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President: -

The Committee on ftOsources
tion of agr lculttira\ de\re"/et.-r-ietit projects

under consideration. A majority of the members of the Committee
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recommends it do pass

recommends i1t do not pass

recommends it do pass with attached amendment(s)

recommends it be replaced with CS for
CS for do pass .7-

(and) recommends 1t be referred to the
committee

reports it back without recommendation

AND attaches & report of its intent

(other)

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING

:HV-/ulA Ll

recommends:
recommends:

recommends:

IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:
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Date

and that



SENATE BILL MO.

HOUSE BILL NO.

AMENDMENT :

Delete subsection its entirety.

By




Offered in the SENATE By Resources -Committee

To:- SENATE BILL NO.

HOUSE BILL NO.
G 77
AMENDMENT : Page " Line .
Delete: "The provisions of the Administrative Procedures
Act (AS 44.62) do not. apply to the regulations

adopted under this section."”



To: SENATE BILL NO.

5CS 0S HOUSE BILL NO. /=

AMENDMENT : Page n Line -

Selete subsection (3) in its entirety and renumber accordingly.



AMENDMENT @
Offered in the SENATE By.
To. SENATE BILL NO.

HOUSE BILL NO.

AMENDMENT : Page Line
%aT o:;n
)Jel-te all irarxa”on para . lines 22 through 2-%and pare ;.
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Add net? sab-section (b) as follows, and rs-letcar accordingly

(b) Members appointed by the governor are subject to legisla—

tive confirmation.
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The Honorable Jalmar Kerttula

State”

"of Alaska

Pouch V, State Capital
Juneau, AK 99011

Dear

Senator Kerttula:

The following notes pertain to Commissioner LeResche®s Delta

Agricultural Action Plan of April 21, 1977 and Senate CS for HB 353.

1.

2.

3.

Commissioner LeResche®s action plan closes with the significant
statement that state land will not be released for the expansion

of agriculture near Delta unless, after completion of all reports
called for in the plan, there is " ... a finding that the projec
is acceptable and has a significant probability of success. .
In reality, LeResche®"s "agressive”™ plan most accurately relects his
statement in the March 30, 1977 Daily News-Miner that ". . . the
proposed Delta farming project needed more study and planning.”

The LeResche plan is actually self-defeating. It provides no pro—
vision for planning, developing or financing a processing and mar —
keting system for barley, the major crop considered for production
near Delta. Thus, the farmer will have no means of processing and
marketing his crop, a situation guaranteed to inhibit the success—
ful development of commercial agriculture.

According to the March 30, 1977 News-Miner, "LeResche said current
studies indicate that quick, massive agriculture development could
lead to spectacular failure.” Specific, technical reasons for
establishing a relatively large acreage for barley production as
rapidly as possible were well documented in the report of the ad

hoc Agricultural Group entitled "Potential Barley Production in the
Dclta-Clearwater Area of Alaska™ as well as in the report on Alaska“s
agricultural economists E. Faris and J. Hildreth.

Slow agricultural development in the Delta area to date has not
resulted in sufficient production to permit the necessary processing
and marketing required for a stable, commercial agriculture. .Con—
tinued slow development will lead to the same failure that would
occure in the commercial fishing industry if harvests of fish were
insufficient to permit commercial canneries to initiate processing
and marketing. In contrast to the self-defeating LeResche plan,

SCS for CS for HB 353 provides a mechanism for the development and
financing of essential processing and marketing systems for agri—
cultural commodities.

In view of existing legislation related to land use for "agricultural
purposes,”™ it is difficult to understand why LeResche considers the
definition of "agricultural purposes”™ or "agricultural rights™ as a

"big question.”™ SCS CSHB 414, an Act relating to land sales or leases

for agricultural purposes, and CCSB 14, an Act relating to agricul —
tural land, were passed 1in 1976. These Acts require the Division of
Lands to classify land for "agricultural purposes™ and permit state
lands to be leased for "agricultural purposes.” "Agricultural rights
can"t be too big a question because, according to the April 13, 1977
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News-Miner, the Division of Lands has initiated plans to sell land
in the Tanana Loop near Delta for "agricultural use only." of
course, SCS for CS for HD 353 provides a specific definition of
"agricultural purposes."”

