

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

Unrestricted Revenues
Unrestricted Fund 68515 3,339.3 0.0 0.0

Unrestricted Total 3,339.3 0.0 0.0

Restricted Revenues
None. 0.0 0.0 0.0

Restricted Total 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Estimated Revenues 3,339.3 0.0 0.0

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor 

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 4



Component Detail All Funds 
Department of Natural Resources

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235) 
RDU: Resource Development (136)

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 Conference 
Committee (Final)

FY2011 Authorized ’'FY2011 Management
Plan

FY2012 Governor FY2011 Management Plan vs 
FY2012 Governor

71000 Personal Sen/ices 453.6 463.2 463.2 471.7 504.7 33.0 7.0%
72000 Travel 6.7 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 0.0 0.0%
73000 Services 314.5 494.6 494.6 494.6 494.6 0.0 0.0%

V 4 0 0 0  Commodities 'ill 737.0 ' 1.504.2 1,504.2 \ 1,495.7 1.489.0 -6.7 -0.4%
75000 Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0:0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
77000 Grants, Benefits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
78000 Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%

Totals 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,512.3 26.3 1.1%
Fund Sources:

*  1021 Agric Loan 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,512.3 26.3 1.1%
Unrestricted General (UGF) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%

V Designated General (DGF) 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,512.3 26.3 1.1%
Other Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%

Federal Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Positions:
Permanent Full Time 5 5 5 5 5 0 0.0%
Permanent Part Time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Non Permanent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor 

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010 

Page 7



Personal Services Expenditure Detail
Department of Natural Resources

Scenario: FY2012 Governor (8665)
Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235) 

RDU: Resource Development (136)

PCN Job Class Title Time
Status

Retire
Code

Barg
Unit

Location Salary
Sched

Range / 
Step

Comp
Months

Split/
Count

Annual
Salaries

C O LA Premium
Pay

Annual
Benefits

Total Costs GF Am ount

10-3052 Office Assistant II FT A GP Palmer 200 10G 12.0 38,076 0 0 29,027 67.103 0
10-3064 Loan/Collection Off I FT A GP Palmer 200 160 12.0 72,084 0 0 41,001 113.085 0
20-6122 Corr Indus Prod Mgr II FT A GP Palmer 200 18N 12.0 79,404 0 0 43.578 122.982 0
20-6169 Corr Indus Prod Mgr I FT A GP Palmer 200 16M 12.0 66,972 0 0 39,201 106.173 0
20-6425 Corr Indus Prod Mgr I FT A GP Palmer 200 1 6 L/ M 12.0 64,649 0 0 38,383 103,032 0

Full Time Positions: 
Part Time Positions: 

Non Permanent Positions:

Total
Positions

5
0
0

Positions in Component:

Total Component Months: 60.0

New
0
0
0
0

Deleted
0
0
0
0

Total Salary Costs: 321.185
Total COLA: 0

Total Premium Pay:: 0
Total Benefits: 191.190

Total Pre-Vacancy: 
Minus Vacancy Adjustment of 1.50%:

Total Post-Vacancy: 
Plus Lump Sum Premium Pay:

512.375
(7.677.

504.698
0

Personal Services Line 100: 504.698

PCN Funding Sources: Pre-Vacancy Post-Vacancy Percent
,1021 Agricultural Loan Fund 512,375 100 .00 %

Total PCN Funding: 512,375 504,698 100.00%

Note: If a position is split, an asterisk (*) will appear in the Split/Count column. If the split position is also counted in the component, two asterisks (**) will appear in this column.
[No valid job title] appearing in the Job Class Title indicates that the PCN has an invalid class code or invalid range for the class code effective date of this scenario.

FY2012 Governor Released December 15, 2010
12/21/10 2:53 PM Department of Natural Resources Page 10



Line Item Detail 
Department of Natural Resources 

Commodities
Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)

RDU: Resource Development (136)

Line
Number Line Name

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

"74000 Commodities 737.0 1,495.7 1,489.0

Expenditure Account Servicing Agency Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

74000 Commodities Detail Totals 737.0 1,495.7 1,489.0

74226 Equipment & Furniture ARLF furniture replacement. 2.2 2.9 1.5
74229 Business Supplies Office supplies, forms, photo supplies, aerial photos, 

maps, duplication materials/paper/developer, data 
processing and computer supplies.

3.7 5.7 5.7

74233 Info Technology Equip Information technology equipment, PC computer, 
monitor, cables.

0.0 3.1
1 ■>

3.1

74235 Items For Resale \Mt. McKinley Meats live animal purchase for slaughter 
and resale.

49.9 X 249.5
..

248.6

74236 Subscriptions Subscriptions 0.0 0.5 0.5

74481 Food Supplies V: Meat purchases for resale. 633.8 - 836.9 836.9

74485 Cleaning Janitorial supplies 3.2 15.2 15.2

74490 Non-Food Supplies Meat processinq, aqriculturaltsupplies, seed, fertilizer, 
herbicides, insecticides. ARLF asset feed suDDlies. 
related material necessary to manage Mt. McKinley 
meat plant operation.

37.0 362:0 357.6

74691 Building Materials Structural repair supplies. 0.2 0.5 0.5
74700 Electrical Electrical. 0.6 1.8 1.8
74701 Plumbing Plumbing. 3.4 3.4 3.4
74754 Parts And Supplies Repair and maintenance supplies including vehicle 

parts and parts for other equipment including field 
equipment components.

0.7 2.3 2.3

74759 Paint & Preservatives Paints and preservatives. 0.0 1.6 1.6
74820 Sm Tools/Minor Equip Hand tools. 1.4 7.9 7.9
74850 Equipment Fuel Diesel, gasoline and oil. 0.5 0.5 0.5
74854 Vehicle (Commodities-Repair & 

Maint)
Vehicle repair, parts and maintenance. 0.4 1.9 1.9

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor 

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010 

Page 14



Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund Cash Flow Projection 
Interest Rate at S-3%, C-4%, F-4.5% 

Loan $2,400,000 in FY11, $1,500,000 in FY12-FY15

jB eg inn ing  Cash Balance

Operating
Cash Inflows

Principal i  interest payments - Note 1 
Leases
Late payment penalties (ave 0.3% of total pmts) 
Settlements on defaulted loans 
Fees services forfeitures 

Cash Outflows
Loan Disbursements 
ARLF Operating expenses 
Return of Deposit 
Fiscal Year End adjustments

Operating Change in Cash

Non- Operating
Cash Inflows

Transfer of Creamery Corp. Assets 
Creamery Corp. Equipment Lease 
Transfer from General Fund 
Sale of Assets - Note 3 
M l McKinley Meat Plant Revenues - Note 2 

Cash Outflows
Mt McKinley Meat Expenses Plant - Note 2

Non-Operating Change in Cash

Net Change in Cash

Actual
FY10

5,864,683

2,284,992
26,326

4,008
0

254,000

(3,285,000)
(404,000)

0
(29,619)

(1,149,293)

lEnumg Cash Balance

0
0
0

125,000
1,068,000

(1,255,000)

(62,000!

(1,211,293)

4,653,390

FSS Projections

Estimates
FY11

$4,653,390

2,985.036
20.726

7.745
0

1,000

(2,400,000)
(500.000)

(62,275)
(30,000)

FY12

$5,125,622

2,099,264
3,926
5,419

0
1,000

I  P .500,000) 
r |  (500,000) 

0
(30,000)

FY13

$5,555,232

2,099,149
3,926
5,419

0
1,000

(1,500,000)
(500,000)

0
(30,000)

FY14

$5,484,725

2,057 669 
3 926 
5,312 

0
1.000

(1.500.000)
(500,000)

0
(30,000)

22,232 79,609 79,494 37,907

0
0

600,000
0

1,250,000 

(1,400,000) '

500,000
0
0
0

0,250,000

(1,400,000)

0
0
0
0

1.250,000

(1,400,000)

0
0
0
0

1.250,000

(1.400,000)

450,000 350,000 (150,000) (150.000)

472,232

5,125,622

429,609

5,555,232

(70,506)

5,484,725

(112.093)

5,372,633

FY15

$5,372,633

2.116,026
3.926
5.462

0
1,000

(1,500.000)
(500.000)

0
(30,000)

96.415

0
0
0
0

1.250,000

(1,400,000)

(150,000)

(53,585)

5,319,047

Note 1 - Based on all current loans plus^utpre lp^p| at S-3%. C-4%. F-4.5% for FY11 through FY15. 

Note 2 - The loss listed for the Mt. McKinley Meat Plant is an estimate based on the last 5-year average. 

Note 3 - All proceeds from prior financed sales are included in Pnncipal and Interest payments.

Loan Activity allocated as follows based on an average of all current loans:
riNR rss An.-ho-age C-loans = 12% of total loans over 7 years F-loans = 45% of total loans over 30 years

l-loans = 0% of total loans over 12 years S-loans = 43% of total loans over 1 year
L-loans = 0% of total loans over 20 years P-loans = 0% of total loans over 20 years



AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND (ARLF)

Financial Summary as o f February 28. 2011 Fiscal Year July 1 -  June 30

$4,700,000 Cash Balance

(500,000) F Y l l  Balance ARLF Operating Expense

(325,000) F Y l l  ARLF Approved Loans Undisbursed

(450,000) F Y l l  ARLF Loans Pending Approval

$3,425,000 F Y ll  End ARLF Cash Balance (Assuming no F Y l l  additional new loans)

(1,500,000) FY12 ARLF Annual Operating Expenses

(2,500,000) FY12 ARLF Annual New Loans

600,000 FY12 ARLF Annual Interest Revenue

$ 25,000 FY12 End ARLF Cash Balance

Variables

$ 500,000 Creamery Corp cash assets transfer to ARLF - CAPITAL

$1,000,000 ARLF Asset Disposal Palmer MatMaid real property -  CAPITAL, unlikely to be

immediate capital as it may not be sold OR sale may be financed by the ARLF

M M M &  S operation loss -EXPENSE

ARLF Bad Debt - EXPENSE

ARLF Annual Loan Activity -  Does not include refinances of ARLF loans 

F Y l l  $1,900,000 (2/28/2011) FY10 $3,500,000 FY09 $2,500,000



Key Provisions o f  Dept, o f Agriculture 
from the Alaska Farm Bureau, Inc.

Using the current budget for the Division o f  Agriculture, we propose forming a Dept, of 
Agriculture for Alaska to more effectively guide agricultural policy during this critical 
time. Alaska is far too reliant on importation o f  food. When a disruption o f the 
transportation occurs, which happens all too regularly, Alaskans suffer. This is especially 
obvious in the remote rural areas, but the major impacts would be felt in the urban 
centers, simply because the majority o f  Alaskans live there.

The state suffers from the lack o f attention to agriculture. Let us consider that with 
agricultural products on the farms, storage barns, and feedlots o f Alaskans, we become 
more able to weather the effects o f natural disasters or widespread pandemic. Alaskan 
farms can produce the variety o f food needed to provide a balanced diet.

What we lack is a focused agency that houses the needed services that government can 
and should provide. Inspection o f locally produced food and processing is currently under 
DEC, as is the state veterinary. We believe moving both these functions back to 
Agriculture would greatly facilitate the development o f agriculture and the attendant 
processing needs. There is a simple, but powerful difference the attitudes o f facilitation 
and regulation exert on the business climate.

To this end, we suggest the following adjustments:

Creation o f  a Department o f Agriculture -  DNR is rightfully absorbed with oil, gas, and 
mining. There is no time and very little support for agriculture in the shadow of these 
topics. Yet feeding our citizens healthy, nutritious food and securing its supply for Alaska 
is important enough to warrant a higher level o f support from the administration.

1. Under the Dept, o f  Agriculture, inspection services o f all agricultural products 
and State Veterinary services would be transferred from DEC along with the 
budgets for those services.

2. ARLF would remain with the Dept, o f Agriculture. This is important because 
banks will not lend on land subject to ag covenants. Therefore, lending options for 
ag producers are limited. Not only does the ARLF lend on farm enterprises, 
because it is housed under agriculture, there is a better understanding for the ag o f 
the risks and opportunities relating to agriculture than other state loan programs 
have.

3. Plant Material Center (PMC) functions would continue with the new Department 
o f Agriculture to develop and propagate seed for agriculture.

4. Oversight o f  all land classified for agricultural development will be moved to the 
Dept, o f  Agriculture. Alaska has a limited amount o f  land suitable for agriculture, 
much o f  which has been designated as such. When a borough, municipality, or the 
University receives land, those ag covenants do not transfer with the land. This 
reduces the amount o f  land available for growing agriculture. The state land



designated for ag development that currently remains, must be protected from 
losing those covenants. The Dept, o f Agriculture is the logical entity to identify 
land for disposal to the private sector for development. They need to have funding 
to survey it, put in pioneer access to it, and dispose o f  it to people interested in 
farming and ranching.
Budget

a. Recapitalize ARLF and stop funding operations from the loan fund. The 
fund was set up to revolve, however some operational cost are drawn from 
the loan fund, resulting in a gradual decline o f money available for lending 
to farming operations.

b. Fund all Dept o f Agriculture functions from budget, including Mt. 
McKinley Meats, the loan officer positions, and any other expenditures 
currently being drawn from the ARLF. This legitimizes the functions 
performed by the Dept, o f  Agriculture with a budget, and preserves the 
corpus o f the revolving loan fund.

c. Include agriculture education in budget. This might be funded from a 
percentage o f the sale agricultural land, but it is important that the next 
generation be informed about where their food comes from and what they 
can do to participate in that process or else food production in Alaska will 
only last for one generation.

d. Statutory regulations regarding loan policies.
Develop a Food Safety plan for Alaska. The Department o f Agriculture will 
develop a plan to address food security in Alaska by providing for the expansion 
o f local production. There is no other method o f ensuring our food security 
because all other sources depend on the same transportation system we currently 
depend on. Food produced in Alaska and stored in the vegetable bams and cellars, 
grain bins, feedlots, dairies, and ranges o f Alaska are 2500 miles closer to their 
end user, greatly facilitating access to food in the event o f a transportation 
disruption. Several aspects o f  this plan need to be put in place while there is time 
including:

a. The scheduled sale o f  ag land. State owned land is not producing land. It 
must be put into the hands o f farmers who are determined to work it and 
produce on it.

b. Regulations need to be designed to encourage a cottage industry for food 
production and processing. Small scale operations will provide the pool 
from which larger operations will emerge as they see growth in their 
markets. One model for accomplishing this is in Oregon, which allows a 
small producer to sell to neighbors.

c. The Dept, o f  Agriculture can play an important role in facilitating small 
scale infrastructure development including mobile processing, inspections, 
land disposal, village food production projects, and farm financing. It is 
critical that through it all, the Dept, o f  Agriculture stay focused on 
improving our food security by facilitating growth o f agriculture.

d. The Department o f Agriculture must proactively renew expiring livestock 
leases in a timely manner. Livestock leases are integral to the red meat 
industry, which is vital to our food security. Some producers have been



waiting years to get their leases renewed while the state determines what 
the wisest and best use o f the land is and whether the lease cost need to be 
raised. Boiled down to the essentials, the Dept, o f  Agriculture will 
recognize that:

• Grazing leases are indicative o f Agricultural land, therefore it has 
already been determined that agriculture is the highest and best use 
for it.

•  Improvements made by the leaseholder should be credited toward 
the lease price, not charged extra for. In other words, when a 
rancher has put in livestock wells or working facilities, he should 
not be charged extra for them by the state when the lease comes up 
for renewal since the state had no part in making the 
improvements. Instead, the improvements should weigh in favor o f 
the rancher as evidence that he is a good risk.

• Preference rights should be allowed if  the current leaseholder 
continues to raise animals. This encourages the rancher to invest in 
improvements because the expenses can be amortized over a 
longer period o f time.

•  New leases should be for a minimum of 20 years to allow 
reasonable stability for financing improvements and making 
management decisions such as increasing his herd.



AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND
Fiscal Summary

FISCAL
YEAR

APPROPRIATION 
ADDITION WITHDRAWAL

INCEPTION 
TO DATE 
TOTAL STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION AND CHANGES

1978 400,000 4,040,000 Irrigation loans <3> 6%
1979 200,000 4,240,000 Farm development limit raised to $500,000; chattel limit raised to $300,000; short-term limit raised to $100,000 

AS 03-10-030(e) 15-day delinquency; 7% penalty; AS 03.10.035 Use or Dispposal of Mortgaged Farm Land

1980 4,000,000
6,800,000

(1,200,000)
13,840,000

$1.2 million taken for fire fighting
AS 03.10.030(f) Product processing loans with $2,500,000 limit; repeal authority to sell loans

1981 6.160,000
8,500,000 28,500,000

1982 14,000,000 42,500,000

1983 10,000,000 52,500,000

1984 10,000,000 62,500,000 Appropriated $1 million for Grain Reserve Loan Program

1985 5,000,000 67,500,000

1986 2,500,000 70,000,000

1988 (6,762,000) 63,238,000 AS 03.10.050 Good Borrower Credit program instituted; AS 03.10.033 Restructure of agricultural debt

1989 (1,462,000)
(460,314) 61,315,686 $460,314 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

1990 (1,000,000)
(253,888) 60,061,797

Moratorium on loans - Delta Area 
$253,888 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

1993 (180,500) 59,881,297 $180,500 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

1994 (180,900) 59,700,397 $180,900 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

1995 (203,361) 59,497,036 $203,361 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

1996 (455,487) 59,041,549 $455,487 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

1997 (1,110,730) 57,930,818 $1,110,730 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

Prepared 3/14/2011 by DNR FSS G:\Prior Year\Fiscal_Summary10[1]



AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND
Fiscal Summary

FISCAL
YEAR

APPROPRIATION 
ADDITION WITHDRAWAL

INCEPTION 
TO DATE 
TOTAL STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION AND CHANGES

1998 (951,222) 56,979,596 Moratorium on loans affected by Mt. McKinley Meat Plant fire 
$951,222 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

1999 (910,302) 56,069,294 $910,302 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2000 (899,501) 55,169,793 $899,501 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2001 (1,055,916) 54,113,877 $1,055,916 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2002 (1,163,478) 52,950,399 $1,163,478 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2003 (1,056,783) 51,893,616 $1,056,783 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2004 (1,436,874) 50,456,743 $1,436,874 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2005 (649,743) 49,806,999 $649,743 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2006 (860,680) 48,946,320 $860,680 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2007 (831,615) 48,114,705 $831,615 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2008 .  .........  ( 1 , 505 ) 48,113,201 $1,505 in GF expenditures paid by ARLF (FY07 Appropriation expended in FY08)

2009 0 48,113,201 No GF expenditures paid by ARLF

2010 600,000 0 48,113,201
$600,000 Creamery Corporation appropriation to ARLF. 
No GF expenditures paid by ARLF

TOTAL 71,800,000 (23,086,799) 48,713,201

(12,662,799) Total GF Expenditures from 1989

NOTE: If the fiscal year is not shown it means that there were no appropriations for that particular year and there were no GF expenditures paid by ARLF for that year.

Prepared 3/14/2011 by DNR FSS G:\Prior Year\Fiscal_Summary10[1]



AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND (ARLF)

Financial Summary as of February 28 .2011 Fiscal Year July 1 -  June 30

$4,700,000 Cash Balance

(500,000) F Y ll Balance ARLF Operating Expense

(325,000) F Y ll ARLF Approved Loans Undisbursed

(450,000) F Y ll ARLF Loans Pending Approval

$3,425,000 F Y ll End ARLF Cash Balance (Assuming no F Y ll additional new loans)

(1,500,000) FY12 ARLF Annual Operating Expenses

(2,500,000) FY12 ARLF Annual New Loans

600,000 FY12 ARLF Annual Interest Revenue

$ 25,000 FY12 End ARLF Cash Balance

Variables

$ 500,000 Creamery Corp cash assets transfer to ARLF - CAPITAL

$1,000,000 ARLF Asset Disposal Palmer MatMaid real property -  CAPITAL, unlikely to be

immediate capital as it may not be sold OR sale may be financed by the ARLF

M M M& S operation loss -EXPENSE

ARLF Bad Debt - EXPENSE

ARLF Annual Loan Activity -  Does not include refinances of ARLF loans 

F Y ll $1,900,000 (2/28/2011) FY10 $3,500,000 FY09 $2,500,000



Summary of Fiscal Notes for HB191 as of 4.6.11

Note # Dept. Svc. Amount 2015
1 OMB Lab Service * * *

2 OMB Ag. Development 2,503.60
3 OMB ARLF 2,512.30
4 OMB Plant materials 2,266.50
5 DNR Admin Svcs. 106.80
6 DNR DNR Fac. Rent (54.00)
7 DNR HR (23.10)

8 DNR IT (29.70)
9 DNR Ag. Development (2,503.60)

10 DNR ARLF (2,512.30)

11 DNR Plant materials (2,266.50)
12 OMB Admin Svcs. 1,326.80 13 staff - on going

13 OMB Office Commisioner 775.00 Commissioner's Office - on going

14 DEC Lab Svcs. ***

2015 Costs reflected in FNs 2,101.80

Prepared by Rep. Thompson's office

I
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

HB 191 crea tes a n e w  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ricu ltu re  and Food. A lth o u g h  i t  is c lea r th a t  a p o rt io n  o f  th e  ex is ting  
p rog ram s and s ta ff  w ill be tra n s fe rre d  fro m  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  E n v iro n m e n ta l C onserva tion  to  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f 
A g ric u ltu re  and Food, th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  E nv iro n m e n ta l C onse rva tion  is c u rre n tly  unc lea r a b o u t w h a t aspects o f  fo o d  
sa fe ty  re g u la to ry  re sp o n s ib ilit ie s  w o u ld  be  tra n s fe rre d  to  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ricu ltu re  and Food. This fisca l no te  is 
c u rre n tly  in d e te rm in a te .

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file name): HB191-GOV-OMB-3-11-11______________________
Title  State Department of Agriculture and Food

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

Dept. Affected
Appropriation
Allocation

HB191

Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

THOMPSON

Agriculture Development 
Agricultural Development

HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

 OMB Component Number

(Thousands o f D o lla rs)_______

455

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

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN DITURES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

1,600.8
102.2
630.4

63.2
7.0

100.0

TO TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,503.6 0.0 0.0

|CAPITAL EXPEN DITUR ES"

C H A N G E IN 

R EV EN U ES

FUND S O U R C E (Thousands o f Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other:1108, 1153

753.1

1,202.8
1.5

546.2
T O TA L 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,503.6 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS

Full-time 15
Part-time 1
Temporary 1

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Initial version, not applicable.

Prepared by John Boucher___________________________________________________________________  Phone 465-4677
Division OMB_______________________  DateTTime 3/15/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Karen Rehfeld Date 3/15/2011
OMB

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This le g is la tio n  m oves th e  p o w e rs  and du ties  o f  th e  D iv is ion  o f A g ric u ltu re  (AS 03 .05 , 03 .09, AS03.10, AS 03 .22, AS
03.40 , AS 03 .90 , AS 44.3) f ro m  th e  C om m iss ione r o f th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tu ra l Resources to  a n e w ly  c rea ted  
co m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ricu ltu re  and Food. This fisca l n o te  is based on FY2012 G ove rn o r am ended 
num bers .

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file name) HB191-GOV-OMB-3-15-11
Title State Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

THOMPSON
HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Agriculture and FoodDept. Affected _
A p p ro p ria tio n ____________
Allocation Agricultural Revolving Loan Program

Agriculture Development

OMB Component Number 2235

(T housands o f D o lla rs)
Note: Am ounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATIN G EXPEN DITURES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY  2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017

Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

504.7
24.0

494.6
1,489.0

T O TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,512.3 0.0 0.0

|CAPITAL EXPEN DITURES

C H A N G E  IN 

R E V E N U E S

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other:1021 Agric Loan 2,512.3

TO TAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,512.3 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Fulltime
Part-time
Temporary

5

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Not applicable, initial version.

Prepared by John Boucher___________________________________________________________________  Phone 465-4677
Division OMB Date/Time 3/15/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Karen Rehfeld___________________________________________ Date 3/15/2011
OMB

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. H B 191

2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This le g is la tio n  m oves th e  p o w e rs  and d u tie s  o f th e  D iv is ion  o f A g r ic u ltu re  (AS 0 3 .0 5 ,0 3 .0 9 , AS03.10, AS 03 .22 , AS
03 .40 , AS 03.90, AS 44 .3 ) fro m  th e  C om m iss ione r o f th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f N a tu ra l Resources to  a n e w ly  c rea te d  
co m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f A g ricu ltu re  and Food . T h is  fiscal no te  is based on FY2012 G o ve rn o r am ended 
num bers .

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

Identifier (file name) HB191-GOV-OMB-3-15-11

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Title State Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

THOMPSON
HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Agriculture and FoodDept. Affected 
Appropriation 
Allocation North Latitude Plant Material Center

Agriculture Development

OMB Component Number 2204

(Thousands o f D ollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN DITUR ES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY  2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

1,667.9
31.1

316.6
56.7

194.2

T O TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,266.5 0.0 0.0

[CAPITAL EXPEN D ITUR ES

C H A N G E IN 

R EV EN U ES

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other: 1007, 1061, 1108

370.0

1,610.8
16.2

269.5
TO TAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,266.5 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Full-time 11
Part-time 11
Temporary 2

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Initial version, not applicable.

Prepared by John Boucher___________________________________________________________________  Phone 465-4677
Division OMB Date/Time 3/15/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Karen Rehfeld Date 3/15/2011
OMB

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This le g is la tio n  m oves th e  po w e rs  and d u tie s  o f  th e  D iv is ion  o f  A g r ic u ltu re  (AS 0 3 .05 ,0 3 .0 9 , AS03.10, AS 03.22, AS
03 .40 , AS 03 .90 , AS 44.3) fro m  th e  C om m iss ione r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tu ra l Resources to  a n e w ly  c rea ted  
c o m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f A g ricu ltu re  and F o o d . These costs are based on  FY2012

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file name): HB191-DNR-HRC-3-15-11
Title Establish Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

Rep. Thompson
HEDT

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Dept. Affected 
Appropriation 
Allocation Administrative Services

Agriculture and Food
Administration and Support

OMB Component Number

Expe nditu res/Reven ues (Thousands o f D o lla rs)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATIN G EXPEN DITURES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY  2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017

Personal Services 
T  ravel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants
Miscellaneous

106.8

T O TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 106.8 0.0 0.0

C H A N G E  IN 

R E V E N U E S

|CAPITAL EXPEN DITURES

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands o f Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (please identify)

106.8

TO TAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 106.8 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

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

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Not applicable, initial version.

Prepared by John Boucher___________________________________________________________________  Phone 465-4677
Division OMB Date/Time 3/15/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Karen Rehfeld___________________________________________ Date 3/15/2011
OMB

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This leg is la tion  m oves th e  p o w e rs  and d u tie s  o f  th e  D iv is ion o f  A g ric u ltu re  (AS 03 .05, 03 .09, AS03.10, AS 03.22, AS
03.40, AS 03 .90 , AS 44 .3 ) f ro m  th e  C o m m iss ione r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tu ra l Resources (DNR) to  a n e w ly  created 
co m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g r ic u ltu re  and Food.

This fisca l no tes  show s th e  a llo c a tio n  o f  genera l funds DNR pays to  s u p p o rt th e  A g ric u ltu re  D iv is ion  in  va rious 
D e p a rtm e n t o f  A d m in is tra tin g  costs.

$23 ,100  fo r  D iv is ion  o f  P e rsonne l costs 
$29 ,660  fo r  ETS T e le c o m m u n ic a tio n s  EPR charges 
$54 ,000  fo r  th e  D iv is ion  o f  A g r ic u ltu re  lease costs.

This b ill w il l ta ke  e ffe c t Ju ly 1, 2014.

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file name): HB191-DNR-FRC-3-15-11

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Natural Resources
Title Establish Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

Dept. A ffec ted__
A p p ro p ria tio n ____
Allocation DNR Fac. Rent/Chargeback

Resource Development

Rep. Thompson
HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

 OMB Component Number

(Thousands o f D o lla rs)_______

2423

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

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN D ITU R ES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 F Y  2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Sen/ices 
T  ravel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants
Miscellaneous

(54.0)

T O T A L  OPERATIN G 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (54.0) 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPEN D ITU R ES

CH AN G E IN 

R EV EN U ES

FUND S O U R C E (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (please identify)

(54.0)

TO TA L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (54.0) 0.0 0.0

Estimate o f any current year(FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Full-time 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Part-time 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Temporary 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Not applicable, initial version.

Prepared by Jean Davis, Director____________________________________________________________  Phone 465-2422
Division Support Services________________________________________________________________  Date/Time 3/15/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Daniel S. Sullivan________________________________________________________________ Date 3/15/2011__________
Department of Natural Resources_______________________________________________

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 Of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This le g is la tio n  m oves th e  p ow ers  and d u tie s  o f  th e  D iv is ion o f  A g r ic u ltu re  (AS 0 3 .0 5 ,0 3 .0 9 , AS03.10, AS 03 .22 , AS
0 3 .40 , AS 03 .90 , AS 44 .3) fro m  th e  C om m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tu ra l Resources (DNR) to  a n e w ly  crea ted  
co m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ric u ltu re  and Food. DNR pays $ 5 4 ,0 0 0 /y e a r in genera l fu n d  fro m  th e  
a llo c a tio n  Facilities R en t/C hargeback to  s u p p o rt th e  D iv is ion o f  A g ric u ltu re  lease costs.

This b ill w il l ta ke  e ffe c t July 1, 2014.

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

Identifier (file name): HB191-DNR-HRC-3-15-11

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Natural Resources
Title Establish Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

Rep. Thompson

Dept. A ffec ted__
Appropriation 
Allocation Human Resources Chargeback

Resource Development

HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

 OMB Component Number

(Thousands of Dollars)______

2734

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

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATIN G EXPEN DITUR ES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY  2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services 
T ravel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants
Miscellaneous

(23.1)

TO TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (23.1) 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPEN DITUR ES

C H A N G E  IN 
R E V E N U ES

FUND S O U R C E (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (please identify)

(23.1)

TO TAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (23.1) 0.0 0.0

Estimate o f any current year (FY2011) cost 

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

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such)

Jean Davis, DirectorPrepared by 
Division

Approved by Daniel S. Sullivan

Support Services

Department o f Natural Resources

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB)

Phone 465-2422
Date/Time 3/15/11 12:00 AM

Date 3/15/2011

Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This leg is la tion  m oves th e  p o w e rs  and du ties  o f th e  D iv is ion  o f A g r ic u ltu re  (AS 03 .05 , 03.09, AS03.10, AS 03 .22 , AS
03.40, AS 03 .90 , AS 44 .3 ) f ro m  th e  C om m iss ione r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tu ra l Resources (DNR) to  a n e w ly  created 
com m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ricu ltu re  and Food. DNR pays $ 2 3 ,1 0 0  in genera l fu n ds  fro m  th e  Hum an 
Resources Chargeback a llo c a tio n  to  s u p p o rt th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f A d m in is tra tio n  D iv is ion  o f  P ersonne l costs fo r  the  
D iv is ion o f A g ricu ltu re .

This b ill w ill ta ke  e ffe c t Ju ly 1, 2014.

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

Identifier (file name): HB191-ITC-3-15-11

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Title Establish Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

Rep. Thompson
HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

_ Dept. Affected _
Appropriation 
Allocation Intercept. IT Chargeback

Natural Resources
Resource Development

OMB Component Number 1650

(T housands o f D o lla rs)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN D ITUR ES FY  2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017

Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

(29.7)

T O T A L  OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (29.7) 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPEN D ITU R ES | 1 1 1  I I I 1

C H A N G E IN 
R E V E N U ES

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (please identify)

(29.7)

TO TA L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (29.7) 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year(FY2011) cost 

P O S I T I O N S ___________________
Full-time 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Part-time 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Temporary 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Not applicable, initial version.

Phone 465-2422
Date/Time 3/15/11 12:00 AM

Date 3/15/2011

Page 1 of 2

Jean Davis, DirectorPrepared by 
Division

Approved by Daniel S. Sullivan

Support Services

Department of Natural Resources

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB)



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This le g is la tio n  m oves th e  p o w e rs  and du ties  o f  th e  D iv is ion o f  A g r ic u ltu re  (AS 0 3 .0 5 ,0 3 .0 9 , AS03.10, AS 03 .22 , AS
03 .40 , AS 03 .90 , AS 44.3) f ro m  th e  C om m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tu ra l Resources (DNR) to  a n e w ly  crea ted  
co m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ric u ltu re  and Food. DNR pays $29 ,660  in  genera l fu n d s  fro m  th e  
In te rd e p a rtm e n t IT C hargeback a llo c a tio n  to  s u p p o rt ETS T e le co m m u n ica tio n s  EPR charges fo r  th e  D iv is ion o f  
A g ric u ltu re .

This b ill w il l  ta ke  e ffe c t Ju ly 1, 2014.

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Identifier (file name): HB191-DNR-AG-3-11-11
Title State Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

THOMPSON
HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

Dept. Affected
Appropriation
Allocation

Natural Resources
Resource Development

Agricultural Development

OMB Component Number 455

(Thousands  o f D o lla rs)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2012 FY 2012 F Y  2013 F Y  2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017

Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

(1,600.8)
(102.2)
(630.4)

(63.2)
(7.0)

(100.0)

T O TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 (2,503.6) 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES T

C H A N G E  IN 

R E V E N U ES

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other:1108, 1153

(753.1)

(1,202.8)
(1.5)

(546.2)
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 (2,503.6) 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

(15)
(1)
(1)

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Initial version, not applicable.

Prepared by Franci Havemeister  Phone 761-3867
Division Agriculture  Date/Time 3/11/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Daniel S. Sullivan________________________________________________________________  Date 3/11/2011__________
Department of Natural Resources_______________________________________________

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 Of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This le g is la tio n  m oves th e  p o w e rs  and du ties  o f  th e  D iv is ion  o f  A g r ic u ltu re  (AS 03.05, 03.09, AS03.10, AS 03 .22, AS
03.40, AS 03 .90 , AS 44 .3 ) fro m  th e  C om m iss ione r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tura l Resources to  a n e w ly  c rea ted  
co m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ricu ltu re  and Food. This fisca l n o te  is based on FY2012 G o ve rn o r am ended 
num bers .

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file name) HB191-DNR-ARLF-3-11-11
Title State Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

THOMPSON
HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Natural ResourcesDept. Affected _
Appropriation __
Allocation Agricultural Revolving Loan Program

Resouce Development

OMB Component Number 2235

(T housands o f D o lla rs)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN DITURES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY  2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

(504.7)
(24.0)

(494.6)
(1,489.0)

T O TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 (2,512.3) 0.0 0.0

|CAPITAL EXPEN D ITU R ES | I I I  I T

C H AN G E IN 

R EV EN U E S

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other: 1021 Agric Loan (2,512.3)

TO TAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (2,512.3) 0.0 0.0

Estimate o f any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Full-time (5)
Part-time
Temporary

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Not applicable, initial version.

Prepared by Franci Havemeister  Phone 761-3867
Division Agriculture  Date/Time 3/11/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Daniel S. Sullivan________________________________________________________________ Date 3/11/2011__________
Department of Natural Resources_______________________________________________

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This le g is la tio n  m oves th e  po w e rs  and du ties  o f  th e  D iv is ion  o f A g r ic u ltu re  (AS 0 3 .05 ,0 3 .0 9 , AS03.10, AS 03.22, AS
03 .40 , AS 03 .90 , AS 44.3) fro m  th e  C om m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  N a tu ra l Resources to  a n e w ly  c rea ted  
c o m m is s io n e r o f th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g r ic u ltu re  and Food . This fisca l n o te  is based on FY2012 G o ve rn o r am ended 
num b e rs .

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file name) HB191-DNR-PMC-3-11 -11
Title State Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

THOMPSON
HEDT

Expenditures/Revenues

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

HB191

Natural ResourcesDept. Affected _
A p p ro p ria tio n_____________________________________
Allocation North Latitude Plant Material Center

Resource Development

OMB Component Number 2204

(T housands o f D ollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY  2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services 
T ravel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants
Miscellaneous

(1,667.9)
(31.1)

(316.6)
(56.7)

(194.2)

TO TAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (2,266.5) 0.0 0.0

|CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

C H A N G E  IN 

R E V E N U ES

FUND SO U R C E_____________________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other: 1007, 1061, 1108

(370.0)

(1,610.8)
(16.2)

(269.5)
TO TAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (2,266.5) 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Full-time (11)
Part-time (11)
Temporary (2)

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Initial version, not applicable.

Prepared by Franci Havemeister_____________________________________________________________  Phone 761-3867
Division Agriculture_______________________________________________________________________  Date/Time 3/11/11 12:00 AM

Approved by Daniel S. Sullivan________________________________________________________________  Date 3/11/2011________
Department of Natural Resources______________________________________________

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. H B 1 91

2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

This leg is la tion  m oves  th e  po w e rs  and  d u tie s  o f th e  D iv is ion o f  A g ricu ltu re  (AS 0 3 .0 5 ,0 3 .0 9 , AS03.10, AS 03.22, AS
03.40, AS 03 .90 , AS 44 .3) fro m  th e  C o m m iss ione r o f th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f N atu ra l Resources to  a n e w ly  c rea ted  
co m m iss io n e r o f  th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ric u ltu re  and Food. This fiscal no te  is based on  FY2012 G o ve rn o r am ended 
num bers .

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version HB 19?

() Publish Date __________

Identifier (file name) HB191-GOV-OMB-Q3-14-11_________________________________ Dept. Affected Agriculture and Food
Title  Department of Agriculture and_Food_______________ Appropriation  Administration and Support
____________________________________________________________________________ Allocation Administrative Services____________
Sponsor  Thompson by_request______________________ ___________________________________
Requester Special Committee on Econonic Development, Trade & Tourism OMB Component Number

Expenditures/Revenues________________________________________ (T housands o f D o lla rs)_______________________________
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN DITUR ES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY  2013 F Y  2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

1,121.8 1,121.8 1,121.8
15.0 15.0 15.0

175.0 175.0 175.0
15.0 15.0 15.0

T O TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,326.8 1,326.8 1,326.8

ICAPITAL EXPEN D ITUR ES

C H AN G E IN 

R EV EN U ES

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands o f Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (please identify)

1,326.8 1,326.8 1,326.8

TO TA L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,326.8 1,326.8 1,326.8

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

13 13 13

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Not applicable, initial version.

Prepared by John Boucher, Senior Economist  Phone 465-4677_________
Division Office of Management and Budget  Date/Time 3/14/2011 11:00am

Approved by Karen J. Rehfeld, Director_______________________________________________________  Date 3/14/2011
Office of Management and Budget______________________________________________

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

HB 191 crea tes a new  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g r ic u ltu re  and Food. A lth o u g h  th e  p rog ram s and s ta ff w ill be tra n s fe rre d  fro m
th e  D e p a rtm e n ts  o f E n v iro n m e n ta l C o n se rva tio n  and N atura l Resources, an e n t ire ly  new  O ffice  o f  th e  C om m iss ioner
and D iv is ion  o f A d m in is tra tiv e  Services w ill be  c rea ted .

F und ing  and s ta ffin g  are  based o n  O ffice  o f  th e  C om m iss ioner s ta ffs  and fu n d in g  in o th e r d e p a rtm e n ts . These are
p re lim in a ry  es tim a te s  on ly  and w o u ld  need  to  be re fin e d  c lose r to  th e  actua l se t-u p  o f th e  O ffice . This es tim a te
exc ludes any in it ia l se t-u p  costs fo r  th e  n e w  o ffice  o r  th e  a d d it io n a l lease space req u ire d , w h ich  w o u ld  increase th e
costs on  a o n e -tim e  basis in  FY2015.

The 13 p o s itio n s  reques ted  are:
D iv is ion  D ire c to r  (range 27A) 145,544
B udge t A na lys t III (range 19A) 94,199
A d m in is tra tiv e  A ss is tan t II (range  14A) 71 ,062
P ro c u re m e n t Specia lis t III (rang  18A) 88 ,958
S upp ly  T echn ic ian  II (range 12A) 64 ,442
A c c o u n ta n t IV (range 20A) 101,770
A c c o u n tin g  Tech III (range 16A) 79 ,272
A c c o u n tin g  Tech II (range 14A) 71 ,062
A cc o u n tin g  Tech II (range 14A) 71 ,062
A cc o u n tin g  Tech 1 (range 12A) 64,442
M ic ro /N e tw o rk  Spec II (range 20A) 101,772
M ic ro /N e tw o rk  Spec 1 (range 18A) 88 ,958
M ic ro /N e tw o rk  Tech II (range 16A) 79 ,272
(vacancy a d ju s tm e n t) (13)
E s tim a te d  Personal Services Costs 1,121,813

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Identifier (file name) HB191-GOV-OMB-Q3-14-11
Title Department of Agriculture and Food

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

Dept. Affected
Appropriation
Allocation

H B 191

Agriculture and Food
Administration and Support

Office of the Commissioner
Sponsor
Requester

Thompson by request
Special Committee on Econonic Development, Trade & Tourism OMB Component Number

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands o f Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN DITUR ES FY 2012 FY 2012 F Y  2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017

Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

630.0 630.0 630.0
30.0 30.0 30.0

100.0 100.0 100.0
15.0 15.0 15.0

T O TA L OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 775.0 775.0 775.0

[CAPITAL EXPEN DITURES

C H A N G E IN 

R EV EN U ES

FUND S O U R C E _____________________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (please identify)

775.0 775.0 775.0

TO TAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 775.0 775.0 775.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS _______
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

5 5 5

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 

Not applicable, initial version.