4. LeResche identified a conflict between HCS for HB 353 developed from
the report of the ad hoc Agricultural Group and a recommendation of
the "Delta Land Use Planning Study™ in that the planning study rec—
ommended disposal of agricultural land in parcels of 300 acres or |less.
A major constraint imposed on the ad hoc Agricultural Group by state
government as it worked to assess potential barley production in the
Delta area was that any proposed agricultural development must have
a bottom 1line written in black ink. It must pay its own way. A
significant result of the resulting assessment was that small grain
farms in the Delta area would have to be at least 3000 acres 1in size
to be economically feasible.

It was surprising, therefore, that LeResche indicated in his testimony
on May 4, 1977 that the Department of Natural Resources has already
initiated action to dispose of agricultural rights for small farms
with much more concern for people"s lifestyles than for agricultural

economics. Equally surprising was a statement by Dave Hanson, a
planning director for the Dept, of Natural Resources, 1in the April 13,
1977 News-Miner. In reviewing proposed sales of state land, Hanson out
lined:

"An agricultural rights sale in January, 1970, for 5000 acres

in small-farm lots of about 20-320 acres 1in the Tanana Loop
area near Delta. This is some of the richest farm land, Hanson
said, and farms of that size would be economically feasible.”

In the absence of expensive processing and marketing systems for high-
value commodities produced on 20-320 acre farms, the economic feasi—
bility of these farms 1is highly questionable. Of course, if the farms
are planned to be economically unsound, it should not be surprising

if large subsidies are needed to maintain the farming operations. Yet
in the April 6 News-Miner, LeResche said:

"The quickest way to give agriculture a really bad name 1is to
blow a few million bucks on something that doesn"t fly."

The ambiquity of these statements 1is interesting to say the least.

5. LeResche criticized CS for IIB 353 on the grounds that it includes
a whole new concept for land disposal, land classification, and other
land management within the Dept, of Natural Resources. It is clearly
evident, however, that .land classification and disposal in recent years
have not met the needs of Alaska®s agriculture. Agriculture in Alaska
has declined substantially, in part, because of decreasing amounts of
land available for farmers to farm.

In the April 13, 1977 News-Miner, land disposal policies of the Dept,
of Natural Resources were reviewed by Chuck Albrecht, 1information



officer for the Department, as follows:

"The Department did dispose of land in 1976 but only as a
continuation of existing programs.
"In 1975 we stopped and looked at where the state was (in

land disposals). It was a kind of logical stopping point

and they.know where they have to go now. "In the 1960°"s
about eight new land disposals a year were made, slowing

to about four a year in 1971 through 1975, and none 1in 1976."

In view of the discontinued disposal of state lands for agriculture,
It would seem that a whole new concept for land classification and
disposal is desparatoly needed if Alaskan agriculture is to survive.
SCS for CS for HQ 353 provides a viable concept of land disposal to
revitalize agriculture in Alaska.

LeResche®s memo does not provide funding for agricultural research

to crop production and soil conservation in the Delta area. Research
of this nature 1is essential if technical problems encountered during
the course of agricultural development on new lands are to be solved.
In the absence of continuing research programs during the course of
agricultural development are substantially reduced.

In contrast, SB 279, an Act making a special appropriation -to the
University of Alaska to develop environmentally sound management
practices for the production and marketing of small grains in the
Delta-Clearwater area of Alaska, would provide for this essential
research. SB 279 would allow the Agricultural Experiment Station

to establish a 10 acre research field near Delta Junction to permit
research on conservation tillage practices, crop response to .irriga—
tion, crop rotations, and variety combinations and cultural practices
for small grains. This research has been planned with the assistance
of subsistance farmers, part-time farmers and commercial farmers 1in
the Delta area, and is designed to answer practical questions on crop
production, agricultural economics and soil conservation.