Prepared by John Boucher, Senior Economist  Phone 465-4677_________
Division Office of Management and Budget______________________________________________  Date/Time 3/14/2011 11:00am

Approved by Karen J Rehfeld, Director________________________________________________________  Date 3/14/2011_________
Office of Management and Budget______________________________________________

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

HB 191 c rea tes a n e w  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ricu ltu re  and Food. A lth o u g h  th e  p ro g ra m s  and s ta ff  w ill be tra n s fe rre d  fro m  
th e  D e p a rtm e n ts  o f  E n v iro n m e n ta l C onse rva tion  and N a tu ra l Resources, an e n t ire ly  n ew  O ffice  o f  th e  C om m issioner 
and D iv is ion  o f A d m in is tra t iv e  Services w ill be c rea ted .

Funding and s ta ffin g  a re  based on O ffice  o f th e  C om m iss ione r s ta ffs  and fu n d in g  in o th e r  d e p a rtm e n ts . These are 
p re lim in a ry  e s tim a te s  o n ly  and w o u ld  need to  be re fin e d  c lose r to  th e  actual s e t-u p  o f  th e  O ffice . This e s tim a te  
excludes any in it ia l s e t-u p  costs fo r  th e  n e w  o ffice  o r  th e  a d d itio n a l lease space re q u ire d , w h ich  w o u ld  increase the 
costs on a o n e -tim e  basis in FY2015.

The f iv e  p o s itio n s  re q u e s te d  are:
C om m iss ione r (Range 3 0 A ) 205 ,910
D epu ty  C o m m iss io n e r (range  28A) 170 ,409
Executive  S ecre ta ry  III (range  16A) 81 ,999
Special A ss is ta n t to  th e  C o m m iss io n e r II (range 21A) 108 ,175
A d m in is tra tiv e  A ss is ta n t (range  12A) 64 ,442
M inus  V acancy a d ju s tm e n t o f  .02%_______________________________(135)
Estim a ted  Personal Services Line 630 ,000

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



F I S C A L  N O T E

Identifier (file name) HB191-DEC-LS-03-11-11

STATE OF ALASKA
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Fiscal Note Number
Bill Version
() Publish Date

27-LS0458\M

Title Department of Agriculture and Food

Sponsor
Requester

Representative Thompson

_ Dept. Affected _
Appropriation ____________________
Allocation Laboratory Services

Environmental Conserv
Environmental Health

(H) Economic Development, Trade & Tourism Spec Comm. OMB Component Number

Expenditures/Revenues________________________________________ (T housands o f  D o lla rs)_______
Note: Am ounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

2065

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPEN DITUR ES FY 2012 FY  2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services 
T ravel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants
Miscellaneous

TO TA L OPERATING *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

|CAPITAL E X P EN D ITU R ES '

C H A N G E  IN 

R E V E N U E S

FUND S O U R C E (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (please identify)

TO TAL *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Estimate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Full-time *** *** *** *** *** . . . ***

Part-time *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Temporary *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such)

Kristin Ryan, DirectorPrepared by
Division _____________

Approved by Dan Easton

Phone 907-269-7645
Environmental Health Date/Time 3/11/11 4:00 PM

Date 3/11/2011
Deputy Commissioner

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 191
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis___________________________________________________________________________
The  D e p a rtm e n t o f E n v iro n m e n ta l C o n se rva tio n  is unc lea r a b o u t aspects o f  th e  fo o d  sa fe ty  re g u la to ry  p o rtio n s  o f th is  
b ill and w h ich  d e p a rtm e n t w o u ld  be resp o n s ib le  fo r  th e m . The D e p a rtm e n t needs c la r if ic a tio n  b e fo re  fin a liz in g  a 
fisca l n o te . For exam p le , th e re  are  h u n d re d s  o f  fo o d  p rocessors in A laska (b irch  syrup , salsa, to r t illa s , p o ta to  chips, 
ja m , candy, e tc) th a t  are n o t a g ric u ltu ra l p ro d u c ts  b u t d o n 't m e e t th e  d e fin it io n  o f re ta il fo o d .

(Revised 1/27/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2



 _ [ O U S E  C O M M IT T E E  R E P O J

Date Referred to Committee: March 11,2011 FURTHER REFERRALS: Resources
/ / Finance

Date of Committee Action:

(9)

V , -7  • / /

The HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, TRADE AND TOURISM 
considered: HB 191

HOUSE BILL NO. 191
"An Act establishing a state department of agriculture and food and relating to its powers and duties; relating to 
the powers and duties of the Department of Environmental Conservation and the Department of Natural 
Resources; and providing for an effective date."

HB 191-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD

Recommends it be replaced with [ ] HCS or [ ] CS for___________________________________ (_________)
For Senate Bills with new title: [  ]  Technical Title [  ]  New Title: HCR_______  [ ] Same Title [ ] New Title

[ ] attach amendments
[ ] add new referral to _____________Committee
[ ] Letter of Intent____________Committee

List o f
Abbrev
fo r
Depts.:
ADM
CED
COR
CRT
EED
DEC
DFG
GOV
DHS
LWF
LAW
LEG
MVA
DNR
DPS
REV
DOT
UA

N E W  F I S C A L  N O T E S
*FN# is assigned by Chief Clerk’s Office
*FN# List by Dept(s): Fiscal Indet. Zero

& o \ J G -o v X
6 0 1 / G o v X
G-0\J Gov/ X
(s o V X
G o V K

G o  1/ X
p tG fL X

cw/C P N '(l X
C*N>P~ X
Pn P - X
0A//G On >i[L- *
p h ) f^ p N i/*- X

PR EVIO U S  F I S C A L  N O T E S

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

Signing with recommendations
Printed Last Name
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Component —  Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration

State of Alaska 
FY2012 Governor’s Operating Budget

Department of Natural Resources 
Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration 

Component Budget Summary

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 1



Component —  Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Adm inistration

Contribution to Departm ent's Mission
Promote and encourage development of an agriculture industry in Alaska.

Core Services
•  The Board of Agriculture and Conservation (BAC) administers the Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF) 

through the Division of Agriculture.

Results at a Glance
(Additional performance information is available on the web at http://omb.alaska.gov/results.)

END RESULT A: Sustained availability of financing for future agricultural development and expansion in 
Alaska. ARLF celebrated 57 years of service to Alaska in 2010.

•  47.43% loan to equity ratio in 2010 as compared to 44.75% loan to equity ratio in 2009.
• 2.1% delinquency in 2010 as compared to 1.6% delinquency rate in 2009.

Status of Strategies to Achieve End Result
•  $5,710,650 was approved in FY10 as compared to $4,393,800 loaned in FY09.
•  $234,000 was returned to the ARLF in FY10 from the sale of asset property.

M ajor Activities to Advance Strategies
Process new loan applications 
Process loan modification requests 
Inspect and evaluate collateral 
Close loan/modification requests 
Service loans, contracts, leases, accounts 
Manage default accounts_________________

Recover foreclosed/repossessed collateral
Facilitate settlements
Provide protection of ARLF assets
Respond to informational requests
Provide asset management
Dispose of foreclosed/repossessed assets

Key Com ponent Challenges
Management continues to make efforts to minimize the draw on the fund by keeping delinquency rates low. 
Conventional financing is not generally available to agriculture in Alaska.

• Reduce Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF) expenditures through efficiencies.
• Provide low interest rate loans for agricultural development.
• Sustain growth and expansion of the A R L F  program.
• Sell Palmer asset property offered at $975,000.
• Sell Delta Junction asset property offered at $275,000.
• Sell Kenai asset property offered at $19,500.
• Continue to look at ways to minimize losses at Mt. McKinley Meat & Sausage (MMM&S).

Significant Changes in Results to be Delivered in FY2012
• Update the A R L F  procedures manual.
• Sell asset property and return $1,269,500 to A R L F

M ajor Com ponent Accom plishm ents in 2010
• The A R L F  program celebrated 57 years of continued service to Alaska agriculture in August.
• The delinquency rate of the $21.8 million A R L F  loan portfolio is 2.1%.
• Promoted industry growth through competitive interest-rate loans to borrowers with viable business plans.

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 2

http://omb.alaska.gov/results


Component —  Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration

•  Updated the ARLF loan application to an online entry format.
•  Contributed to industry stability by providing continued financing for existing agricultural enterprises.

Statutory and Regulatory Authority
AS 03.09, AS 03.10

Contact Information

Contact: Franci Flavemeister, Director
Phone: (907) 761-3867

Fax: (907) 745-7112
E-mail: Franci.Flavemeister@alaska.gov

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 3
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Component —  Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration

Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Adm inistration  
Com ponent Financial Sum m ary

All dollars shown In thousands
FY2010 Actuals FY2011 FY2012 Governor

Management Plan
Non-Formula Program:

Component Expenditures:
71000 Personal Services 453.6 471.7 504.7
72000 Travel 6.7 24.0 24.0
73000 Services 314.5 494.6 494.6
74000 Commodities 737.0 1,495.7 1,489.0
75000 Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0
77000 Grants, Benefits 0.0 0.0 0.0
78000 Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0

Expenditure Totals 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,512.3

Funding Sources:
1021 Agricultural Loan Fund 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,512.3

Funding Totals 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,512.3

Estimated Revenue Collections

Description Master
Revenue
Account

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

Unrestricted Revenues
Unrestricted Fund 68515 3,339.3 0.0 0.0

Unrestricted Total 3,339.3 0.0 0.0

Restricted Revenues
None. 0.0 0.0 0.0

Restricted Total 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Estimated Revenues 3,339.3 0.0 0.0

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010
______________________ Page 4



Component —  Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration

Sum m ary of Com ponent Budget Changes 
From FY2011 Managem ent Plan to FY2012 Governor

All dollars shown in thousands

FY2011 Management Plan

Unrestricted 
Gen (UGF) 

0.0

Designated 
Gen (DGF) 

2,486.0

Other Funds 

0.0

Federal
Funds

0.0

Total Funds 

2,486.0

Adjustments which will 
continue current level of
service:
-FY 2012 Personal Services 0.0 18.2 0.0 0.0 18.2

increases 
-FY 2011 Over/Understated 

GGU/SU salary 
adjustments

0.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 8.1

FY2012 Governor 0.0 2,512.3 0.0 0.0 2,512.3

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 5



Component —  Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration

Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Adm inistration  
Personal Services Information

Authorized Positions Personal Services Costs

Full-time
Part-time
Nonpermanent

FY2011
Management

Plan
5
0
0

FY2012
Governor

5
0
0

Annual Salaries 
Premium Pay 
Annual Benefits
Less 1.50% Vacancy Factor 
Lump Sum Premium Pay

321,185
0

191,190
(7,677)

0
Totals 5 5 Total Personal Services 504,698

Position C lassification Sum m ary

Job Class Title Anchorage Fairbanks Juneau Others Total
Corr Indus Prod Mgr I 0 0 0 2 2
Corr Indus Prod Mgr II 0 0 0 1 1
Loan/Collection Off I 0 0 0 1 1
Office Assistant II 0 0 0 1 1

Totals 0 0 0 5 5

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 6



Com ponent Detail All Funds 
Department of Natural Resources

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 Conference 
Committee (Final)

FY2011 Authorized FY2011 Management 
Plan

FY2012 Governor FY2011 Management Plan vs 
FY2012 Governor

71000 Personal Services 453.6 463.2 463.2 471.7 504.7 33.0 7.0%
72000 Travel 6.7 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 0.0 0.0%
73000 Services 314.5 494.6 494.6 494.6 494.6 0.0 0.0%
74000 Commodities 737.0 1,504.2 1,504.2 1,495.7 1,489.0 -6.7 -0.4%
75000 Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
77000 Grants, Benefits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
78000 Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%

Totals 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,512.3 26.3 1.1%
Fund Sources:
1021 Agric Loan 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,512.3 26.3 1.1%

Unrestricted General (UGF) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Designated General (DGF) 1,511.8 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,486.0 2,512.3 26.3 1.1%

Other Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Federal Funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%

Positions: 
Permanent Full Time 5 5 5 5 5 0 0.0%
Permanent Part Time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Non Permanent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 7



Change Record Detail - Multiple Scenarios With Descriptions 
Department of Natural Resources

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Positions
Scenario/Change Trans Totals Personal Travel Services Commodities Capital Outlay Grants, Benefits Miscellaneous PFT PPT NP
Record Title____________Type________________________ Services_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

a******************************.,******** changes From FY2011 Conference Committee (Final) To FY2011 Authorized ******** 
FY2011 Conference Committee

ConfCom 2,486.0 463.2 24.0 494.6 1,504.2 0.0 
1021 Agric Loan 2,486.0

0.0 0.0 5 0 0

Subtotal 2,486.0 463.2 24.0 494.6 1,504.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 0 0

C h a n g e s  F rom  FY2011 A u th o rize d  T o  FY2011 M a n a g em en t P lan  
ADN 10-1-5023 Transfer from Commodities to Personal Services to Maintain Acceptable Vacancy Factor

LIT 0.0 8.5 0.0 0.0 -8.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0

This line item transfer moves authorization from commodities to personal services to reflect anticipated increases personal services expenditures due to step 
increases and to manage a reasonable vacancy rate.

Economic factors such as weather, the price of feed, fertilizer, the national average paid for animals are all factors causing a natural up and down cycle of 
expenditures and the availability of meat. Additionally, institutions purchasing meat cycles due to the changing client base.

Subtotal 2,486.0 471.7 24.0 494.6 1,495.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 0 0

Changes From FY2011 Management Plan To FY2012 Governor *****************
Realign Line Items to Maintain Vacancy Factor

LIT 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 -6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0

This line item transfer from commodities to personal services reflects anticipated increases in personal services expenditures due to step increases and allows for 
a reasonable vacancy rate.

Economic factors such as weather, the price of feed, fertilizer, the national average paid for animals are all factors causing a natural up and down cycle of 
expenditures and the availability of meat. Additionally, institutions purchasing meat cycles due to the changing client base. The current downward cycle allows the 
excess authority in commodities to be transferred from commodities to personal services.

If the transfer is not approved the Agricultural Revolving Loan Program component will be unable to meet its personal services obligations in FY12.

FY 2012 Personal Services increases
SalAdj 18.2 18.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1021 Agrfc Loan 18.2
0.0 0.0 0 0 0

This change record includes the following personal services increases: 
: $18.2

FY2012 Governor
12/21/10 2:53 PM Department of Natural Resources

Released December 15, 2010 
Paqe 8



Change Record Detail - Multiple Scenarios With Descriptions 
Department of Natural Resources

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Positions
Scenario/Change Trans Totals Personal Travel Services Commodities Capital Outlay Grants, Benefits Miscellaneous PFT PPT NP
Record Title____________Type________________________ Services_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Alaska State Employees Assn (GGU) FY2012 Health Insurance Increased Costs : $9.9

Alaska State Employees Association (GGU) FY 12 COLA increases 
: $8.4

Alaska State Employees Association - ASEA  Geographic Differential for GGU  

: $-0.1
FY 2011 Over/Understated GGU/SU salary adjustments

SalAdj 8.1 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0
1021 Agric Loan 8.1

When the SU and GGU salary adjustments were calculated, errors were made that understated some GGU amounts and overstated some SU amounts. This 
change record identifies the over and under stated amounts associated with these calculations.: $8.1

Totals 2,512.3 504.7 24.0 494.6 1,489.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 0 0

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 9



Personal Services Expenditure Detail
Department of Natural Resources

Scenario: FY2012 Governor (8665)
Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235) 

RDU: Resource Development (136)

PCN Job Class Title Time
Status

Retire
Code

Barg
Unit

Location Salary
Sched

Range / 
Step

Comp
Months

Split/
Count

Annual
Salaries

CO LA Premium
Pay

Annual
Benefits

Total Costs GF Amount

10-3052 Office Assistant II FT A GP Palmer 200 10G 12.0 38,076 0 0 29,027 67,103 0
10-3064 Loan/Collection Off I FT A GP Palmer 200 160 12.0 72,084 0 0 41,001 113,085 0
20-6122 Corr Indus Prod Mgr II FT A GP Palmer 200 18N 12.0 79,404 0 0 43,578 122,982 0
20-6169 Corr Indus Prod Mgr 1 FT A GP Palmer 200 16M 12.0 66,972 0 0 39,201 106,173 0
20-6425 Corr Indus Prod Mgr 1 FT A GP Palmer 200 16L/M 12.0 64,649 0 0 38,383 103,032 0

Full Time Positions: 
Part Time Positions: 

Non Permanent Positions:

Total
Positions

5
0
0

New
0
0
0

Deleted
0 
0 
0

Total Salary Costs: 321,185
Total COLA: 0

Total Premium Pay:: 0
Total Benefits: 191,190

Positions in Component: 5 0 0 Total Pre-Vacancy: 512,375
Minus Vacancy Adjustment of 1.50%: (7,677)

Total Post-Vacancy: 504,698
Total Component Months: 60.0 Plus Lump Sum Premium Pay: 0

Personal Services Line 100: 504,698

PCN Funding Sources: Pre-Vacancy Post-Vacancy Percent
1021 Agricultural Loan Fund 512,375 504,698 100.00%
Total PCN Funding: 512,375 504,698 100.00%

Note: If a position is split, an asterisk (*) will appear in the Split/Count column. If the split position is also counted in the component, two asterisks (**) will appear in this column.
[No valid job title] appearing in the Job Class Title indicates that the PCN has an invalid class code or invalid range for the class code effective date of this scenario.

FY2012 Governor Released December 15, 2010
12/21/10 2:53 PM Department of Natural Resources Page 10



Line Item Detail 
Department of Natural Resources 

T ravel
Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)

RDU: Resource Development (136)

Line
Number Line Name

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

72000 T rave l 6.7 24.0 24.0

Expenditure Account Servicing Agency Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Manaqement Plan

FY2012 Governor

72000 Travel Detail Totals 6.7 24.0 24.0

72100 Insta te  T rave l F ield trave l fo r inspections w ill help hold dow n the 
d e linquency rate and help m ain ta in  repossessed 
p roperties. A dm in is tra tive  tra in ing  fo r m anagem ent and 
m eetings. T rave l inc lud ing  transporta tion , lodg ing and 
perd iem . Board o f A g ricu ltu re  and C onserva tion  has 
increased m eetings held due to agendas tha t are m ore 
com plex.

6.7 19.0 19.0

72400 O ut O f S ta te  T rave l T rave l includ ing transporta tion , lodg ing and per diem . 0.0 5.0 5.0
Inc ludes trave l fo r N ationa l (N ASD A) and W este rn  
A ssoc ia tion  o f S ta te  D epartm en ts  o f A g ricu ltu re  
(W AS D A) and W este rn  U nited S ta tes T rade 
A ssoc ia tion  (W U SA TA ).

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 11



Line Item  Detail 
Department of Natural Resources 

Services
Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)

RDU: Resource Development (136)

Line
Number Line Name

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

73000 S erv ices 314.5 494.6 494.6

Expenditure Account Servicing Agency Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

73000 Services Detail Totals 314.5 494.6 494.6

73025 E ducation  S ervices A laska  R evo lv ing Loan Fund m em bersh ips  and 
con ferences.

0.0 1.4 1.4

73050 F inancia l S ervices A R LF  loan se rv ice  fees, expense  m anagem ent and 
consu lting.

3.0 6.9 6.9

73156 Te lecom m un ica tion Data com m unica tions, inc lud ing  phone and data line 
charges.

4.8 6.3 6.3

73225 D e livery S ervices Postage, fre igh t and cou rie r costs. Lending activ ity  and 
Board o f A g ricu ltu re  and C onserva tion  in fo rm ation  to 
the  public. M eat p lant postage  to sh ip  m eat to 
institu tions.

25.7 25.7 25.7

73450 A dve rtis ing  & Prom os Prin ting  m ateria ls, invoices, receipts, A R LF  app lica tion  
and brochures, film  fo r A R LF  inspections, land sale 
p rin ted  m ateria l to  the  public, copy charges.

3.1 9.0 9.0

73525 U tilities U tilities, hea ting  oil, gas electric, w aste  d isposal, w a te r 
and sew er necessary to  m ain ta in  assets and the  Mt. 
M cK in ley  m eat plant.

87.2 108.3 108.3

73650 S truc/ln fs truc t/Land P roperty  and fac ility  app ra isa l to  fac ilita te  asset 
d isposa ls. Mt. M cK in ley M eat P lant fac ility  repairs and 
m aintenance.

6.3 13.5 13.5

73675 E qu ipm ent/M ach inery M inor repa ir and m ain tenance  o f veh ic les  and office 
equ ipm ent.

2.0 6.3 6.3

73750 O ther S erv ices (N on IA Svcs) P ro fessiona l se rv ices contracts , o the r p ro fessiona l 
se rv ices and specia l pro jects.

2.6 25.8 25 .8

73750 O ther S erv ices (Non IA  Svcs) P ro tection  o f assets. A laska  R evo lv ing Loan Fund is in 
the  p rocess o f m ain ta in ing  p roperties tha t are  active  
and in tended to be sold.

0.0 30.1 30.1

73804 E conom ic /D eve lopm en t (IA  Svcs) C orrect Mt. M cK in ley M eat P lant inm ate  wages. 23.7 35.0 35.0

1 2 /2 1 /1 0  2 :5 3  P M
F Y 2 0 1 2  G o v e rn o r  

D e p a r tm e n t o f  N a tu ra l R e s o u rc e s
R e le a s e d  D e c e m b e r  15, 2 0 1 0  

P a q e  12



L ine  Item  Detail 
Department of Natural Resources 

Services
Component: A gricu ltu re  R evo lv ing  Loan P rogram  A dm in is tra tion  (2235)

RDU: R esource  D eve lopm en t (136)
Expenditure Account Servicing Agency Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 FY2012 Governor
__________    Management Plan___________________

73000 Services Detail Totals_____________ 314.5_____________ 494.6______________494.6
73804 E conom ic /D eve lopm en t (IA  Svcs) N atR es A R LF  P ub lic  In fo rm ation  C ente r (P IC ) support. 0.6 0.6 0.6

73804 E conom ic /D eve lopm ent (IA  Svcs) N atR es A R LF  accounting  support. 49.3 53.2 53.2

73804 E conom ic /D eve lopm ent (IA  Svcs) N atRes A R LF  CIC support. 0.1 0.9 0.9

73805 IT -N on-T e lecom m nctns A dm in ETS C om pute r S erv ice  RSA. 2.9 2.8 2.8

73805 IT -N on-T  e lecom m nctns A dm in D O A m icroso ft contract. 0.8 0.9 0.9

73809 Mail A dm in C entra l M ail RSA. 0.2 0.3 0.3

73810 H um an R esources A dm in D ivis ion o f P e rsonne l/H um an R esource  RSA. 0.6 0.3 0.3

73812 Legal Law R egu la tions RSA. 0.1 0.1 0.1

73812 Legal Law A R LF  Legal S erv ices to  support the Board o f 
A g ricu ltu re  and C onserva tion  (BAC ) includ ing the  loan 
program .

67.7 110.0 110.0

73813 A ud iting A dm in S ta tew ide  A ud it RSA. 0.0 0.1 0.1

73814 Insurance A dm in R isk M anagem ent P ub lic  O ffic ia l Bond RSA. 8.2 11.4 11.4

73814 Insurance A dm in R isk M anagem ent O verhead RSA. 0.0 1.0 1.1

73814 Insurance A dm in R isk M anagem ent N on-shared  fac ilities 0.0 10.3 10.3

73815 Financia l A dm in D ivis ion o f F inance A K S A S /A K P A Y  R SA 0.3 0.5 0.5

73816 A D A  C om pliance Labor A D A  com p liance  RSA. 0.1 0.1 0.1

73819 C om m iss ion  S a les (IA  Svcs) A dm in Centra l o ffice  trave l fees. 0.1 1.5 1.5

73848 S ta te  Equip F leet T rans C harges to state equ ipm en t flee t ro lling  stock. V eh ic le  
and equ ipm en t expenses payable  to  D epartm en t o f 
T ransporta tion  S ta te  E qu ipm ent Fleet.

25.1 32.3 32.2

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 13



Line Item Detail
Department of Natural Resources 

Commodities
Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)

RDU: Resource Development (136)

Line
Number Line Name

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

74000 C om m odities 737.0 1,495.7 1,489.0

Expenditure Account Servicing Agency Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

74000 Commodities Detail Totals 737.0 1,495.7 1,489.0

74226 Equ ipm ent &  Furn itu re A R LF  fu rn itu re  rep lacem ent. 2.2 2.9 1.5

74229 B usiness S upplies O ffice  supp lies, form s, photo  supp lies, aeria l photos, 
m aps, dup lica tion  m ateria ls /paper/deve lope r, data 
p rocessing  and com pu te r supplies.

3.7 5.7 5.7

74233 Info T echno logy Equip In fo rm ation  techno logy  equ ipm ent, PC com puter, 
m onitor, cables.

0.0 3.1 3.1

74235 Item s For Resa le Mt. M cK in ley M eats live an im a l purchase  fo r s laugh te r 
and resale.

49 .9 249.5 248.6

74236 S ubscrip tions S ubscrip tions 0.0 0.5 0.5

74481 Food Supp lies M eat purchases fo r resale, »y>k 7 - . 633.8 836.9 836.9

74485 C lean ing Jan ito ria l supp lies 3.2 15.2 15.2

74490 N on-Food Supp lies M eat processing, agricu ltu ra l supp lies, seed, fertilizer, 
herb ic ides, insectic ides, A R LF  asse t feed  supp lies, 
re lated m ateria l necessary to  m anage Mt. M cK in ley 
m eat p lant operation.

37.0 362.0 357.6

74691 Build ing  M ateria ls S tructu ra l repa ir supplies. 0.2 0.5 0.5

74700 E lectrica l E lectrica l. 0.6 1.8 1.8

74701 P lum bing Plum bing. 3.4 3.4 3.4

74754 Parts And Supp lies R epair and m ain tenance supp lies  includ ing veh ic le  
parts and parts fo r o ther equ ipm en t inc lud ing  fie ld  
equ ipm en t com ponents.

0.7 2.3 2.3

74759 Pain t & P reserva tives P aints and  p reservatives. 0 .0 1.6 1.6

74820 Sm  T oo ls /M ino r Equip H and tools. 1.4 7.9 7.9

74850 E qu ipm ent Fuel D iesel, gaso line  and oil. 0.5 0.5 0.5

74854 V eh ic le  (C om m od ities -R epa ir & 
M aint)

V eh ic le  repair, parts and m aintenance. 0 .4 1.9 1.9

1 2 /2 1 /1 0  2 :5 3  P M
F Y 2 0 1 2  G o v e rn o r  

D e p a r tm e n t o f  N a tu ra l R e s o u rc e s
R e le a s e d  D e c e m b e r  15, 2 0 1 0  

P a g e  14



U n res tric ted  Revenue Detail 
Department of Natural Resources

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Master
Account

Revenue
Description FY2010 Actuals

FY2011 
Management Plan FY2012 Governor

68515 U nrestric ted  Fund 3,339.3 0.0 0.0

Detail Information

Revenue
Amount

Revenue
Description Component

Collocation
Code

AKSAS
Fund FY2010 Actuals

FY2011 
Management Plan FY2012 Governor

64101 Late Fees Late Fees 21606 4.0 0.0 0.0

64108 N ew  Loan A pp  Fees N ew  Loan A pp  Fees 21606 1.2 0.0 0.0

64560 M isc T rans C harges M isc. T ran  C harges 21606 28.0 0.0 0.0

64750 Serv ice  R endered  Rec S erv ice  R endered  Rec. 21606 120.3 0.0 0.0

64800 Sale  O f P roducts Sale  o f P roducts 21606 •'V.oonf'tV jC. 9 1 8.6 0.0 0.0

65310 Lease O f St P roperty Lease o f St. Prop. 21606 26.3 0.0 0.0

65519 M atanuska  M aid Dairy M at M aid Dairy 21606 1,653.3 0.0 0.0

65756 S hort Term  Loan Int S hort Term  Loan 21606 587.6 0.0 0.0

1 2 /2 1 /1 0  2 :5 3  P M
F Y 2 0 1 2  G o v e rn o r  

D e p a r tm e n t o f  N a tu ra l R e s o u rc e s
R e le a s e d  D e c e m b e r  15, 2 0 1 0  

P a q e  15



In te r-A gency  S erv ices 
Department of Natural Resources

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

FY2011
Expenditure Account Service Description Service Type Servicing Agency FY2010 Actuals Management Plan FY2012 Governor

73804 Economic/Development (IA Mt. McKinley Meat Plant inmate wages. Inter-dept Correct 23.7 35.0 35.0
Svcs)

73804 Economic/Development (IA ARLF Public Information Center (PIC) support. Intra-dept NatRes 0.6 0.6 0.6
Svcs)

73804 Economic/Development (IA ARLF accounting support. Intra-dept NatRes 49.3 53.2 53.2
Svcs)

73804 Economic/Development (IA ARLF CIC support. Intra-dept NatRes 0.1 0.9 0.9
Svcs)

73804 Economic/Development (IA Svcs) subtotal: 73.7 89.7 89.7
73805 IT-Non-Telecommnctns ETS Computer Service RSA. Inter-dept Admin 2.9 2.8 2.8
73805 IT-Non-Telecommnctns DOA microsoft contract. Inter-dept Admin 0.8 0.9 0.9

73805 IT-Non-Telecommnctns subtotal: 3.7 3.7 3.7
73809 Mail Central Mail RSA. Inter-dept Admin 0.2 0.3 0.3

73809 Mail subtotal: 0.2 0.3 0.3
73810 Human Resources Division of Personnel/Human Resource RSA. Inter-dept Admin 0.6 0.3 0.3

73810 Human Resources subtotal: 0.6 0.3 0.3
73812 Legal Regulations RSA. Inter-dept Law 0.1 0.1 0.1
73812 Legal ARLF Legal Services to support the Board of Agriculture Inter-dept Law 67.7 110.0 110.0

and Conservation (BAC) including the loan program.
73812 Legal subtotal: 67.8 110.1 110.1

73813 Auditing Statewide Audit RSA. Inter-dept Admin 0.0 0.1 0.1
73813 Auditing subtotal: 0.0 0.1 0.1

73814 Insurance Risk Management Public Official Bond RSA. Inter-dept Admin 8.2 11.4 11.4
73814 Insurance Risk Management Overhead RSA. Inter-dept Admin 0.0 1.0 1.1
73814 Insurance Risk Management Non-shared facilities Inter-dept Admin 0.0 10.3 10.3

73814 Insurance subtotal: 8.2 22.7 22.8
73815 Financial Division of Finance AKSAS/AKPAY RSA Inter-dept Admin 0.3 0.5 0.5

73815 Financial subtotal: 0.3 0.5 0.5
73816 ADA Compliance ADA compliance RSA. Inter-dept Labor 0.1 0.1 0.1

73816 ADA Compliance subtotal: 0.1 0.1 0.1
73819 Commission Sales (IA Central office travel fees. Inter-dept Admin 0.1 1.5 1.5

Svcs)
73819 Com m ission Sales (IA Svcs) subtotal: 0.1 1.5 1.5

73848 State Equip Fleet Charges to state equipment fleet rolling stock. Vehicle Inter-dept Trans 25.1 32.3 32.2
and equipment expenses payable to Department of
Transportation State Equipment Fleet.

73848 State Equip Fleet subtotal: 25.1 32.3 32.2
74226 Equipment & Furniture ARLF furniture replacement. Inter-dept 2.2 2.9 1.5

74226 Equipment & Furniture subtotal: 2.2 2.9 1.5

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010
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Inter-Agency Services
Department of Natural Resources

FY2011
Expenditure Account________________ Service Description_______________________________Service Type Servicing Agency_______FY2010 Actuals Management Plan FY2012 Governor

Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration total: 182.0 264.2 262.8

Component: Agriculture Revolving Loan Program Administration (2235)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Grand Total: 182.0 264.2 262.8

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010
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AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND
Fiscal Summary

F IS C A L
Y E A R

A P P R O P R IA T IO N  
A D D IT IO N  W IT H D R A W A L

IN C E P T IO N  
T O  D A T E  

T O T A L S T A T U T O R Y  A U T H O R IZ A T IO N  A N D  C H A N G E S

1 9 5 3 $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 F u n d  c re a te d ; a u th o r iz e d  u p  to  $ 1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0  s h o rt- te rm  lo a n s  n o t to  e x c e e d  $ 2 ,0 0 0  fo r  1 -y e a r te rm s  a t 6% ; 
c h a tte l lo a n s  n o t to  e x c e e d  $ 1 0 ,0 0 0  fo r  5 -y e a r  te rm s  a t 5% ; fa rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lo a n s  n o t to  e x c e e d  $ 1 5 ,0 0 0  
fo r  u p  to  2 0 -y e a r  te rm s  a t 4 .5 %

1 9 5 5 1 5 0 ,0 0 0 3 5 0 ,0 0 0 F a rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lim it  ra is e d  to  $ 2 0 ,0 0 0  m a x im u m

1 9 5 7 1 2 5 ,0 0 0 4 7 5 ,0 0 0

1 9 5 9 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 5 7 5 ,0 0 0

1 9 6 0 7 5 ,0 0 0 6 5 0 ,0 0 0

1961 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 8 5 0 ,0 0 0 A u th o r iz e d  fu n d  in c re a s e d  to  $ 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 ; s h o rt- te rm  lim it ra is e d  to  $ 5 ,0 0 0 ; c h a tte l lim it ra is e d  to  $ 2 5 ,0 0 0 ; 
fa rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lim it ra is e d  to  $ 4 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 6 2 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 1 ,0 5 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 6 4 A u th o r iz e d  to  u tiliz e  T R  a n d  P E R  F u n d s

1 9 6 6 4 5 ,0 0 0 1 ,0 9 5 ,0 0 0 S h o r t- te rm  lim it ra is e d  to  $ 1 0 ,0 0 0 ; c h a tte l lim it  ra is e d  to  $ 4 0 ,0 0 0  fo r  7  y e a rs  a t 6% ; 
fa rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lim it ra is e d  to  $ 5 0 ,0 0 0  fo r  3 0  y e a rs  a t 5 %

1 9 6 7 4 5 ,0 0 0 1 ,1 4 0 ,0 0 0 S h o r t- te rm  lim it ra is e d  to  $ 1 5 ,0 0 0 ; fa rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lim it ra is e d  to  $ 7 5 ,0 0 0  a t 6 %

1 9 6 8 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 1 ,4 4 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 6 9 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 1 ,5 4 0 ,0 0 0

19 7 0 5 0 0 .0 0 0

8 0 0 .0 0 0 2 ,8 4 0 ,0 0 0

S p e c ia l ir r ig a t io n  fu n d  e s ta b lis h e d  w ith  u p  to  2 0  y e a rs  a t 4 % ; c h a tte l lim its  ra is e d  to  $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 ; 
fa rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lim it ra is e d  to  $ 1 5 0 ,0 0 0 ; a u th o r ity  to  se ll lo a n s  to  D e p t o f  R e v e n u e  
A u th o r iz e d  fu n d  in c re a s e d  to  $ 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

1971 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 ,0 4 0 ,0 0 0 A g re e m e n t w ith  C o m m is s io n e r  fo r  s a le /p u rc h a s e  o f  lo a n s  @  0 .5 %  s e rv ic e  fe e

19 7 5 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 ,2 4 0 ,0 0 0 S h o r t- te rm  lim it ra is e d  to  $ 2 5 ,0 0 0 ; fa rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lo a n s  @  6 %

19 7 6 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 ,4 4 0 ,0 0 0 F a rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lim it  ra is e d  to  $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0

1 977 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 ,6 4 0 ,0 0 0 L o a n  B o a rd  re -e s ta b lis h e d

Prepared 4/5/2011 by DNR FS S G:\Prior Year\Fiscal_Summary10[1]



AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND
Fiscal Summary

F IS C A L
Y E A R

A P P R O P R IA T IO N  
A D D IT IO N  W IT H D R A W A L

IN C E P T IO N  
T O  D A T E  

T O T A L S T A T U T O R Y  A U T H O R IZ A T IO N  A N D  C H A N G E S

1 9 7 8 4 0 0 ,0 0 0 4 ,0 4 0 ,0 0 0 Irr ig a tio n  lo a n s  @  6 %
1 9 7 9 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 4 ,2 4 0 ,0 0 0 F a rm  d e v e lo p m e n t lim it ra is e d  to  $ 5 0 0 ,0 0 0 ; c h a tte l lim it ra is e d  to  $ 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 ; s h o rt- te rm  lim it ra is e d  to  $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  

A S  0 3 -1 0 -0 3 0 (e )  1 5 -d a y  d e lin q u e n c y ; 7 %  p e n a lty ; A S  0 3 .1 0 .0 3 5  U se  o r D is p p o s a l o f  M o rtg a g e d  F a rm  L a n d

1 9 8 0 4 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0
6 ,8 0 0 ,0 0 0

(1 ,2 0 0 ,0 0 0 )
1 3 ,8 4 0 ,0 0 0

$ 1 .2  m illio n  ta k e n  fo r  f ire  f ig h t in g
A S  0 3 .1 0 .0 3 0 ( f)  P ro d u c t p ro c e s s in g  lo a n s  w ith  $ 2 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0  lim it; re p e a l a u th o r ity  to  se ll lo a n s

1981 6 ,1 6 0 ,0 0 0
8 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0 2 8 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 8 2 1 4 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 4 2 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 8 3 1 0 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 5 2 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 8 4 1 0 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 6 2 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0 A p p ro p r ia te d  $1 m illio n  fo r  G ra in  R e s e rv e  L o a n  P ro g ra m

1 9 8 5 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 6 7 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 8 6 2 ,5 0 0 ,0 0 0 7 0 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

1 9 8 8 (6 ,7 6 2 ,0 0 0 ) 6 3 ,2 3 8 ,0 0 0 A S  0 3 .1 0 .0 5 0  G o o d  B o r ro w e r  C re d it  p ro g ra m  in s titu te d ; A S  0 3 .1 0 .0 3 3  R e s tru c tu re  o f  a g r ic u ltu ra l d e b t

1 9 8 9 (1 ,4 6 2 ,0 0 0 )
(4 6 0 ,3 1 4 ) 6 1 ,3 1 5 ,6 8 6 $ 4 6 0 ,3 1 4  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

1 9 9 0 (1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 )
(2 5 3 ,8 8 8 ) 6 0 ,0 6 1 ,7 9 7

M o ra to r iu m  on  lo a n s  - D e lta  A re a  
$ 2 5 3 ,8 8 8  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

1 9 9 3 (1 8 0 ,5 0 0 ) 5 9 ,8 8 1 ,2 9 7 $ 1 8 0 ,5 0 0  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

1 9 9 4 (1 8 0 ,9 0 0 ) 5 9 ,7 0 0 ,3 9 7 $ 1 8 0 ,9 0 0  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

1 9 9 5 (2 0 3 ,3 6 1 ) 5 9 ,4 9 7 ,0 3 6 $ 2 0 3 ,3 6 1  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

1 9 9 6 (4 5 5 ,4 8 7 ) 5 9 ,0 4 1 ,5 4 9 $ 4 5 5 ,4 8 7  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

1 9 9 7 (1 ,1 1 0 ,7 3 0 ) 5 7 ,9 3 0 ,8 1 8 $ 1 ,1 1 0 ,7 3 0  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

Prepared 4/5/2011 by DNR FSS G:\Prior Year\Fiscal_Summary10[1]



AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND
Fiscal Summary

F IS C A L
Y E A R

A P P R O P R IA T IO N  
A D D IT IO N  W IT H D R A W A L

IN C E P T IO N  
T O  D A T E  

T O T A L S T A T U T O R Y  A U T H O R IZ A T IO N  A N D  C H A N G E S

1 9 9 8 (9 5 1 ,2 2 2 ) 5 6 ,9 7 9 ,5 9 6 M o ra to r iu m  on  lo a n s  a f fe c te d  by M t. M c K in le y  M e a t P la n t f ire  
$ 9 5 1 ,2 2 2  in  G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

19 9 9 (9 1 0 ,3 0 2 ) 5 6 ,0 6 9 ,2 9 4 $ 9 1 0 ,3 0 2  in  G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 0 (8 9 9 ,5 0 1 ) 5 5 ,1 6 9 ,7 9 3 $ 8 9 9 ,5 0 1  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2001 (1 ,0 5 5 ,9 1 6 ) 5 4 ,1 1 3 ,8 7 7 $ 1 ,0 5 5 ,9 1 6  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 2 (1 ,1 6 3 ,4 7 8 ) 5 2 ,9 5 0 ,3 9 9 $ 1 ,1 6 3 ,4 7 8  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 3 (1 ,0 5 6 ,7 8 3 ) 5 1 ,8 9 3 ,6 1 6 $ 1 ,0 5 6 ,7 8 3  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 4 (1 ,4 3 6 ,8 7 4 ) 5 0 ,4 5 6 ,7 4 3 $ 1 ,4 3 6 ,8 7 4  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 5 (6 4 9 ,7 4 3 ) 4 9 ,8 0 6 ,9 9 9 $ 6 4 9 ,7 4 3  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 6 (8 6 0 ,6 8 0 ) 4 8 ,9 4 6 ,3 2 0 $ 8 6 0 ,6 8 0  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 7 (8 3 1 ,6 1 5 ) 4 8 ,1 1 4 ,7 0 5 $ 8 3 1 ,6 1 5  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 0 8 (1 ,5 0 5 ) 4 8 ,1 1 3 ,2 0 1 $ 1 ,5 0 5  in G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F  (F Y 0 7  A p p ro p r ia t io n  e x p e n d e d  in F Y 0 8 )

2 0 0 9 0 4 8 ,1 1 3 ,2 0 1 N o G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

2 0 1 0 6 0 0 ,0 0 0 0 4 8 ,1 1 3 ,2 0 1
$ 6 0 0 ,0 0 0  C re a m e ry  C o rp o ra t io n  a p p ro p r ia tio n  to  A R L F . 
N o  G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  by  A R L F

T O T A L 7 1 ,8 0 0 ,0 0 0 (2 3 ,0 8 6 ,7 9 9 ) 4 8 ,7 1 3 ,2 0 1

(1 2 ,6 6 2 ,7 9 9 )  T o ta l G F  E x p e n d itu re s  f r o m  1 9 8 9  

N O T E : If th e  f is c a l y e a r  is n o t s h o w n  it m e a n s  th a t  th e re  w e re  no  a p p ro p r ia tio n s  fo r  th a t  p a r t ic u la r  y e a r  a n d  th e re  w e re  no  G F  e x p e n d itu re s  p a id  b y  A R L F  fo r  th a t  yea r.

Prepared 4/5/2011 by DNR FS S G:\Prior Year\Fiscal_Summary10[1]



Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund Cash Flow Projection 
Interest Rate at S-3%, C-4%, F-4.5%

Loan $2,400,000 in FY11, $1,500,000 in FY12-FY15
FSS Projections

Actual Estimates
FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

Beginning Cash Balance 5,864,683 $4,653,390 $5,125,622 $5,555,232 $5,484,725 $5,372,633

Operating
Cash Inflows

Principal & interest payments - Note 1 2,284,992 2,985,036 2,099,264 2,099,149 2,057,669 2,116,026
Leases 26,326 20,726 3,926 3,926 3,926 3,926
Late payment penalties (ave 0.3% of total pmts) 4,008 7,745 5,419 5,419 5,312 5,462
Settlements on defaulted loans 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fees, services, forfeitures 254,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

Cash Outflows
Loan Disbursements (3,285,000) (2,400,000) (1,500,000) (1,500,000) (1,500,000) (1,500,000)
ARLF Operating expenses (404,000) (500,000) (500,000) (500,000) (500,000) (500,000)
Return of Deposit 0 (62,275) 0 0 0 0
Fiscal Year End adjustments (29,619) (30,000) (30,000) (30,000) (30,000) (30,000)

Operating Change in Cash (1,149,293) 22,232 79,609 79,494 37,907 96,415

Non- Operating
Cash Inflows

Transfer of Creamery Corp. Assets 0 0 500,000 0 0 0
Creamery Corp. Equipment Lease 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transfer from General Fund 0 600,000 0 0 0 0
Sale of Assets - Note 3 125,000 0 0 0 0 0
Mt. McKinley Meat Plant Revenues - Note 2 1,068,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000

Cash Outflows
Mt. McKinley Meat Expenses Plant - Note 2 (1,255,000) (1,400,000) (1,400,000) (1,400,000) (1,400,000) (1,400,000)

Non-Operating Change in Cash (62,000) 450,000 350,000 (150,000) (150,000) (150,000)

Net Change in Cash (1,211,293) 472,232 429,609 (70,506) (112,093) (53,585)

Ending Cash Balance 4,653,390 5,125,622 5,555,232 5,484,725 5,372,633 5,319,047

Note 1 - Based on all current loans plus future loans at S-3%, C-4%, F-4.5% for FY11 through FY15.

Note 2 - The loss listed for the Mt. McKinley Meat Plant is an estimate based on the last 5-year average. 

Note 3 - All proceeds from prior financed sales are included in Principal and Interest payments.

Loan Activity allocated as follows based on an average of all current loans:
prepared 4 /i/2 o u  by d n r . Fss-Anchorage C-loans =  12% of total loans over 7 years F-loans =  45% of total loans over 30 years

l-loans = 0% of total loans over 12 years S-loans = 43% of total loans over 1 year
L-loans = 0% of total loans over 20 years P-loans = 0% of total loans over 20 years
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Re: FW: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Fron
Sent: Sun 4/03/11 6:27 PM

To: Bryce W rigley (bjw rigley@gm ail.com )

Cc: petefellm an (petefellm an@ hotm ail.com )

It's not a surprise but it's a disappointment. I jus t cannot understand Franci's thinking in manipulating 
the ARLF cash flow projection this way. She should seize this as an opportunity to show that the ARLF 
is funding Alaskan Agricultural developm ent so well that it needs more money. And if the D ivision's 
charge is to encourage and promote development o f Alaskan agriculture, why would she m inimize the 
need for more funding. Even the current BAC knows the ARLF will run out of funds soon as evidenced 
by their recent resolution requesting GF operating funds for the ARLF.

As I previously told you, Franci and I disagreed on this report FY10 that I was previously assigned as 
the ARLF Loan Manager. She reassigned the report to Financial Support Services (FSS) who 
m anipulates the numbers to indicate that the Fund will continue to revolve. My FY10 ARLF Cash Flow 
Projection has already proved more correct and FSS more incorrect.

The biggest manipulation is the projected annual loan disbursement o f $1,500,000.

FY09 $2,500,000 FY10 $3,500,000 FY11 $2,400,000 (3/17/2011) These are the last 3 years ARLF 
approved loans which DO NOT include ARLF refinances. These figures are public information and have 
appeared on ARLF cash flow projection reports so you may use them with your questions.

For the record, no one talked to me, the ARLF Loan Manager, fo r input on this ARLF cash flow 
projection. They don't even know how much $s I have in loans in process. They have not included 
asset sales such as the Palmer MatMiad property or the Knopp Dairy farm  (lease expires 6/2011) which 
I assum e will be ARLF financed.

The report is incomplete and inaccurate in my opinion; however, as D irector she has the authority to 
present it on behalf of the ARLF. You may question it, certainly about the projected loan disbursements; 
however, everyone should agree the need to recapitalize the ARLF if we want to continue to support 
existing ag operations and new ag development. My hope is that the ARLF is recapitalized with 
responsible managem ent and plan.

 Original M e ssa g e -----

From: Bryce Wrigley 

To: pete fellman

Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2011 4:28 PM  

Subject: Re: FW: HB 191 A R L F  Document

It looks like this projection is based on ARLF disbursements that are significantly lower than FY2010 

and 2011. W hat is the basis for this reduction? By applying this reduced level of disbursements, the 

cash flow shows a slight reduction in the beginning balance every year, however if we use figures more 

in line with 2010, the ARLF gets depleted pretty fast. Were there disbursements in 2010 that are 

atypical? W hat is the average of loan disbursements over the past 5 or ten years?

Also, I see that there is no recapitalization of ARLF from the General Fund in 2015, which I had 

expected to see according to DNR's 10 year budget projection of a few days ago. Is that because by

using these lower loan numbers the fund basically revolves and it was decided that a recap was not 

needed at this time?

http://col 12w.coll 12.mail.live.com/mail/PrintMessages.aspx?cpids=l 8d0ea50-5e63-l leO-b... 4/5/2011
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Just trying to understand where these figures cam e from. I have a letter to Com m issioner Sullivan and 

would like to make sure I understand these numbers before I send it. Let me know if I have misread this 

cash flow..

Bryce

O n Sun, Apr 3, 2011 at 1:25 PM, pete fellman <petefellm an@ hotm ail.com > wrote:

From: Jane Pierson@leqis.state.ak.us 

To: petefellm an@ hotm ail.com  

Date: Sun, 3 Apr 2011 13:16:14 -0800 

Subject: FW: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Here is the corrected ARLF spread from Trevor.

JWP

From: Fulton, Trevor M  (DNR) [mailto:trevor.fulton@alaska.qov1 

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 1:08 PM  

To: Jane Pierson

Cc: Havemeister, Franci A  (DNR); Rob Earl 

Subject: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Jane,

Please replace the prior ARLF docum ent submitted as backup for HB 191 with the 

attached. Thanks.

Trevor Fulton

L e g is la t iv e  L ia is o n  

O ff ic e  o f  th e  C o m m is s io n e r  

D e p a r tm e n t  o f  N a tu ra l R e s o u rc e s  

( 9 0 7 )  4 6 5 -4 7 3 0

http://col 12w.coll 12.mail.live.com/mail/PrintMessages.aspx?cpids=l 8d0ea50-5e63-l leO-b... 4/5/2011
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Re: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

F ro m : B r y c e  W r ig le y  ( b jw r ig le y @ g m a il . c o m )

S e n r  S un  4 /0 3 /1 1  1 0 :0 2  PM

Cc: p e te  fe l lm a n  (p e te fe l lm a n @ h o tm a il . c o m )

I t h in k  th e re  is a m p le  re a s o n  t o  q u e s t io n  th e  n u m b e rs  u s e d  in  th e  d i r e c to r ’s re p o r t ,  s im p ly  b e c a u s e  th e re  

s e e m s  to  b e  n o  b a s is  f o r  r e d u c in g  th e  a m o u n t  o f  lo a n  a c t iv ity .  W ith  th e  la s t th re e  y e a rs  o f  d a ta , an  

a v e ra g e  o f  d is b u rs e m e n ts  w o u ld  b e  $ 2 .8  m il l io n ,  a lm o s t  tw ic e  th e  a m o u n t  u s e d  in  th e  p ro je c t io n .  T h is  

le v e l o f  a c t iv i t y  w o u ld  o b v io u s ly  d e p le te  th e  A R LF  a t  a m u c h  a c c e le ra te d  ra te . P e te r, d o  y o u  th in k  th a t  

B o b  H e r ro n  is th e  t y p e  o f  p e rs o n  w h o  w o u ld  b e  w i l l in g  to  c h a lle n g e  th e  a m o u n t?  I  t h in k  s o m e o n e  o n  th e  

c o m m it te e  m u s t  d o  i t  in  o r d e r  to  m o re  fu l ly  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  s ta tu s  o f  th e  lo a n  fu n d  a n d  t o  fu r th e r  

i l lu s t r a te  t h e  n e e d  t o  o v e rh a u l th e  d iv is io n  o f  a g r ic u ltu re .

B ry c e

O n  S u n , A p r  3, 2 0 1 1  a t  7 :0 4  P M , w ro te :

The Division of Agriculture has 3 separate budgets. O ne is the Division (Development), 
two is Plant Matieral Center (PM C) and three is the A R L F  which includes M M M &S.
Including M M M & S  int he A R L F  budget really m akes it cloudy: however, it is an A R L F  
asset.

 Original M essag e  •
F r o m :  pete feliman 

T o :  Bryce Wrigley 

S e n t :  Sunday, April 03, 2011 5:43 PM  

S u b je c t :  RE: HB 191 A R L F  Document

I'm not sure where they got these numbers, I think I understand what they are doing on 

the report but I've been going through the 2012 DNR budget looking for 

corresponding numbers and categories.. This is not a typical budget report at least not 

what I'm use to seeing in Juneau. M a y b e ^ ® $ c o u ld  explain the background 

of the in house report ? I sent you the State of Alaska FY2012 Governors operating  

budget report, I see 2.4 million (DGF) which is ARLF money. IT looks like the 1.5 mill 

listed as com m odity in FY2012 is listed as loanDisbursements on the in house report.... 

I'm working on it

Date: Sun, 3 Apr 2011 16:28:00 0800 

Subject: Re: FW: HB 191 ARLF Document 

From: bjwriqley@qmail.com  

To: petefellm an@hotm ail.com

It looks like this projection is based on ARLF disbursements that are significantly lower 

than FY2010 and 2011. What is the basis for this reduction? By applying this reduced 

level of disbursements, the cash flow shows a slight reduction in the beginning balance 

every year, however if we use figures more in line with 2010, the ARLF gets depleted 

pretty fast. W ere there disbursements in 2010 that are atypical? W hat is the average of 

loan disbursements over the past 5 or ten years?

http://col 12w.coll 12.mail.live.com/mail/PrintMessages.aspx?cpids=]8fTbaab-5e81 -1 leO-b... 4/5/2011
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Also, I see that there is no recapitalization of ARLF from the General Fund in 2015, which 

I had expected to see according to DNR's 10 year budget projection of a few days ago. 

Is that because by using these lower loan numbers the fund basically revolves and it was 

decided that a recap was not needed at this time?

Just trying to understand where these figures cam e from. I have a letter to  

Com m issioner Sullivan and would like to make sure I understand these numbers before I 

send it. Let me know if I have misread this cash flow.

Bryce

O n Sun, A pr 3, 2011 at 1:25 PM, pete fellman <petefellm an@ hotm ail.com > wrote:

From: Jane Pierspn@leqis.state.ak.us 

To: petefellm an@ hotm ail.com  

Date: Sun, 3 A pr 2011 13:16:14 -0800 

Subject: FW: FIB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Here is the corrected ARLF spread from Trevor.

JWP

From: Fultonj Trevor M (DNR) [mailto:trevor.fulton@alaska.qov1 

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 1:08 PM  

To: Jane Pierson

Cc: Havemeister, Franci A (DNR); Rob Earl 

Subject: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Jane,

Please replace the prior ARLF docum ent submitted as backup for HB 191 

with the attached. Thanks.

T re v o r  F ulton
L e g is la t iv e  L ia is o n  

O ffic e  o f  th e  C o m m is s io n e r  

D e p a r tm e n t  o f  N a tu ra l R e so u rce s  

(907)465-4730  

i ie v o r .fu lto n @ a la .s k a .e o v

"To develop, conserve, and enhance natura l resources fo r  present and fu tu re  
Alaskans."
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Re: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

S e n t: Sun 4/03/11 7:01 PM

To: pete fellman (petefellm an@ hotm ail.com ); Bryce W rigley (bjwrigley@gm ail.com )

This A R L F  C a sh  Flow Projection report is a report that has been done in the past internally with the 
other A R L F  annual reports. It was submitted to the B A C  with the other A R L F  annual reports in order for 
them to see  the over all picture of the A R L F  cash flow A N D  to keep an eye on the A R L F 's  cash 
balance. Th is report w as made public with all the other A R L F  annual reports.

I believe this report provided a good tool for the Board to better manage the A R L F . Franci took this 
report responsibility away from me after the 2009 report disagreem ent and assigned it to F S S  F S S  did 
not provide one to the Board with the 2010 annual reports.

I wonder if Franci will now provide this report to the B A C  members.

 Original M e s s a g e -----
From: pete fellman 

To: Bryce Wrigley

Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2011 5:43 PM  

Subject: RE: HB 191 A R L F  Docum ent

I'm not sure where they got these numbers, I think I understand what they are doing on the report

but I’ve been going through the 2012 DNR budget looking for corresponding numbers

and categories.. This is not a typical budget report at least not what I'm use to seeing in Juneau.

M aybe Candy could explain the background

of the in house report ? I sent you the State o f Alaska FY2012 Governors operating budget report, I see

2.4 million (DGF) which is ARLF money. IT looks like the 1.5 mill listed as com m odity in FY2012 is listed 

as loanDisbursements on the in house report.... I'm working on it

Date: Sun, 3 Apr 2011 16:28:00 -0800 

Subject: Re: FW: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent 

From: bjwrigley@gmail.com  

To: petefellm an@ hotm ail.com

It looks like this projection is based on ARLF disbursements that are significantly lower than FY2010 

and 2011. W hat is the basis for this reduction? By applying this reduced level of disbursements, the 

cash flow shows a slight reduction in the beginning balance every year, however if we use figures more 

in line with 2010, the ARLF gets depleted pretty fast. W ere there disbursements in 2010 that are 

atypical? W hat is the average of loan disbursements over the past 5 or ten years?

Also, I see that there is no recapitalization of ARLF from the General Fund in 2015, which I had 

expected to see according to D N R ’s 10 year budget projection of a few days ago. Is that because by 

using these lower loan numbers the fund basically revolves and it was decided that a recap was not 

needed at this time?

Just trying to understand where these figures came from. I have a letter to Com m issioner Sullivan and 

would like to make sure f understand these numbers before I send it. Let me know if I have misread 

this cash flow
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Re: FW: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Fro

Sent: Sun 4/03/11 6:27 PM

To: Bryce W rigley (bjwrigley@gmail.com)

Cc: pete fellman (petefellm an@ hotm ail.com )

It's not a surprise but it's a disappointment. I just cannot understand Franci's thinking in manipulating 
the A R L F  cash flow projection this way. S h e  should seize this as an opportunity to show that the A R L F  
is funding A laskan Agricultural developm ent so well that it needs more money. And if the Division's 
charge is to encourage and promote development of A laskan agriculture, why would she minimize the 
need for more funding. Even the current B A C  knows the A R L F  will run out of funds soon as evidenced  
by their recent resolution requesting G F  operating funds for the A R LF .

A s  I previously told you, Franci and I disagreed on this report FY10 that I w as previously assigned as  
the A R L F  Loan M anager. She reassigned the report to Financial Support Services (FSS) who 
m anipulates the numbers to indicate that the Fund will continue to revolve. My FY10 A R L F  C ash  Flow  
Projection has already proved more correct and F S S  more incorrect.

The biggest manipulation is the projected annual loan disbursem ent of $1,500,000.

FY09 $2,500,000 FY10 $3,500,000 FY11 $2,400,000 (3/17/2011) Th ese  are the last 3 years A R L F  
approved loans which D O  N O T  include A R L F  refinances. Th ese  figures are public information and have 
appeared on A R L F  cash flow projection reports so you may use them with your questions.

For the record, no one talked to me, the A R L F  Loan Manager, for input on this A R L F  cash flow 
projection. They don't even know how much $s I have in loans in process. They have not included 
asset sa les such as the Palm er MatMiad property or the Knopp Dairy farm (lease expires 6/2011) which 
I assum e will be A R L F  financed.

The report is incomplete and inaccurate in my opinion; however, as Director she has the authority to 
present it on behalf of the A R L F . You may question it, certainly about the projected loan disbursements; 
however, everyone should agree the need to recapitalize the A R L F  if we want to continue to support 
existing ag operations and new ag development. My hope is that the A R L F  is recapitalized with 
responsible m anagem ent and plan.

 Original M e ssa g e -----

From: Bryce Wrigley 

To: pete fellman

Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2011 4:28 PM  

Subject: Re: FW: FIB 191 A R L F  Document

It looks like this projection is based on ARLF disbursements that are significantly lower than FY2010 

and 2011. W hat is the basis for this reduction? By applying this reduced level of disbursements, the 

cash flow shows a slight reduction in the beginning balance every year, however if we use figures more 

in line with 2010, the ARLF gets depleted pretty fast. W ere there disbursements in 2010 that are 

atypical? W hat is the average of loan disbursements over the past 5 or ten years?

Also, I see that there is no recapitalization of ARLF from the General Fund in 2015, which I had 

expected to see according to DNR's 10 year budget projection o f a few days ago. Is that because by 

using these lower loan numbers the fund basically revolves and it was decided that a recap was not 

needed at this time?

http://coll2w.coll 12.mail.live.com/mail/PrintMessages.aspx?cpids=l8d0ea50-5e63-l leO-b... 4/5/2011

mailto:bjwrigley@gmail.com
mailto:petefellman@hotmail.com
http://coll2w.coll


Windows Live Hotmail Print Message Page 2 of 3

Just trying to understand where these figures came from. I have a letter to Com m issioner Sullivan and 

would like to make sure I understand these numbers before I send it. Let me know if I have misread this 

cash flow.

Bryce

On Sun, A pr 3, 2011 at 1:25 PM, pete fellman <petefellm an@ hotm ail.com > wrote:

From: Jane Pierson@leqis.state.ak.us 

To: petefellm an@ hotm ail.com  

Date: Sun, 3 Apr 2011 13:16:14 -0800 

Subject: FW: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Here is the corrected ARLF spread from Trevor.

JWP

From: Fulton, Trevor M (DNR) rmailto:trevor.fulton@alaska.qov1 

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 1:08 PM 

To: Jane Pierson

Cc: Havemeister, Franci A  (DNR); Rob Earl 

Subject: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Jane,

Please replace the prior ARLF docum ent submitted as backup for HB 191 with the 

attached. Thanks.

Trevor Fulton

Legislative Liaison 

Office of the Com m issioner 

D epartm ent of Natural Resources 

(907) 465-4730
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Re: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

F ro m : Bryce Wrigley (bjwrigley@gmail.com)

S e n t: Sun 4/03/11 10:02 PM

to:
Cc: pete fellman (petefellm an@ hotm ail.com )

I think there is ample reason to question the numbers used in the director's report, simply because there 

seems to be no basis for reducing the am ount of loan activity. With the last three years o f data, an 

average of disbursements would be $2.8 million, almost twice the am ount used in the projection. This 

level o f activity would obviously deplete the ARLF at a much accelerated rate. Peter, do  you think that 

Bob Herron is the type of person who would be willing to challenge the amount? I think som eone on the 

committee must do it in order to more fully understand the status of the loan fund and to further 

illustrate the need to overhaul the division o f agriculture.

Bryce

On Sun, Apr 3, 2011 at 7:04 PM,< wrote:

The Division o f Agriculture has 3 separate budgets. One is the Division (Development), 
two is Plant Matieral Center (PMC) and three is the ARLF which includes MMM&S. 
Including MMM&S int he ARLF budget really makes it cloudy; however, it is an ARLF 
asset.

—  Original Message 
From: pete fellman 
To: Bryce W rigley 
Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2011 5:43 PM 
Subject: RE: HB 191 ARLF Document

I'm not sure where they got these numbers, I think I understand what they are doing on 

the report but I've been going through the 2012 DNR budget looking for 

corresponding numbers and categories.. This is not a typical budget report at least not 

what I'm use to seeing in Juneau. M a y b e ^ B ^  could explain the background 

of the in house report ? I sent you the State of Alaska FY2012 Governors operating 

budget report, I see 2.4 million (DGF) which is ARLF money. IT looks like the 1.5 mill 

listed as com m odity in FY2012 is listed as loanDisbursements on the in house report.... 

I'm working on it

Date: Sun, 3 A pr 2011 16:28:00 -0800 

Subject: Re: FW: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent 

From: biwriqlev@gmail.com  

To: petefellm an@hotm ail.com

cc.g g & g tfB O B m

It looks like this projection is based on ARLF disbursements that are significantly lower 

than FY2010 and 2011. W hat is the basis for this reduction? By applying this reduced 

level o f disbursements, the cash flow shows a slight reduction in the beginning balance 

every year, however if we use figures more in line with 2010, the ARLF gets depleted 

pretty fast. W ere there disbursements in 2010 that are atypical? W hat is the average of 

loan disbursements over the past 5 or ten years?
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Also, I see that there is no recapitalization of ARLF from the General Fund in 2015, which 

I had expected to see according to DNR's 10 year budget projection of a few days ago. 

Is that because by using these lower loan numbers the fund basically revolves and it was 

decided that a recap was not needed at this time?

* 4.
Just trying to understand where these figures came from. I have a letter to 

Com m issioner Sullivan and would like to make sure I understand these numbers before I 

send it. Let me know if I have misread this cash flow.

Bryce

On Sun, A pr 3, 2011 at 1:25 PM, pete fellman <petefellm an@ hotm ail.com > wrote:

From: Jane Pierson@leqis.state.ak.us 

To: petefellm an@ hotm ail.com  

Date: Sun, 3 Apr 2011 13:16:14 -0800 

Subject: FW: FIB 191 ARLF Docum ent

Here is the corrected ARLF spread from Trevor.

JWP

From: Fultonj Trevor M (DNR) [mailto:trevor.fulton@alaska.qovl 

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 1:08 PM  

To: Jane Pierson

Cc: Havemeister, Franci A (DNR); Rob Earl 

Subject: HB 191 ARLF Document

Jane,

Please replace the prior ARLF docum ent submitted as backup for HB 191 

with the attached. Thanks.

Trevor Fulton
Legislative Liaison 
Office of the Commissioner 
D epartm ent of Natural Resources 
(907] 465-4730 

trevor.fulton@ alaska.gov

"To develop, conserve, and enhance natural resources fo r  present and fu tu re  
Alaskans."
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Re: HB 191 ARLF Docum ent

S e n t: Sun 4/03/11 7:01 PM

To: pete fellman (petefellm an@ hotm ail.com ); Bryce W rigley (bjwrigley@gmail.com)

This ARLF Cash Flow Projection report is a report that has been done in the past internally w ith the 
other ARLF annual reports. It was submitted to the BAC with the other ARLF annual reports in order for 
them to see the over all picture o f the ARLF cash flow AND to keep an eye on the ARLF's cash 
balance. This report was made public with all the other ARLF annual reports.

I believe this report provided a good tool for the Board to better manage the ARLF. Franci took this 
report responsibility away from  me after the 2009 report disagreement and assigned it to FSS. FSS did 
not provide one to the Board with the 2010 annual reports.

I wonder if Franci will now provide this report to the BAC members.

—  Original Message —
From: pete fellman 
To: Bryce W rigley
Sent: Sunday, April 03, 2011 5:43 PM 
Subject: RE: HB 191 ARLF Document

I'm not sure where they got these numbers, I think I understand what they are doing on the report

but I've been going through the 2012 DNR budget looking for corresponding numbers

and categories.. This is not a typical budget report at least not what I'm use to seeing in Juneau.

M aybe Candy could explain the background

of the in house report ? I sent you the State of Alaska FY2012 Governors operating budget report, I see

2.4 million (DGF) which is ARLF money. IT looks like the 1.5 mill listed as com m odity in FY2012 is listed 

as loanDisbursements on the in house report.... I'm working on it

Date: Sun, 3 Apr 2011 16:28:00 -0800 

Subject: Re: FW: HB 191 ARLF Document 

From: bjwrigley@ gm ail.com  

To: petefellm an@ hotm ail.com

It looks like this projection is based on ARLF disbursements that are significantly lower than FY2010 

and 2011. W hat is the basis for this reduction? By applying this reduced level of disbursements, the 

cash flow shows a slight reduction in the beginning balance every year, however if we use figures more 

in line with 2010, the ARLF gets depleted pretty fast. W ere there disbursements in 2010 that are 

atypical? W hat is the average of loan disbursements over the past 5 or ten years?

Also, I see that there is no recapitalization o f ARLF from the General Fund in 2015, which I had 

expected to see according to DNR's 10 year budget projection o f a few days ago. Is that because by 

using these lower loan numbers the fund basically revolves and it was decided that a recap was not 

needed at this time?

Just trying to understand where these figures came from. I have a letter to Com m issioner Sullivan and 

would like to make sure I understand these numbers before I send it. Let me know if I have misread 

this cash flow.
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AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN F U N D  (ARLF)

F in a n c ia l S u m m a r y  a s  o f  F e b r u a r y  2 8 .  2 0 1 1  F isca l Y e a r  J u ly  1  -  J u n e  3 0

$4,700,000

(500.000)

(325.000)

(450.000) 

$3,425,000

(1.500.000)

(2.500.000) 

600,000

$ 25,000

$ 500,000  

$ 1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

Cash Balance

FY11 Balance A RLF O perating Expense  

FY11 A RLF Approved Loans Undisbursed  

FY11 ARLF Loans Pending Approval

FY11 End ARLF Cash Balance (A ssum ing no FY11 additional new  loans)

FY12 ARLF Annual O perating Expenses 

FY12 ARLF Annual New  Loans 

FY12 A RLF Annual Interest Revenue  

FY12 End ARLF Cash Balance

V a r ia b le s

Cream ery Corp cash assets transfer to  ARLF - CAPITAL

ARLF A sset Disposal Palm er M atM aid real property -  CAPITAL, unlikely to be 

im m ediate capital as it m ay not be sold O R sale m ay be financed by the ARLF

M M M &  S operation loss -E X P E N SE

ARLF Bad Debt - EXPENSE

ARLF A n n u a l L o a n  A c t iv ity  -  D o e s  n o t  in c lu d e  r e f in a n c e s  o f  ARLF lo a n s  

F Y l l  $1,900,000 (2/28/2011) FY10 $3,500,000 FY09 $2,500,000
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B u i l d i n g  a  S u s t a i n a b l e  A g r i c u l t u r e  I n d u s t r y

* defining a strategic planning process for the Alaska Division o f Agriculture*

J a n u a r y  3 0 ,  2 0 0 9



Division of Agriculture
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

January 30, 2 0 0 9  

D ear A laskans;

T his plan w as d ev e lo p ed  by the D iv is io n  o f  A griculture, in cooperation  w ith  the 

industry, to build  a  sustainable agriculture industry. T his report w ill be an 

e v o lv in g  d ocum ent, in that each  year a com m ittee w ill rev iew  and revise this plan  

as n eeded . It is im portant to note that the listed  goa ls and steps m ust ch an ge over  

tim e, i f  w e  are to  continue to m eet the needs o f  the industry and assist them  in 

p rovid in g  food , fiber and energy to the p eop le  o f  A laska.

A D O A  has heard the concerns addressed by the aquaculture industry during the 

p u b lic  com m en t period . T he fan n in g and grow in g  o f  sh ellfish , M ariculture 

products in A la sk a  hold  prom ising  opportunities to  b eco m e a v iab le  industry and 

create n ew  eco n o m ic  security in coastal A laska. T his industry has not been  

addressed  in our lo n g  term p lan  as it does not currently fall under the D iv is io n  o f  

A griculture.

I w ant to  thank ev ery o n e  w h o  participated in drafting and fin a liz in g  this plan, and 

the A lask a  State Farm Bureau m em bership w h o took  the tim e to rev iew  and m ake  

com m en ts at their annual m eeting.

P lease  look  for the A lask a  G row n Label at your local stores -  and support the 

A lask a  A griculture Industry.

Franci H avem eister, D irector
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Alaska Division of Agriculture

The Long Term Plan for Agriculture 
J a n u a r y  30 , 2 0 0 9

In tr o d u c tio n

T he agricultural industry o f  A lask a  contributes to  the eco n o m y  and w e ll-b e in g  o f  

the State. T o  con tin ue to do so , agriculture m ust be a healthy and sustainable  

renew able resource industry.

T he A lask a  D iv is io n  o f  A griculture (A D O A ) understands that its m ission  is not to  

gu id e  the agriculture industry, but to  assist and prom ote. In th is plan, the A D O A  

has sought d irection  from  industry to address its concerns and on goin g  issues.

W hen  con siderin g  the con tents o f  th is rev iew  and p rop osed  p lann ing  process, 

readers should  k eep  in m ind that the A D O A  b e liev e s  that through open  

com m u nication , ed u cation , and appropriate funding, producers w ill prosper and the 

c itizen s o f  A lask a  w ill  enjoy the benefits that A laskan  A griculture offers.

M ission Statem ent

The mission o f the Alaska Division o f Agriculture is to promote and encourage the 
development o f an agricultural industry in Alaska that is stable and profitable.

Vision Statem ent

The vision o f the Alaska Division o f Agriculture is to promote an economically 
stable agricultural industry for Alaska that can enhance the quality o f life for its 

people, create sustainability o f its communities, and encourage new business
development opportunities 

for all Alaskans.
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B a c k g ro u n d  - A g r ic u ltu re

A griculture has p layed  a role in  A lask a  over the past century. Prior to statehood , 

the p eo p le  o f  A lask a  realized  the value o f  agriculture. T his is noted  w ith  the state  

sea l, orig inally  d esign ed  in 1910, w h ich  portrays a farmer, h is horse, and three 

sh ock s o f  w heat. T oday, m uch  o f  the general popu lation  d oes not understand the  

sig n ifica n ce  o f  agriculture, as the m ajority o f  the population  is tw o or three 

generations rem oved  from  the farm. It is critical that w e  educate the c itizen s o f  

A lask a, m ost im portantly -  the yo u n g  p eo p le , o f  its im portance and the va lu e o f  

b ein g  s e l f  sustainable, i f  A lask a is to m aintain  its agriculture industry.

A la sk a ’s current p o licy  reflects the b oom -an d -bu st history o f  the State and territory 

that has often  sou ght im m ediate profit at the exp en se o f  long-term  stab ility . T his  

d oes not fu lly  reflect or recogn ize  A la sk a ’s potentia l for a d iversified  agricultural 

industry, the characteristics or the n eed  for long-term  stability. N um erous  

agricultural d evelop m en t projects, p lans, an alyses, reports, and studies h ave b een  

undertaken, and issu es and proposals have been  debated. T he industry and the 

State m ust n o w  co m e together and create a p lan that d efin es the role o f  the A D O A  

and in doing  so  assists the industry.

A la sk a  m ust continue to  em brace the ch a llen ges and look  for opportunities for the  

future. It m ust continue to incorporate go o d  agriculture p rincip les and g o o d  

m anagem ent practices, includ ing food  safety  and security.
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A t present, factors that im pact the industry are in the m idst o f  change. S om e o f  this 

d yn am ic ch an ge is p o s it iv e  as ev id en ced  by several factors:

•  T he em erg en ce  o f  n ich e markets;

•  N eed  for n ative p lants u sed  for revegetation;

•  T he increase in dem and for “local grow n ” and com m u n ity-b ased  agriculture; 

and

•  T he desire for health ier lifesty les.

A n d  so m e are n egative:

•  T he lack o f  recogn ition  o f  agriculture as a sustainable industry;

•  T he n eed  for better linkages w ith  land grant research, education  and 

ou treach ;

•  T he n eed  to ensure regulations and im plem entation  a llo w  the producer to 

con tin ue to fill present m arkets as w e ll as encourage n ew  markets;

•  T he n eed  for ad v o ca cy  from state, university , federal, industry, local interest 

groups, and m u n icipal and local governm ents; and

•  T he n eed  for o n g o in g  partnerships am on gst the industry, loca l, state and 

federal a g en c ies  to  m o v e  program s and serv ices forward.

T he A D O A  m ust w ork  in cooperation  w ith  the B oard o f  A gricu lture and 

C on servation  (B A C ), and im prove com m u nication  am ong the U n iversity  A laska  

Fairbanks (U A F ), industry representatives, the U nited  States D epartm ent o f  

A gricu ltu re (U S D A ), lo ca l governm ents and com m u nities, and organizations  

across the State to prom ote the d evelop m en t o f  a healthy and sustainable  

agricultural resource industry in A laska. A lask a  agriculture m ust be revitalized  and 

b eco m e a stable industry that can then realize its potential in  contributing to A laska  

and m a x im iz in g  the va lu e  o f  the land and its products for the citizen s o f  A laska.
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Purpose of a Strategic Plan

A  com p reh en sive and strategic understanding o f  the A laskan  agricultural industry  

is needed  so  that the State can direct its efforts and resources to best serve the 

industry, and in turn the citizens o f  A laska. T his rev iew  and strategic p lan n ing  

p rocess is an attem pt to  understand the dynam ics o f  the industry and to focus on  

m eetin g  the n eed s o f  the industry both today and in the future. This strategic  

plann ing p rocess w ill prov ide the A lask a Departm ent o f  Natural R esources  

(A D N R ) and the A D O A  w ith  a path tow ards id en tify in g  g o a ls  for the long-term  

grow th and v iab ility  o f  the agricultural industry in A lask a  and defines the role o f  

the A D O A  in a ccom p lish in g  ob jectives for m eetin g  th ese  goa ls.

T he A D N R  reco g n izes  that a plan w ith  goals and sp ec ific  ob jectives w ill  provide a 

sen se  o f  stability  that is needed  for the industry to m ake inform ed d ecis io n s and to 

clearly understand the m issio n  o f  the A D O A . Further, th is p lan  w ill be an ev o lv in g  

effort, im p lem en ted  by the A D O A . A n  annual jo in t rev iew  o f  the plan by A D O A , 

the B A C  and industry w ill be presented  by the A D O A  to the C om m ission er o f  the 

A D N R  and w ill be available to the G overnor and the L egislature. Input and  

in v o lv em en t from  both industry and agen cy  w ill contribute to the overall su ccess  

o f  creating and supporting an eco n o m ica lly  stable agricultural industry for A laska.

T his strategic p lan w as created to provide a too l to assist both A D O A  and the 

industry. T he d ocu m en t has been  d evelop ed  in thanks to  interactive participation  

o f  pub lic  and private participants - producers, p rocessors, agen cies, educators, the 

general public, and legislators -  and builds upon past efforts o f  the A D O A .
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S om e sp ec ific  p o in ts n eed  to be kept in mind:

•  T he agricultural industry m ust rece iv e  assurance that it is recogn ized  and 

supported in its effort to d evelop  and grow;

•  It is critical that the core o f  A la sk a ’s agricultural industry that is currently in 

p la ce  and/or its su ccessfu l transition be supported, and be a llow ed  to d evelop  

n ew  priority program s/ in itiatives;

•  A D O A  m ust w ork  w ith  industry and identify and creatively  reso lv e  issues  

that im pede the grow th o f  a su ccessfu l agriculture industry;

•  T he A D O A  w ill  con tin ue to prov ide serv ices and program s n eed ed  to 

support and p rom ote the agricultural industry;

•  Strengths, underutilized  ab ilities, and lim ited  resources m ust be identified  so  

that they m ay be enhanced  and strengthened by additional investm ent, either 

State, Federal, or private; and

•  A D O A  and the agriculture industry m ust expand its base to  include both  

non-agricu lture sectors and non traditional agriculture reg ion s o f  the state by 

creating partnerships; inclusionary program s for coop erative  ventures and 

rural d evelop m en t/ed u cation  projects.
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A  m ajor part o f  th is p rocess requires that the A D O A  initiate and support an 

en gagem en t p rocess that in v o lv es  all aspects o f  A lask a agriculture. T he p rop osed  

goals and o b jectives o f  th is p rocess reflect the fo llo w in g  ten areas w ith  w h ich  the 

A D O A  has strategic program m atic link ages and w here A D O A  can assist the  

agricultural industry.

1. A gricultural d evelop m en t and m arketing

2. B oard  o f  A griculture and C onservation

3. Plant M aterial Center

4. A gricultural R ev o lv in g  Loan Fund

5. Sustainable agricultural resources and serv ices

6. O utreach, education  and recruiting

7. P lanning

8. Research

9. Energy

10. Infrastructure

T his prop osed  rev iew  and plan provides com p reh en sive d irection to a llo w  both  the 

agricultural industry and the State to forge a so lid  relationship  so the industry can  

grow  and prosper. T he plan m ust be rea listic and ach ievab le to be su ccessfu l. It 

m ust be based  on  a thorough understanding o f  the industry, thus requiring the  

industry’s direct participation  in its rev iew , preparation and overall support.
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T a b le  1 p rov id es a list o f  ind ividuals w h o  participated in the d ev elo p m en t o f  this 
lon g  term . T h ese  participants, in a jo in t effort w ith  the A D O A , identified  the  
prop osed  G oals and O b jectives that com preh en sively  address issu es relating to  the  
A lask a  agricultural industry.