It is interesting to note that the LeResche plan proposes to a“"ggres-
sively address agricultural development. Yet, LeResche®s testimony
of May 4, 1977 includes many of the same objections to agricultural
development that were presented in a position paper prepared by the
Fairbanks Environmental Center to oppose the plan for agriculture

in the Delta area that was prepared by the ad hoc Agricultural Group.
According to the December 16, 1976 News-Miner, the environmental said
its opposition to the agricultural development project is based on
political, economic and environmental considerations. Objections by
the center include:

"Management of agriculture lands by a now agency rather than
the Division of Lands.

"Failure to include all costs in a cost-benefit analysis, and
determining the agricultural value of the land in the beginning
as zero.

"Committing a large acreage figure to what the center claims is
essentially a pilot project."”
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The center proposed a substantial array of additional studies that,
would take years to complete and that are similar to many of che
studies called for in the LeResche memo. Completion of all of these
studies would require substantial time and would provide no guarantee
that the Department of Natural Resources would actuallv iInitiate
agricultural development on a scale that would be lik to ensure
success. Never-the-less, the LeResche memo 1is ostensi” designed

to pursue aggressively the "exciting prospect” of agricultural
development in the Delta area.

Sincerely,

James V. Drew
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each person to choose the subject of his or her particular interest and spend an hour or better with that
speaker in a small group situation.
At noon, the Subdistrict sponsored a potluck dinner (spearheaded by Mrs. Mildred "Tiny" Buzby with
help from several others and food contributed by many), and held its first annual meeting for all cooperators.
This Farm Forum-Annual Meeting was judged a success mid we hope to outdo ourselves next year.
Plan to come.

Ag Development Legislation Workshop

"Red" Swanson, (D) Nenana, Representative from District 19, held a special work session at the Delta
School Saturday, March 2G. His purpose was to get public input on an agricultural development bill he has
introduced and is cosponsoring with several District 20 legislators and others.

A goad turnout of local people with considerable background in the development of this legislation and a
high interest in its success provided Swanson with a good deal of valuable input for revisions to the final
version of the proposal.

Swanson indicated that liewas optimistic about passage this session, but emphasized the need for voter I
support to individual legislators.

Soil Surveys Can Save You Money

It's that time of year again. People arc heading north to the future in Alaska. Part of this future
for many people includes buying a home in the great land.

Practically everyone in the lower IS isunaware of the unique problems associated with building on
some Alaskan soil. Normally frozen soil con thaw and settle after construction, rendering an expensive
new house imliveable.

Using the soil survey information available at no cost, potential buyers can avoid areas unsuitable for
building.

For further information, contact the SCS - SCSD office at 1760 Westwood Way in Fairbanks (phone:
479-67(57), or a local SCSD supervisor.

Snow Survey = The SCS Snow Job
Snow, whether looked upon as a resource or a hindrance, and its subsequent m eltwater runoff provide _



rmade"available at zero value for
VAN agricultural rights, ‘ibis report
V'euiSzMinerBureau . _estimated the capital required for farm
JUNEAU-There are some Serious - financing, market financing, and public
questions about the true public costs of jsenvice costs at$13 million.
the proposed Delta agriculture ;- The policy division™s report, however,
of the money and other uses <hat would j has another section giving the public
bring higher interest rates.. I'service costs for items such as high-
Also included is $l.a million for land ways, police, and more students in the
preparation costs such as surveying, fschools. This totals an additional $6.2
breaking and clearing, and transfer I million per year.
administration, according toDona Lehr  The jobs section of the report shows;
of the policy division. TheSI .8 million is 44 more persons would be employed!
the portion that would not be repaid © during the clearing process, arid niter”
the stater— ku .- “that 34 full-time jobs would be provided

By ERIN VAN BRONKHORST

But the largest part of the state 3 cost
given in this report is$9.2 million, the
value of the agricultural rights of the
land to be given away. Lehr said she
had based this figure on the estimates
of Dr. James Drew, a University of.
Alaska scientist and agriculture
booster, who said private corporate
interests would be willing t buy the
land at a certain price.