Table 1: Participants

Name Organization
Dick LeFebvre ADNR
Jeff Wemer FFA/UAF
Don Lintel man Northern Lights Dairy
Ben VanderWeele Agriculture Producer
Allen Mitchell UAF
Chad Padgett USDA
Bill Allen City ofPalmer
Bemie Karl Business Owner
Tony Nakazawa UAF
Carol Lewis UAF
Franci Havemeister ADOA
Rep. Mark Neuman AK Legislature
Bryce Wrigley AK Farm Bureau
Ed Arobio ADOA Northern Region
Charlie Knight ADOA Northern Region
Ruby Hollembaek Agricultural Producer
Stoney Wright ADOA PMC
Douglas Warner ADOA
A1 Poindexter BAC
Victoria Naegle Agriculture in the Classroom
Steve Brown UAF, Cooperative Extension
Lee Hecimovich UAF, 4-H, Cooperative Ext.
John Schirack BAC
Tom Paragi ADF&G
PMC Advisory Board
Division of Agriculture Staff
Board of Agriculture & Conservation
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Proposed Goals 1 through 9 and Related Objectives

P r o p o se d  G o a l 1. A g r ic u ltu r a l d e v e lo p m e n t an d  m a r k e t in g  -  T h e  A D O A  w ill  
c o n tin u e  to  su p p o r t  an d  a ss is t  th e  p ro d u c er  in in c r e a s in g  m a r k e t  sh a re  an d  
c r e a t in g  a fo o d  sy stem ._____________________________________________________________

S itu a tio n : T he short grow in g  season  for traditional A laskan  agriculture has 

resulted  in long-stan d in g production  and m arketing ch a llen ges. T he d iv isio n  w ill 

continue to w ork  coop eratively  w ith  producers and grow ers to increase their 

m arket share in A laska.

O b je c t iv e  1.1: T he A D O A  w ill support and assist farm ers’ m arkets in increasing  

their m arket share w ith  the establishm ent o f  a year-round  m arket for Alaska Grown 

products.

O b je c t iv e  1 .2: T he A D O A  w ill w ork w ith  farm ers and producers to help  form  

coop eratives or other appropriate business structures to support the sale o f  A laskan  

agricultural products.

O b je c t iv e  1.3: T he A D O A  w ill include in its p lanning p rocess the potential for 

sustainable production  and m arketing o f  red m eat in A laska.

O b je c t iv e  1.4: T he A D O A  w ill im prove com m u nication  am ong the industry, 

A D O A  and other federal and state agen cies. T he A D O A  w ill work w ith the 

industry to im p rove com m unication  w ith  consum ers. A D O A  recogn izes that g o o d  

com m u n ication  am on g all o f  the above p lays a crucial role in the su ccess o f  

agriculture in A laska. A D O A  w ill exp lore the opportunity o f  u tiliz ing  alternative 

com m u nication  m ethods, v ia  other farm coop eratives, etc.
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O b je c t iv e  1.5: T he A D O A  w ill build  a strong base for A laskan agriculture  

through partnerships, prom otion , ad vocacy  and com m unication . It w ill establish  

and cu ltivate cham pions and advocates o f  A laskan agriculture, includ ing  

in d iv id u als, organ izations, governm ent en tities, and user groups.

O b je c t iv e  1.6: T he A D O A  w ill w ork w ith  other State o f  A lask a  departm ents to  

support Alaska Grown by im plem enting  a “buy A lask a  p o lic y ” w here feasib le, and 

to take actions that ensure conform ity  w ith  ex istin g  law s and regulations.
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P r o p o s e d  G o a l 2 . B o a r d  o f  A g r ic u ltu r e  a n d  C o n se r v a t io n  -  T h e  B A C  w ill 
w o r k  w ith  A D O A  in  a c o m p r e h e n s iv e  m a n n er  to  su p p o r t  th e  g r o w th  an d  
d e v e lo p m e n t o f  A la sk a n  a g r ic u ltu r e ._____________________________________________

S itu a tio n : T he A D O A  reports to the co m m issio n er  o f  the A D N R . T he G overnor  

appoints the m em bers o f  the B oard o f  A griculture (B A C ). T he B A C  co n sists  o f  7 

m em bers -  1 w ith  general b usin ess or financial experience; 1 m em ber o f  a 

sta tew ide agricultural prom otion  organization; 1 m em ber o f  a so il and w ater  

con servation  district w h o  is  a lso  en gaged  in com m ercial production  agriculture; 4  

m em bers en gaged  in com m ercia l production agriculture, each  representing a  

different agricultural enterprise from the others, such  as: liv esto ck  production, 

dairy, v eg e ta b le  production , grain production, horticultural production, and 

green h ou se and h ydropon ic production. T he B A C  w ill w ork  w ith in  their statutory 

authority, to p rom ote the grow th and d evelop m en t o f  A lask a  A griculture.

O b je c t iv e  2 .1 : T he B A C  w ill continue to support the v is io n  for A laskan  

agriculture through input and personal expertise.

O b je c t iv e  2 .2: T he B A C  supports continued funding o f  A D O A  w ith  general 

funds.

O b je c t iv e  2 .3 : T he B A C  requests that m ajor issu es and concerns a ffectin g  the 

agriculture industry and identified  by the B A C  be addressed by the C om m ission er  

o f  A D N R .

O b je c t iv e  2 .4 : B A C  recom m endations for p o licy , statutory, and /or regulatory  

changes w ill  be con sidered  by A D O A /A D N R .
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O b je c t iv e  2 .5: T he B A C /A D O A  w ill w ork w ith  industry to stab ilize  Mt. 

M cK in ley  M eat and S au sage (M M M & S) until the private sector is able to assum e  

responsib ility .

O b je c t iv e  2 .6: T he B A C /A D O A  w ill exp lore opportunities to prom ote a Junior 

Farm er Loan Program , p rov id in g  lo w  interest loans to h igh  sch o o l age  children  

interested  in exp lor in g  an agriculture endeavor.

O b je c t iv e  2 .7  A D O A /B A C  w ill increase the agricultural land base, through  

identifica tion  o f  d esignated  agricultural land and increased  sa les.

O b je c t iv e  2 .8 : A D O A /B A C  w ill identify  agriculture lands at risk to suburban  

exp an sion  in organ ized  boroughs.
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P r o p o se d  G o a l 3 . T h e  P la n t M a te r ia l C e n te r  -  A D O A  w ill  fa c ilita te  th e  
d e v e lo p m e n t a n d  s u s ta in a b ility  o f  a p p r o p r ia te  p la n t m a ter ia ls  fo r  A la sk a n  
a g r ic u ltu r e ._______________________________________________________________ __________

S itu a tio n : T he A lask a  Plant M aterials Center (PM C ) is the primary source o f  

in form ation  in A la sk a  for seed  production, harvest, and clean ing. T he PM C  is also  

the prim ary source o f  inform ation  on  revegetation  and seed in g  m ixes u sed  by the 

prim ary seed  purchasers. H ow ever, the primary purpose o f  the PM C  is the 

production  o f  h igh  quality; d isease  tested  seed  stocks to be u sed  in production  

agriculture in A lask a. (S e e  appendix A)

O b je c t iv e  3 .1: T he PM C  w ill reflect and anticipate the needs in A la sk a  to protect, 

support, enhance and expand A laskan  agriculture in term s of: appropriate plant 

m aterials for crop production; so il and w ater conservation  program s and projects; 

n o x io u s w eed  and in v a siv e  sp ec ies, and increased  activ ity  in dem onstration  

projects and education/outreach. Furthermore, the PM C  w ill w ork  to enhance its 

ties  to the Natural R esources C onservation  S erv ice (N R C S ) and the S o il and W ater 

C on servation  D istricts (S W C D ).

O b je c t iv e  3 .2: T he A D O A , through the PM C w ill w ork  coop eratively  w ith  other 

a g en c ies , as clim ate changes occur, to address n ew  crops and conservation  issues.

O b je c t iv e  3 .3 : T he PM C  m ust n o t lo se  sight o f  the fact that it is a crop production  

fac ility  respon sib le  for the production o f  h igh  quality, d isease  tested, low  

generation  crop seed . T his m aterial is the base for the production o f  A laskan  

d ev e lo p ed  varieties. Crop production in A laska depends on  d isease free, h igh  

quality seed .
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O b je c t iv e  3 .4 : N early  all d evelop m en t projects require som e form o f  revegetation  

fo llo w in g  surface disturbance. The prim ary users o f  seed  in A lask a  are the A lask a  

D epartm ent o f  T ransportation and Public F acilities, the D epartm ent o f  D efen se ,  

m in in g  com p an ies, and the o il industry. T he use o f  native sp ec ies in restoration  

sh o u ld  be en cou raged  and u ser’s findings shared so  all A laska program s can  

b en efit. T he PM C  w ill enhance is ab ilities to act as the sta te’s land resources  

con servation  laboratory.

O b je c t iv e  3 .5 : T he PM C m ust rem ain ever v ig ilan t to industry/producer needs  

and ch an ges in tech n o lo g y  or p o licy  d irections and rem ain adaptable to  the n ew  

con d ition s and eco n o m ic  environm ent. T he PM C  is the research and d evelop m en t 

arm o f  the A D O A ; it is an eco n o m ic  d evelop m en t proponent and a n ew  crop  

sou rce for A la sk a  A gricultural producers. T his requires stable and appropriate 

funding.
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P r o p o s e d  G o a l 4. T h e  A g r ic u ltu r a l R e v o lv in g  L o a n  F u n d  (A R L F ) - T h e  
A g r ic u ltu r a l R e v o lv in g  L o a n  F u n d  is a c r it ic a l c o m p o n e n t  to th e  v ia b ility  o f  
A la sk a  a g r ic u ltu r e , o v e r se e n  by  th e  B o a rd  o f  A g r ic u ltu r e  & C o n serv a tio n  
(B A C ) a n d  w ill  b e  su p p o r ted  by  A D O A .___________________________________________

S itu a tio n : The health  o f  the A gricultural R ev o lv in g  Loan Fund (A R LF) rem ains a 

critical com p on en t in A laskan  agriculture. T his program  offers lo w  interest loans 

to the A laskan  agricultural industry. The A R L F  w ith in  the A D O A  has p layed  and 

w ill continue to  p lay  an im portant role in creating a profitab le and grow ing  

agricultural industry.

O b je c t iv e  4 .1: It is im perative to  protect the health  o f  the A R L F. T he A D O A  

adm inistrative sta ffin g  budget should  n ot be drawn from  this fund but funded  

through general funds.

O b je c t iv e  4 .2 : T he A R L F  w ill  w ork w ith  governm en t agen cy  lenders and 

guarantors in an effort prom ote the grow th o f  the agricultural industry. In form ing  

th ese partnerships A D O A  is confident it w ill further the d evelop m en t o f  the 

agricultural industry.

O b je c t iv e  4 .3 : T he A D O A  and the agricultural industry support the  

recapitalization  o f  the A R L F .

O b je c t iv e  4 .4: T he A R L F  w ill increase its m arketing presence at agricultural 

functions and prom ote the use o f  its loan program s.
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P r o p o s e d  G o a l 5. S u s ta in a b le  a g r icu ltu ra l re so u r ces  an d  ser v ic e s  -  T h e  
A D O A  w ill  a s s is t  th e  A g r ic u ltu r a l in d u str y  an d  c o n tin u e  to  p ro v id e  n eed ed  
r e so u r c e s  a n d  se r v ic e s , w h ic h  in c lu d e  in sp e c tio n , r e g u la to r y  re q u irem en ts ,  
an d  fo o d  sa fe ty  a n d  secu r ity ._______________________________________________________

S itu a tio n : A D O A  in sp ection  respon sib ilities and regulatory roles are essen tia l for 

A la sk a  agriculture to  grow  and prosper. A D O A  w ill continue to provide the 

industry w ith  In spection  S erv ices that are required to m o v e  product into com m erce  

and w ork  w ith  industry to m eet n ew  requirem ents.

O b je c t iv e  5 .1 : A D O A  is aware that all law s and regulations related to preserving  

and/or en h ancin g  farm ing m ust be carefu lly  rev iew ed . A D O A  w ill seek  

opportunities for input on n ew  regulations a ffectin g  the agricultural industry, prior 

to agen cy  rev iew . A D O A  w ill keep  industry inform ed o f  p ossib le  regulation  

changes.

O b je c t iv e  5 .2 : A D O A  w ill w ork  to expedite state grazing lease renew als, as w ell 

as w ork  w ith in  regu lation  to provide term s that encourage continuity and profitable  

liv esto ck  production.

O b je c t iv e  5 .3: A D O A  w ill w ork w ith  federal and other state agen cies to facilitate  

the im port and export o f  p lants and anim als under the appropriate p rotoco ls that 

prevent the spread o f  d isease  or invasive sp ecies.
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P r o p o se d  G o a l 6 . O u tr e a c h , ed u ca tio n  an d  r e c r u it in g  - T h e  A D O A  w ill  
im p r o v e  o r  e s ta b lish  o u tr e a c h , ed u ca tio n  an d  r e c r u it in g  h it ia t iv e s  to  s e r v e  th e  
a g r ic u ltu r a l in d u str y  o f  A la sk a .

S itu a tio n : A griculture is  a critical industry in A laska. A  strong A lask a  

agricultural industry is v ita l for our state and national security. A laskan  agriculture  

grow th  requires o n g o in g  education  o f  agricultural producers and other industry  

p rofession a ls , p oten tia l n ew  producers and consum ers.

O b jec tiv e  6 .1 : T he A D O A  w ill help  coordinate and fo cu s efforts to raise  

aw areness o f  the im portance o f  A laskan  agriculture to A lask a  consum ers, 

includ ing  issu es o f  fo o d  security , sustainability , health b en efits  o f  lo ca lly  grow n  

food s, in v a siv e  sp ec ie s  m anagem ent and farm land protection .

O b jec tiv e  6 .2 : T he A D O A , to the extent it can, w ill prov ide and support 

program s, infrastructure and m echanism s that en ab le current A lask a farm ers and 

p rocessors to  operate p rofitab le b u sin esses or organizations, and encourage  

A la sk a ’s future farm ers so  the state is prepared for anticipated  and n eed ed  grow th  

in the industry.

O b je c t iv e  6 .3 : T he A D O A  w ill focus on educational partnerships to prom ote  

A laskan  agriculture, exp lore  internships at w orking farm s, exp lore w orkforce  

training program s and identify  and create n ew  educational partnerships to prom ote  

A laskan  agriculture.

O b je c t iv e  6.4: T he A D O A  w ill partner w ith  Future Farm ers o f  A m erica  (F F A ) 

and 4 -H  program s to  help  d evelop  tom orrow ’s agricultural leaders. A D O A  w ill
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partner w ith  the State o f  A lask a  D epartm ent o f  E ducation , D iv is io n  o f  Career and 

T ech n ical E ducation  and A la sk a ’s A griculture in the C lassroom  and Farm to 

S ch o o l program s to increase appreciation for agriculture in the general K -12  

population , m o st o f  w h ich  has no con n ection  to agriculture.
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P r o p o s e d  G o a l 7. P la n n in g  -  T h e  A D O A ’s fu tu re  p la n s fo r  a c h a n g in g  
A la sk a n  a g r ic u ltu r e  w ill  e n c o u r a g e  b e s t p ra c tices .

S itu a tio n : Im pedim ents to the grow th o f  A laskan agriculture include: in su ffic ien t  

lo w -c o s t en ergy supp lies; lack  o f  appropriate transportation for inter- and intra­

state m ovem en t o f  products; lack  o f  a ccessib le  land that has been id en tified  as 

agricultural land; and in su ffic ien t appropriate protection  to m aintain or sustain  

lands in production. E fforts that address each o f  th ese issu es m ust con sider not 

on ly the future grow th  and d evelop m en t o f  A lask a  agriculture as a w h o le , but 

con sid er their e ffec ts  on  the other issu es as w ell.

O b je c t iv e  7 .1 : Susta in ed  y ie ld  agriculture has a future and rightful p lace in land  

u se p lann ing in A lask a. T he A D O A  w ill create a p lan that incorporates a b est  

m anagem ent p ractice approach for the preservation  o f  land having  agricultural 

potentia l, con servation  o f  so ils  and surface resources ex istin g  on th o se  lands.

O b jec tiv e  7 .2 : A D O A  w ill encourage the agricultural com m unity  to  d ev elo p  State 

Farm C onservation  P lans and/or S o il &  W ater C onservation  Plans that incorporate  

a b est practice approach, and protect agricultural land under the R ight to  Farm  

leg isla tion .

O b je c t iv e  7 .3: A D O A  w ill w ork  w ith  the D iv ision  o f  M in in g  Land & W ater, 

SW C D  and N R C S  to rev iew  state land for p ossib le agricultural use.

O b je c t iv e  7 .4: A D O A  w ill inform  the A gricultural com m unity  o f  area plan  

rev iew s that have the potential to a ffect agriculture and/or agricultural land sales.
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O b je c t iv e  7 .5 : T he A D O A  w ill rev iew  ex is tin g  leg is la tio n  and regulations to  

determ ine ap p lication s to agricultural land that a llo w  such  land to rem ain in 

agricultural production; such rules include taxation  and regulations to protect 

agricultural lands, and regulations regarding w aste  d isp osal and application.
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P r o p o s e d  G o a l 8. R e se a r c h  -  T h e  A D O A  w ill en su r e  th a t  s ta k eh o ld e rs  in  th e  
A la sk a  a g r ic u ltu r a l  in d u stry  a re  m a d e  a w a r e  o f  e x is t in g  an d  em e r g in g  
te c h n o lo g y  a n d  re se a r c h  in  n a tu ra l re so u r ces  a n d  a g r icu ltu re .__________________

S itu a tio n : C hanging tech n o lo g y  offers n ew  opportunities for A laskan agriculture  

to se ize  opportunities and/or address operational effic ien cy-re la ted  concerns. 

A D O A  w ill seek  opportunities to apply n ew  research and em erging  tech n o lo g ies  to 

agriculture in A laska.

O b jec tiv e  8 .1 : T he exp an sion  o f  agriculture in A lask a  w ill require the aw areness  

and ab ility  to  im p lem en t the latest tech n o logy  and research applicab le to  A lask a  

agriculture. T he A D O A  w ill w ork w ith  the agricultural industry, state and federal 

agen cies, the U n iversity  and others to  ensure this p rocess.

O b jec tiv e  8 .2 : T he A D O A  w ill look  at the potential o f  a c lo ser  a ffilia tion  b etw een  

the PM C , U A F , A gricu lture, Forestry, and E xperim ent Station  (A F E S ), and  

A griculture R esearch  S erv ice  (A R S ) as w e ll other cooperators.
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P r o p o s e d  G o a l 9 . E n e r g y  -  T h e  A D O A  w ill s e e k  o p p o r tu n it ie s  to  p a r tn er  w ith  
o th e r s  to  e s ta b lish  e n e r g y  o r  su p p o rt in it ia t iv e s  fo r  A la sk a  an d  A la sk a n  
a g r ic u ltu r e .__________________________________________________________________________

S itu a tio n : E nergy, or the cost o f  energy, has a lw ays b een  an issue related to 

agriculture as w e ll  as other resource d evelop m en t. Federal and State leg isla tion  

reco g n izes  the enorm ity o f  the issue o f  rising energy costs. Energy costs are a lso  

driv ing  energy dem onstrations and innovation  in itiatives across the State. W ind, 

b io m a ss, b io -fu e l, geotherm al sources, hydropow er, energy conservation , and other 

alternative energy resources, can all p lay a role in the A lask an  agricultural 

industry.

O b je c t iv e  9 .1 : The A D O A  w ill support m ean in gfu l d iscu ssion s on energy issu es, 

te ch n o lo g y , and im p lem en tation  related to  en h ancin g  the v iability , m arketability, 

and profitab ility  o f  A lask an  agriculture.

O b je c t iv e  9 .2 : A D O A  supports the d evelop m en t o f  an alternative fuel industry, 

through tax credits, infrastructure, direct grants and lo w  interest loans.

O b je c t iv e  9 .3: A D O A  supports the production  o f  our natural resources and by­

products, such as urea, w h ich  are critical to  the exp an sion  o f  the agricultural 

industry.
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P r o p o se d  G o a l 10. In fr a s tr u c tu r e  -  In fr a s tr u c tu r e  n eed s  as d e te rm in ed  b y  
In d u str y . T h e se  n eed s  a re  n ot lis ted  in  p re fere n tia l o r d e r , b u t h a v e  b een  p u t  
fo r w a r d  b y  th e  in d u stry .__________________________________________________________

S itu a tio n : A lask a  is lack in g  the infrastructure needed  to see  substantial 
agricultural grow th.

O b je c t iv e  10 .1  -Infrastructure needs:

•  L oca l m eat p ro cessin g  capab ilities are n eed ed  state w id e.
•  A  stab le dairy p ro cessin g  facility  m ust be d ev elo p ed  in the M at-Su  V alley .
•  M anufacturing p lant for urea, this w ill se ll to A lask a farmers as w e ll as an 

international market.
•  D ev e lo p m en t o f  a phosphate m ine.
•  A  v eg e ta b le  p ro cessin g  plant to extend  the m arket season  for lo ca lly  grow n  

produce. (M at-S u  borough  has done this study)
•  Im proved  load in g  and unloading fac ilities  for rail sh ipm ents
•  R ail spur to D e lta  to  carry fertilizers to farms and grain to m arkets.
•  Form ation  o f  m arketing coop eratives to insure con sisten t quality  and supply, 

and d ev elo p  n ew  m arkets in the state.
•  A c c e ss  to natural gas for p rocessin g  A laskan  products
•  P roduction  C redits Program  for producers m eetin g  certain le v e ls  o f  

production  targets.
•  Increase a ccessib ility  o f  U S D  A  insp ections coup led  w ith  the ability  to  se ll 

loca lly  in d iverse areas o f  the state.
•  D e v e lo p  N en an a  agricultural area and other agricultural areas
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V is io n : T he A la sk a  Plant M aterials Center (P M C ) serves A la sk a ’s needs in the 
production  foundation  c la ss  seed  o f  A lask a native plants and traditional crops. T he  
PM C  p rov id es leadersh ip , innovation, and in itiative in A la sk a  for revegetation , 
erosion  control and com m ercia l crop and plant production  in A laska. T he PM C  
has created and con tin u es to m odernize a h igh  quality facility  for seed  production, 
harvest, and clean in g .

M iss io n : T he broad m issio n  o f  the Plant M aterials Program throughout the U nited  
States is to “d ev elo p  and transfer state-of-the-art p lant sc ien ce  tech n o logy  to  m eet  
custom er and resource n eed s .” The A lask a  Plant M aterials Center:

•  F o cu ses  on  u sin g  plants as a natural w a y  to so lv e  conservation  issu es and re­
estab lish  e c o sy stem  function;

•  C o llects , se lec ts , and releases grasses, legu m es, w ild flo w ers, trees, shrubs, 
and general h igh  latitude germ p lasm ;

•  C ooperates w ith  pub lic, private, com m ercia l and tribal partners and land  
m anagers to  apply n ew  conservation  m eth ods u sin g  plants;

•  O ffers p lant so lu tio n s to battle in v a siv e  sp ec ies , heal lands dam aged by  
natural d isasters, reduce the effec ts  o f  construction  and resource  
d evelop m en t, and prom ote air and w ater quality;

•  P roduces d isea se-free  seed  o f  potatoes;
•  E nhances ec o n o m ic  opportunities for agriculture producers; and
• E xpand program s to  include alternative energy crops, forage crops for non- 

traditional liv esto ck , horticulture crops for the future agricultural needs o f  
A la sk a  producers.

O b jectiv e s: In general and as per leg isla tive  intent the o b jectiv es  o f  the PM C  are 
to:

•  assem b le, evaluate, select, and increase plant m aterials needed  in so il and 
w ater con servation , agriculture, and industry, and m aintain  gen etic  purity o f  
th ese m aterials;

•  increase p rom isin g  plant m aterials for fie ld  sca le  testing;
•  test the prom ising  m aterials in field  p lantings on sites that represent so il and 

clim atic  con d itions not found at the center;
•  m aintain and p rovide for increase o f  b asic  seed  stocks o f  p lant m aterials for  

agricultural and conservation  interests;

Appendix A: Alaska Plant Materials Center Strategic Plan
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•  m ake seed  and plant m aterials available, for a fee  i f  n ecessary , in such a 
m anner as to  avo id  m o n o p o listic  control o f  basic stocks o f  th ese m aterials 
and encourage the d evelop m en t o f  a seed  industry;

•  support but not duplicate activ ities  carried on by state or federally  funded  
research program s in the state; and

•  prepare, publish , and d issem inate a sum m ary report on all stud ies as they are 
com pleted .

U sin g  th ese underlying charges, the PM C  w ill m ove into the future w ith  a renew ed  
em ph asis on  serv ice  d elivery  and p rogressive program  d evelopm ent. T h ese  gu id in g  
p rincip les w ill ev o lv e  w ith  m arket dem ands and D epartm en t/D iv ision  p o licy  
directives.

O b je c t iv e  1: P M C  A g r ic u ltu r e  S u p p o rt: T he PM C w ill anticipate the n eed  to 
protect, support, enhance and expand A lask a  agriculture in term s of: appropriate 
plant m aterials for A laska; so il and w ater conservation  program s and projects; 
n o x io u s w e ed  and in v a siv e  sp ecies  integration; and increased  activ ity  in  
dem onstration  projects and edu cation /out reach. Furthermore, the PM C  w ill w ork  
to enhance its ties to the N atural R esources C onservation  S erv ice and the A lask a  
S o il and W ater C onservation  D istricts.

O b je c t iv e  2: A  C e n te r  fo r  R e v e g e ta t io n  E x ce llen ce : N early  all d evelop m en t  
projects require so m e form  o f  revegetation  fo llo w in g  surface disturbance. T he use  
o f  native sp ec ies in  restoration  should  be encouraged  and u ser’s find ings shared to 
all. T he PM C  w ill be the lead agen cy  in the State o f  A lask a w ith  regard to  
d evelop m en t, u se  and com m ercia lization  o f  native sp ecies for revegetation , erosion  
control and other resource d evelop m en t and agriculture activ ities.

O b je c t iv e  3: E x p a n d e d  P M C  S erv ices: E rosion control, storm  w ater issu es , and  
a litany o f  n ew  revegetation  top ics are creating problem s for the natural resource  
extraction  and construction  industries. T he PM C, w ith its expertise in th ese  areas, 
sh ou ld  be the h om e to  the sta te’s Land U se  and C onservation  Laboratory (L U C L ). 
In fu ll coop eration  w ith  industry, union  training program s, land m anagem ent 
a g en cies , N R C S  and the SW C D 's, the PM C  w ill d evelop  and dem onstrate land and 
so il protection  m easures (best m anagem ent practices [B M P s]) to preserve the 
quality o f  the w aters and air o f  A laska.

T he PM C  w ith  the N atural R esource S p ecia list augm ented  s ta ff  can b eco m e the 
states land laboratory o f  p roactive and p rogressive stew ardship  w orking hand-in- 
hand w ith  the C onservation  D istricts and A D N R .
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O b je c t iv e  4: R e g io n a l N a tiv e  P la n t P r o d u c tio n  C en ters: Solu tions to 
d ev e lo p in g  sources o f  native seed  are n eed ed  by resource industries. B y  
esta b lish in g  seed  g ro w in g /co llec tin g  coop eratives in v illa g e  and rural reg ion s, local 
native p lants and seed  can be m ade available, m arketed and thereby create a 
susta inab le industry form ed in a  few  v illa g es  c lo se  to resource developm ent  
projects.

O b je c t iv e  5: A la sk a  N a tu r a l G as P ip e lin e  S eed  S o u r ce  D e v e lo p m e n t P ro ject:
In Canada, so m e o f  the first contracts aw arded in associa tion  w ith  the M ackenzie  
G as L in e have been  for seed  production. T his is in-part due to the b a sic  problem  in 
seed  production  that tim e is required to  build  up stocks o f  seed  and to d evelop  the 
production  fie ld s  n eed ed  to supply the anticipated dem and. E xp ect the sam e to  
occur in A laska. T he PM C  is critical for the seed  requirem ents o f  large projects 
lik e  the prop osed  natural gas line.

O b je c t iv e  6: E x te n s io n  A ctiv it ie s  and  P u b lic  W o r k fo r c e  D e v e lo p m e n t:
E ducational program s from  the PM C engender the intrinsic va lu e  o f  green  space, 
agriculture land, and w ild ern ess. T hese program s em pow er teachers, adults, and  
ch ildren  to appreciate, understand, and b eco m e stew ards o f  A laskan  land.

O b je c t iv e 7 :  E th n o b o ta n y  an d  H a rv est M a n u a l: T he Ethnobotany Project 
im pacts not ju st p lants and other forest sp ecies , but a lso  p eo p le  a long the spectrum  
from  N a tiv e  A lask ans w h o  m ay have the intellectual rights to the u ses o f  
traditional plants and dep en d  on them  for a su bsistence lifesty le  to those w h o  w ish  
to harvest th ose p lants for com m ercial purposes on  State land. Sustained y ie ld  o f  
th ese  resources is critical.

Through pub lication s, presentations and train ings, as w e ll as exp erience, the p eo p le  
on the A lask a  E thnobotany Project are in a p osition  to  p o sit iv e ly  im pact the effect  
o f  com m ercia l harvest o f  native A laska plants in a sustainable m anner on State 
land.

O b je c t iv e  8: T h e  A la sk a  S ta te  S eed  L a b o ra to ry : T he S tate’s on ly  o ffic ia l seed  
testing  laboratory is certified  by the national seed  testing  organization , A ssocia tion  
o f  O ffic ia l S eed  A n a lysts  (A O S A ). It has been an o ffic ia l laboratory sin ce  1998  
and is the on ly  one in the state o f  A laska.

E ssen tia l serv ices the laboratory provides are purity and germ ination  tests, n ox iou s  
w e ed  seed  exam in ation s, tetrazolium  testing , and grain m oisture testing . N e w  
serv ices  cou ld  include: E ndophyte T esting, S eed  V igor T esting , Leachate
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C on d uctiv ity  A n a ly sis , C old  Test, A ccelerated  A g in g , Herbarium D evelop m en t, 
D orm ancy R esearch , Rare and E ndangered Plant R esearch  and O utreach and  
E ducation

O b je c t iv e  9: A lte r n a t iv e  F o ra g e s  fo r  N o n -tr a d itio n a l A n im a ls: A cq u isitio n  
and evaluation  o f  plant m aterial w ith  potential u se as forage is in dem and by  
producers o f  m usk ox, elk , yak, b ison , reindeer, and other livestock . T h ese anim als 
need  a variety o f  p lants in their diets -  p lants w h ich  have not been  cu ltivated  y e t or 
evaluated  by the PM C . It is tim e for this activity to start at the PM C.

O b je c t iv e  10: P o ta to  D ise a se  C o n tro l P ro ject: T he potato program  produces  
and provides a local source o f  path ogen -tested  seed  tubers. It assists the continuing  
d ev elo p m en t o f  the A lask an  potato industry. T he project produces and provides  
d isease tested  seed  prim arily to com m ercial seed  grow ers. T he use o f  clean  seed  
helps reduce lo sses  from  d isea se  and helps to prevent d isease  introduction; critical 
elem en ts in A la sk a ’s potato industry.

O b je c t iv e  11: H o r t ic u ltu r e  D e v e lo p m e n t P ro ject: T he A D O A , P M C  recogn ize  
the fact that the H orticulture Industry is by far the largest and m ost sign ificant 
seg m en t o f  com m ercia l and hobby plant production  in A laska. In the con tex t o f  
th is o b jective  prim ary and secondary users such as the landscape industry and 
general pub lic  grounds beau tification  w ill be included  as horticulture. W ith that 
said the A D O A , PM C  w ill request the A D N R  secure funding to  re-estab lish  a 
horticulture d evelop m en t project at the PM C.

Page 26 o f 27



Appendix B: Definitions & Acronyms

T he d efin ition  o f  agriculture is “The p rocess, busin ess, or sc ien ce  o f  producing  
food , feed , fiber, and other desired products by the cu ltivation  o f  certain plants and 
the raising o f  d om esticated  anim als (liv esto ck ). There are num erous branches o f  
agriculture includ ing: agronom y, anim al husbandry, horticulture, floriculture, dairy 
production, and m any others.

A D F & G  - A lask a  D epartm ent o f  F ish  & G am e
A D N R - A lask a  D epartm ent o f  Natural R esou rces
A D O A - A lask a  D iv is io n  o f  A griculture
A F E S - A griculture, Forestry, and E xperim ent Station
A O S A - A sso c ia tio n  o f  O fficia l S eed  A n a lysts
A R L F - A gricultural R evo lv in g  Loan Fund
A R S - A gricu lture R esearch  Service
B A C - B oard o f  A griculture & C onservation
B M P ’s - B est M anagem ent Practices
F F A - Future Farm ers o f  A m erica
L U C L - Land U se  and C onservation Laboratory
M M M & S - Mt. M cK in ley  M eat & Sausage
N R C S  - Natural R esou rces C onservation S erv ice
PM C  - Plant M aterial Center
S W C D  - S o il and W ater C onservation D istricts
U A F  - U n iversity  o f  A laska, Fairbanks
U S D A  - U n ited  States Departm ent o f  A griculture
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Securing Alaska’s insecure food supply: With some help, 
Alaska could produce more_______________________________
by Carol E. Lewis and Fred Schlutt Jr., Community Perspective 
03.19.11 - 11:00 pm 
Com m unity Perspective

Thought about food lately? Maybe three times a day (or more)?

Thought about what would happen if  our food supply was interrupted?

Benjamin Franklin said “When the well is dry, w e know the worth o f  water.” We 
would paraphrase: “When the food is gone, we will know the worth o f  food.”

Alaska’s food supply is not secure.

Food security includes not only availability o f  locally produced foods but also a 
mix o f imported and exported food products. Most states and regions in the U.S. 
have a reasonable balance o f  locally produced, imported and exported foods. 
Alaska imports nearly all its food and is increasingly dependent on imported 
food. If this trend continues, Alaska’s expanding population will require 
increased food imports during a time when energy plays an ever-increasing role 
in their cost.

Producing more food in Alaska is possible with help from university research, the 
Cooperative Extension Service and university-business partnerships. While 
Alaska currently does not depend on in-state production, there is no reason why it 
cannot. Lands are productive for crops and livestock, and the growing season can 
be extended with m odem  technologies.

State funding for a special project could make a world o f  difference in the state’s 
dismal food security outlook. This joint project between UAF School o f  Natural 
Resources and Agricultural Sciences, the Agricultural and Forestry Experiment 
Station and UAF Cooperative Extension Service addresses food security by 
focusing on animal agriculture (reindeer, elk, bison, muskoxen, yaks, cattle, 
sheep, goats, hogs and poultry) and controlled environment vegetable production 
(controlling the length o f  the growing seasons and using local materials to 
manufacture soil). The proposal, which is before the Alaska Legislature via the 
University o f  Alaska budget, includes $300,000 per year during a five-year 
period for research, education and outreach.

We will focus on community development o f local food production, including 
food science, food technologies, processing and human nutrition as well as 
production technologies, food preservation, and processing and storage for year- 
round consumption. Cultural considerations o f  food self-reliance, nutrition and 
appropriate crops and livestock for Alaska’s diverse climate and geography will 
also be addressed.

The close linkage o f  the extension service, the experiment station and the school
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will give us the opportunity to look at ways to help our farmers produce high- 
quality products to take the place o f imported fresh, frozen and canned supplies, 
will potentially provide business opportunities for processing and distribution and 
will train students who, when they graduate, will be expert in bringing research 
and technology to users.

Why should you care? This type o f  important research and outreach affects the 
very food that w ill appear on your plate tonight.

While many people proclaim the virtues o f  local food via T-shirts or bumper 
stickers, are they willing to truly support a project that w ill make Alaska-grown  
food more abundant and accessible? Food insecurity for Alaskans is a grave 
concern but can only be addressed i f  w e choose to make it a priority.

Alaska needs locally grown food. Are you willing to help by letting your 
legislators know  you support this important proj ect?

Carol E. Lew is is dean o f  the UAF School o f Natural Resources and Agricultural 
Sciences and director o f the Agricultural and Forestry Experiment Station. Fred 
Schlutt Jr. is director o f  the UAF Cooperative Extension Service and UAF vice 
provost for outreach.

© newsminer.com 2011
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Component —  Agricultural Development

C o m p o n e n t :  A g r ic u l t u r a l  D e v e lo p m e n t
f ■' ■ 11 ' £'

Con trib utio n  to Departm ent's M ission

Promote and encourage development of an agriculture industry in Alaska.

C o re  S e rv ic e s

• Agricultural land management and sales.
• Marketing services.
• Inspection services.

R e su lts  at a G lan ce
( A d d it io n a l p e r fo r m a n c e  in fo rm a tio n  is  a v a i la b le  o n  the  w e b  a t  h t tp :/ / o m b .a la s k a .g o v / r e s u lt s .)

END RESULT A: Development and expansion of Agriculture Industry in Alaska by providing marketing and 
educational information to Alaska producers and consumers.

• Hosted 2 conferences, spoke at 47 events, administered 13 grants and produced 12 newsletters.
• Increased public awareness of Alaska Grown by participating in 232 public marketing outreach activities and 

managing 3 marketing campaigns.
• Reached 1 4 %  of the school districts through class presentations, educational grants and cooperating with Ag in 

the Classroom (AITC), increasing youth awareness of Alaska Grown.
• In 2009 $31.9  million dollars was achieved as compared to $32.4 million in 2008.

Status of Strategies to Achieve End Result
• Hosted 2 conferences, spoke at 47 events, administered 13 grants and produced 12 newsletters.
• Participated in 232 public marketing outreach activities and managed 3 marketing campaigns.
• Reached 1 4 %  of the school districts through class presentations, educational grants and cooperating with Ag 

in the Classroom (AITC).
• In 2009 $31.9 million dollars was achieved as compared to $32.4 million in 2008.

END RESULT B: Ensure inspection and grading services are provided for agricultural production and sales.
• In 2010, 428 inspections were requested and 10 0 % were completed to meet statutory, federal and international 

contract requirements related to commercial sales activity. These inspections represent approximately $66.4 
million realized primarily from timber exports and Alaska produce. This compares to 401 inspections requested 
and completed in FY09, representing approximately $43.1 million primarily from timber exports and Alaska 
produce.

• In 2010, 102 farm and retail inspections were completed, ensuring produce met USDA grade requirements for 
consumer protection and plant health requirements were met compared to 84 farm and retail inspections in 2009.

Status of Strategies to Achieve End Result
• 428 inspections were requested and 100% requests were completed to meet statutory, federal and 

international contract requirements in 2010. These inspections represent approximately $66.4 million 
realized from timber exports and other products.

• In 2010, 102 inspections were completed and 139 brands as compared to, 84 total inspections in 2009.

END RESULT C: Agriculture land is made available in a range of parcel sizes by regional and local demand 
for land sales.

• 2010 auction sold 481 acres of agricultural land with an additional 202 acres currently available in the Initial Over 
the Counter Lottery (IOTC).

Status of Strategies to Achieve End Result
• A minimum of 481 acres of agricultural land were sold in 2010.

to  A d van ce
Help implement National Farm Bill through Maintain State Plant Health Programs to deliver pest
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Department of Natural Resources
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Component —  Agricultural Development

mm . m .. ... . . .  «  * •M a jo r  A c t iv i t ie s  to  A d v a n c e  S t r a t e g ie s S flills sM l
participation in the National Association of State 
Departments of Agriculture (NASDA).
Help implement National Farm Bill through 
participation in the Western Association of State 
Departments of Agriculture (WASDA).
Farm Bill priorities for Alaska are specialty crop, 
equip, and Wildlife Habitat Improvement project.
Set policy and manage the agricultural development 
program, the Northern Latitude Plant Materials 
Center, and the Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund. 
Provide administrative support to the Board of 
Agriculture and Conservation.
Prepare land sales and work with the Board of 
Agriculture and Conservation and Soil and Water 
Districts to accomplish land disposals.
Adjudicate lease and permit applications.
Develop new statewide grazing policy and possibly 
new regulations.
Provide inspections for elk farming to meet statutory 
requirements.
Conduct produce inspections for USDA grade and 
buyer specifications.
Cooperate with USDA to provide shell egg 
surveillance.
Provide meat grading services as requested._______

exclusion and monitoring programs to support trade. 
Issue phytosanitary certificates for export products. 
Provide for organic product certification.
Continue Cooperative Marketing Program 
Provide marketing assistance to farmers through 
information transfer.
Manage Alaska Grown program.
Assist farmer markets with promotional efforts. 
Assist seed growers with market development. 
Encourage use of Alaska Grown products by state 
and federal agencies.
Monitor compliance with local purchase practice, 
statutes and regulations.
Train staff in organic program management.