Like all- estimates on proposed
projects, the numbers are open 1o
different interpretations. An earlier
report on the Delta barley project,
written by agroup of UA people and two
staff members at the state departments
of Commerce and Natural Resources,
gave a much lower figure Gr state
costs. - e
That report was based on the
assumption that the land would be
development project, according to"the
new i-nmmissioner pf natural XfiSfltir-
~_cRnbrrtT£Hesche7 - )

"If the government can put in about
$20 million for 34 full-time jobs, that
doesn"t sound like a bargain to me.".

LeResche told the News-Mineij
Jediiay- : '
LeResche, who was appointed by

Gov. Jay iMamrnontf last week, em —
phasized that he favors farming in
general and that there are many
Tavorable aspects to the Delta plan. It
would involve clearing about 64,000

acres of land south of Delta for barley -

on apermanent hesis.

.LeResche said the project isnot going
1o generate a lot of jobs and he pointed
out that the proposed farms would be
fairly large. The earlier report gives
3,000-acre farms as the most
economical ly fessible.

"This isan agribusiness proposal, not
a family farm proposal,” he said.
LeResche said he is not sure that it
"would be anything but a pretty good
deal for a few large businessmen."

However, LeResche also said he e
favors going ahead with an experiment
of-clearing a sec"ion of land, possibly ;
this summer, which would helpi
determine some of the unknowns.

The policy division report3' con—
clusions are that the project will not he
economical ly seifsufficient, even given
state support, it also said that coin-,
mercial agriculture will have “8& very
rough time" getting established iIn e
Alaska. The report said the expected
government revenue generated by the
project will not cover the increased
governnrnent exDenditure.

The report recommends that the land
in the area be opened to private
ownership for agricultural use only,
and soid as there isa demand for it It
would be sold at the fair market value
for agricultural rigts, LeResche said.

He hasn™t officially approved the

production, with state financing and i recommendations yet, buthe noted that

supﬁ)rt.
he quickest way to give|
agriculture a really bad name istoblow

a few million dollars on something that j

doesn Tfly," liesaid.

TielGO million figure comes from a
report on the Delta project to be
released next week by the governor 3
Division of Policy Development and
Planning, which LeResche headed until

recently.

y
The estimated costs to the state In—

clude St million in revenue the state
would lose if itlent money tothe project
at six per cent interest. The figure isthe
difference in interest between that use

lie had already okayed them as part ol
Ms earlier jab. So it is clear that he
favors this approach.

"What tdon Twant is for the state to
get keft holding the bag." he said "We
may encourage it (agriculture), we
may even subsidize it but we don T
want to take all the risks."

Several *proposals for moving ahead :
with the Delta project are being con-:
sidered in the legislature. The plan.
sponsored by Rep. Red Swanson, D-.
Nenana, setsup amechanism for large-
scale agricultural development
projects and declares the Delta project
eligible. The plan (HB 33) involves the;
state selling the agricultural rights to,
the land for only the cost oi surveys,}
preparation, and land transfer costs, i
The Department of Natural Resoures i
would run the program, and provisions |
(or state financing are included. j

A somewhat different approach is|
presented in another bill (SB 291),
which would set up a separate Alaska
agriculture authority as a state cor—
poration lhat could issue bonds. Thej
authority would issue five-year leases!
for agricultural rights to the land, with®
the agricultural value assumed to bel
zero at the time of lease.
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BysU 1S lose if it loaned money to the project at
% six percent. )
The state of Alaska has no intentionof ~ Wood said that was “curious
giving av/ay land in the Delta Junction reasoning,” and said he wondered if e<-1jm
that cost would have been looked at so .

area as part of a proposed agricultural
project there, according toa member of
an ad hoc committee thatdeveloped the
Delta barley project proposal.