K e y  C o m p o n e n t C h a lle n g e s

• Increase public awareness of the importance of local food production through the Alaska Grown Program.
• Enforcing Alaska Grown preference law for state institutions to purchase Alaska Grown produce.
• Support Farmer’s Markets which act as education incubators.
• Ensure the Alaska Grown Director's Policy is used for the benefit of the farm community state-wide.
• Increase independence from imported food.
• South Central sale of mid- sized agriculture parcels.
• Northern Region sale of agriculture parcels.
• Increase agriculture land development.
• Northern Region sale of 3840 acres will be offered in F Y 1 1/12.
• Monitor potato late blight to mitigate future outbreaks.

S ig n ific a n t C h a n g e s  in R e su lts  to be D elivered in FY2012

Continue to implement the new Farm to School program to increase the use of Alaska grown foods in public schools 
and make available existing curricula, programs and publications that educate students on the benefits of producing, 
preparing and consuming locally grown foods.
• Continue marketing to increase consumer awareness of Alaska Grown products.
• Develop rhubarb and specialty crop markets through funding from USDA.

M ajor C om po nent A cco m p lish m e n ts  in 2010

• 10 0 % requests were completed to meet statutory, federal and international inspection requirements.
• Enforced state statute and regulations regarding plant pests and the sale, certification, and labeling of

agricultural products.
• Implemented USDA plant protection projects to prevent harm to the agriculture environment, natural 

resources and economic welfare.
• Sold 408 acres of agricultural land.
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Component —  Agricultural Development

• Assisted producers in organic certification in cooperation with USDA.
• Added 27 new farms to the Alaska Grown user list an increase of 6% in one year.
• Helped facilitate the creation of Alaska’s Food Policy Council.
• Delivered a monthly agriculture newsletter reporting on activities, division overview and grant availability,
• Assisted in the promotion and development of 29 farmers markets, a 120% increase over 2005 number.

Statu to ry  and R egu lato ry  A uthority

AS 03, AS 03.09, AS 03.10, AS 03.22, AS 38.05, AS 41.10, AS 41.17

Contact: Franci Havemeister, Director 
Phone: (907)761-3867 

Fax: (907)745-7112 
E-mail: Franci.Havemeister@alaska.gov
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Representatives,

Here is my take on this bill:

You may have heard of the National Animal Identification System (NAIS). Here is a link to explain the 
overview of the program:

http.V/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National Animal Identification System

This proposed program met with serious opposition from the agricultural community and in 2010 the 
USDA decided to drop the program:

http://www.avma.org/onlnews/iavma/mar10/x100315a.asp

Our cleaver federal government decided not to let it die quietly and through Executive Order, our 
president redirected this battle. Through executive order the USDA expanded the powers of one of its 
departments called Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS).

APHIS is aligned in the following “chain of command''

W TO /EU

To

Codex S tandards 

To 

O IE  

To

United States 

To

Executive O rders 

To

Department of

http://http.V/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National
http://www.avma.org/onlnews/iavma/mar10/x100315a.asp


H om eland Security  

To 

USD A 

To

A P H IS

To

T he S ta tes  (A laska)

To

(P roposed  C rea tio n ) o f  D e p a rtm e n t o f  A g ricu ltu re

Here is a link to U S D A /A P H IS  where you can click and view their “ Strategic Plan” . 

http://www.aphis.usda.uov/about anhis/strateuic nlan.shtml

A s  you can see in their plan, they have been given the authority o f  “ surveillance and 
rcement”  with the full power o f  Homeland security. What bothers me most are the statements 
;erning “ international exports” , “ respond to conflicts between humans and w ildlife” , “ A P H IS  also 
ives funding through user fees” .

A P H IS  has been directed to respond to a wider range o f  emergencies in partnership with F E M A . 
includes identifying available resources during em ergency response (W here the food is and how 

h do they have).

A P H IS  is expected to lead em ergency response efforts related to animal and plant pest and 
ase outbreaks, as well as animal and plant health aspects o f  natural disasters and bioterrorism 
;ks. A P H IS  is also expected to support a wide range o f  other (unspecified) em ergency response 
-ts.

Proponents o f  H B 19 I  say that it will consolidate all o f  A laska’s agricultural statues under one 
irtment and sim plify addressing agriculture issues. This part is true but it works two w ays. It also

http://www.aphis.usda.uov/about


es it easier for federal directives and policies to be implemented also. This is the main reason that I 
igainst this bill. When N A I S  w as being fought by farmers the states that had active Departments o f  
culture were the first ones to start involuntary implementation o f  U S D A  directives.

In summary, I see passing H B 19 1  will help facilitate the control over Alaska by the federal 
:rnment.

Thank Y o u  Representatives for your time, 

Cameron Seddon



S e n t v ia  e -m a il:

T h e r e  is no "fo o d  s e c u rity "  fo r  A laska  a t  th is  t im e . W e ll o v e r  90 p e rc e n t o f  w h a t  w e  
c o n s u m e  is b a rg e d  u p  w e e k ly  fro m  th e  L4 8 . Y e a rs  a g o , s to re s  u sed  to  m a n a g e  a la rg e  
re s e rv e  in v e n to ry  o f  g ro c e r ie s , m o s tly  d u e  to  s h ip p in g  u n c e rta in tie s . W ith  th e  a d v e n t  o f  
in c re a s e d  c o m p e tit io n  a n d  th e  "J IT "  in v e n to ry  m a n a g e m e n t  (so  successfu l fo r  W a lM a r t )  
m o s t s to re s  th e s e  d a y s  h a v e  u n d e r  a w e e k s ' w o rth  on h a n d , a n d  less fo r  ite m s  w h ic h  
a re  d e liv e re d  m o re  fre q u e n t ly . A d d  in th e  c h a lle n g e s  o f s lid e  in to  a d e p re s s io n  
(s h r in k in g  e c o n o m y , in f la t io n , e tc )  m o s t o f  th e s e  s to re s  o p e ra te  on  a ra z o r  th in  m a rg in  
a n d  th e y  a re  all f ig h tin g  fo r  th e  c o n s u m e r d o lla rs  still a v a ila b le .

T h e  s ta te  has  d o n e  n o th in g  to  a d d re s s  th is  e ith e r . T h e  d is a s te rs  o f  th e  D e lta  an d  P t 
M a c k e n z ie  p ro je c ts  s h o u ld  te a c h  us th a t  g o v e rn m e n t has n o  b u s in ess  b e in g  in business. 
Y e t ,  th e  s ta te  s p e n d s  (o r  m a k e s  a v a ila b le  lo a n s ) m illio n s  o f  d o lla rs  in w h a t  can  o n ly  be  
c a lle d  su b s id ies  fo r . . . .w e l l ,  b a s ic a lly  th e  d a ir ie s . I t  s o u n d e d  g r e a t  in th e o ry -g ro w  th e  
b a r le y  a n d  o a ts  in D e lta , s h ip  d o w n  to  S o u th c e n tra l to  fe e d  th e  d a iry  cow s a n d  
e v e r y o n e  w o u ld  b e n e fit . O f  c o u rs e , th e ir  te rm s  w e re  b e y o n d  s tu p id -e x p e c tin g  a  re tu rn  
in a  fe w  s h o rt y e a rs  w a s  im p o s s ib le . In  th e  L48 , fa m ily  fa rm s  w e re  b u ilt  o v e r  d e c a d e s  
a n d  s o m e tim e s  c e n tu r ie s , as  e a c h  g e n e ra tio n  c le a re d  land a n d  m a d e  im p ro v e m e n ts . I t  
w a s  s e t  u p  to  fa il a n d  I  a m  p r e t ty  s u re  th a t  s o m e  fo lks  g o t w h a t  th e y  w a n te d : 1000s o f  
a c re s  a v a ila b le  fo r  A n c h o ra g e s ' fu tu re  e x p a n s io n , r ig h t across th e  In le t .  B u t th a t 's  
a n o th e r  s u b je c t a lto g e th e r , lol

As o u r p ro d u c tiv e  la n d s  a re  g o b b le d  up  b y  d e v e lo p e rs  w h o  th e n  g o  on  to  p o p u la te  th e  
la n d s c a p e  w ith  c o o k ie  c u t te r  s u b d iv is io n s , th e re  is no e ffo r t  to  e x p a n d  Ag w h a te v e r .
Y e s , th e r e  a re  o ccas io n a l le a s e  s a le s , p ro p e rty  sa les , b u t m o s t a re  n o t s u ita b le  fo r  
a g r ic u ltu re . A n d  it  c o m e s  w ith  s tr in g s . Lots a n d  lots o f  s tr in g s . A p e rs o n  o n ly  has  " fe e  
s im p le "  (a n  e q u iv a le n t, a c tu a lly )  to  a b o u t fiv e  a c res , th e  re s t-o n ly  ag  rig h ts . In  p rac tica l 
te rm s , th e  fa rm e r  p ays  o n ly  a g  ta x e s  on  th a t  la n d , n o t th e  "g o in g  ra te "  fo r  re s id e n tia l. 
C an  y o u  im a g in e  a fa r m e r  w ith  600 ac res  b e in g  a b le  to  p ay  th e  ta x e s  a t ,  say , th e  
$ 38,000  p e r  a c re  th a t  is th e  n o rm  h e re ?

In  fa c t ,  th e re  is no u n if ie d  p ro g ra m  to  p ro v id e  fo o d  s e c u rity  in th e  s ta te . T h e r e  a re  no  
p ro g ra m s  o r s u p p o rt fo r  s m a ll o p e ra tio n s  w h a te v e r . S o m e o n e  w h o  w is h e s  to  s ta r t  a 
s m a ll h e rb  fa rm  has  no re s o u rc e s , an d  n e ith e r  do g re e n h o u s e s , o r  tru c k  fa rm s , e tc .
O n ly  th o s e  w h o  h a v e  la rg e r  fa rm s  can g e t  fu n d in g  (lo a n s ).

I f  th e  n e w  Ag D e p t h a d  a  g o a l, a m iss io n , to  im p ro v e  A laska 's  fo o d  s e c u r ity  a n d  w o rk e d  
w ith  p e o p le  a n d  fa rm s  ( la rg e  A N D  s m a ll) to  m a k e  it  h a p p e n , th e n  I  w o u ld  b e  b e h in d  it. 
B u t th a t  is n o t th e  c a s e . M o s t o f  th e  p e o p le  in v o lv e d  in Ag r ig h t n o w  a t  th e  s ta te  le ve l, 
a re  fo lks  w h o  h a v e  fa ile d  a t  fa rm in g  h e re  a lre a d y , a n d  w h o  n o w  c o n tro l th e  pu rse  
s tr in g s .



B ra s ie r F arm s  

2 V2 M ile  T a n a n a  Loop road  

D elta  Junction, A la s k a , 99737 

907-895-4961 

H o n o ra b le  R e p re s e n ta tiv e  T h o m p so n  

H o n o ra b le  R e p re s e n ta tiv e  K erttu la

T h a n k  yo u  fo r spon soring  H B  191 es tab lish in g  a s ta te  d e p a rtm e n t o f agricu ltu re  an d  
food.

W e  h ave  b e e n  a n  A la s k a  p ro d u cer o f P o ta to e s , L ivestock , F o ra g e , and  G ra in  fo r 38 
years .

T h e  p eo p le  o f A la s k a  n e e d  a D e p a rtm e n t o f A g ricu ltu re  in o rd er es tab lish  a  vital food  
so u rce  fo r th e  security  o f th e  s ta te . Foo d  security  is e v e n  m o re  e v id e n t in light o f the  
cu rren t e v e n ts  in th e  w orld  today.

T h e  A gricu ltu re  industry o f th e  s ta te  n eed s  a c a b in e t leve l position to keep  th e  G o v e rn o r  
and  L eg is la tu re  a d v ise d  o f th e  n e e d s  o f th e  industry w ith  ou t M ulti tiered  process w h ich  
is n o w  in p lace .

T h a n k  Y o u  

Lyall B ras ie r



Subject: Department of Agriculture Letter 
Date:

Kodiak G am e Ranch  
B o x 1608
Kodiak, A laska 9 9 6 15

March 14, 2011 •

Representative Steve Thom pson  
Representative Beth Kerttula

This letter is in support o f  developing and reinstating a Department o f  Agriculture in our state. A  
Department is needed especially to sustain A lask a ’s food supply. The fact is that in the event o f  
a catastrophe, the food supply for our citizens would last at the most just a few  days!
W hereas the D N R  has higher priorities than agricultural programs, a Department o f  A g. would 
concentrate on A lask a ’ s food source.
W e need to reinstate a Department o f  Agriculture as we had in the past. Thank you.

Sincerely,
B ill Burton 
K athy Burton 
B uck Burton

K odiak Game Ranch



•  •

Attn: Rep S. Thompson 
Beth Kertula

Re: HB191

As a farmer in Point Mackenzie, I would like to go on record in support of HB 191 I believe the attention 
to agriculture in this state has been sadly lacking. In fairness I attribute this to DNR having so many 
responsibilities, that by the time agriculture is looked at, there is little leadership and direction from the 
top. We need to ALL be moving in the same direction.

This lack of attention can be seen from a lack of a true plan for the needs of Alaskans and its farmers.
I think there are things in this bill that I do NOT agree with, but the one thing that this bill does, is address 
the inattention to Agriculture and allows agriculture to have a "seat at the table”.

Sincerely,

Lynn Gattis 
Gattis Farms 
907-373-0300

PS I plan on testifying tomorrow on this bill



•  •
To Whom It May Concern:

I have been involved with the agriculture community in Kodiak since 1963 when we purchased a cattle 
ranch at Kalsin Bay. We took a big hit in the 1964 tidal wave loosing many of our purebred Scottish 
Highland cattle we had shipped all the way from Colorado. We revived and added a large lease and 
cattle from the adjoining ranch a few years later that resulted in a cattle ranch encompassing 50,000 
acres of lease and we ran nearly 1000 head of cattle. At that time agriculture was at it's peak with seven 
large cattle operations on the road system on Kodiak.

I remember when the transition was made from the Department of Agriculture to the Division of 
Agriculture and the great concern the ranchers had about that change. The fear at that time was that 
the emphasis on support for agriculture in Alaska would be greatly diminished. The timing of this was 
also coupled with the Native Land Claim Settlement Act that allowed for native selection of lands that 
encroached on some of the lease hold interests.
Those fears have come to reality in the place agriculture has been able to hold in the state.

I strongly support the switch back to the Department of Agriculture. Agriculture in our state needs 
renewed emphasis and support if we are to increase the level of production to serve our needs. I 
recently saw a statistic that said we produce 3% of our food. I have recently taken part in the USDA 
hoop house project which is very exciting in trying to increase local production of vegetables. Please 
support the move to the Department of Agriculture.

Sincerely,

Marie Rice
10746 Bells Flats Road 
Kodiak, Alaska 99615 
(907) 487-2589 
marieirice(o)amail.com
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Alaska Dtverdfted Livestock, Association 

8850 North Simineo Circfe 

Palmar, Alaska 99645 

Website: www. adlai nc. bloaspot. com 

January 31,2011

Oaar Legislature and Governor's Office,

Please note that I was directed In our last Alaska Diversified Livestock Association meeting to write a 

letter of support In creating an Alaska Department of Agriculture. From our territorial history, it was 

apparent that Alaska form a department for agriculture. It was created under the territorial constitution. 

Things changed along the Fines of this department when statehood was developed. This was an 

unfortunate step and we would like to see us reinstate a Department of Agriculture to supply resources 
for Alaskans for food, fiber and fuel leing the truest renewable resources* farm products. Why is this 

change important you might ask. In Alaska in 1987 there were 1026732 acres of agriculture land In 

production. In 2007 there were 881585 acres of land In production, a decrease or 1596 or > 145,000 

acres. When looking at the agriculture we produce here as compared to the rest of the United States 

we rank SOth In almost all areas, (http.//www. aecensus. usda.gov/ ] This is not because of lack of 

producible land, lack of water or acceptable growing season. There needs to be a change In the political 
outlook for agriculture In Alaska.

The Alaska Diversified Livestock Association has been in creation since 2001 when we felt it was 
imperative to form such a group to bring unity and a voice from livestock producers such as ourselves. 
We are encouraged with the public's interest In Alaska in regards to eating locally, alternative energy 

projects and Alaskan-made fiber. Our businesses are thriving although the prices of fuel have drastically 
affected our profit The cost erf fertilizer and fuel are challenging aspects of our raising feed for our 

livestock. However, we have faith and preserver. We continue to be a strong organization and meet 

twice annually to discuss our livestock business needs.
When asked what the legislature and Governor's Office can do for Alaskan agriculture, our answer Is: 

"The same thin* you do for oil, gas, fisheries, and other resources in our land. We want to sit at the table 

with and conduct business about our product and available food, fiber and fuel for all Alaskans. We 

simply want a seat We want a cabinet level seat We don't want to be a division under a department. 

Nearly every state In the union has a cabinet level department or agency. With our unique geographical 

location, it is paramount that we return to the original Department of Agriculture that was in our first 

State Constitution In 1945,“
Should you need Further information from us, feel free to contact us anytime. Thank you for 

supporting Alaskan agriculture.

Regards to ail of us who eat Alaskan food, wear Alaskan fiber and fuel with Alaskan products. 

Ruby HoHembaek, President, ADLA, Inc



Jane Pierson

From:
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 3:15 PM
To : Jane Pierson

I have been  involved  in Agriculture all m y life and in A laska for the last f i f t y  years. I was 
appointed to various A g  C ouncils and Boards. It becam e very apparent early on that Agriculture 
w as about the f i f t h  step ch ild  o f  D N R . Food production and the necessary research for the Northern 
latitude that is required w ill never happen as it should  w ithout a Departm ent attention.

I ow n Palm er Produce, Inc. which w h olesa les A laskan produce. A dditionally , m y fam ily
are invo lved  in com m ercial production o f  vegtables and potatoes. H B191 is a very important bill
for everyone w ho eats and works in Alaska.

Palm er Produce, Inc.

Paul A . Huppert



W hile I am not averse to essentially separating the Div. o f  A g  into it's own department to 
improve efficiencies, I do have some concerns. Foremost, in m y mind, is who is on the slate to 
chair this new Department? A s  it stands right now, there is a razor thin line between government 
and the com m ercial producer when it comes to A g  (and all its programs, grants, loans, leases, 
etc) in the state. Th e k ey being: Commercial farms and producers. Nowhere do I see an avenue 
for a home gardener, hobbyist, small greenhouse, herbalist or any small operation considered or 
even contacted for input on this bill. And no expectation that the concerns o f the "small farm" or 
home gardener would ever be included.

A  defined mission or goal for a new Department would go a long w ays toward gaining support 
for the bill as it stands now.

Regards-

T  Heider 
Su V a lley  Farm  
W asilla
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M a rch  15, 2011 T estim ony on H B  191: D ept o f  A gricu ltu re & F ood  
b efo re  th e H ou se E conom ic D evelopm en t, T rad e an d  T ourism  C om te

I am  G ayle Eastwood. M y husband and I have been importing different 
sp ecies o f  trees, to see what species wou ld live here in Southeast. After the 
trees survive for a number o f  years, w e w ould sell the trees. In Delta  
Junction, w e have a ranch where w e  farm Hay, specifically  Brom e and 
Tim othy, for sale, W e can sell Alaskan Grown hay cheaper than w e can buy  
and import that hay which is grown in either Canada or the Lower 48.

Thank you for listening to everyone and also to me.

I am here to testify on behalf o f  HB 191. In 1945, the Territorial Legislature 
created a Department o f  Agriculture. It w as headed by a Territorial 
C om m issioner, and was created to promote and develop  agriculture here in 
Alaska. In 1953, they, further, authorized One M illion  Dollars to create the 
Agriculture R evolving Loan Fund (ARLF), which continues today, with a 
m axim um  cap o f  one m illion Dollars per loan. The ARLF was created to 
assist fanners in controlling animal diseases, plant pests, and other 
agricultural endeavors.

A laska is on ly  one o f  two states, Rhode Island being the other, in which  
there is not a Cabinet level Department o f  Agriculture. W e DO  have 
agriculture, and not just garden grown vegetables. In the Barley Project o f  
D elta  Junction, w e have farmers who grow barley, wheat, oats, canola and 
potatoes. These are grown on a com m ercial scale. W e also have farmers 
w ho raise sheep, cattle, yaks, bison, and other anim als for com mercial sale.

In Southeast Alaska, w e also have farmers, on a sm aller scale, who raise 
sheep and cattle, to name a few. W e have nurseries where flowers and 
vegetab le starts are started for others to have in their hom e vegetable 
gardens. Juneau and Petersburg have Farmers Markets during the summer.

A  Department o f  Agriculture will benefit all these farmers and consumers, 
b y assisting the farmers to improve their products thus providing a locally  
produced product reducing the freight costs o f  importing food stuffs from  
outside and increasing the vitamin content o f  fresher food.

I f  the D iv ision  o f  Agriculture remains ia the Department o f  Natural 
R esources, the above would be greatly reduced. B eing the “poor relation”,
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with oil and gas, coal, and other “natural” resources taking the majority o f  
the time and m oney, designated by the legislature in the budget, agriculture 
would be on the “short end o f  the stick” for allocations.

Please approve the Department o f  Agriculture.

G ayle Eastwood  
P .O .B o x  1185 
Petersburg, A laska 99833  
907-772-4307 or cell 907-518-4244  
ga vlewind@ i uno. com

Or

HC 62 B ox  5312
Delta Junction, Alaska 99737
907-723-1132
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Jane Pierson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rep. Steve Thom pson 
Monday, March 21, 2011 12:33 PM 
Jane Pierson 
F W : HB 191

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status:

Follow up 
Flagged

From: Leslie Seddon rmailto:seddon5@mtaonline.net1 
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:49 PM 
To: Rep. Steve Thompson
Cc: Rep. Beth Kerttula; Rep. Chris Tuck; Rep. Bob Lynn; Rep. Alan Dick; Representative Bob-Miller(a)legis.state.ak.us: 
Rep. Tam m ie Wilson 
Subject: HB 191

D e a r  R e p r e s e n ta t iv e  S t e v e  T h o m p s o n  an d  o t h e r  s u p p o rtin g  R e p re s e n ta t iv e s ,

H o u s e  B ill 191 has  r e c e n t ly  c o m e  to  t h e  a t te n t io n  o f  m an y s m a ll, p e rs o n a l a n d /o r  fa m ily  fa r m e r s  in 
A la s k a . I  h a v e  s p e n t  t h r e e  d a y s  re a d in g  t h e  b ill in its  e n t i r e t y  an d  t r a c in g  i t  b a c k  to  i ts  ro o ts . A f t e r  
m uch d e b a t e  a n d  d is c u s s io n  w ith  tw o  fa rm in g  g ro u p s , w e  h a v e  co m e to  t h e  c o n c lu s io n  t h a t  th is  b ill is 
e x a c t ly  as s t a t e d  to  s t r e a m lin e  t h e  e x is t in g  p o w e rs  an d  d u tie s  o f  t h e  D E C  a n d  D N R  in to  one D e p a r tm e n t  
o f  A g r ic u l t u r e  a n d  Food.

I t  w a s  p le a s in g  to  re v ie w  t h e  e x is t in g  d u tie s  o f  e d u c a tin g  t h e  p u b lic  a b o u t a g r ic u ltu r e  s in c e  w e  fe e l  i t  is 
im p e r a t iv e  t h a t  non fo o d  p ro d u c in g  re s id e n ts  o f  o u r s t a t e  s h a r e  in t h e  b u rd e n  o f  p ro v id in g  f o r  
th e m s e lv e s . E v en  t h e  c i ty  d w e lle r s  (no  lo n g e r in t h e  sch o o l s y s te m ) w o u ld  b e n e f i t  f r o m  re v is it in g  th e  
s k ills  o f  v ic to r y  g a rd e n in g . M o r e  e m p h a s is  on th is  e d u c a tio n  w ould  increase s e l f - r e l ia n c e  an d  decrease 
t h e  d e p e n d e n c y  on g o v e rn m e n t.

U n f o r t u n a t e ly ,  i t  a lso  a d d s  v e r b ia g e  t h a t  w e  c a n n o t s u p p o rt  as n ew  le g is la tio n  on p a g e  2 , lin es  24 
th r o u g h  26  in r e g a r d  to  in v e n to ry in g  a n d  re p o r t in g  o f  s to r e d  fo o d  f o r  t h e  s a k e  o f  fo o d  s e c u r ity . A s you  
m u s t h a v e  a n t ic ip a te d ,  w e  a r e  a g a in s t  a n y  such in f r in g e m e n t  o f  p e rs o n a l r ig h ts .  T h e  lan g u ag e  in w h ich  
t h e  b ill  is c u r r e n t ly  w r i t t e n  d o e s  n o t e x c lu d e  t h e  s m a ll, p e rs o n a l o r f a m ily  fa r m  f r o m  g o v e rn m e n t  
s c r u t in y . ( I  w as n o t  a b le  to  lo c a te  a n y  d e f in i t io n  o f  ‘ f a r m 1 in A la s k a  s t a t e  la w .) W e  w o u ld  lik e  to  s ee  
th e s e  lin es  re m o v e d  f r o m  th is  b ill  as th e y  a r e  o b je c t io n a b le  an d  a r e  n o t a  p a r t  o f  t h e  e f f o r t s  to  c r e a t e  
( r e c r e a t e )  t h e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  A g r ic u lt u r e  & Food.

F in a lly , w e  a r e  q u e s tio n in g  t h e  o v e ra ll  p u rp o s e  o f  fo r m in g  th is  d e p a r tm e n t .  O t h e r  th a n  open in g  a  f in a l  
lin k  in t h e  c h a in  o f  co m m an d  f o r  F e d e ra l in tru s io n , w h a t  b e n e f i t  w ill i t  s e rv e  m o re  th a n  a  f e w  A la skan s?

I  w o u ld  a p p r e c ia te  an y  e n lig h te n m e n t  on t h e  a b o v e  in re g a rd s  to  t h e  p ro p o s e d  H B  191. I  w ill b e  s h a r in g  
y o u r  re s p o n s e s  w ith  t h e  fa r m in g  g ro u p s  and  am lo oking  f o r w a r d  to  h e a r in g  f r o m  you.

Thank you for your time,

mailto:seddon5@mtaonline.net1


L e s lie  S e d d o n  
W a s il la ,  A K



Mat-Su/Alaska Farm Bureau
1100 South Colony W ay, Palm er, A laska 99645 746-0044 Fax  907-357-6777

M a y  9 , 2007

Governor Sarah Palin 
Office o f  the Governor 
Sent via Fax to 907/465-3532 
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Gov. Palin:

The Mat-Su Chapter o f the Alaska Farm Bureau watched with alarm as Alaska agriculture was forced 
to the brink o f  irrelevance by the Murkowski Administration’s missteps. So far, the overreach and 
mistakes o f that Administration seem to have been stemmed in Alaska’s other industries.

Not so, however, with agriculture. Within the secret confines of what I truly hope are the most 
dysfunctional parts of state government, the Division of Agriculture, the Board of Agriculture and 
Conservation, and the Creamery Corporation Board continue as if  an election hadn’t occurred.

We are disappointed that our small industry has not yet experienced a change in leadership and 
approach. Perhaps after May 16, some small attention can be turned to the problems o f an industry 
that, without a fast course correction, is poised to lose entire sectors.

The State of Alaska’s agriculture leadership under the Murkowski Administration went about 
“helping” farmers by putting them out of business, suing them for trying to help themselves in 
marketing, presiding over the final failures o f publicly owned processors, and dividing a weak industry 
against itself.

The late Earl Clabo, one of our most stalwart members and one of your most enthusiastic supporters, 
spearheaded the circulation of a “white paper for change” before the last election. It was signed by 
representatives not only of this organization, but o f all the organizations involved in Alaska farming 
production. We thought it was a reasoned, thoughtful and restrained call for action. We submitted it 
to you in October, in a productive discussion with John Bitney. Please take another look at it.

Below, I will briefly outline the broad areas where the Mat-Su Chapter’s initiatives and concerns over 
the past three years have been ignored or attacked.

1. Alaska Grown.

Reams o f paper and hundreds o f thousands in legal fees have been needlessly expended. Since the 
Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund pays the state’s expenses in suing our chapter over this issue and 
Alaska Grown is not an ARLF asset, we believe these fees have been illegally expended as well.

To win its anti-farmer point o f view, the Division has resorted to two rounds of personal attacks and 
attempts to instigate changes in leadership within the chapter. It has threatened and misrepresented 
and unethically called on others within the farming community to lobby against the chapter and 
marketing self-rule. Now, it is backtracking from a negotiated settlement agreement.

What is this issue that commands so much in state money and state employee ethical lapses?



Simply, the state feels it must own and micro-control every aspect o f  the Alaska Grown program, 
down to the tee-shirt sales that our group has slowly built up with our own work for over 21 years.

The state acknowledges that the program and its logo were developed together with the farmers.
The state acknowledges that its own function is to certify that the farm products so stamped are of 
good quality and are grown here in Alaska. So why interfere with our promotional efforts?

Every other industry in this state is given the courtesy o f a belief that industry representatives can 
best run an industrywide marketing program. Only farmers are considered too infantile for this.

A survey of other “Grown” programs across the nation shows that the only ones which can be said to 
work are the ones where the industry runs the program.

It is the farmers who make such programs work, and is we who have made the tee-shirts work.

O ar recommendation: This suit should end immediately, while the state and the farmers
begin an industry relationship like that with the Alaska Travel Industry Association.

2. Dairy Concerns.

Here the present Division leadership was not originally to blame; it is only their response to a long­
standing problem that gave them ownership over the current debacle.

The mistake that triggered the decline o f the dairy industry in Alaska was made in the 1980s. The 
state refused to sell the creamery back to a farm cooperative. Instead, it chose to retain ownership 
and control over Matanuska Maid.

Then, Matanuska Maid compounded the mistake by steadfastly holding to an industrial milk sales 
model, in a state where there is no industrial milk production.

Predictably, this model resulted in a steady decline of local milk production. It is now just a small
fraction o f the amount it was 20 years ago.

We have monitored and cajoled about this situation for the past several years, with increasing 
frustration in the last two years.

The current director pledged to us before his selection that he would see that the balance between 
processor and producer was redressed. He has broken this pledge.

His and the Board o f Agriculture’s response has ranged from the silly to the sinister. The silly was to 
advocate the dairy “industry” go back to one- and two-cow “farms” selling raw milk; never mind 
that that happens to be illegal. More sinister were the successful destruction of the two most recent 
attempts to dairy at Point MacKenzie, through targeted adverse loan actions and unfair pricing.

Just a week ago we learned that while the farmers have been stonewalled and blamed relentlessly, 
Matanuska Maid has secretly run up $700,000 in losses over the past two years. Its industrial model 
of importing milk and starving the locals is at last revealed as a failure.

The state was warned over and over that a policy of favoring a processor while starving the farmer
was wrong, and contrary to its fiduciary responsibilities of preserving ARLF farm collateral.

Once again, the farmers were ignored and the concerns of our chapter ridiculed. Once again, the state 
chose to stick by state control over private production.



Our recommendation: Dairy industry policy in this state must be based on the 
necessities facing the actual dairy farmers in this state. Matanuska Maid has had over 20 
years to try this, and has failed. Solutions to the problem of inadequate farmgate milk 
prices must be sought in the private sector, where the U.S. Department of Agriculture has 
recently invested in two innovative approaches.

3. Slaughterhouse.

Here, the current leadership simply decided to abruptly abandon the processing business after more 
than 20 years of state ownership. This decision was, commendably, modified to take proposals for 
private ownership o f the plant.

Then, the one bidder was rejected. The stated reason for the rejection was that the person could not 
get non-ARLF operating funds to run the plant, and the plant could not be used as collateral.

Since we are not privy to the details, we cannot say whether this is the real reason or not. However, 
we note that the U.S. Department of Agriculture has a method o f releasing grant assets for use in 
securing operating loans, without losing its interest in ensuring that projects are completed.

It seems to us that wise management might have adopted this approach.

Instead, the plant is still being operated by the state, but the meat prices to the producer have been
lowered even further and the charges to the producer raised.

Once again, the farmer is blamed and penalized, while the industry becomes more miniscule.

Not only were we as a chapter and farmers ignored, but even farmer members o f the Board of 
Agriculture were restrained from speaking ffeely on the slaughterhouse issue or voting on it.

Our recommendation: The slaughterhouse, just like sustainable dairy processors, must
base its pricing policies on the needs of the farmers it serves. The current unstable, 
farmer-punitive system will never work. Either the privatization of the plant through 
gradual conversion to cooperative farmer marketing should begin, and/or the Department 
of Corrections should contribute added training dollars to the operation.

There are other missteps and lapses, and corresponding future opportunities, many o f them discussed 
in the “white paper for change” previously mentioned.

Two of the examples given above heavily impact the Southcentral dairy and meat industries, and the
third denies all farmers in the state a share in their own collective marketing symbol.

The rigid, secretive, dictated ways of the present have reached their logical conclusion: Failure.

It is past time for a fresh, farmer-centered approach to the business of farming in this state.

Please help.

Sincerely,

Karen Olson, 
Executive Director
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Support Documentation for an Alaska Department of Agriculture and Food 
From Ruby Hollembaek 04/07/2011

The History of Agriculture In Alaska and Support for a Department of Agriculture and Food (DAF)

|n 1945 the Territorial Legislature created the Alaska Department of Agriculture for the purpose of 
promotion and development of agriculture. Agriculture is specifically identified in the State 
constitution. Prior to statehood, there was a Territorial Commissioner of Agriculture (George W. Gasser) 
who headed the Alaska Department of Agriculture. (ht^;//wwwlit^M.,org/inriex.rlm _?$gcti^!^ta;- 
Archives&page=lndustrv&cat=Aariculture&viewpost=aMContentldis2710) Certain functions In 
agriculture were established prior to statehood, such ;i$ a creation of the Agricultural Revolving Load 
Fund In 19S3 with a $1 million authorization.

"The funds have dwindled because ARLF was set up to revolve, but it hasn't. It has not received general 
funding since 1986 and $12 million total has been siphoned from the coffers to supply the Alaska 
Division of Agriculture's operating expenses since 2004."1 it should also be noted that funds have been 
siphoned off for other purposes other than funding the Division of Agriculture. There was a sizeable 
amount taken out for fire fighting. I believe that may have been in the $2 million mark.

"In Alaska in 1987 there were 1,026,732 acres of agriculture land in production, in 2007 there were 
881,585 acres of land in production, a decrease of 15%. When looking at the agriculture we produce 
here as compared to the rest of the United States we rank 50th in almost all areas. 
(http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/). This is not because of lack of producible land, lack of water or 
acceptable growing season. There needs to be a change in the political outlook for agriculture 
in Alaska.1

It has been reported by a speaker at our Alaska Farm Bureau annual meeting held in November of 2010 
that Indiana recently created a cabinet level Department of Agriculture and Food. Prior to this, I believe 
that there were only a few states (one of which is Alaska) who did not have a cabinet level department 
of agriculture. Vermont was another; they (in the last decade) were also successful in creating an 
Agency of Agriculture which is at the cabinet level. Upon review of the agricultural agencies In the 
United States, It appears that Rhode Island and Alaska may share the distinction of not having a cabinet 
level agency or department. I believe that Rhode island and the Anchorage area are near the same size.

in a 147 page Ten-Year Plan for Alaska's Agricultural Development submitted by a committee in 1983, 
Alaska Agricultural Action Council (AAAC) members ( Richard Lyon, Chairman Commissioner of the 
Department of Commerce and Economic Development; Richard Neve, Commissioner of Department of 
Environmental Conservation; Peter McDowell, Director Division of Budget and Management; Paul 
Huppert, Palmer farmer; and 5teve Hamilton, Palmer F armer; James Drew, UAF Dean School of 
Agriculture and Land Resources Management; and Weymeth E. Long, State Conservationist, USDA) for 
Governor Bill Sheffield sited that 'The responsibilities c>f the AAAC and the Division of Agriculture either 
frequently overlap or fail to provide a necessary service. The AAAC was responsible for the Delta Project 
and for subsequent projects and has taken advocacy positions on behalf of the Alaska agricultural

1 Alaska Business Monthly, March 2011 "Banking on Agriculture" p.64
z htto://www,adlalnc,blogspot,com

1

http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/


A P R - 0 6 - 2 0 1 1  0 1 : 1 2  pm a l a m a s u  1 9 0 7 0 9 5 4 7 1 5  p . 02

Support Documentation for an Alaska Department of Agriculture and Food 
From Ruby Hollemboek 04/07/2011

industry. Because the Division of Agriculture is a part of a large department (DNR), It has been unable to 
devote its complete attention to planning or administering projects."

"Coordination between financing and farm development is a serious problem. The ARLF Is responsible 
for credit programs that are critical to the success or failure of agricultural projects, even though the 
AAAC has overall project responsibility. The ARLF is administered by the Division of Agriculture, with no 
coordination or responsibility shared with the AAAC "

"Several options for administrative reorganization should be considered. These Include combining the 
functions of both groups into one agency or the other, are combining the functions of both groups, 
along with other functions, into a Department of Agriculture."

"At the very least, more coordination between the AAAC and the Division of Agriculture will be required 
as agricultural development continues. This would become easier If both were in a single organization. 
Ultimately, if the State of Alaska is to have a relatively larger agricultural industry, a Department of 
Agriculture should be considered. "

"The Resources Committee offered "on 05/18/81HCR S!9 in the House for House concurrent resolution 
No. 29 (Finance) relating to the development of a plan lor Alaska agricultural development. Whereas, 
the legislature determines that the agricultural development goals of the state are to:

1* Promote self-sufficiency and to decrease dependency on Imported foods;
2. Provide opportunities for Alaskan to produce their own food individually and collectively;
3. Provide employment for Alaska;
4. Provide nutritional food products from local sources for Alaska;
5. Develop a self-supporting agriculture industry In Alaska;
6. Encourage the export of surplus agricultural products; and
7. Ensure that agricultural development proceed»with sound environmental practices and 

energy efficiency;"*

The Alaska Farm Bureau 2010 Resolution Platform was approved by those voting members (delegates) 
attending the annual meeting where they unanimously supported a cabinet level Department of 
Agriculture. The Alaska Farm Bureau submits Alaska's Long-Range Plans on a regular basis. These 
Include agricultural entitles of transportation, standard:;, marketing, land sales, tax issues, renewable 
energy, etc. Testifying for HB 191 In support of a Department of Agriculture and Food was Bryce 
Wrigley, Alaska Farm Bureau President; Lyall Brazier, Delta Farm Bureau President; Ruby Hollembaek, 
President Alaska Diversified Livestock Association, Inc.; and several producers from around the state. 
Testifying was Paul Huppert who was also an AAAC member with the 10 year report submitted in 1983, 
Another testimony was from a rancher who remembered the transition from a Department of 
Agriculture to a division under the Department of Natural Resources. I believe she was from Kodiak. 
Kodiak Game Rancher, Bill Burton, read her testimony I F my memory serves me correctly. I believe that

* Ten Year Plan for Alaska's Agricultural Development, p. 108* 114

2
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the transition from Department to Division occurred the early 1960's while changes were made In the 
state government system to ensure ANSCA and the expedience of the Alyeska Pipeline venture.

"In a report prepared for President Barack Obama and Secretary of the US Department of Agriculture, 
Tom Vilsack, and based on forums conducted by State USDA Alaska Farm Service Agency Danny 
Consensteln and Alaska State Direction USDA Rural Development Jim Nordlund the following facts were 
derived from meetings held across Alaska (Fairbanks, Kotzebue, Juneau and Anchorage) to provide input 
on what works and what does not work when it comes to job creation and retention, especially in rural 
Alaska. Three areas for potential job growth emerged from all four meetings:

• Food Systems
• Renewable energy/energy efficiency
• Rural infrastructure"

"Even In Alaska's urban areas, most purchased food has to travel thousands of miles just to reach 
grocery store shelves. To arrive In Alaska's remote communities, the journey is even farther. Spoilage 
rates and prices are both high, especially in rural villages. This challenge provides opportunities for 
Innovation in developing methods for growing, processing and transporting food more locally and 
efficiently. These opportunities tie in directly to energy costs, training and infrastructure. "4

In an open letter to all Alaska Farmers, Bryce Wrigley says It best when he states:

"Farmers and ranchers are thwarted by regulations tha t prohibit the growth and expansion of the 
Industry. Agencies providing Inspection services, veterinary services and the oversight of land Issues are 
currently functions of several different agencies. Locati rtg these basic agricultural services in a single 
Department of Agriculture will increase efficiency by focusing all the resources on the mission of 
providing food for Alaska."

As the former Department of Natural Resources retiree! land director, Glen Franklin, walked by my table 
at the Delta Farm Forum this last February, he asked who was behind the move to create a Department 
of Agriculture. I explained that I supported such a mov», He stated, "It's about time." After dialogue, he 
said a commissioner would probably be paid half again as much as the division director is paid but he 
didn't see where the extra cost would be in creating such a move back to the original intentions of our 
state founding fathers. After ail, DNR is housed in Fairbanks so a DAF could be located as is in Palmer.