Speaking at this morning*s no-host
no-sponsor breakfast meeting, Roger
Rayburn of the Sl Conservation
Service said the project includes
provisions for lease-purchase
arrangements of agricultural rights,
but not for outright give-aways. .

Rayburn referred to an article in
Wednesday 3 News-Miner quoting
newly nominated. Commissioner of
Natural Resources Robert LeResche.
LeResche said there are serious
questions about th >true public costs of
the project. In computing costs to the
state, “he Division of Policy Develop—
ment and Planning, formerly headed
by the new commissioner, reportedly
included $19.2 million for the value of
the agricultural rights tothe land.

That figure should not be included,
according to Rayburn. "The state has
no intention of ever giving any farming
land to anyone,” he said. Under the
Delta project proposal, the state would
finance clearing and breaking of the
land, but thenwould recoup the costs by
leasing the land to farmers for a five-
year period, with a purchase option for
the agricultural rightsat the end of five
years.

At this morning 3 meeting other cost
estimates included in the estimate were
also disputed. Dr. William Wood,
executive director of the Fairbanks
Industrial Development Corp.. noted
that the estimate of $30 million includes
$0.8 milliinn in revenue the state would

closely ifthe land had been proposed as
a'e".atepark.

Rayburn also discussed agriculture
In Alaska inmore general terms at this
morning & meeting. He said the Soil
Conservation Service! has identified
some 20 million acres suitable for
agriculture.

"Alaska has the dubious distinction of
having the largest agricultural area in
the United States,” he said. Only 17,000
acres of land are under production in
the state, compared to the nationwide
total of 400 million acres. Undeveloped
agricultural land in the Lower 48 totals
only 80 million acres, he said. “1really
think, that as our population increases,
the Lower 48 will lcok to Alaska for
agricultural production,” he said.

Rayburn said the cold soils of Alaska
usually require two years after clearing
and breaking to warm sufficiently for
farmers to achieve full production.



division of agriculture based on
their qualifications to farm the
land. The director also would ad—
minister a state loan fund
guarantee loans for development
of the farm projects.

Both hills, which normally
would have been referred to the
Resources Committee, intend
went directly to Finance and then
“o- the lloor. Minority Leader
eKick Urion of Anchorage
criticized the Mouse leadership
for what he termed a violation of
the rules.

. While there was no opposition
1o, the hill on the floor. Pat Con-
heady, legislative liaisn for the
Department of Natural Re—
sources. said after the vote (hat

. By The Associated Press

Legislation t set-up a large-
scale farming development pro—
ject and designate 60,000 acres in
Alaska § Interior won unanimous
."gpproval from the state House

the Hammond administration hes..®
serious objections-to" the hill:-;
<Conheady said he-lnever ™as
given a chance to .testify> e
; legislation. \

f  fiesaid the hill would "'create
another bureaucracy*®in state
goverment. He said his depart—
ment "is in the process of doing
the same tilirg without the hill.””
and that the bill would result in
linth- the division of
mmm'rictille ilisosine of land.

Conhcady also disputed
irice big,attached to the farm >
progran. Swanson®s bill origi—

i Thursday.

Te House members also approved

«a hill authorizing fiveacre

K agricultural homesites for
Alaskans who claim at lesst five

Ifyears residency in the state and
meet certain other ariteria

Both hills were sponsored by

; WMenana Democrat Leslie "Red"

. Swanson and now head for an un—
certain future in the Senate,
where opposition is expected to
he stronger. Another hoinesite
hill passed on to the Senate
several weeks ago has yet to
receive a hearing.

rally carried a fisal note over §1
million, hut when the hill was
reported out of the House
Finance Committee the price tag
had been slashed to $'5,000.

Finance Chairman S
m§owper. D-Pairbanks and a co-
sponsor ol the hill, defended his
committee®s action and said the
- injciral osliniate was misleading
“on sur

Under Swanson®s farming hill,
the director of the Division of
Agriculture would have au—
thority to designate large areas of
land as agriculture development
projects. His designations would
he subject to legislative approval .

.The land would be sold for
agricultural use only at a price
equal lo the stale™s aost to sur—
wvey. clear the land and admin—
ister the sle. The parcels would
lie large enough lo "assure Hie
creation of an economic farm un-

«"it." the hill states, and probably
would he a few thousand acres
each.
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Delta farm
bill takes

a pig'*r. N = 4%

“ By ERIN VAN BRONKHORST

authority t guarantee loans «for
JUNEAU-The- House Thursday, 1 development of farms on the project.

s . S 9. The impetus for the-bill was long-
passed legislation setting up kg "’ studied plans for development of a

scale farming development, projects.; ; .
and designating 60,000 acres in the ; Parley farming project south of Delta.
Delta area as die firstsuch plan. . Proponents of the plan say itwould be
The measure now goes o the Senate economically fessible for farms of
where it probably will*face more &P0ut 3,000 acres ® produce for sale
substantial opposition. The House vote  Within Alaska and possibly tJapan.
was unanimous. "r:lv:f«e®.e 1. - Theprojectwould require substantial
Also approved was a bill authorizing amounts OfOfﬁ;eSEglt;I support, and
five-acre - agricultural “homesites. " eStimates tal cost range up
However, all homesite legislation is $30 million, depending on whose figures
being held in the Senate so far this ar"l?hagcgi?;cegéssed Thursday included a
sessionand looks unlikely topass. fisal impact note of just $5,3D.

Hep. Red Swanson, Nenana . .
Democrat who sponsored both bills, , SWanson said the toal includes $35,000
for an experimental land clearing

told legislators the development hill project involving only a small area of

had been dratted *ith the help of people
both in Fairbanks and Delta, and lad. and $30,000 for one staff person
lus related expenses.

amended to make the project "strictly P The Department of Natural

_ e
agriculiure. ? < Resources had estimated the cost of the

~There.isno pronotion; there are no bill earlier at over $1 million. However
schemes in it, itistotally an agriculture Rep. Steve Cowper, D-Fairbanks, told

project,” he said. Swanson added that House members that the department

the plar. will pay for itif. -
2 : could spend only the $65,300 authorized
Under tre. bill, theldirector of the 0% St thisyear

Division of Agriculture 1is given c .
: t All the money spent on surveying
authority 1 designate large areas of and clearing will he returned to™he

;%}%ctsas a?g(erlfcuc:Itwsurlletin%e\cvei:j(])pnll(exnﬁtl stateanyway when the land issold," he

groups and after receiving legislative i
approval. ; ...;v > -=

The land in those areas would be sol
for agricultural use only. The price :
would be equal to the state"s tolnl cost
to survey, clear and break the land and

News-MinerBureau.. ' ,

*The $30 million estimate was made in
. @ "report by the administration’s
Division of Policy Development and
Planning released recently, and covers
all possible costs over the life of the

administer the sale. The parcels would , ProJéct. Some of the numbers have

.+ 7 been disputed by proponents, par—
be large enough, <0 that the farm Wit _ ticularly a figure of $I0.2 million given

The director also would =have v & the value of agricultural right t be

ivenaway . Lo - -

e Staff members of the Depal-'tment of

Natural Resources had estimated the
cost of the bill earlier at over SI million.
However, ..Rep. Steve- Cowper,,- D-
Fairbanks, told House members that
the department could spend only the
$65,300 authorized inthe bill thisyear.

“All the money spent on surveying
and clearing will be returned to the
state anyway when the land issold." he
said. . ke

The $30 million estimate was made in
a report by the administration®s
Division of Policy Development and
Planning released recently, and covers
all possible costs over the life of the
project. Some of the numbers have
been disputed by proponents, par—
ticularly a figure o( $19.2 million given
as the value of agricultural rights to be
given away.