When asked what the legislature and Governors' office can do for Alaskan agriculture, my answer is: 
"The same thing you do for oil, gas, fisheries, and other resources In our land. We want to sit at the 
table with and conduct business about our product and available food, fiber and fuel for all Alaskans.
We simply want a seat We want a cabinet level seat. We don't want to be a division under a 
department. It hasn't worked. Nearly every state in th e union has a cabinet level department or

4 Alaska Forums on Jobs and Economic Development, February 15,2010 USDA, Rural Development Farm Service 
Agency, pgs.4-5

3
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agency. With our unique geographical location, It is par amount that we return to the original 
Department of Agriculture that was in our first State Constitution in 1945."

Respectfully and with high regards I submit this plea to continue with the movement of HB 191 for a 
Department of Agriculture and Food. Thank you for supporting Alaskan agriculture and regards to all 
who care.

Ruby Hollembaek

Alaska Diversified Livestock Association, Inc. President www.acliainc.blogspot.conn 

Alaska Interior Game Ranch, Owner-Operator www-blsonandelk.com

4
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March 15, 2011

R ep resen ta tiv e  S te v e  T h om p son  
A laska S ta te  L egislature  
1 20  4 th S treet  
S ta te  C apitol, R oom  3 
J u n ea u , A lask a 9 9 8 0 1 -1 1 8 2

D ear R ep resen ta tiv e  T h om p son ,

W e w a n ted  to  tak e this opportunity to  thank you for introducing H B 191 that 
c r e a te s  a D epartm ent o f Agriculture and Food. Agriculture h a s  struggled  to  
survive in th e  sh a d o w  o f oil and  g a s  for sev era l d e c a d e s . W e  understand  the  
attention that oil and g a s  d em an d  a s  th ey  drive th e e c o n o m ic s  o f our sta te . This 
d o esn 't le a v e  a d eq u a te  attention to  fo c u s  on  agriculture and th e im portance of 
supplying a  sa fe , s e c u r e  and  plentiful food  supply to our citizen s.

T h e A laska Farm Bureau fe e ls  that this bill is important to every  A laskan  citizen  
a s  w ell a s  th e  agricultural com m unity. S in c e  m ost o f our food  in im ported, w e  are  
in a  precarious position  and vu lnerable to  th e m any d isruptions to  our 
transportation sy stem  that h a v e  occurred in th e p a st and will, m ost likely, occur in 
th e  future. It is o f  th e  u tm ost im portance that w e  produce our ow n s a fe  and  
ab un d ant so u r c e  o f food.

A D epartm ent o f Agriculture and F ood  will g ive  th e  industry th e opportunity that is 
n e e d e d  to e n su r e  that locally grow n food , - food  produced in A laska will b e  ab le  
to  ex p a n d  and  d ev elo p  to fe e d  th e c itizen s o f A laska.

If you h a v e  any q u estio n s  ab ou t how  HB 191 will im prove and  im pact A lask a’s  
agricultural industry, or if w e  can  b e  o f any a s s is ta n c e  to  you, p le a s e  d o n ’t 
h esita te  to con tact m e.

B ryce W rigley, P resid en t 
bjw rigley@ gm ail.com

J a n e  Hamilton, E xecu tive Director 
ia n eh a m ilto n 9 9 7 3 7 @ v a h o o .co m

. S incerely ,

B ryce W rigley, P resid en t ^

PO Box 760 Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Telephone: (907) 895-4752

mailto:bjwrigley@gmail.com
mailto:ianehamilton99737@vahoo.com


Bryce Wrigley, President Jane Hamilton, Executive Director
biwrigley@qmail.com ianehamilton99737@vahoo.com

December 22, 2010

Representative Steve Thompson 
PO Box 70843 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99709

Dear Representative Thompson

The Alaska Farm Bureau respectfully requests your support as we pursue the 
creation of a Department of Agriculture in the next legislative session.

A Department of Agriculture would replace the Division of Agriculture that is 
currently in the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) where time and 
attention are focused on oil and gas.

A Department of Agriculture is not a new concept. In fact, the Alaska Territorial 
Legislature originally created a Department of Agriculture in 1945 and Governor 
Ernest Gruening named George Gasser as the first Commissioner of Agriculture. 
His appointment was readily confirmed by the legislature, praised by Alaska 
newspapers and widely welcomed by Alaskans.

We envision a streamlined Department that would be funded at about the same 
level that the Division of Agriculture currently is. The Department should focus 
on development of agriculture as the best way to achieve food security. We 
need a department that is focused on, and is supportive of the industry. Alaska’s 
citizens deserve one. Alaska’s farmers and ranchers must have one to survive.

Food production and food security should be the number one priority in Alaska. 
There is approximately a 3-5 day supply of food in the state. The majority of all 
of our food comes from the Lower 48. We are dependent on a food distribution 
system that has been disrupted several times due to natural disasters as well as 
those created by man such as longshoremen’s strikes and of course,
September 11th.

PO Box 760 Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Telephone: (907) 895-4752

mailto:biwrigley@qmail.com
mailto:ianehamilton99737@vahoo.com


Farmers and ranchers are thwarted by regulations that prohibit the growth of the 
industry, preventing us from resolving the food security dilemma. Inspection 
services for farm products, veterinary services, and farmland issues are currently 
functions of several different agencies and would be more efficient if located in a 
single department - a Department of Agriculture.

The phrase “If you eat, you are involved in agriculture” is not just a catchy tagline. 
It is a truism that all of us need to pay better attention to. We look forward to 
working together to improve Alaska’s food security by increasing food production 
and ensuring that our citizens have access to an abundant, safe and healthy food 
supply grown in Alaska.

Over the next few weeks we will be providing you with additional information, 
which will serve to brief you more fully on this issue. If you have any questions, 
please don’t hesitate to contact us. We look forward to working with you on this 
very important issue.

Sincerely,

Bryce Wrigley, 
President,
Alaska Farm Bureau
bjwrigley@gmail.com
9 0 7 -6 8 7 -9 9 2 4

PO Box 760 Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Telephone: (907) 895-4752
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*  ALASKA FARM BUREAU, INC.
Bryce Wrigley, President Jane Hamilton, Executive Director
bjwriqley@wildak.net ianehamilton99737@yahoo.com

To Whom it May Concern:

The Alaska Farm Bureau represents 350 farm families throughout the state of 
Alaska. At our Annual Meeting in November, we voted to pursue creation of a 
Department of Agriculture for Alaska. The motion passed unanimously.

For almost 30 years, agriculture has struggled to survive in the shadow of oil and 
gas. We do not resent or regret the attention that those natural resources 
receive, for we agree that at this time they drive the economic engine of the 
state. Unfortunately, after adequate attention has been focused on those 
resources, there is simply no more time in the day for DNR managers to address 
the vital importance of agriculture in Alaska.

We import almost all our food and as a result our food supply is in a precarious 
state in the event of any number of possible disruptions to transportation. We 
believe agriculture can do much to increase our food security -  not only on the 
road system, but in remote rural communities as well.

A strong agricultural base is absolutely vital to Alaska for several reasons. 
Enhancing food security is just one. Improving rural communities by creating jobs 
and work allows rural residents to remain in their communities. Many secondary 
jobs are created when there is a strong agriculture industry, including jobs in 
transportation, processing, and marketing.

Most dollars from the sale of agricultural products stay in the community and 
state. Economists use a multiplier of 8 for such sales compared with about 2 or 3 
for oil and gas. The result of this turnover is a stronger economic engine.

I could continue with the social benefit to remote rural villages, beset with 
alcohol, drugs, and violence. Millions of dollars are spent for intervention 
programs that treat the symptoms, but do not address the cause. I believe 
agriculture establishes a connection with the land and gives people a reason to 
live and work, and builds pride by providing for themselves.

The end result is that given the importance of agriculture to the social and 
economic health of Alaskans, there must be a more streamlined method of 
charting the course and accomplishing the mission of feeding Alaskans, than 
under the current system. The multiple layers of bureaucracy through wich plans,

PO Box 760 Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Telephone: (907) 895-4752
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budget, and initiatives must pass under the current structure provides too many 
opportunities to sideline critical functions because while they may meet the 
needs of the agriculture industry, they do not meet the priorities of DNR. 
Consequently, valuable resources to the state never make it to the cabinet level 
where agricultural resources can be coordinated among agencies to meet socio­
economic needs.

Many are concerned about the cost of creating a new department. We believe 
that properly structured, the cost of a Department of Agriculture need not be 
significantly more than the current division. The discussion we should be having 
is whether the value of the new department, in efficiency, purpose, and 
widespread benefits to urban and rural residents alike, will make it a bargain for 
Alaska.

We believe it can.

Sincerely,

Bryce Wrigley,
President, Alaska Farm Bureau

PO Box 760 Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Telephone: (907) 895-4752



ALASKA FARM BUREAU, INC.

Bryce Wrigley, President Jane Hamilton, Executive Director
bjwriqlev@qmail.com ianehamilton99737@vahoo.com

January 5, 2011

ALASKA NEEDS A DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE -  REASON #1

As explained in our last letter, the Alaska Farm Bureau is pursuing creating a 
Department of Agriculture. There are many significant reasons for this -  
benefiting the Alaskan consumer as well as the Alaskan farmer. In the next few 
weeks we will address some of them.

Agricultural Inspections need to be consistent, reliable and conducted by 
the same department.

The Division of Agriculture is currently responsible for inspecting crops and shell 
eggs (poultry), elk fencing and farming licenses and beehive registrations. Seed 
potato inspections are made in the field during the growing season as well as the 
crops after harvest. The Division of Agriculture administers seed potato and 
tomato plant regulations for nurseries and garden centers.

Producers participating in the Alaska Grown program are also subject to 
inspections to ensure produce meets the Alaska Grown quality requirements.

The Office of the State Veterinarian is responsible for the surveillance and control 
of animal diseases as well as the inspection of sanitary conditions of dairy farms, 
milk, cheese and ice cream processing equipment and facilities and the issuance 
of their permits.

There are specific regulations regarding the export and importation of both pets 
and domestic livestock. Wild bird flocks as well as domestic poultry are tested 
for H1N1 (Swine Flu). Domestic livestock are inspected and tested for several 
diseases such as Brucellosis, Johannes Disease, TB, etc.

The Office of the State Veterinarian is currently under the umbrella of the 
Department of Environmental Conservation. This separation from agriculture

PO Box 760 Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Telephone: (907) 895-4752
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coupled with the intense regulatory mindset of DEC results in disenfranchisement 
of the agriculture industry from one of the most important offices that should 
support development of a healthy local food production industry.

The Office of State Veterinarian used to be located in the Division of Agriculture 
and was viewed as a resource by the agriculture community. We propose 
returning the State Veterinarian to the Division of Agriculture because we believe 
it will serve the industry better by improving the working relationship between the 
State Veterinarian and agriculture.

We also propose transferring the inspection services of all local agricultural 
products to the new Department of Agriculture. There is a different mindset in the 
Division of Agriculture than what exists in the strict regulatory mentality of DEC. 
The Division of Agriculture has a mission to work with producers to accomplish 
food production. The Division of Agriculture already performs many inspections 
of agricultural products and when problems are found, their approach is to work 
with the producer to correct the problem.

This is not the policy of DEC, whose stance is to rigidly enforce regulations and 
ignore the calls of legislative oversight committees to modify overly strict rules 
that obstruct local food production. Regulations that ensure a safe food supply 
need not be a barrier to local food production systems if there is a willingness for 
the state and the industry to work together. However, that goal can best be 
achieved by inspections being housed in a Department of Agriculture with the 
goal of increasing our food security through increased local production and 
reasonable inspection standards.

In closing, we need to create a more business-friendly climate for food production 
and processing. Alaska needs to produce more of our own food to supply in-state 
needs in times of emergency. The importance of developing our food producing 
resources cannot be overstated. It will take time to increase our production and 
processing, so that it is available when it is needed. This process can best be 
accomplished with a Department of Agriculture that houses all the state services 
that affect agriculture.

Please contact us if you would like further clarification or additional information 
regarding this letter. We will be happy to provide documentation and examples of 
how the state agencies can participate in the development of a more secure food 
supply.

PO Box 760 Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Telephone: (907) 895-4752



K e y  Provisions o f  D ept, o f  A gricu lture  

from  the A la sk a  Farm  Bureau, Inc.

U sin g  the current budget for the D ivisio n  o f  A gricu ltu re, w e propose form ing a Dept, o f  

A gricu ltu re  for A la s k a  to m ore effectively  guide agricultural p o lic y  during this critical 

tim e. A la s k a  is far too reliant on im portation o f  food. W hen a disruption o f  the 

transportation o ccu rs, w h ich  happens all too regularly, A lask a n s suffer. Th is is especially  

o bvio u s in the rem ote rural areas, but the m ajor im pacts w o u ld  be felt in the urban 

centers, sim p ly because the m ajority o f  A lask an s live  there.

T h e state suffers from  the lack  o f  attention to agriculture. L e t us con sider that w ith  

agricultural p roducts on the farm s, storage bam s, and feedlots o f  A la sk a n s, w e  becom e 

m ore able to w eath er the effects o f  natural disasters or w idespread pandem ic. A laskan  

farm s can produce the variety o f  food needed to provide a balanced diet.

W h at w e  lack  is a fo cu sed  agen cy that houses the needed services that governm ent can 

and should provide. Inspection o f  locally  produced food and p ro cessin g is currently under 

D E C , as is the state veterinary. W e  b elieve m o vin g both these functions back to 

A gricu ltu re  w o u ld  greatly facilitate the developm ent o f  agriculture and the attendant 

p ro cessin g needs. Th ere is a sim ple, but pow erful difference the attitudes o f  facilitation  

and regulation exert on the business clim ate.

T o  this end, w e  su ggest the fo llo w in g adjustm ents:

C reation o f  a  D epartm ent o f  A gricu lture -  D N R  is rightfully absorbed w ith  oil, gas, and 

m ining. There is no tim e and v e ry  little support for agriculture in the sh ad o w  o f  these 

topics. Y e t  feed in g our citizens healthy, nutritious food and securin g its sup p ly for A lask a  

is im portant enough to w arrant a higher level o f  support from  the adm inistration.

1. U n d er the D ept, o f  A gricu lture, inspection services o f  all agricultural products 

and State V eterin ary services w ould be transferred from  D E C  along w ith  the 

budgets for those services.

2 . A R L F  w o u ld  rem ain w ith  the Dept, o f  A griculture. T h is  is im portant because  

banks w ill  not lend on land subject to ag covenants. Therefo re, lending options for 

a g  producers are lim ited. N o t only does the A R L F  lend on farm  enterprises, 

because it is housed under agriculture, there is a better understanding for the ag o f  

the risks and opportunities relating to agriculture than other state loan program s 

have.

3. Plant M aterial Center (P M C ) functions w ould continue w ith  the n ew  Department 

o f  A gricu ltu re  to develop and propagate seed for agriculture.

4. O versigh t o f  all land classified  for agricultural developm ent w ill be m oved to the 

D ept, o f  A gricu ltu re. A la sk a  has a limited amount o f  land suitable for agriculture, 

m uch o f  w h ich  has been designated as such. W hen a borough, m unicipality, or the 

U n ive rsity  receives land, those ag covenants do not transfer w ith  the land. This  

reduces the am ount o f  land available for grow ing agriculture. T h e  state land



designated for ag developm ent that currently rem ains, m ust be protected from  

losing those covenants. T h e  Dept, o f  A gricu ltu re  is the logical entity to identify  

land for disposal to the private sector for developm ent. T h e y  need to h ave funding  

to su rvey it, put in pioneer access to it, and dispose o f  it to people interested in 

farm ing and ranching.

B udget
a. R ecap italize A R L F  and stop funding operations from  the loan fund. The  

fund w a s set up to revo lve, h o w ever som e operational cost are draw n from  

the loan fund, resulting in a gradual decline o f  m oney available for lending 

to farm ing operations.
b. Fund all D ept o f  A gricu ltu re  functions from  budget, including M t. 

M c K in le y  M eats, the loan o fficer positions, and any other expenditures 

currently bein g draw n  from  the A R L F .  T h is legitim izes the functions 

perform ed b y  the D ept, o f  A gricu ltu re w ith  a budget, and p reserves the 

corpus o f  the revo lvin g  loan fund.

c. Include agriculture education in budget. T h is m ight be funded from  a 

p ercentage o f  the sale agricultural land, but it is important that the next 

generation be inform ed about w here their food com es from  and w hat they  

can do to participate in that process or else food production in A la sk a  w ill  

only last for one generation.

d. Statutory regulations regardin g loan policies.

D evelo p  a  Food S a fe ty  plan for A lask a . T h e  Departm ent o f  A gricu lture w ill 

develop a plan to address food security in A la sk a  b y  providing for the expansion  

o f  local production. There is no other m ethod o f  ensuring our food security  

because all other sources depend on the sam e transportation system  w e  currently 

depend on. Fo o d  produced in A la s k a  and stored in the vegetable b am s and cellars, 

grain bins, feedlots, dairies, and ranges o f  A la sk a  are 2 5 0 0  m iles closer to their 

end user, greatly facilitating access to food in the event o f  a transportation  

disruption. Several aspects o f  this plan need to be put in place w hile there is tim e 

including:
a. T h e  scheduled sale o f  ag  land. State ow ned land is not producing land. It 

m ust be put into the hands o f  farm ers w ho are determined to w o rk  it and 

produce on it.
b. R egulations need to be designed to encourage a cottage industry for food  

production and processing. Sm all scale operations w ill provide the pool 

from  w h ich  larger operations w ill em erge as they see growth in their 

m arkets. O ne m odel for accom plishing this is in Oregon, w h ich  allo w s a  

sm all producer to sell to neighbors.

c. T h e  D ept, o f  A gricu ltu re  can p lay an important role in facilitating sm all 

scale infrastructure developm ent including m obile processing, inspections, 

land disposal, v illa ge  food production projects, and farm  financing. It is 

critical that through it all, the Dept, o f  A gricu lture stay focused on 

im p rovin g our food security b y  facilitating grow th o f  agriculture.

d. T h e Departm ent o f  A gricu ltu re  must proactively renew expiring livestock  

leases in a tim ely m anner. L ivesto ck  leases are integral to the red m eat 

industry, w h ich  is vital to our food security. Som e producers h ave been



w aitin g years to get their leases ren ew ed w hile the state determ ines w hat 

the w isest and best use o f  the land is and whether the lease cost need to be 

raised. B o ile d  d ow n to the essentials, the Dept, o f  A gricu ltu re w ill 

recognize that:

•  G razin g  leases are indicative o f  Agricu ltural land, therefore it has 

already been determined that agriculture is the highest and best use 

for it.

•  Im provem ents m ade b y  the leaseholder should be credited tow ard  

the lease price, not charged extra for. In other w ords, w hen a 

rancher has put in livestock  w ells  or w o rk in g facilities, he should 

not be charged extra for them  b y the state w hen the lease com es up 

for ren ew al since the state had no part in m aking the 

im provem ents. Instead, the im provem ents should w eigh  in favo r o f  

the rancher as evidence that he is a good risk.

•  Preference rights should b e allow ed i f  the current leaseholder 

continues to raise anim als. This encourages the rancher to invest in 

im provem ents because the expenses can be am ortized o ver a 

longer period o f  time.

•  N e w  leases should be for a  m inim um  o f  2 0  years to a llo w  

reasonable stability for financing im provem ents and m aking  

m anagem ent decisions such as increasing his herd.
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Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund 
Running Dry
Could Alaska face a land without agriculture?
By Deborah Jeanne Sergeant

If things don't change soon, the State-run Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF) will be 
shuttered. Although other programs and lenders exist, nixing the 58-year-old ARLF will 
decrease funding available to an already precarious agricultural industry.

Banks generally do not lend to farms because in case of default, the land may be used only 
for farming, rendering it nearly valueless. Alaska farmers use the three main lending 
institutions in the state: Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF), a State-run program: U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Farm Services Agency (FSA), a program operated by the federal 
government; and (AARC), a private, nonprofit lender.

In an industry accustomed to relying upon credit for supplies and equipment upgrades until 
the harvest or slaughter, cash has been especially tight during the downturn.

"In the last few years, our funds have diminished," said Candy Easley, loan officer with 
ARLF. "Unless it's recapitalized, there won't be enough funds."

The Missing Link

Losing ARLF is like kicking out one leg from a three-legged stool.

"Each program serves a different need and we cross-participate with each other," Easley 
explained.

Established in 1953, ARLF, as a revolving loan fund, focuses on development. Many of its 
loans are larger loans for funding a new farm that's clearing land, operations that add a 
processing plant for its goods or some other large-scale venture. ARLF caps its loans at $1 
million.

FSA is more geared toward beginning farmers. Because they lack collateral, obtaining a
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standard bank loan to start their ag business is next to impossible. FSA also serves people 
with credit issues or other problems that impede their ability to get a traditional loan.

AARC is the most conservative of the three ag lenders because of the amount of funds they 
possess. Its high-qualifications standards make it tougher for obtaining a loan.

AARC loan officer Steve Gallagher confirmed the agency will continue to lend to farmers 
despite the credit crunch.

"We're increasing our funds by partnering with Farm Service Agency's funds so we don't run 
out," he said. "They used to be the 'lender of last resort' and now they're the 'lender of first 
opportunity' because of the financial crisis in the Lower 48."

Three to Completion

Easley believes because farms rarely need only one kind of loan, it's important to the 
industry that all three ag lenders are well-funded. For example, a farm may need a FSA loan 
to buy dairy cattle, an ARLF loan for adding a creamery and milking equipment and an 
AARC loan for building a farmhouse.

Once a farm has been established, it make operate for decades, depending upon farm 
credit, to cover operating expenses and to replace and upgrade equipment as it wears out 
or as the farm expands. They will need to buy seed, feed, fuel and other supplies they 
cannot afford until the harvest comes in.

"It's a fragile lending scenario," Easley said. "We work together and there's not hundreds 
and hundreds of farms. It's a big state with a small ag community."

Dwindling Funds

The funds have dwindled because ARLF was set up to revolve, but it hasn't. It has not 
received general funding since 1986 and $12 million total has been siphoned from the 
coffers to supply the Alaska Division of Agriculture's operating expenses since 2004.

As for ARFL, it's been living on its hump, selling off its assets. The organization has less 
than $5 million left and generates only $.5 million in interest based upon its portfolio. Easley 
said it takes $1 million to operate, so farmers will have only $4 million to borrow in 2011.

"That's not enough money to revolve when you're loaning approximately $2.5 million in new 
loans," Easley said. "There's not enough money, so depending upon the amount of loans

http://www.akbizmag.com/component/content/article/9397-march-2011 -fmance.html?tmpl... 3/14/2011

http://www.akbizmag.com/component/content/article/9397-march-2011


March 2011 Finance Page 3 o f  5

taken out, that's going to be the factor, and depending upon if no loans going bad. In a year, 
we won't have that $2.5 million to loan out."

The Alaska Board of Agriculture and Conservation is lobbying for support from the 
Legislature to recapitalize ARFL.

"Whether it happens or the conditions under which it happens I don't know," Easley said. 
"We're at risk for not being able to provide development funds or operating funds within the 
next year."

She estimates with an average farm purchase of $300,000 to $500,000, ARFL will be able 
to fund about four before the funds dry up.

Slow Death

Twenty years ago, ARFL employed 15; for the past seven years, Easley has worked alone.

"If the State wants to promote the development of agriculture and maintain the existing level 
of agriculture, then they really need to recapitalize and reaffirm their support to finance ag in 
this state," Easley said. "I think that before they fund it, they need to decide the goals."

Amy Pettit, Alaska Department of Agriculture development specialist on the Food Policy 
Council in Palmer, said that the increase in small-scale production indicates a growing 
opportunity for farmers, fueled by "people becoming more interested and concerned with 
how it was grown where and how it got to them," she said.

In 2005, the Department of Agriculture recognized 13 farmer's markets. By 2010, the 
number had risen to 29.

"Endless Opportunities'

"There could be more and more farmers could be utilizing the facilities available and if there 
were more facilities, we could use more farmers. We could use more farmers in Alaska. 
There's endless opportunity."

Previously from Kansas, Pettit recalls her former state's number of listed farmers: 44,000. 
Alaska's 680 farms is very low, especially considering the state's size.

The output of Alaska's farms is low also. Only 320 of Alaska farms are making more than 
$10,000 per year.
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"They're supplementing their income with non-farm work," Pettit said. "It's a budding 
industry."

But unless the industry can obtain sufficient funding, it will stagnate. Bryce Wrigley, 
president of Alaska Farm Bureau, operates Wrigley Farms in Delta Junction, where he 
raises 1,000 acres of barley.

"I think that ARLF, the primary lender of the state, needs to be recapitalized," he said. 
"Dump $10 million in there. Their policies should change so any operation expenses of the 
Department of Ag should come out of the general fund not the ARLF loan fund."

Wrigley fears for the future not only of Alaska's farmers, but also the state's food supply.

"We're going to allow our capability to produce our own food slip away from us and that's 
not going to be recoverable," he said. "It's estimated that the average farmer feeds 153 
people apiece. That's good productivity. But when you consider a 300 million population and 
2 million farmers, we're barely making enough food for our nation."

He compared America's reliance upon other nations for oil with the possibility of depending 
upon them for a majority of our food.

"I remember the oil embargo lines in the '70s," he said. "Suppose we have to wait in lines at 
the grocery stores for food?"

Should the state's food supply lines become interrupted with a major catastrophe, "we 
would be in a world of hurt," he said. "We're trying to put in place those growth mechanisms 
to cover ourselves in the case of emergency. We can grow those things that would result in 
a diet that would preserve life."

Infrastructure to process, market and distribute those goods is also a part of the ag picture 
in Alaska.

"We don't have a miller in the state and flour is basic," Wrigley said. "Our challenge maybe 
isn't so much the credit crunch, although that could change. Our challenge is in putting the 
raw product we can grow into the hands of the consumers with adequate processing and 
distribution marketing."
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H e r e  a r e  th e  d if f e r e n c e s  a n d  s im i la r i t ie s  a m o n g  A la s k a 's  a g r ic u l t u r a l  

le n d e r s :

Alaska Rural Rehabilitation Corporation - Variable rate

ARRC offers conservative financing with a focus on moderate operating loans, chattel loans 
and farm land purchase financing. Current interest rates are varied 5 percent to 9 percent, 
determined by applicant's credit and collate-ral and no loan fees with terms of up to 20 
years. The majority of the loans are closed at the 5 percent. Their rates are adjustable every 
two years with no cap.

USDA Farm Services Agency - Fixed rate

FSA offers financing if other credit is unavailable with some program loan funds targeted 
specifically for disasters, beginning farmers and socially disadvantaged farmers.

Farm Credit Services - Variable rate

Farm Credit Services offers conservative financing with FSA guarantees and has only made 
a few agricultural loans in Alaska over the years. Their interest rates are variable rates with 
a cap and presently range 3.85 percent to 8.3 percent and loan fees from no fee to 2 
percent with a maximum 20-year term. Borrowers may be eligible for 0.5 percent to 0.7 
percent annual interest refund. There may be prepayment penalties.

Commercial Fishing & Agriculture Bank - Variable rate

CFAB has had no agricultural loan activity in years. Their loan programs are primarily for 
the fishing and tourism industries. Their variable rates are not competitive for agricultural 
loans at 7.25 percent to 8.5 percent and 1 percent loan fee with a maximum 20-year term.

Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund - Fixed rate

The ARLF currently offers 3 percent short-term; one-year, 4 percent intermediate term up to 
sever years and 4.5 percent long-term up to 30 years.
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Abstract
n the 1970s and 1980s the state o f  Alaska invested m illions 
o f  dollars to develop a large-scale agricultural industry. The 

D elta  Barley Project and the Point M acKenzie Dairy Project 
were created to show  that large-scale agriculture was possible 
in Alaska. This study looks at the major events and policy de­
cisions that occurred and determines how  the outcom e o f  the 
demonstration projects was affected. A n extensive literature re­
view  was conducted, focusing on state documents; key persons 
were also interviewed. The projects did not accomplish their 
original goals for a number o f  econom ic and political reasons. 
The positive aspects o f  developm ent are that Alaska now  has 
more land in private ownership, more infrastructure to support 
the industry, and a thriving agricultural com m unity at D elta  
Junction.

Preface
T he advancement o f  agriculture in Alaska in the 1970s and 

1980s was considered one o f  the more important times 
for the Alaska agricultural industry. Numerous policy deci­
sions were made during that period that has shaped the current 
industry. This thesis charts the history o f  the large-scale state- 
funded agricultural projects and identifies major events and 
management decisions. Through review o f  past agricultural 
management decisions, insight can be gained about the current 
state o f  agriculture in Alaska and what direction the industry 
is moving. This thesis w ill provide a historical overview o f  that 
era o f  developm ent, as well as provide information to managers 
about past agricultural policy.

n the late 1970s the State o f  Alaska developed a task force 
to address the advancement o f  an agricultural industry in 

Alaska. D uring this tim e the state had large budget surpluses 
due to incom ing revenue from oil developm ent on the North  
Slope (Lehne nd). The governor at the time established goals 
to develop renewable resource industries to spend oil revenues 
responsibly (A A A C  1981). D uring this time an exploratory soil 
survey was conducted, w hich identified over 20 m illion acres (8 
m illion ha) o f  land suitable for agriculture. It was decided that 
D elta Junction was a good place to start a project demonstrating 
Alaska’s capability for large-scale agriculture. The project land 
was sold through a lottery system and winners were put on a 
developm ent schedule and given large loans to get their farms 
operating. Other tracts o f  land were surveyed for agricultural 
production, and a few  years later the Point MacKenzie dairy 
demonstration project was auctioned at lottery, as well as the 
D elta expansion. Support facilities, such as meat processing 
plants and grain holding bins, were also planned and built.

The state spent m illions o f  dollars to create this industry 
(Teal 1982), yet events took  place that changed the intended  
outcom e o f  the projects. It is still a controversial topic, as it 
is considered a blunder by som e and a success by others. The 
objective o f  this study is to evaluate whether the major state- 
funded agricultural projects o f  the late 1970s and early 1980s 
accomplished their original goals, and to assess how  policy deci­
sions affected the outcom e o f  the projects.

Review of Previous Investigations
There have been few  com plete studies done on the long­

term effects o f  the agriculture projects. Many reports were 
published in the years directly follow ing com pletion o f  the first 
phases o f  the projects, but m ost have failed to take a look at 
later, related events.. Geier and Lewis wrote in 1998 that farms 
may have been more successful had the state put smaller parcels 
up for lottery to “make it easier for initial success,” w hich may 
have allowed for further expansion o f  the industry.

In 1987 Engelbrecht and Thomas conducted a study 
about how  policy was im plem ented during this time. The study 
indicated that there were conflicting agency goals and poor co ­
operation between the D ivision o f  Natural Resources (D N R ) 
and the Alaska Agricultural A ction C ouncil (A A A C ), which  
led to many com plications during execution o f  the projects. 
Over time these conflicts led to decreased public support o f  the 
agricultural projects, and the political standing o f  the A A A C  di­
minished. They concluded that “the degree o f  success achieved 
in im plem enting new  policies is largely dependent on the ability 
o f  the power interests to negotiate or force change.”

Alaska's State-Funded Agricultural Projects and Policy Darcy Davies Senior Thesis ST 2008-01
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Methods
I conducted an extensive literature review to reveal the 

history o f  the projects and state actions. Specifically, I re­
viewed state papers docum enting the policies and actions since 
the 1970s. D ocum ents from the A A A C  were o f  particular 
importance. I analyzed statistical data from the Alaskan Agri­
cultural Statistics to  ascertain the changes in production since 
the 1970s. I interviewed key personnel to better understand 
various agencies’ actions and positions on the issues, as well as 
to obtain information that has not been formally documented. 
The State o f  Alaska D ivision o f  Natural Resources - D ivision  
o f  Agriculture and the University o f  Alaska Fairbanks School 
o f  Natural Resources and Agricultural Sciences data were par­
ticularly significant. I also interviewed various project farmers 
to understand the state’s actions from a producer’s point o f  view. 
I follow ed the University o f  Alaska Fairbanks’ Institutional Re­
view Board’s guidelines w hen conducting interviews.

niMORT o r ALASKA AGRICULTURE
A laska has historically been a land o f  subsistence and the 

‘hunting and gathering’ way o f  life. Agriculture was first 
introduced during the 1700s, when Europeans first colonized  
Alaska (Snodgrass et al. 1982). The Russians began many small

agricultural colonies in such areas as Yakutat, N inilchik, and 
Kasilof. Cattle were introduced to the state at this tim e also.

W hen  gold was discovered in Alaska there was a revival 
o f  agriculture. Flomesteads were established and the farmers 
began producing crops for the many prospectors that had m i­
grated into the state. By the time the gold rush had ended many 
permanent com m unities had already becom e established and 
were thriving. The Tanana Valley was the center o f  agricultural 
production up until the 1930s (Snodgrass et al. 1982).

The Matanuska colony was President Roosevelt’s plan to 
breathe life into agriculture and revitalize people during the 
depression. In 1934, 202  impoverished families were relocated 
from the lower 48 states to Alaska (Lehne nd). During this time 
it was shown that agriculture was, in fact, viable in the state. The 
Matanuska Valley proved to be very capable o f  producing veg­
etable crops and became known for its dairy production.

As the Soil Conservation Service began mapping the soils 
in  Alaska in the mid twentieth century, many areas were identi­
fied as having potentially arable soils (Snodgrass et al. 1982). 
In the end the figure reached over 20  m illion acres (8 m illion  
ha) o f  land suitable for agriculture. The discovery that the state 
had so much agricultural soil led to the publication o f  Alaska’s 
Agricultural Production by the Alaska Rural D evelopm ent 
C ouncil and the idea o f  agricultural developm ent again became 
an interest.

Plowing wheat in the Matanuska Valley, at the Matanuka Experiment Farm.
— AFES FILE PHOTO

History of Alaska Agriculture
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G overn or H a m m o n d ’s Alaska
Governor Jay H am m ond entered into office in Decem ber o f  

1974. This was a time o f  great wealth for the state follow ing the 
discovery o f  oil at Prudhoe Bay in the 1960s. Governor H am ­
m ond believed the state needed a “renewable resource econom ic  
base to sustain [Alaska]” after the oil was depleted (Lehne nd). 
In 1976 Governor H am m ond established the follow ing goals to  
encourage the developm ent o f  renewable resources in the state, 
including agriculture:

• Broaden the econom ic base o f  the state through 
agricultural production.

• Stabilize real food costs by increasing local food.
•  Provide alternative job opportunities through expanded 

agriculture.
• Improve rural life by developing an econom ic base 

through agriculture.
• Assist in m eeting national goals o f  increased food  

production for world needs.
(A A A C  1981)

These goals helped to shape future agricultural develop­
m ent in the state.

In 1975, the Federal-State Land Use Planning Com m ission  
for Alaska conducted an in-depth study on the feasibility o f  
agriculture in A laska. They concluded that agriculture was pos­
sible in Alaska and recom m ended that “a large demonstration  
area be developed,” and that “efforts be made to designate a con­
siderable portion o f  land for agriculture” (Faris and Hildreth  
1975). This prom pted Bob Palmer, Special Projects Coordina­
tor for Governor H am m ond, to establish an ad hoc com m ittee 
to address the study (Lehne nd).

The com m ittee investigated agricultural production and 
decided to focus on D elta Junction as the first project area. On 
August 5, 1978, 22  names were drawn by lottery for the oppor­
tunity to purchase agricultural rights to  the demonstration area 
land, w hich totaled approximately 60 ,000  acres (24,281 ha). 
This marked the beginning o f  an era o f  large-scale state funded 
agricultural projects.

In 1979 the A A A C  was created to  manage the D elta proj­
ect and recomm end future projects to  the legislature (A A A C  
1979). It was com posed o f  five members, three people from the 
state government and two from the private sector. It was chaired 
by the Office o f  the Governor’s Special Projects Coordinator 
(A A A C  1979). This council was the influential body that made 
recomm endations to the legislature, many o f  w hich were ulti­
mately funded and completed.

The A A A C  generated reasons why the state should support 
agricultural developm ent. The five reasons are paraphrased as 
follows:

• Nonrenewable resource wealth must be used to develop 
renewable resource industries.

• Alaska has enough arable acreage to  provide satisfying 
work and an enjoyable lifestyle for many Alaskans.

• Alaska should not im port 98% o f  red meat and depend 
on a system that maintains only a four-day supply.

• Agriculture is an opportunity for rural people who  
wish to remain on historic land and participate in the 
econom y o f  the state.

• The state can demonstrate that oil wealth is being used 
responsibly.

(A A A C  1981)

The A A A C  devised many projects to expand the agricul­
ture industry in Alaska. Additional projects were designed for 
land disposal, meat processing, grain handling, and transporta­
tion. Nearly all o f  the projects that the A A A C  recomm ended to 
the legislature were funded, but not all were completed. It was 
also envisioned that 500,000  acres (202 ,343  ha) o f  land w ould  
be in cultivation by 1992 (A A A C  1982d).

The legislature was very supportive o f  agricultural devel­
opm ent for a number o f  years, and from 1 9 7 8 -1 9 8 2  over $41 
m illion was appropriated to the various projects o f  the A A A C . 
In the mid 1980s the political climate changed, following certain 
setbacks o f  the projects and tightening fiscal constraints due to 
dropping oil prices (Lewis and Pearson 1990). Legislators be­
came more reluctant to fund agricultural development, possibly 
because they were unable to determine how  their constituents felt 
about the projects (Snodgrass et al. 1982). At this time there was 
also skepticism from the public about the ability o f  the A A A C  
and D N R  to implement the projects in the public s best interests 
(Engelbrecht and Thomas 1987). Governor Bill Sheffield took  
office in 1982, and the administrations support on the previous 
levels o f  developm ent was much reduced (Lewis 2007).

In 1984, the effective life o f  the A A A C  concluded and it 
was not renewed by the legislature. A ll o f  its duties reverted 
back to the D irector o f  the D ivision o f  Agriculture (Fowler 
1992). O nce the A A A C  was inactivated no more projects were 
devised, and it marked the end o f  large-scale agricultural devel­
opm ent in Alaska.

D e lta
The D elta project was designed as an agricultural dem on­

stration, and was intended to specialize in the production o f  
small grains— particularly barley. The intent was to produce 
grains on a large scale to lower the cost o f  feed grains, w hich  
w ould in turn stimulate the livestock industry in Alaska (A A A C  
1982a). D elta was selected as the site for the large-scale dem on­
stration for a number o f  reasons. M ost important, there was a 
road system, large areas o f  state land were available for disposal, 
agriculture was already practiced there, and the com m unity spe­
cifically asked for agricultural developm ent in the area (Lewis 
and W ooding 1978).

Barley was selected because it is a proven crop in Alaska 
and export markets had been identified to support the indus­
try. It can mature at cool temperatures and has a short growing
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season, both o f  w hich are required for successful growth in 
Alaska (Lewis and W ooding 1978). A ccording to studies, Alas­
ka land produced nearly twice as many bushels o f  barley per acre 
as the Great Plains area (Faris and H ildreth 1975). In Alaska’s 
Agricultural and Forestry Experiment Station trials, the high­
est yielding varieties averaged 76  to 80 bushels per acre (Lewis 
and W ooding 1978). The barley was expected to be purchased 
by the small in-state market and eventually to a larger Asian ex­
port market (A A A C  1981). The consensus at the time was that 
Alaska could be com petitive w ith other regions for the Asian 
markets i f  the quality and price o f  the grain was comparable 
(Thomas 1979).

Agricultural rights to the land o f  the D elta I project were 
sold by lottery on August 5, 1978. Twenty-two tracts were in­
cluded in the sale, averaging 2,600 acres (1 ,052 ha) per tract, for 
a total project area o f  60 ,000  acres (24,281 ha) (A A A C  1981). 
Pre-qualified applicants in the lottery were required to be Alaska 
residents, have capital o f  their own to  spend, and management 
ability (Lehne nd). After being selected in the lottery, winners 
were sold the agricultural rights to the land through the D e­
partm ent o f  Natural Resources D ivision o f  Lands (D ivision o f  
Legislative A udit 1991). Contracts and loans for land clearing 
and developm ent were established between the lottery winner 
and the G overnors Office, but contracts were later transferred 
to the A A A C . Additional loans for tract developm ent were 
supplied by the Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF). 
Since the landowners only purchased the ‘agricultural rights’ to 
the land, as opposed to a fee sim ple title, it was much harder 
to receive loans for capital investments (Johnson 1984). Private 
lenders felt that loaning m oney for agricultural rights was too  
risky because the industry was unstable.

A n extension o f  the first D elta demonstration area was con­
ceived in 1979 and approved by the legislature in  1981 (A A A C
1981). This extension, called D elta II, was to follow  the same 
principles as D elta I and w ith the extension the state w ould be 
able to produce enough grain to  support the infrastructure sur­
rounding processing, marketing, and transportation (A A A C  
1982b). O n  March 13, 1982, 24 ,600  acres (9 ,955 ha) in 15 
tracts were sold by outcry auction (A A A C  1982c). There were 
no pre-qualifications in the D elta II sale because it was deter­
m ined by the state court to exceed the governm ent’s authority 
(Engelbrecht and Thomas 1987). Originally the state had pro­
posed a sale o f  55 ,000  acres (22,258 ha) in the expansion, but 
resource conflicts prom pted postponem ent o f  the western por­
tion, called D elta II W est (A A A C  1982a). There were concerns 
about using the land for timber, as opposed to  agriculture, as 
well as concerns about the damage the buffalo herd could inflict 
on potential crops (Engelbrecht and Thomas 1987).

Clearing the land proceeded quickly, and planting crops 
began in 1980 (A A A C  1981). That year there were crop fail­
ures due to adverse weather conditions and predation by a local 
free-ranging buffalo herd, and the acreage planted produced on

average 30 bushels per acre. W hile som e farms had losses o f  20  
to 50 percent (Lehne nd), som e averaged over 75 bushels per 
acre (A A A C  1981). All o f  the grain produced that year, w hich  
was 6,000 tons, was sold in-state as livestock feed (A A A C  
1982b). The next year, weather, in the form o f  an early snow, 
again caused crop loss. Grasshopper infestations also accounted  
for crop losses during the formative years (H ollem baek 2007). 
It is probable that these events contributed to the public’s doubt 
about the capability o f  the project to succeed.

As grain production increased, so did the demand for in ­
state livestock feed (Lehne nd). The plan was to begin export 
o f  barley once there was a reasonable surplus, but as in-state de­
mand increased, the date for export was delayed. At this time 
there was still no export grain elevator, and in 1983 the D ivi­
sion o f  Agriculture (D O A g) suggested that construction o f  
the grain terminal be put on hold until production exceeded  
in-state markets and Alaska barley could be com petitive w ith  
the world market (D O A g  1983). In the end the Seward export 
terminal was never com pleted and the dream o f  a large export 
market was n ot realized.

A lso during this time the price o f  barley, and other agri­
cultural crops, began declining internationally (D ivision o f  
Legislative A udit 1986). The drop in international prices made 
im ported grain cheaper than barley produced in Alaska (Lewis 
and Pearson 1990). Too little barley was being produced to

Barley harvest in Delta. 
—AFES FILE PHOTO
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export, and prices were too low  for that to be an economical 
solution. As debt m ounted, the number o f  farmers in Delta  
began decreasing (D ivision o f  Legislative A udit 1986). Farm­
ers looked to in-state markets, but it was hard to com pete with  
low  prices from the lower 48 states. Som e farmers thought that 
the state was responsible for the m ounting debt because certain 
infrastructure, such as the export grain terminal, had never been  
com pleted and was deem ed essential to  the success o f  the farms 
in the University o f  Alaska’s feasibility study and by the Alaska 
Agricultural A ction Council. A n investigation by the D ivision  
o f  Legislative A udit showed that farmers w ould be unable to 
have debt relieved by filing a lawsuit because the state had never 
guaranteed funding for additional infrastructure.

In 1990 the debt ow ed to the state by D elta project farmers 
totaled over $53  m illion, in 1990 dollars (D ivision o f  Legis­
lative A udit 1991). The state began to restructure loans with  
farmers to see som e return on its investment. The programs for 
debt restructuring were generally unavailable to landowners 
participating in federal assistance programs, such as the C on­
servation Reserve Program (C R P), that paid to keep land out 
o f  production. It was felt by som e that the restructuring process 
was very subjective, and the way it was carried out created dis­
trust o f  the ARLF.

By 1998 only seven o f  the original 37  landowners from  
both projects still retained ownership o f  their parcels (Geier and 
Lewis 1998). The rest o f  the parcels had either been sold by the 
original tract owner or foreclosed upon and resold by the state. 
Some o f  the large tracts that reverted back to state ownership 
were then subdivided and sold, w hich put farmers on smaller 
parcels. Original project farmers w ho had retained ownership 
o f  their land were likely involved in the Conservation Reserve 
Program or had needed less initial capital investment and there­
fore accumulated lower amounts o f  debt (H ollem baek 2007). 
Currently there are 56 D elta farmers on 29,000 acres (11,736  
ha) enrolled in the CRP received a com bined annual payment 
o f  $949 ,703  (Huelskotter, Pers. C om m . 2 0 0 7 1).

D elta Junction currently has a diverse agricultural com ­
munity, though it is not as was envisioned at inception o f  the 
Delta Project. There are still farms that are producing tradition­
al crops and livestock, as well as other farms that are producing 
alternative livestock and niche market crops, and it is viewed as 
an agricultural community. The goal o f  a large export market 
for small grains was never achieved and the export elevator at 
Seward was never com pleted. This, coupled with falling grain 
prices, led to farmers being unable to survive economically. 
Original project farmers either sold their land or tried to enter 
different markets. Those w ho survived and have remained in 
D elta are extremely loyal to the com m unity and are supportive 
o f  the agricultural developm ent that has occurred there.

P o in t M acK enz ie
Point MacKenzie was designed as a dairy project to sup­

ply the Anchorage market, as well as to  use the livestock feed 
being produced in D elta (Snodgrass et al. 1982). The dairy in­
dustry depends heavily on  infrastructure and other industries, 
so it was assumed that a revitalized dairy industry w ould create 
jobs and boost the local economy. There was once a relatively 
large dairy industry in Alaska, but during the 1960s many farms 
either consolidated or went out o f  business. By expanding the 
existing industry it was believed that the production o f  dairy 
products w ould becom e more feasible through an econom y o f  
scale (A A A C  1979). Point MacKenzie was designed as a 15,000  
acre (6,070 ha) project w ith 31 tracts, 19 o f  which were des­
ignated as dairies and 12 others that were to be supplemental 
farms for growing feed and other crops (A A A C  1981).

A  feasibility study was conducted in 1980 that estimated 
the productivity o f  dairy operations at Point MacKenzie (Lewis 
et al. 1980). A ccording to the study a farm could achieve a posi­
tive cash flow by the second year in operation, assuming that the 
price paid to the farmers remained at or above $16 .84  per cwt 
(one hundred pounds o f  milk). The authors also stated the dairy 
industry could only grow i f  the farmers used best management

1. E-mail dated 18 April 2007 from Helga Huelskoetter. Program Techni­
cian, Farm Service Agency Northern County.

Dairy cattle in Delta.
—AFES FILE PHOTO
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practices and i f  the processing sector became more efficient.
The project was scheduled for sale March 6. 1981 (Fowler 

1992). The lottery took place, but was later thrown out by the 
court based on the fact that the state had required a farm con­
servation plan or dairy farming experience to qualify, w hich was 
deem ed to  be exceeding the state’s own authority (Englebrecht 
and Thomas 1987). Two tracts were not included in the law­
suit because they were Matanuska-Susitna Borough land, and 
remained w ith the original lottery winner. A nother lottery was 
held in September 1982, and this time no previous dairy farm­
ing experience was required to be considered for the lottery. The 
winners signed contracts that gave them  agricultural rights to 
the land and established deadlines for land clearing, crop pro­
duction, and production o f  milk.

Under the contract signed for the loans, farmers were ex­
pected  to clear land, begin producing crops, and start milking  
cows in three years (Fowler 1992). A t the start o f  the project 
m ilk prices were high, around $22  cwt, and farmers felt confi­
dent in their investments. By 1983 one farm had already begun  
producing m ilk and the others were clearing property in an­
ticipation o f  m ilking cows. M ilk was being sold to Matanuska 
M aid, the oldest m ilk processor in the state. Matanuska Maid  
is located in Anchorage and was a major catalyst in beginning  
the Point MacKenzie project (Lewis et al. 1980). A t the end o f  
1983, Matanuska Maid was unable to repay its debts and filed 
for bankruptcy and the price paid to producers immediately 
dropped (Fowler 1992). These events brought public attention  
to instability in the dairy industry.

The loan lim it from the Argicultral Revolving Loan Fund 
was capped at $1 m illion, and som e farmers were already at or 
near this lim it (Fowler 1992). Many farmers had initially invest­
ed in expensive barns, w hich left little or no m oney for other 
expenses, such as cows and equipm ent. The increased debt load  
made farms less likely to be successful.

Farmers had trouble staying on schedule, but were told the 
schedule was inflexible. Around this time the state took owner­
ship o f  Matanuska Maid, w hich was deem ed necessary to keep 
the dairy industry operating (Van Treeck 2006). The ARLF  
previously loaned $4.5 m illion to Matanuska M aid (D ivision o f  
A udit and M anagement Services 1990), but even more com pel­
ling was the investment made in the dairies at Point MacKenzie. 
W ith ou t the processor, the state believed the dairy industry 
it was trying to create w ould inevitably fail (Alaska O m buds­
man 1989). Matanuska Maid, because it was state owned, was 
required to purchase all the milk produced that met quality 
standards (Fowler 1992). Though m ost farmers faced financial 
challenges, milk was being produced in significant quantities 
by 1986, so m uch so that Matanuska M aid stopped importing  
milk, but at the same time their sales were down.

D uring this time the Matanuska area was going through a 
recession (Alaska Om budsman 1989). U nem ploym ent rates in 
the area rose to 12 percent, and bankruptcies increased 250 per­
cent through 1984. Businesses in the area had to downsize and 
cut costs to survive. Local feed suppliers were unable to supply

Point M acKenzie farmers because most could not afford to buy 
feed w ith cash, and suppliers were not w illing to accept their 
credit. Farmers in the Point M acKenzie project began having 
problems repaying debt and keeping their dairies operating. As 
production decreased in 1988, Matanuska Maid began im port­
ing milk again. By 1990 over 50 percent o f  Matanuska M aid’s 
milk was being imported, and coincidentally their sales began 
rising (Fowler 1992).

As o f  1992, only tw o dairy producers remained at Point 
MacKenzie (Fowler 1992). This number has fluctuated through 
the years, but has stayed steady w ith at least one producer in 
Point M acKenzie at any time. The Point MacKenzie dairy proj­
ect did not m eet the expectations envisioned by the state. Some 
o f  the landowners at Point M acKenzie invested in the land as 
speculators, waiting to sell when the agricultural zones are lifted 
and the Knik Bridge is built (Fowler 1992). Instead o f  creat­
ing a sustainable industry, the state instead became owner o f  the 
primary milk processor in southcentral Alaska and watched as 
most o f  the dairy farms at Point MacKenzie underwent financial 
trouble and eventually failed. As dairies from Point MacKenzie 
defaulted on debts and went out o f  business, Matanuska Maid 
began im porting more m ilk from out o f  state. Currently there 
are only nine grade A  dairies in the state, down from sixteen 
at the height o f  Point M acKenzie’s production in 1986 (Alaska 
Agricultural Statistics Service 1 9 7 6 -2 0 0 6 ).

N  enana-T otchake t
The Nenana-Totchaket area has been considered an area 

w ith som e o f  the m ost prime agricultural soils in the state 
(A A A C  1981). The proposed project was located west o f  the 
city o f  Nenana in a remote area. The original thought was that 
the producers w ould be linked to markets through the adja­
cent railroad, and agriculture w ould begin to expand westward. 
The Natural Resource Conservation Service (N R C S) (at that 
time the Soil Conservation Service) identified 175,000 acres 
(70,820 ha) o f  agricultural soils in the area between the Tanana 
and Kantishna Rivers. The feasibility study conducted assumed 
that this project w ould be much like D elta and be a small grain- 
producing area (A A A C  1982a).

In 1980 the legislature appropriated $500,000 for design 
and developm ent o f  the project. In 1982 the A A A C  asked the 
legislature to fund further developm ent o f  the project and that 
a lottery sale for 75 ,000  acres (30,351 ha) take place as soon  
as possible (A A A C  1982a). In 1983 the D ivision o f  Agricul­
ture suggested that the sale be delayed until analysis o f  the 
previous projects had been completed, to help determine if  the 
investments needed to com plete the Nenana-Totchaket project 
w ould result in sufficient benefits to Alaska (D O A g 1983). It 
is possible that funding for a bridge and access to the remote 
location was more than the legislature was w illing to do, because 
no more appropriations were made and the project was never 
com pleted (Lewis 2007).

Nenana-Totchaket
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I n f r a s t r u c t u r e

The infrastructure proposed, w hich would support the 
grain, dairy, and red meat industries, was seen as a “vital link  
betw een the producer and the consum er” (A A A C  1979). It was 
viewed as essential to the econom ic success o f  the projects that 
certain facilities were in place. To make the facilities available to 
the producer quickly, the A A A C  knew  the facilities would have 
to  be government ow ned and managed for a period, but felt that 
“as soon as possible, the ownership and management function  
should be transferred to the private sector” (A A A C  1979).

A  grain elevator at port was considered a necessity to the 
success o f  a small grain export industry. Seward was selected as 
the preferred city for its location because it was connected to the 
railroad system (Lewis 2007). Under this plan, grain trucked to 
Fairbanks from D elta w ould be loaded on rail cars and travel to 
Seward, stopping along the way to deposit grain for livestock  
producers in various towns (A A A C  1982a). The A A A C  recom­
m ended that the legislature spend $6.5 m illion to construct the 
terminal elevator.

C onstruction o f  the grain terminal began in 1981. The 
legality o f  the A A A C  hiring contractors and leasing land was 
questioned, and work was halted later that year (D ivision o f  
Internal A udit 1981, A A A C  1982a). O nce Governor Sheffield 
took office no additional appropriations were made to fund the 
construction and the terminal elevator was never realized (Lew­
is 2007). D espite the $6.5 m illion invested, the state placed  
further grain terminal appropriations on hold until there was 
increased production to support it (A A A C  1983). It is also pos­
sible the state thought the terminal being built in Valdez would  
be suitable, and did not w ish to fund a redundant facility (H am ­
m ond 1994). That additional investment never materialized 
and the Seward facility is currently a concrete pad still owned  
by the state and used for various purposes, none o f  w hich are 
grain exportation (Lewis 2007).

The city o f  Valdez began construction o f  a grain termi­
nal concurrently w ith the Seward project. The city o f  Valdez 
thought that it should be the place o f  grain export since all the 
oil from the N orth  Slope was being shipped out from the same 
location. The state did not support a grain terminal at Valdez be­
cause it was n ot a part o f  the railroad system (Lewis 2007), but 
Valdez built one regardless. The building site was chosen poorly, 
and the terminal needed approximately $500 ,000  in dredging 
to allow barges close enough to load grain (Alaska Cooperative 
Extension Service 2006). N o  grain was ever exported using the 
Valdez grain terminal.

A  livestock processing facility was also deemed necessary to 
“com plete the feed grain-livestock cycle” (A A A C  1981). Live­
stock numbers were expected to increase as grain production  
increased, and the existing slaughterhouses at the time w ould  
be unable to accom m odate for the growth. The legislature ap­
propriated $2.65 m illion for the developm ent o f  these facilities 
(A A A C  1982a), in the form o f  loans to private builders (Teal
1982). A  slaughterhouse was built in Fairbanks, but it was

Alaska's State-Funded Agricultural Projects and Policy

leased and later sold to Interior Alaska Fish Processors w ith­
out ever being used for livestock slaughter (Knight 2007). Mt. 
M cKinley Meat and Sausage (M M M S) was built in Palmer and 
began operation in Decem ber o f  1983 (A A A C  1983).

The Palmer facility was designed to handle 100 hogs per 
day and 50 cattle. It stayed in operation for tw o years, but was 
foreclosed by the Agriculture Revolving Loan Fund in 1985 
(Torgerson et al. 2003). The facility remained closed until 1987, 
w hen the Departm ent o f  Corrections reopened it to use for re­
habilitation and training o f  inmates. The M M M S continued to 
lose m oney and was unable to cover its operating expenses. In 
2002  M M M S was able to cover operating expenses, but it was 
still unable to cover other expenses, such as wages. This was the 
closest it had com e to being econom ical since its inception.

In 2002  the D ivision o f  Agriculture developed a request for 
proposals that w ould allow for a $ 1 per year lease to operate 
M M M S in an attempt to get the losing venture out o f  state 
control. A lthough there was a lo t o f  interest in the proposal 
request, no one subm itted a responsive proposal and M M M S  
remained state operated. M M M S debt is paid out o f  the ARLF, 
w hich is steadily decreasing in funds and entirely pays for the 
operation o f  the D ivision o f  Agriculture, so the division has 
continually tried to decrease expenses and transfer the facility to 
private ownership (Torgerson et al. 2003). It has been suggested 
in the past that the facility be shut down, but the state recognizes 
the need that M M M S meets for the community. Currently 
M M M S remains under state ownership and management, and 
steps are still being taken to m inim ize expenses and reduce losses 
(DeVilbiss 2006).

A  grain handling facility was constructed in 1980 in D el­
ta Junction that provided an elevator, drying, and storage for 
D elta grain producers (A A A C  1981). It cost approximately 
$1,300 ,000  in loans to a private business to construct, and had 
to be expanded almost immediately to deal w ith all the grain 
being produced in Delta. In 1985, w hen grain production  
dropped dramatically, it was foreclosed upon by the state (Alas­
ka Cooperative Extension Service 2006). Currendy it is owned  
by the ARLF, but is leased for $1 a year by the Alaska Farmers 
Cooperative, Inc. It is used for grain and fertilizer storage for 
farmers in the Tanana Valley.

A n a l y s i s

Through the years the Alaska state government spent mil­
lions o f  dollars to create a large scale agricultural industry. In 
appropriations alone, over $76  m illion, in 2006 dollars, was 
spent on the projects (Table 1). Even more m illions o f  dollars 
were spent on the ARLF loans to farmers. It is debatable w heth­
er the funds expended were worth the benefits created. It is 
interesting to note that appropriations made to D elta I spanned 
a period o f  a few  years, whereas all infrastructure appropriations 
came in a lump sum in one year.

Darcy Davies Senior Thesis ST 2008-01
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T a b l e  1 .  D i r e c t  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  m a d e  b y  t h e  A l a s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e ,  1 9 7 8 - 1 9 8 2  ( i n  2 0 0 6  $ )

Project Year* Total

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

Delta 1 $11,29 6 ,25 3 $14,844,849 $3,671,072 $1,595,762 0 $31,407,936

Delta II 0 0 0 $15,136,876 0 $15,136,876

Point MacKenzie 0 0 | $9,223,568 0 $392,286 $9,615,854

Nenana-Totchaket 0 0 $917,768 $840,760 0 $1,758,528

lnfrastructuref 0 0 0 $18,748,949 0 $18,748,949

'

: $76,668,143

*PPI (all commodities), not seasonally adjusted, normalized to 2006

f includes processing facilities, export terminal, rail hopper cars, and marketing

Source: Teal, D. 1982. Financing agricultural projects in Alaska. Juneau: State of Alaska, House Research Agency 
report 8 1-5

The projects increased overall com m odity production in 
the state for a period o f  time. Total acres planted in crops rose 
during the period that the D elta project was created (Fig 1). 
Represented in the total cropland are many agronomic crops, 
such as hay, oats, and grass, and acreage dedicated to those com ­
m odities was highest during the projects’ initial years. Acres in 
cropland dropped after a few  years, in the mid 1980s. This was 
when farmers at the D elta project were going through finan­
cial troubles, and the international price o f  grains had dropped. 
The peak in 1984 o f  41 ,000  acres (16 ,592  ha) has not since 
been reached. It is im portant to  note that acreage in cropland

is presently at higher levels than before the agricultural projects 
were established. The 100,000 acres (40,469 ha) o f  project land 
put into private ownership appears to have made an impact 
on agricultural production, but not to the extent that was en­
visioned. The A A A C  had a goal that 500,000  acres (202,343  
ha) w ould be in production by 1992, and this obviously did not 
occur.

Acreage planted in barley increased dramatically in the 
years follow ing the lottery for D elta I, but started to decline 
in the mid 1980s (Fig 2). The decline is due to a combination  
o f  factors, including dropping grain prices, farmer turnover,
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Figure 1. Alaska Cropland Utilization, 1976-2005. Source: Alaska Agricultural Statistics Service 19 77-20 0 6 . 

Analysis



10

Y e a r

Figure 3. Alaska Cash Receipts for Barley, 1976-2005. PPI (all commodities), not seasonally adjusted, normalized to 2006 
dollars. Source: Alaska Agricultural Statistics Service 1978-2006.
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Figure 4. Barley Prices for the United States, North Dakota, and Alaska. Dollars per bushel, 1970-2006. PPI (all commodi­
ties), not seasonally adjusted, normalized to 2006 dollars. Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service

and land being devoted to the Conservation Reserve Program. 
Barley production acreage has not fallen back to the low  levels 
before 1978 and has remained betw een 4 ,000  and 8,000 acres 
(1 ,619-3 ,237  ha) over the past ten years. The projects affected  
barley production, but did  not reach the expectations o f  the 
planners. The industry was supposed to grow to completely fill 
the in-state need and the surplus was to be sold on  the world 
market. However, as prices dropped and production decreased 
the terminal was put on hold.

The cash receipts paid to farmers for barley peaked in 1984, 
at over $2  m illion (Fig 3). C onsidering that each project farmer 
ow ed close to or over a m illion dollars, it is clear w hy many farm­
ers were unable to pay back their debts. Nationally, barley prices 
were high during the planning stages o f  the D elta I project, but 
have been on a downward trend since 1974 (F ig4). It is interest­
ing that barley prices had already began dropping when the ad 
hoc com m ittee designed and created the D elta I project.

The level o f  milk production rose significantly during 
the late 1980s (Fig 5, p. 12). This rise can be attributed to the 
increased production from the Point M acKenzie project. Land­
owners were receiving large loans to bring farms into production  
swiftly, and som e were quickly reaching the $1 m illion loan 
lim it. The rapid rise in production began in 1984 and peaked 
in 1987 at 35 ,000 ,000  lbs. o f  m ilk produced in the state o f  Alas­
ka. The increase envisioned by the project’s creators in Alaska 
m ilk production was short lived, and by 1987 m ilk production

began dropping. The decrease in production can be attributed 
to the numerous financial troubles that plagued area farmers, 
w hich led to foreclosures. Since 1991 production has remained 
relatively stable and comparable to production before the Point 
MacKenzie dairy project was established.

Based on the statistical data it is clear that project com m od­
ity production increased during the initial years o f  development, 
but drastically dropped in the mid to late 1980s. As farms in the 
D elta area accrued debt and were foreclosed upon, those acres 
w ent out o f  production. M any farms on D elta project land 
were placed into the Conservation Reserve Program (Knight 
2007), w hich also accounts for the decrease in barley acreage. 
M ilk production increased rapidly as farms were being subsi­
dized and large investments were made to quickly begin milk 
production. M ilk production decreased as debt m ounted and 
farms were abandoned. The ‘boom  and bust’ cycle exhibited by 
barley and m ilk production is indicative that the project goals 
were not achieved and that the projects were not sustainable, 
w hich is due to a number o f  factors.

D i s c u s s i o n

Governor H am m ond had grand ideas about the creation 
o f  an agricultural industry from oil profits. The goals o f  his ad­
ministration were to broaden the econom ic base o f  the state

Discussion
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Figure 5. Alaska Milk Production, years 19 75-20 0 5 . Source: Alaska Agricultural Statistics Service 1976-2006.

through agricultural production, stabilize real food costs by 
increasing local food, provide alternative job opportunities 
through expanded agriculture, improve rural life by develop­
ing an econom ic base through agriculture, and assist in m eeting  
national goals o f  increased food production for world needs. 
Examination o f  the outcom es provides little evidence that any 
o f  these goals were achieved.

Agriculture is a m inor com ponent o f  Alaska’s economy. 
Governor H am m ond once said he believed “it is in fact possible 
that Alaska w ill be the prime agricultural state in the not too  
distant future” (Lehne nd). W hile Alaska does have dedicated  
farmers and agriculturalists, the industry is nowhere near the 
industrial scale that was envisioned in the design o f  the projects. 
Agriculture as an industry currently makes up less that one per­
cent o f  the revenues earned from all resource industries in the 
state (Alaska Cooperative Extension Service 2006).

A n increase in local food  production has occurred, but not 
to the extent that was envisioned. W ashington State is still the 
primary supplier o f  milk to the state, supplemented by the small 
am ount produced in-state. Currently there are tw o milk bottlers 
in the state, Matanuska Maid and Northern Lights Dairy (Van 
Treeck 2 0 0 6 ) .2 N orthern Lights Dairy is located in D elta and 
uses only Alaska m ilk (Lewis and Pearson 1990). As o f  1998, 
Matanuska M aid processed about 30 percent Alaska milk, 
w ith  the rest im ported (D ivision o f  Legislative Audit 1998). 
Alaska red meat production has increased since the 1970s, but 
so has the population o f  Alaska. The state still imports about

2. Editors' note: now one, since Matanuska Maid was shut down at the 
end of 2007 and is scheduled for sale.

95 percent o f  its food (Alaska Cooperative Extension Service
2006), and increases in com m odity production have probably 
been only enough to counteract population growth and keep 
food  im portation at the levels it was in the 1970s.

The developm ent o f  Alaska agriculture came along as the 
importation o f  com m odities was becom ing more efficient. 
Currently there are no price incentives for Alaska to become 
self-sufficient, considering how  the markets have changed 
and how  effectively air and land transport have brought food  
and products to Alaska (D ivision o f  Legislative Audit 1998). 
Though this system is not infallible, as adverse circumstances 
can slow or stop transportation, it has worked well enough that 
Alaska has not substantially decreased its dependence on im­
porting food.

A s far as improving rural life by developing an econom ic 
base through agriculture and assisting in meeting goals o f  in­
creased food production, this simply did not occur. A lthough  
the local econom y o f  Delta has been affected by the agriculture 
practiced there, based on com m odity production it is doubtful 
the Matanuska Valley s econom y is greatly affected by the Point 
MacKenzie developm ent. Nenana-Totchaket was never com ­
pleted, so developm ent o f  a western Alaska agriculture econom y  
was not accomplished. Grain production never reached the lev­
els that had been im agined and the export terminal was never 
finished, so Alaska does not play a role in meeting world grain 
needs.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the rest o f  the U nited  
States was experiencing a farm crisis (Public Agenda Founda­
tion 1987). A  third o f  the nations farmers were experiencing
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financial troubles due to falling land values, low  com m odity  
prices, and m ounting debt. The fiscal policies o f  the Carter and 
Reagan administrations escalated farmers’ problems because the 
industry is extremely capital intensive, dependent on interest 
rates and heavily subsidized (Buttel 1989). Declines in U nited  
States com m odity  prices, including small grains, began in 1984  
(Buttel 1989), w hich happens to be the peak year o f  Alaska bar­
ley production (Alaska Agricultural Statistics Service 1985). 
Alaska’s attempt at creating an agriculture industry happened  
to coincide w ith this arduous time in American agriculture, 
from w hich it could not have benefited. Alaska farmers were at 
more o f  a disadvantage because the project land was bought at 
a tim e w hen agricultural lands had reached peak values, and it 
still took  a few  years o f  clearing and capital investment before 
the farmer could begin producing crops and making m oney
(D O A g  1985).

There are federal government programs that have the poten­
tial to help stabilize com m odity prices. The C om m odity Credit 
Corporation (C C C ) is managed by the Farm Service Agency  
(FSA), and its major functions are preservation o f  farm prices 
and incom e, as w ell as maintenance o f  supplies and balanced 
distribution o f  agricultural com m odities.3 Programs such as 
this could have helped to stabilize barley prices during the D elta  
project’s formative years, but many farmers did not use the pro­
gram. Som e o f  the programs require a licensed grain elevator in 
the state for eligibility, w hich  leaves Alaska’s grain industry at a 
disadvantage (Alaska Cooperative Extension Service 2006).

The Conservation Reserve Program is one government pro­
gram that helped farmers retain control o f  their land (Knight
2007). By paying farmers to keep ‘conservation covers’ on their 
land the farmers did not have to invest in capital for high-risk 
crop production that may not be o f  suitable quality or quantity 
to make land payments. This land was not under cultivation, 
and was set aside as w ildlife habitat, w hich allowed some land­
owners to receive an incom e w ithout actually farming the land 
(Geier and Lewis 1998).

The agricultural projects were created using a system that 
was very governmentally ‘hands on’ (Lewis and Pearson 1990). 
The land was made available by the state, the state gave loans to 
landowners to develop farms, and the state invested m illions o f  
dollars to build support facilities that were supposed to boost 
the industry. Eventually, administration changes coupled with  
project setbacks and tightening fiscal constraints due to drop­
ping oil prices led to less political and financial support for the 
governm ent-funded projects. Legislators began asking when  
“enough is enough” and how  m uch more m oney should be 
expended on  the agricultural projects (Lehne nd). Lewis and 
Pearson noted  in their 1990 study that a “hands-off m odel” o f  
agricultural developm ent w ould probably be m ost successful in 
Alaska. This m odel has been exhibited by the vegetable indus­
try, especially potatoes and carrots. The vegetable industry uses 
a smaller land base than grains, but received $4.7 m illion in cash

3. Farm Service Agency website. Commodity Credit Corporation, http:// 
www.fsa.usda.gov/FSA/webapp?area=about&subject=landing&topic=s 
ao-cc

receipts in 2005, compared w ith $787 ,000  for barley and oats 
(Alaska Agricultural Statistics Service 2006).

The trend in Alaska agriculture has shifted from tradition­
al large-scale farms to smaller farms that produce for a niche 
market (Alaska Cooperative Extension Service 2006). Farm­
ers’ markets that supply local products to local consumers are 
growing statewide. There is room for growth in the alternative 
livestock industry, w hich emphasizes animals that are both well 
suited to Alaska and are a high value com m odity. Currently, the 
m ost lucrative agricultural businesses in Alaska are greenhouses 
and aquaculture. The m ost traditional agronomic crop receiv­
ing the highest cash receipts is hay, w hich is mostly being used 
by recreational horse owners (Alaska Cooperative Extension  
Service 2006, Alaska Agricultural Statistics Service 2006).

The D elta project failed at creating a sustainable large-scale 
grain industry in Alaska. There have been positive outcom es 
from the D elta developm ent, such as the agricultural com m u­
nity that has grown there. Dr. Lewis, Dean o f  the University 
o f  Alaska Fairbanks School o f  Natural Resources and Agricul­
tural Sciences and co-author o f  the D elta and Point MacKenzie 
feasibility studies, has stated that the D elta project has shown  
that agriculture in Alaska is possible under certain conditions, 
and that it can be successful (2007), though the level o f  success 
envisioned in the large-scale agricultural projects has obviously 
not been achieved. The project did put large amounts o f  state- 
ow ned land into private ownership, and m ost o f  it is still being 
used for some type o f  agricultural enterprise.

The Point MacKenzie project has less success to show for 
all the m oney that was invested in it. O nly tw o dairies remained 
in 1992 out o f  nineteen that were proposed, one o f  w hich was 
an original lottery winner (Fowler 1992). Point MacKenzie had 
many problems, such as lawsuits and the bankruptcy o f  Mata- 
nuska Maid, w hich hindered success. It is troubling that the state 
did not anticipate Matanuska M aid’s im pending bankruptcy. 
The project had been underway for less than a year before the 
processor declared bankruptcy. Probably the most detrimental 
factor to the project’s success was the developm ent time scale 
im posed on farmers. The project was designed with a develop­
m ent schedule that was too fast for nearly all o f  the farmers. 
They built up large amounts o f  debt quickly and were either un­
able to stay on schedule or make payments due to the decrease 
in milk prices. Lottery winners were not required to have dairy 
experience, and as such were unprepared for the circumstances 
that followed.

The Point MacKenzie project was based on numerous as­
sum ptions from the University o f  Alaska’s feasibility study that 
did not materialize after inception. It was assumed that milk 
prices o f  $16 .84  cwt w ould be sufficient for farmers to make a 
profit. However, later studies showed that the Point MacKenzie 
dairies needed up to $50 .90  cwt to support their capital invest­
ments (Fowler 1992), w hich is an alarming difference. It was 
envisioned that Point MacKenzie farmers w ould be able to buy 
grain from the D elta project, but as grain prices dropped and 
farms pulled out o f  production, that was never realized. Land
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clearing costs were underestimated, w hich led to farmers quick­
ly reaching their $1 m illion loan lim it, along w ith excessive 
amounts being invested in capital expenses. Parts o f  the feasibil­
ity study were unrealistic, and it led to overoptimism about the 
potential risks and investments involved.

The Point MacKenzie project was envisioned as a large- 
scale dairy project, just as D elta was designed as a large-scale 
grain industry. The successes o f  the projects are that 100,000  
acres (40,469 ha) have been transferred to private ownership 
and that there are now  support facilities available to producers, 
even though m ost are state owned. In both cases, experience o f  
the farmers was lim ited and large capital investments were either 
required or advocated, before profits could be achieved. Events 
not predicted by the developm ent councils, such as adverse 
weather, deceased com m odity values, and political decisions 
were detrimental to the outcom e o f  the projects.

Based on the information and sources available, some les­
sons can be learned from the state-funded agricultural projects. 
The way that the projects were planned and carried out was 
instrumental to the outcom e. The ideas proposed were grand 
and designed on an immense scale. Generally, creating an in­
dustry such as this w ould take generations to accomplish, but 
the planners tried to  create it in a short time. Administration  
changes proved volatile for the projects in their formative years, 
and those routine changes o f  the political climate were not con­
ducive to  industry growth. N o t only was there a high rate o f  
farmer turnover, but project administrators also came and went, 
w hich created a loss o f  continuity.

There were setbacks in the early years, w hich were poten­
tially m inor events, but administrators saw this as a mark o f  
failure, lessening their support for additional funding. It seemed 
as though som e administrators were w illing to cut their losses 
when the projects did not go exactly as planned. The industry 
was designed on  an intricate scale w ith many interconnected  
parts, and each piece depended on the others. As certain parts 
fell though, such as the Seward Grain Terminal and the Mata­
nuska M aid bankruptcy, the chance o f  success for the rest o f  the 
projects decreased. Governm ent can create a climate to encour­
age industry growth, but it is inappropriate for government to 
entirely fund and create an industry.

L i t e r a t u r e  C i t e d

Alaska Agricultural A ction  C ouncil. 1979. First annual report. 
Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Office o f  the Governor.

Alaska Agricultural A ction C ouncil. 1981. Alaska’s agriculture: 
a positive future, 1981 annual report to the legislature. 
Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Office o f  the Governor.

Alaska Agricultural A ction Council. 1982a. Alaskans feeding  
Alaskans, annual report to the legislature. Juneau: State o f  
Alaska, Office o f  the Governor.

Alaska Agricultural A ction Council. 1982b. Annual report 
to the legislature. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Office o f  the 
Governor.

Alaska Agricultural A ction C ouncil. 1982c. D elta II east agri­
cultural project sale brochure.

Alaska Agricultural A ction C ouncil. 1982d. Ten-year plan for 
Alaska’s agricultural developm ent. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, 
Office o f  the Governor.

Alaska Agricultural A ction Council. 1983. Annual report to 
the legislature. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Department o f  
Commerce and E conom ic Developm ent.

Alaska Agricultural Statistics Service. 1976-2006. Alaska 
Agricultural Statistics.

Alaska Cooperative Extension Service. 2006. The agricultural 
industry in Alaska: a changing and growing industry -  
identification o f  issues and challenges. [On-line] Available 
www .dnr.state.ak.us/ag/AgPlanFINAL51106.pdf. 15 Sept

Alaska Om budsman. 1989. Matanuska Maid complaints, 
special summary. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Office o f  the 
Ombudsman.

Buttel, F.H. 1989. The US farm crisis and the restructuring o f  
American agriculture: dom estic and international dim en­
sions. pp. 46-83. In: D. Goodm an & M. Redclift, ed. The 
International Farm Crisis. St. Martin’s Press, N ew  York, 
NY.

DeVilbiss, L. 2006. Letter from director regarding M M M & S  
changes. State o f  Alaska, D ivision o f  Agriculture. 
[O n-line] Available www.dnr.state.ak.us/ag/M M M S/ 
LtrAlaskanChangesl22806.pdf. 25 March

Division o f  Agriculture. 1983. Agriculture in Alaska: a plan for 
the future, a special report to the governor. Juneau: State o f  
Alaska, Departm ent o f  Natural Resources.

Division o f  Agriculture. 1985. D evelopm ent o f  agriculture in 
Alaska: a review o f  progress and plans, a special report to 
Governor Sheffield. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Department 
o f  Natural Resources.

Alaska's State-Funded Agricultural Projects and Policy Darcy Davies Senior Thesis ST 2008-01

http://www.dnr.state.ak.us/ag/AgPlanFINAL51106.pdf
http://www.dnr.state.ak.us/ag/MMMS/


15

D ivision  o f  A udit and M anagement Services. 1990. Review o f  
the Creamery Corporation d /b /a  Matanuska Maid Dairy. 
Juneau: State o f  Alaska

D ivision  o f  Finance and Economics. 1983. An econom ic assess­
ment o f  Alaskan agriculture. Juneau: State o f  Alaska

D ivision  o f  Internal A udit. 1981. The Alaska Agricultural 
A ction  C ouncils efforts to develop a small grain marketing 
system. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Office o f  the Governor.

D ivision  o f  Legislative Audit. 1986. A  special report on the 
D epartm ent o f  Natural Resources D elta agricultural proj­
ect. Juneau: State o f  Alaska

D ivision  o f  Legislative Audit. 1991. Departm ent o f  Natural 
Resources D ivision  o f  Agriculture agricultural revolving 
loan fund recomm endation and follow-up and D elta debt 
relief. Juneau: State o f  Alaska

D ivision  o f  Legislative Audit. 1998. A udit report: Department 
o f  Natural Resources D ivision o f  Agriculture agricultural 
revolving loan fund. Juneau: State o f  Alaska

Englebrecht, C .R. and W .C. Thomas. 1987. Agricultural policy  
im plem entation in Alaska. Agricultural Administration  
and Extension. 26:75-90.

Faris, J.E. and R.J. Flildreth. 1975. Considerations for develop­
m ent - Alaska’s agricultural potential. Federal-State Land 
Use Planning C om m ission for Alaska.

Fowler, D .C . 1992. Point M acKenzie dairy project— inves­
tigative report. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Office o f  the 
Om budsman.

Geier, H . and C. Lewis. 1998. The case for the small farm, 
or, building a better Alaska farmer. Anchorage: 3rd 
Circumpolar Agricultural C onference Papers.

H am m ond, J. 1994. Tales o f Alaska’s bush rat governor. Epicenter 
Press. Fairbanks, Alaska.

H ollem baek, S. Personal Interview. D elta project farmer. April 
17, 2007.

Johnson, R .A . 1984. Alaska agricultural issues. Departm ent o f  
Com m erce and Econom ic D evelopm ent monograph N o. 
84-017.

Knight, C. 2007. Personal Interview. D O A g employee, retired 
U A F professor o f  agronomy. February 22, 2007.

Lehne, T, executive producer, nd. O il to amber waves. Alaska 
V ideo Productions. Juneau: State o f  Alaska, Office o f  the 
Governor.

Lewis, C.E. 2007. Personal Interview. D ean o f  U A F s School 
o f  Natural Resources and Agricultural Sciences. March 27, 
2007.

Lewis, C.E. and F.J. W ooding. 1978. Barley production in the 
Delta-Clearwater area o f  interior Alaska. University o f  
Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station Bull. 49.

Lewis, C.E. and R.W. Pearson. 1990. Three developm ent m od­
els for Alaska’s agricultural industry, pp. 1-8. In R.E. Datel 
& D.J Dingemans, ed. Yearbook o f  the Association o f  
Pacific C oast Geographers. Oregon State University Press. 
Corvallis, Oregon.

Lewis, C.E.,J.M . Harker, E.L. Arobio, and W .C. Thomas. 1980. 
Potential milk production in the Point M acKenzie area 
o f  southcentral Alaska. University o f  Alaska Agricultural 
Experiment Station Bull. 58.

Public A genda Foundation. 1987. The farm crisis: w ho’s in 
trouble, how  to respond. D om estic Policy Association, 
Dayton, O hio.

Snodgrass, R., C. Logsdon & B. Heim . 1982. Alaskan agricul­
ture, an overview.