Staff members of the Department of
Natural Resources said Thursday the
size of the appropriation dictates that
only a phot project will be started this

year.

Pat Conheady of the DNR staff said
the Hammond administration has
serious objections to the hill but
representatives were not given a
chance t testify. The hill splits
responsibility for disposing of land 3
between the Division of Lands and the
Division of Agriculture, he said. He _l;/f
added that Hie department is iraving
ahead on agriculture now anyway .

However, Swanson has said he
deliberately placed the authority with
the agricuture division because he |
believes the land people are too anti—
growth and won Tmove fastenough.



JUNEAU (AP) — Legislation to
set up a large-scale farming deve—
lopment project and designate 60,000
acres inAlaska 3 Interior won unani—
mous approval from the state House
yesterday.

House members also aoproved a
bill authorizing five-acre agricul—
tural homesites for Alaskans who
claim at least five years residency
in the state and meet certain other
criteria.

Both billswere sponsored by Ne-
nana Democrat Leslie "Red" Swan—
son and now head for an uncertain-"
future in the Senate, where opposi—
tion i3 expected to be stronger. An—
other homesite hill that went on to

He said the bill would “Create an—
other bureaucracy" in state gover-
ment. He said his department "is in
the process of doing the same thing
without the hill,”>”and that the hill
would result in both the division of
lands and agriculture disposing of
land.

Conheady also disputed the price
tag attached to the farm program.
Swanson®s hill originally carried a

/ v <fiscal note for over 51 million, but

when the bill was reported out of the
House Finance Committee the price
tag had been slashed 1o 565,000.
Finance Chairman Steve
Cowper, D-Fairbanks and a co-spon—
sor of the hill, defended his commit-

the Senate several weeks ago iias etee3action and said the original es—

yet to receive a hearing.

Under Swanson3 fanning hill,
the director of the division of agri—
culture would have authority to de—
signate large areas of land as agri—
culture development projects. His
designations would be subject to leg—
islative approval.

The land would be sold for agri—
cultural use only at a price equal to
the state 3 cost to survey, clear the
land and administer the sale. The
parcels would be large enough to
""assure the creation of an economic
fann wit,”>the hill states, and pro—
bably would be a few thousand acres
each.

Project participants would be se—
lected by the director of the division
of agriculture based on their qualifi—
cations t farm the land. The direc—
tor also would administer a state
loan fund to guarantee loans for de—
velopment of the farm projects.

Both hills, which normally would
have I>een referred to the Resources
Committee, instead went directly to

eFinance and then to the floor. Minor—
ity Leader Kick Urion of Anchorage
criticized the House leadership for
what he termed a violation of the
rules.

While there was no opposition to
the hill on the floor, Pat Conheady,
legislative liaisn for the Depart—
ment of Natural Resources, said
after the vote that the Hammond ad—
ministration has serious objections
1o the hill. Conheady said he never
was given a chance t testify on the
legislation.

timate was misleading because the
money spent on surveying and clear—
ing the land would be returned when
itwas sold.

ffl

T



Daily News-Miner, Fairbanks, Alaska, Tuesday, Ma rch 29,1977

Delta farm
bill draws' ~

News-Miner Bureau

JUNEAU- A group of 50 farmers anti
farming promoters who met at Delta
Saturday enthusiastically supported
the agriculture projects bill with only a
few amendments, Rep. Red Swanson,
D-Nennna, said Monday - .

TWe took HB 353 and went over it
totally, paragraph by paragraph, lire
by lire,”’he said. At the end everyone
supported the hill, he said.

Besides farmers from the Delta area,
the group included representatives of
the University of Alaska and the
Fairbanks business community, he
said...

The hill generally would give the
Division of Agriculture in the State
Department of Natural Resources
authority to start and finance farming
development projects, and would
declare the Delta-Clearwater-Tannna
Loop Project automatically eligible. A
companion measure (HB 352) would
allow five-acre agricultural homesites.