Teal, D. 1982. Financing agricultural projects in Alaska. Juneau: 
State o f  Alaska, H ouse Research Agency report 81-5.

Thomas, W .C. 1979. Asian markets for Alaska’s agricultural 
products. Agroborealis. 11(1) :40-42.

Torgerson, J., M. Romano, M. Trost, E. Arobio & D. Wheeler. 
2003. Mt. M cKinley Meat & Sausage Com pany review &  
recommendations. State o f  Alaska, D ivision o f  Agriculture. 
[O n-line] Available www.dnr.state.ak.us/agM M M SRe- 
view andR ecom m endationsFinalReportl20103.pdf. 25  
March.

Van Treeck, J.W. 2006. Presentation to D N R  comm issioner 
M ike M enge and the ad hoc com m ittee on Alaska’s dairy 
industry. [On-line] Available www.dnr.state.ak.us/ag/ 
M atM aidSum m aryFINAL101006.pdf. 25 March.

Literature Cited

http://www.dnr.state.ak.us/agMMMSRe-
http://www.dnr.state.ak.us/ag/


16

a e f e im  A: nm  o r p ro je c t  a r e a s

Delta

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE PRIORITY AREAS

7/d
• «p

Lsaaas5= =

'      .

ft 6 k

Lewis, C.E. and F.J. Wooding. 1978. Barley production in the Delta-Clearwater area o f interior Alaska. University of Alaska 
Agricultural Experiment Station Bull. 49.

Alaska's State-Funded Agricultural Projects and Policy Darcy Davies Senior Thesis ST 2008-01



P o i n t  M a c K e n z i e

Lewis, C.E., J.M. Harker, E.L. Arobio, and W.C. Thomas. 1980. Potential milk production in the Point MacKenzie area 
southcentral Alaska. University of Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station Bull. 58.

LITTLE SUSj 
iROADHQU Ê
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Table 1. Direct appropriations made by the Alaska Legislature 1978-1982
Project Year Total

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

Delta I 4,793,000 7,089,900 2,000,000 949,000 0 14,831,900
Delta II 0 0 0 9,001,900 0 9,001,900
Point MacKenzie 0 0 5,025,000 0 238,000 5,263,000
Nenana-Totchaket 0 0 500,000 500,000 0 1,000,000
Infrastructure* 0 0 0 11,150,000 0 11,150,000

TOTAL: 41,246,800

"includes processing facilities, export terminal, rail hopper cars, and marketing
Source: Teal, D. 1982. Financing agricultural projects in Alaska. Juneau: State of Alaska, House Research 
Agency report 81-5

Figure 5. Alaska Milk Production, 
years 1975-2005

year lbs (1,000)

1975 16,800
1976 16,000
1977 16,400
1978 14,800
1979 13,000
1980 12,500
1981 13,400
1982 13,800
1983 13,500
1984 13,900
1985 22,200
1986 31,500
1987 34,800
1988 30,700
1989 23,300
1990 16,800
1991 13,300
1992 12,200
1993 11,900
1994 12,600
1995 11,900
1996 13,500
1997 15,000
1998 14,300
1999 13,600
2000 13,050
2001 14,360
2002 17,680
2003 16,700
2004 14,600
2005 13,500

Figure 2. Alaska Acreage Planted in 
Barley, years 1975-2005

year acres planted

1975 1,600
1976 1,400
1977 3,100
1978 4,300
1979 6,500
1980 14,000
1981 16,500
1982 8,500
1983 16,000
1984 17,500
1985 13,000
1986 8,000
1987 6,000
1988 5,300
1989 5,100
1990 5,700
1991 5,200
1992 3,500
1993 4,700
1994 6,600
1995 7,500
1996 7,200
1997 7,200
1998 7,100
1999 5,400
2000 5,300
2001 5,800
2002 4,200
2003 4,000
2004 4,600
2005 4,600

Figure 1. Alaska Cropland 
Utilization, 1976-2005

year acres

1976 19017
1977 19005
1978 20181
1979 20432
1980 30484
1981 36881
1982 25284
1983 34671
1984 41503
1985 36351
1986 30040
1987 29134
1988 26344
1989 22422
1990 24200
1991 25653
1992 23016
1993 27758
1994 28940
1995 30726
1996 31322
1997 31064
1998 34184
1999 31340
2000 28256
2001 33903
2002 31095
2003 31807
2004 31312
2005 29895
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Figure 4. Barley Prices for the United States, ND, and 
AK. $/bushel, 1970-2006. PPI (all commodities), not 
seasonally adjusted, normalized to 2006.

$/bu $/bu $/bu

p p i** Year US ND AK

0.223874 1970 $4.35 $3.75 $8.49
0.231205 1971 $4.29 $3.37 $8.00
0.241418 1972 $5.01 $4.31 $8.08
0.273169 1973 $7.83 $7.65 $13.18
0.324486 1974 $8.66 $9.55 $12.79
0.354416 1975 $6.83 $7.19 $11.57
0.370898 1976 $6.07 $6.04 $10.52
0.393599 1977 $4.52 $3.91 $9.65
0.424339 1978 $4.52 $4.19 $8.96
0.477628 1979 $4.75 $4.40 $6.28
0.544871 1980 $5.12 $4.92 $5.51
0.594772 1981 $4.17 $3.70 $6.89
0.606805 1982 $3.59 $2.90 $5.93
0.614288 1983 $4.02 $3.58 $5.37
0.629 1984 $3.64 $3.08 $4.85
0.625815 1985 $3.16 $2.56 $4.63
0.607715 1986 $2.65 $2.25 $4.11
0.623742 1987 $2.90 $2.73 $4.49
0.648819 1988 $4.32 $4.58 $5.24
0.680975 1989 $3.55 $3.16 $4.99
0.705546 1990 $3.03 $2.66 $4.68
0.707012 1991 $2.97 $2.50 $4.74
0.711007 1992 $2.87 $2.45 $4.71
0.721422 1993 $2.76 $2.34 $0.00
0.730775 1994 $2.78 $2.56 $0.00
0.756914 1995 $3.82 $3.86 $0.00
0.77466 1996 $3.54 $3.12 $0.00
0.774154 1997 $3.07 $2.53 $4.13
0.754942 1998 $2.62 $2.21 $4.77
0.761262 1999 $2.80 $2.51 $4.93
0.805349 2000 $2.62 $2.02 $4.47
0.814146 2001 $2.73 $2.10 $4.18
0.79549 2002 $3.42 $3.22 $4.46
0.83801 2003 $3.38 $3.09 $4.24
0.889883 2004 $2.79 $2.38 $3.88
0.954952 2005 $2.65 $2.08 $3.82
1 2006 $2.85 $2.60 $3.55
**, PPI (all commodities), not seasonally adjusted, normalized on 2006

Figure 3. Alaska Cash Receipts for Barley, 1977-2005. 
PPI (all commodities), not seasonally adjusted, 
normalized to 2006.

year barley cash 
receipts

PPI 2006$

1976 217,000 0.3708 585,221
1977 364,000 0.3935 925,032
1978 496,000 0.4243 1,168,984
1979 783,000 0.4776 1,639,447
1980 886,000 0.5448 1,626,285
1981 869,000 0.5947 1,461,241
1982 997,000 0.6067 1,643,316
1983 1,059,000 0.6142 1,724,194
1984 1,409,000 0.6289 2,240,420
1985 557,000 0.6257 890,203
1986 373,000 0.6077 613,790
1987 442,000 0.6237 708,674
1988 581,000 0.6487 895,637
1989 636,000 0.6809 934,058
1990 264,000 0.7055 374,203
1991 634,000 0.7069 896,874
1992 362,000 0.7109 509,214
1993 419,000 0.7214 580,815
1994 509,000 0.7307 696,592
1995 951,000 0.7569 1,256,441
1996 646,000 0.7746 833,979
1997 465,000 0.7741 600,698
1998 301,000 0.7548 398,781
1999 459,000 0.7612 602,995
2000 325,000 0.8053 403,576
2001 602,000 0.8141 739,467
2002 455,000 0.7954 572,039
2003 437,000 0.838 521,480
2004 450,000 0.8898 505,732
2005 660,000 0.9549 691,172

Appendix B: Raw Data
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ADOUT THE AGRICULTURAL AUD FOREOT 
EXrERUlEOT 5TATI0H

T h e  federal H atch A ct o f  1887 authorized establishment o f  
agricultural experiment stations in the U.S. and its territo­

ries to provide sicence-based research information to farmers. 
There are agricultural experiment stations in each o f  the 50 
states, Puerto Rico, and Guam. A ll but one are part o f  the land- 
grant college system. The Morrill Act established the land-grant 
colleges in 1862. W h ile  the experiment stations perform agri­
cultural research, the land-grant colleges provide education in 
the science and econom ics o f  agriculture.

The Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station was estab­
lished in Sitka in 1898, also the site o f  the first experiment farm 
in Alaska. Subsequent stations were opened at Kodiak, Kenai, 
Rampart, Copper Center, Fairbanks, and Matanuska. The lat­
ter tw o remain. The Alaska station was not originally part o f  
the Alaska land-grant college system. The Alaska Agricultural 
C ollege and School o f  M ines was established by the Morrill 
A ct in 1922. It became the University o f  Alaska in 1935. The 
Fairbanks and Matanuska farms are part the Agricultural and 
Forestry Experiment Station o f  the University o f  Alaska Fair­
banks, w hich also includes the Palmer Research Center.

Early experiment station researchers developed adapted 
cultivars o f  grains, grasses, potatoes, and berries, and introduced  
many vegetable cultivars appropriate to  Alaska. Animal and 
poultry management was also important. This work continues, 
as does research in soils and revegetation, forest ecology and 
management, and rural and econom ic developm ent. Change 
has been constant as the Agricultural and Forestry Experiment 
Station continues to bring state-of-the-art research information 
to its clientele.

A g r i c u l t u r a l  a n d  F o r e s t r y  

E x p e r i m e n t  S t a t i o n

University o f  Alaska Fairbanks 
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fynrpub@uaf.edu • www.uaf.edu/snras 
907 .474.6923 or 907 .474 .5042  
fax: 907 .474 .6184

Note: The Senior Thesis Series presents papers prepared for the 
course N R M  405-6, Senior Thesis in Natural Resources Manage­
ment. Only those theses that are ofexceptional quality are reprinted 
in this special publication series. Students are required to submit a 
project proposal for approval before proceeding to the thesis. The 
original theses are edited for posting on the SNRAS publications 
website. To view other papers in the series, go to www.uaf.edu/sn- 
ras/afes/pubs/Seniorlheses/index.html.

To simplify terminology, we may use product or equipment trade 
names. We are not endorsing products or firms mentioned. Pub­
lication material may be reprinted provided no endorsement o f 
a commercial product is stated or implied. Please credit the re­
searchers involved, the University o f Alaska Pairbanks, and the 
Agricultural and Forestry Experiment Station.
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sion on Colleges and Universities o f the Northwest Association of 
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nity employer and educational institution.
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Component Detail All Funds
Department of Natural Resources

Component: North Latitude Plant Material Center (2204)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 Conference 
Committee (Final)

FY2011 Authorized FY2011 Management 
Plan

FY2012 Governor FY2011 Management Plan vs 
FY2012 Governor

71000 Personal Services 1,448.0 1,566.9 1,566.9 1,547.1 1,667.9 120.8 r 8 =
72000 Travel 4.0 23.1 23.1 31.1 31.1 0 0 •
73000 Services 246.8 308.7 312.7 324.5 316.6 -7 9 4 '
74000 Commodities 87.2 57.7 57.7 57.7 56.7 -1.0 1 ~ '.
75000 Capital Outlay 15.9 194.2 194.2 194.2 194.2 0.0 ■ ' 0".
77000 Grants, Benefits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 i n%
78000 Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ■ 0 '

Totals 1,801.9 2,150.6 2,154.6 2,154.6 2,266.5 111.9 5.2%
Fund Sources:
1002 Fed Rcpts 89.2 368.1 368.1 368.1 370.0 1.9 ■ i
1004 Gen Fund 1,575.2 1,639.4 1,643.4 1,643.4 1.610.8 -32 6 - Ml "
1005 GF/Prgm 14.8 15.4 15.4 15.4 16.2 0.8 5 2 ;
1007 I/A Rcpts 29.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 65.2 2.6 4 2
1061 CIP Rcpts 80.9 41.5 41.5 41.5 179.5 138.0 33.: 5'-.
1108 Stat Desig 12.2 23.6 23.6 23.6 24.8 1.2

Unrestricted General (UGF) 1,575.2 1,639.4 1,643.4 1,643.4 1,610.8 -32.6 -2.0%
Designated General (DGF) 14.8 15.4 15.4 15.4 16.2 0.8 5.2%

Other Funds 122.7 127.7 127.7 127.7 269.5 141.8 111.0%
Federal Funds 89.2 368.1 368.1 368.1 370.0 1.9 0.5%

Positions: 
Permanent Full Time 13 13 13 13 11 -2 -1 ri 4 1.
Permanent Part Time 10 10 10 10 11 1 1 1 p%
Non Permanent 0 0 0 2 2 0

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15. 2010
_______________________Page 7



Change Record Detail - Multiple Scenarios With Descriptions
Department of Natural Resources

Component: North Latitude Plant Material Center (2204)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Scenario/Change 
Record Title

Trans Totals Personal
Services

Travel Services Commodities Capital Outlay Grants, Benefits Miscellaneous
Positions 

PFT PPT NP

1,566.9 23.1
FY2011 Conference Committee

ConfCom 2.150.6
1002 Fed Rcpts 368.1
1004 Gen Fund 1,639.4
1005 GF/Prgm 15.4
1007 I/A Rcpts 62.6
1061 CIP Rcpts 41.5
1108 Stat Desig 23.6

August FY2011 Fuel/Utility Cost Increase Funding Distribution from the Office of the Governor
Atrin 4.0 0.0 0.0

1004 Gen Fund 4.0

Changes From FY2011 Conference Committee (Final) To FY2011 Authorized

308.7 57.7 194.2 0.0

4.0 0.0 0.0 0 0

Pursuant to Ch41 SLA10 Sec22 P82 L25 through P85 L3, $13.5 million is distributed in August to State agencies from the Office of the Governor to offset the 
increased costs for fuel and utilities. Per the Department of Revenue (DOR), the fiscal year-to-date average price of Alaska North Slope crude as of August 1. 
2010, was $76.53 per barrel, which is $1,12 (1.4%) below DOR's Spring 2010 FY2011 forecast amount of $77.65.

The amounts transferred to state agencies are as follows:
Administration. $20.5, Corrections. $540.0; DEED, $51.5; DEC, $34.1; Fish and Game, $69.9; HSS, $540.0; Labor, $31.8; DMVA, $294.6; DNR, $61.2; DPS, 
$246.5; Transportation, $10,125.0; University, $1,485.0.

0.0 13

0.0

Subtotal 2,154.6 1,566.9 23.1 312.7 57.7 194.2 0.0 0.0 13 10 0

c n a n g e s  i-rom | -Yzun  A utno nzea  lo  i-Y Z tm  M anagem ent Plan -----
ADN 10-1-5022 Transfer from Personal Services to Contractual to Support Increasing Program Expenses

LIT 0.0 -19.8 8.0 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

After adjusting staffing to reflect workload, personal services authorization exceeds the anticipated level needed for the year. The authorization will be transferred 
to the travel and contractual lines to support increasing program expenses such as utilities, contracts, phones and department approved travel. This transfer will 
occur in general funds

ADN 10-0-5114 Add PCN 10-N10003 Approved 4/28/2010
PosAdj 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 -

ADN 10-0-5114 Add PCN 10-N10003 Approved 4/28/2010 
Agronomist 1

ADN 100-5113 PCN 10-N10002 approved4/28/10
PosAdj 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 1

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor 

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15. 2310 

Paqe 8

I.
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Change Record Detail - Multiple Scenarios With Descriptions

Department of Natural Resources

Component: North Latitude Plant Material Center (2204)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Scenario/Change 
Record Title

Trans
Type

Totals Personal
Services

Travel Services Commodities Capital Outlay Grants, Benefits Miscellaneous PFT PPT
Positions

NP

Subtotal 2,154.6 1,547.1 31.1 324.5 57.7 194.2 0.0 0.0 13 10

Changes From FY2011 Management Plan To FY2012 Governor 
Reverse August FY2011 Fuel/Utility/Cost Increase Funding Distribution from the Office of the Governor

OTI -4.0 0.0 0.0 -4.0 0.0 0.0
1004 Gen Fund -4.0

Pursuant to Ch41 SLA10 Sec22 P82 L25 through P85 L3, $13.5 million is distributed in August to State agencies from the Office of the Governor to offset the 
increased costs for fuel and utilities. Per the Department of Revenue (DOR), the fiscal year-to-date average price of Alaska North Slope crude as of August 1. 
2010, was $76.53 per barrel, which is $1.12 (1.4%) below DOR's Spring 2010 FY2011 forecast amount of $77.65.

The amounts transferred to state agencies are as follows:
Administration, $20.5; Corrections, $540.0; DEED, $51.5; DEC. $34.1; Fish and Game, $69.9; HSS, $540.0; Labor, $31.8; DMVA. $294.6; DNR, $61.2; DPS. 
$246 5, Transportation, $10,125.0; University, $1,485,0.

0.0

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants (HB 330) CH102 SLA08 CH 27 SLA08 p48 I28 (HB 310) Year 3
OTI -80.0 -75.1

1004 Gen Fund -80.0

Program sunsets June 30, 2011

Continuation of Certified Seed Potato Program
OTI -200.0 -180.2

1004 Gen Fund -200.0

Reverse one-time item

FY 2011 Over/Understated GGU/SU salary adjustments
SalAdj -4.9 -4.9

1002 Fed Rcpts 0.1
1004 Gen Fund -5.0

0.0

-8.0

0.0

-3.9

-11.8

0.0

-1.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0 0

0 0

When the SU and GGU salary adjustments were calculated, errors were made that understated some GGU amounts and overstated some SU amounts. This 
change record identifies the over and under stated amounts associated with these calculations.; $-4 9

FY 2012 Personal Services increases
SalAdj

1002 Fed Rcpts 18
1004 Gen Fund 56.4

64.8 64.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

__________________ Page 9
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Scenario/Change Trans Totals Personal Travel Services Commodities Capital Outlay Grants, Benefits Miscellaneous PFT PPT NP
Record Title___________ Type_______________________ Services_____ ____________________________________________________________________

1005 GF/Prgm 0.8
1007 I/A Rcpts 2.6
1061 CIP Rcpts 2.0
1108 Stat Desig 1.2

This change record includes the following personal services increases:
$64 8

Alaska State Employees Assn (GGU) FY2012 Health Insurance Increased Costs : $13.5

Labors, trades and Crafts (LTC) FY2012 Health Insurance Increased Costs : $14.4

Alaska Public Employees Assn (SU) FY2012 Health Insurance Increased Costs : $7.7

Alaska State Employees Association (GGU) FY 12 COLA increases 
$8.6

Labor, Trades and Crafts (LTC) FY 12 COLA increases 
$126

Alaska Public Employees Association (SU) FY 12 COLA increases 
: $8.0

Continuation of Certified Seed Potato Program
IncM 200.0 180.2 8.0 11.8 0.0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 n

1004 Gen Fund 200.0

The Plant Materials Center (PMC) provides Alaska potato growers with pathogen-tested and certified seed as per 11 AAC 34.075(J). The seed potato project was 
initiated in 1984 to help stop the significant disease losses occurring to Alaska's potato crops. All seed potato certification programs in the U.S. and Canada 
require the initial seed stock be derived from pathogen-tested tissue culture produced seed. Alaskan-produced certified seed potatoes meet or exceed these 
requirements due to the efforts of the PMC potato project. The potato program helps to prevent the introduction of diseases to Alaska by providing certified and 
tested seed stock.

ADN/RPL 10-0-5054 Develop Rural Village Seed Program
Inc 136.0 136.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 " r

1061 CIP Rcpts 136.0

The North Latitude Plant Materials Center component has an approved ARRA project ADN/RPL 10-0-5054, Develop a Rural Village Seed Production Program 
and an RSA 100025 from the Governor's Office for funding authorization. This program is active through September 30, 2012.

PMC currently has two long term non perm positions working on this project. (PCN 10N10002 - Natural Resource Specialist II - R16 and PCN 10N10003 - 
Agronomist I-R16) Both positions were included in the RPL.

Change Record Detail - Multiple Scenarios With Descriptions
Department of Natural Resources

Component: North Latitude Plant Material Center (2204)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Positions

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15 2C10
_______________________Page 10



Change Record Detail - Multiple Scenarios With Descriptions
Department of Natural Resources

Component: North Latitude Plant Material Center (2204)
RDU: Resource Development (136)

Scenario/Change 
Record Title

Trans

Type
Totals Personal

Services
Travel Services Commodities Capital Outlay Grants, Benefits Miscellaneous

Positions 
PFT PPT NP

Current FY 12 personal services CIP authority in this component is $43.5. To cover the positions listed below an additional $136.0 CIP personal services 
authority is needed for a total of $181.3.

Change PCN 10-3082 from Full-time to Part-time Status
PosAdj 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

This position is changing from full-time to part-time. It provides technical expertise in propagation, culture, evaluation, and production of virus/disease free seed 
potatoes. This position work load falls off at the end of September and does not pick up again until January. The primary work is January through May performing 
tissue culture propagation to produce potato plants for planting in the greenhouse in mid May. During June, July and August the position takes care of the 
greenhouse and field planting. Harvest is complete mid September.

0.0

Totals 2,266.5 1,667.9 31.1 316.6 56.7 194.2 0.0 0.0 11 11

12/21/10 2:53 PM
HY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15, 2010

Page 11



Personal Services Expenditure Detail
Department of Natural Resources

Scenario: FY2012 G overnor (8665)
Component: North Latitude P lant M ateria l C enter (2204) 

RDU: R esource Developm ent (136)

PCN Job Class Title Time
Status

Retire
Code

Barg
Unit

Location Salary
Sched

Range / Comp 
Step Months

Split/
Count

Annual
Salaries

COLA Premium 
Pay

Annual
Benefits

Total Costs GF Amount

10-3025 Natural Resource Spec II FT A GP Palmer 200 16B/C 12.0 49,915 0 0 33,195 83 110 83 110
10-3026 Maint Spec Bfc Jmy ll/Lead FT A LL Palmer 2B 51K 12.0 63,434 2.144 0 37,335 102 913 102 913
10-3027 Administrative Assistant II FT A GG Palmer 200 14N 12.0 60,324 0 0 36,860 97 184 «7 184
10-3034 Maint Gen Foreman FT A LL Palmer 2B 52L 12.0 62,225 2,103 0 36,909 101.237 101.237
10-3035 Maint Gen Sub - Journey I PT A LL Palmer 2B 58F 8.0 26.247 887 0 19.242 46.376 45.254
10-3039 Maint Gen Sub - Journey II PT A LL Palmer 2B 56F / J 8.5 31,685 1,071 0 21,781 54.537 C
10-3040 Maint Gen Sub - Journey I PT A LL Palmer 2B 58F 7.0 22,966 776 0 16,836 40.578 40 578
10-3051 Equip Operator Journey II FT A LL Palmer 2B 53L 12.0 58,169 1.966 0 35.481 95 616 95.616
10-3054 Maint Gen Sub - Journey I PT A LL Palmer 2B 58F 7.0 22,966 776 0 16.836 40 578 38.143
10-3055 Maint Gen Sub - Journey I PT A LL Palmer 2B 58F 6.5 21,326 721 0 15.634 37 681 20.020
10-3059 Agronomist III FT A SS Palmer 200 200 I P 12.0 98,108 0 0 49,688 147,796 147 796
10-3061 Agronomist I FT A GP Palmer 200 16B/C 12.0 49,522 0 0 33,057 82.579 82 579
10-3066 Mech Auto Journey PT A LL Palmer 2B 54K 6.0 26,354 891 0 13.029 40.274 n
10-3074 Natural Resource Tech III PT A GP Palmer 200 14B 5.0 17,501 0 0 12,670 30.171 0
10-3076 Agronomist II FT A SS Palmer 200 18J 12.0 69,012 0 0 39,443 108 455 108 455
10-3078 Natural Resource Tech II PT A GP Palmer 200 12B/C 8.5 26,352 0 0 20.343 46.695 46.695
10-3079 Maint Gen Sub - Journey I PT A LL Palmer 2B 58F / J 8.0 26,367 891 0 19,284 46 542 46 542
10-3081 Maint Gen Sub - Journey I PT A LL Palmer 2B 58F 5.5 18,045 610 0 13.229 31.884 0
10-3082 Natural Resource Tech II PT A GP Palmer 200 12A/B 8.5 25,868 0 0 20.172 46 040 46 040
10-3084 Agronomist II FT A SS Palmer 200 18M 12.0 77,076 0 0 42,282 119 358 110 358
10-3092 Agronomist II FT A SS Palmer 200 18C/D 12.0 61,448 0 0 36.780 98.228 98.228
10-3126 Agronomist I FT A GP Palmer 200 16A/B 12.0 48,191 0 0 32,588 80 779 80."’79
10-3127 Natural Resource Spec II FT A GP Palmer 200 16C/D 12.0 0 0 0 0 0 o
10-N10002 Natural Resource Spec II NP A GG Palmer 200 16A 12.0 46,668 0 0 21.785 68 453 p
10-N10003 Agronomist I NP A GG Palmer 200 16A 12.0 46,668 0 0 21.785 68.453 0

Total Total Salary Costs: 1.056 437
Positions New Deleted Total COLA: 12 836

Full Time Positions: 11 0 3 Total Premium Pay:: 0
Part Time Positions: 11 0 0 Total Benefits: 646 244

Non Permanent Positions: 2 0 0
Positions in Component: 24 0 3 Total Pre-Vacancy: 1.715.517

Minus Vacancy Adjustment of 2.78*/*: (47,617)

Total Component Months: 234.5
Total Post-Vacancy: 

Plus Lump Sum Premium Pay:
1 667,900 

0

Personal Services Line 100: 1.667 900

Note If a position is split, an asterisk (') will appear in the Split/Count column. If the split position is also counted in the component, two asterisks (*") will appear in this column 
(No valid job title] appearing in the Job Class Title indicates that the PCN has an invalid class code or invalid range for the class code effective date of this scenario

FY2012 Governor Released December 15. 2010
12/21/10 2:53 PM  Department of Natural Resources Page 12
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Personal Services Expenditure Detail 
Department of Natural Resources

S c e n a rio : FY2012 G overnor (8665)
C o m p o n e n t: North Latitude P lant M ateria l C enter (2204) 

RD U : Resource Developm ent (136)

PCN Funding Sources: Pre-Vacancy Post-Vacancy Percent
1002 Federal Receipts 46,100 44,821 2.69%
1004 General Fund Receipts 1,384,132 1,345,713 80.68%
1005 General Fund/Program Receipts 16,395 15,940 0.96%
1007 Inter-Agency Receipts 63,827 62,055 3.72%
1061 Capital Improvement Project Receipts 180,147 175,147 10.50%
1108 Statutory Designated Program Receipts 24,916 24,224 1.45%
Total PCN Funding: 1,715,517 1,667,900 100.00%

Note: If a position is split, an asterisk (*) will appear in the Split/Count column. If the split position is also counted in the component, two asterisks (“ ) will appear in this column.
(No valid job title) appearing in the Job Class Title indicates that the PCN has an invalid class code or invalid range for the class code effective date of this scenano.

FY2012 Governor Released December 15.2010
12/21/10 2:53 PM Department of Natural Resources Page 13
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L ine  Item Detail

Component: North Latitude P lant M ateria l C enter (2204) 
RDU: R esource Developm ent (136)

Line
Number Line Name

Department of Natural Resources 
Travel

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

72000 T ravel 4.0 31.1 3 1 ■

Expenditure Account Servicing Agency Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

72000 Travel Detail Totals 4.0 31.1 31.1

72100 Instate Travel T raining , field travel required by Plant M ateria ls C enter 
s ta ff fo r fie ld inspections, site identification, site 
evaluations. Adm inistrative travel to field offices and 
meetings. A ll travel is contractually required or 
authorized, prim arily through grants or RSAs.

4.0 19.1 19 1

72400 Out O f State Travel Out o f state travel fo r m eetings, and train ing including 
transportation, lodging, and per diem. A ll travel is 
contractually required or authorized, prim arily through 
grants or RSAs.

0.0 12.0 1 2 °

12/21/10 2 53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15. 2C10
_______________________Page 14



Line Item Detail 
Department of Natural Resources 

Services
Component: North Latitude Plant M ateria l C enter (2204)

RDU: Resource Deve lopm ent (136)

Line
Number Line Name

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

73000 Services 246.8 324.5 315.6

Expenditure Account Servicing Agency Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

73000 Services Detail Totals 246.8 324.5 316.6

73025 Education Services Training and conference registration fees. 2.0 4.0 4 0
73150 Inform ation Technlgy Inform ation technology services. 0.0 15 2 15.2
73156 Telecom m unication Long distance and local phone charges, equipm ent 

charges, network charges, cell phones and other 
w ireless charges.

15.2 24.0 24.0

73169 Federal Ind irect Rate A llocation Federal approved indirect rate allocation. 3.0 3.0 3.0
73225 Delivery Services Freight, courier and postage. 0.9 3.0 3 C
73450 Advertis ing & Promos Advertis ing for PMC Advisory Board M eetings and 

availability o f Native P lant Directory.
0.0 1.8 ’ .8

73525 Utilities Electricity, waste disposal, natural gas/propane and 
heating oil. Increased costs support new  facilities built 
a t the PMC.

70.4 118 1 118.1

73650 Struc/ln fs tn jc t/Land Snow  removal, jan itoria l/caretaker, pavem ent 
maintenance, lawn care m aintenance, and other repairs 
and maintenance. Increase due to new build ings with 
expanded square footage and replacem ent o f furnaces.

13.8 28 7 28 '

73675 Equipm ent/M achinery Repairs/m aintenance o f office furn iture and equipment, 
vehicles, and other equipm ent and machinery.

5.3 12.9 12 9

73750 O ther Services (Non IA Svcs) Professional Service contracts. 63.7 36 2 28.3
73804 E conom ic/D evelopm ent (IA Svcs) Trans PMC m aintenance and repair RSA. 10.0 10.0 10 0
73804 Econom ic/D evelopm ent (IA Svcs) NatRes CIC Support 2.1 2.4 2 4

73805 IT-Non-T e lecom m nctns Admin ETS Com puter Service RSA. 12.0 8.0 8 0
73806 IT-T e lecom m unication Adm in DOA ETS Telecom  RSA 0.1 0.1 n 1

73808 Build ing M aintenance Trans Construction projects at PMC m anaged by DOT/PF. 2.5 10.0 10 0
73809 Mail Adm in Central M ail RSA. 0.6 0.8 0.8

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor 
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L ine Item Detail

Component: North Latitude P lant M ateria l C enter (2204) 
RDU: Resource Developm ent (136)

Expenditure Account Servicing Agency

Department of Natural Resources 
Services

Explanation FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

73000 Services Detail Totals 246.8 324.5 316.6
73810 Hum an R esources Adm in Division o f Personnel/Hum an R esources RSA. 1.9 1.0 1.C
73812 Legal Law Regulations RSA. 0.1 0 2 3.2
73814 Insurance Adm in Risk M anagem ent Overhead RSA. 14.0 1 1 1 i

73814 Insurance Adm in Risk M anagem ent non-shared facilities. 0.0 13.0 13. C

73815 Financial Adm in Division o f F inance A K SA S/AK PAY RSA. 11 1 4 ' 4

73816 AD A C om pliance Labor A D A  Com pliance RSA. 0.2 0.3 3 3
73819 C om m ission Sales (IA Svcs) Adm in State travel office fees. 0.1 0.2

73827 Safety (IA Svcs) Fire extinguishers. 1.7 0.0 0 0

73848 State Equip Fleet Trans Charges to SEF rolling stock. Vehicle  and equipm ent 26.1 29.1 O Q  1
expenses payable to DOT SEP.

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15. 2010
_______________________Page 16



L ine  Item Detail

C o m p o n e n t: North Latitude Plant M ateria l C enter (2204) 
RDU: Resource D evelopm ent (136)

Department of Natural Resources 
Commodities

L ine
N u m b e r L in e  N am e

FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

74000 C om m odities 87.2 57.7 56 T

E x p e n d itu re  A c c o u n t S e rv ic in g  A g e n cy E xp la n a tio n FY2010 Actuals FY2011 
Management Plan

FY2012 Governor

74000 C o m m o d it ie s  D e ta il T o ta ls 87.2 57.7 56.7

74222 Books And Educational Textbooks, student m ateria ls and educational supplies. 1.1 1.3 1 3
74226 Equipm ent & Furniture Equipm ent/fum iture/tools/vehicles with a value o f less 

than $5,000.00 used in everyday operations o f the 
agency.

6.1 5.2 w 9- . 4.

74229 Business Supplies O ther business supplies (binders, photographic, 
duplicating, pens, staples, toner cartridges, pencils, 
paper, etc.)

8.0 0.2 9. n

74233 Info Techno logy Equip Information technology equipm ent PC computers, 
monitor, pow er cables and TV.

6.1 4.9 4 9

74236 Subscrip tions Subscriptions. 2.4 1.0 1.0
74443 G rowth Control Growth control insecticides and pesticides. 1.4 2.9 2 9
74446 Growth Promotion Growth prom otion landscaping supplies, fertilizer, plants 

and seeds.
10.8 17.1 16.1

74522 Instrum ents & Apps PMC seed lab supplies. 0.3 1.1 1 4

74607 O ther Safety O ther safety supplies first aid k its and body protection. 0.5 0.4 0 4
74691 Build ing M ateria ls PMC building m ateria ls for repairs and m aintenance. 0.6 0.6 0 6
74700 Electrical PMC electrica l supplies fo r repairs and m aintenance. 2.1 2.1 ?. 1

74752 Lube O ils/G rease/Solv Lubes oils, grease and solvents. 2.0 2.0 n

74753 Bottled Gas Bottled gas acetylene, oxygen or other gas used for 
welding.

2.0 2.0 c. . L

74754 Parts And Supplies Parts & supplies nuts, bolts, fasteners, fittings, metal 
stock, bench stock and m isc hardware.

35.2 12 1 12 -

74820 Sm Tools/M inor Equip Small too ls/m inor equipment. 4.1 0 3 C 3

74855 Unleaded Unleaded fuel. Increase reflects new  bulk fuel tank 
installed at the PMC.

1.4 1 4 1 4

12/21/10 2:53 PM
FY2012 Governor 

Department of Natural Resources
Released December 15. 2 3 1 0  
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" F IN A N C IN G  F O R  A L A S K A  A G R IC U L T U R E "  
A g r ic u ltu ra l R e v o lv in g  Loan  F u n d

Established 1953

AGRICULTURAL REVOLVING LOAN FUND

A tta c h e d  is th e  A g r ic u ltu ra l R e v o lv in g  L o a n  F un d  (A R L F ) a p p lic a t io n  a n d  s u p p o r t in g  d o c u m e n ts .  
T h e  o b je c t iv e  o f  th e  AR LF  is to  p ro m o te  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  a g r ic u ltu re  a s  a n  in d u s t ry  
th r o u g h o u t  th e  S ta te  b y  m e a n s  o f  m o d e ra te  in te re s t  ra te  lo a n s .

•  S H O R T  TERM  - lo a n s  to  f in a n c e  a n n u a l o p e ra t in g  e x p e n s e s  su c h  a s  s e e d , fe e d , fe r t i l iz e r ,  
h a rv e s t in g  o r  p la n t in g  a c t iv it ie s .

•  C H A TTE L -  lo a n s  to  p u rc h a s e  e q u ip m e n t  o r  liv e s to c k .

•  FARM D E V E LO P M E N T -  lo a n s  to  p u rc h a s e  re a l p ro p e r ty  a n d  c o n s t ru c t  n o n - re s id e n t ia l 
im p ro v e m e n ts  fo r  a g r ic u ltu ra l p u rp o s e s .

•  IR R IG A T IO N  - lo a n s  to  p u rc h a s e  a n d  in s ta l l  ir r ig a t io n  s y s te m s .

•  PR O D U C T P R O C E S S IN G  - lo a n s  to  b u ild  a n d  e q u ip  fa c il i t ie s  to  p ro c e s s  A la s k a  a g r ic u ltu ra l 
p ro d u c ts .

•  C LE A R IN G  - lo a n s  to  p ro v id e  fo r  la n d  c le a r in g .

%

L o a n  T y p e M a x im u m  Loan M a x im u m  T e rm F ixed
R a te

S h o r t  T e rm $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 1 y e a r 3 .0 0 %

C h a tte l $ 1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 7  y e a rs 4 .0 0 %

F a rm
D e v e lo p m e n t

$ 1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 0  y e a rs 4 .5 0 %

Ir r ig a t io n $ 1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 0  y e a rs 4 .5 0 %

P ro d u c t
P ro c e s s in g $ 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 3 0  y e a rs 4 .5 0 %

C le a r in g $ 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 2 0  y e a rs 4 .5 0 %

Total outstanding balances of ARLF loans for a borrower may not exceed
$ 1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

APPLICATION PROCEDURE

Loan a p p lica tio n s  m u s t be su b m itte d  on ARLF fo rm s . R e q u ire d  in fo rm a tio n  
p ro v id e d  on fo rm s  o th e r  th a n  th o se  p ro v id e d  b y  AR LF a re  s u b je c t  to  
ARLF Loan  O ff ic e r  re v ie w .  A p p lica tio n s  a re  processed and rev iew ed  by th e

http ://dnr.a laska .gov/ag /ag_arlf.h tm 4/6/2011 17
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A R L F  s t a f f .  C o m p le t e d  a p p l ic a t io n s  a r e  s u b m it t e d  to  t h e  B o a rd  o f  A g r ic u l t u r e  
a n d  C o n s e r v a t io n  (B A C )  f o r  c o n s id e r a t io n  m o n t h ly .

Loans may be made to individuals, partnerships, jo int ventures, corporations or other business 
entities. Proof of current Alaska residency must be provided by applicants at loan closing. A 
statement of Agricultural and other business experience with evidence of necessary related 
skills and training is required.

C O N D I T I O N S

Loan funds may only be used for agricultural production or processing operations in Alaska. 
Loans may not exceed 7 5 %  of the value of the collateral, less existing liens.

C O L L A T E R A L

Loans must be secured by adequate collateral as appraised by the ARLF or an independent 
appraiser. Collateral for consideration m ay include land, improvements, machinery, equipment, 
crops, or livestock. Property insurance, naming ARLF as loss payee, is required on buildings and 
all vehicles, machinery, equipment and livestock that are stored in buildings and used as 
collateral..

P A Y M E N T  T E R M S

Loan terms, including payment terms, will be based on applicant's ability to service the loan. 
Payment terms may be monthly, quarterly, sem i-annual, annual or variable.

R A T E S  &  F E E S

Fixed interest rates are comparable to rates charged by other Alaska agricultural lenders and 
established by the BAC. A non-refundable $50 application fee is required. If you have any 
questions, please contact an ARLF Loan Officer.

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

D i v i s i o n  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  

A g r i c u l t u r a l  R e v o l v i n g  L o a n  F u n d  

1 8 0 0  G l e n n  H i g h w a y ,  S u i t e  1 2  

P a l m e r ,  A l a s k a  9 9 6 4 5 - 6 7 3 6  

P h o n e :  ( 9 0 7 )  7 4 5 - 7 2 0 0  
F a x :  ( 9 0 7 )  7 4 5 - 7 2 4 2

Web: www,dnr.alaska.gov/aq

P a y m e n t F a c t S h e e t

G ood  B o r ro w e r  C re d it  F ac t S h e e t

A G R I C U L T U R A L  R E V O L V I N G  L O A N  F U N D  A P P L I C A T I O N

ARLF A p p lic a t io n  C h e c k lis t  

Loan A p p lic a t io n  

F in a n c ia l S ta te m e n t

C o lla te ra l L is t

l b
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A n n u a l In c o m e  a n d  E x p e n s e  

F ive  Y e a r O p e ra t in g  P lan  

C h ild  S u p p o r t  V e r if ic a t io n  

B a n k  V e r if ic a t io n

O p e ra t in g  B u d g e t - M AY BE R E Q U IR E D  BY LO A N  O FF IC E R  FOR A P P L IC A T IO N S  S U C H  A S  NEW  
OR LARG E PROJECTS

Last updated on Wednesday, 27-Jan-2010 10:48:00 AKST. Site optimized for Netscape 7, IE 6 or above. 
Not sure who to contact? Have a question about DNR? Visit the Public Inform ation C en te r. 

Report technical problems with this page to the W ebm aster.
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