Among amendments_approved,at the

Delta meeting was one requiring the
division director to consult with local
community groups before approving
land to be designated an agriculture
project.

Some of the group alsowanted to take
out parts of the hill which required
confidentiality of the names of people
applying for land, and geological,
geophysical and engineering data about
the land and its natural resources.
Swanson said. The amendment thus
would make this information public
rather than confidential.

Financial information submitted by
applicants 4ill would be confidential,
however, Swanson said.

The bill now 1is in the House Finance
Committee and Swanson said he will
%lgh for the requested amendments

re.

It does not include an appropriation
to carry out the project, although
Swanson said tne capital budget ap—
proved by the House Finance Com—
mittee included $30,000 for. a pilot
project to find out the cost of clearing a
section of land.

Swanson said the agricultural
development project could be run by
people already working for the state
and he does not plan to ask for ad—
ditional funds. He will ask for more
morfey next year.



Dai.ly News-Miner, Fairbanks, Alaska, Thursday, March 17,1777—A-3

By ERIN VAN BRCNKHORST <f .

NewS*MIncrBiiresu

JUNEAU- An _anbitious agriculture
bill proposed this week would set up a
new state division, start and finance
farming development projects, and
declare the Delta Project as eligible
without any further public testimony.

The measure (HB 353) is sponsored,
by Rep. Red Swanson, D-Ncnana, and
co-sponsored by eight other legislators,
including Fairbanks Reps. Don Ben—
rett, Republican, and Steve Cowper
and Charlie Parr, Democrats.

Swansor. said the hill would obtain
land and financing for the Delta-
Clearwalcr-Tanana Loop .project,
which has been studied for several
years. But the government mechanism

©

r m I N

.it. |
-could be uScd inother parts of the stale
asvell, Vj.

e He will visit Delta soon 1 hold a™

T
The plan would set@p n division of

eggriculture within the stale Depart—
, ment of Natural Resourccs. , Its director

workshop with farmers there, and some™ “would ldentify available land suitable

amendments to the billmay be made Ini/-for large-scale agricultural develop—
\ ment, " subjccL lo confirmation by the

committee, Swanson said Wednesday .

" “1want the farmers to &l me what
theywant," he said. * -

vThe hill was drafted by Swanson and
Jim Baldwin,-a staff attorney for the
legislature.. Baldwin said he had met
with a group inFairbanks over the hill,
including attormey Ed Merdcs, real
estate broker Frank Geiger,

= agriculture booster Dr. James Drew,*,
Dr. William Wood of the Fairbanks =

* Industrial Development®Corp., and

- Brilce Boyd of the Fairbanks Chamber-
V gfCommerce. 6 At ov.-T.,
- S

legislature. ? -
The director would have the power io
<ll the land for. farming by direct

* negotiation with a qualified Individual.

The price would not be greater than the
cost of surveying and clearing the land
and administering the sale. ..

~ The land would be sold Inpieces large
enough t <ssure the creation of an
~economical farm unit." Baldwin said
this provision Indicates the parcels
.should be large enough®.so that the
"farmers could make a profit.

Any resalewould be limited loa price
equal to the agriculture-usc value of the
eland, a provision meant lo discourage
.speculation,laccording to . Baldwin.

Swanson said the leasing and sale
provisions were made “Strong enough
tokeep itall agriculture.” - . .

The division director could guarantee
90 per cent of the amounts of loans
made by eprivate institutions for
developing and operating the farms.
The hill also sets up a revolving fund
that could be used to award, contracts
for clearing the land.

In another section, the hill gives the
director the power to loan up 1 5100,000
from an already-existing agriculture
Joan fund without the approval of the
funds board.,

The Della Project is designated
automatically as eligible under the
plan. The hill waives the requirements
for public notice and obtaining public
testimony, unless some governing body
or corporation in the Della area enacts
a resolution objecting lo the project
within 30 days after the law lakes ef—
fect. , o,

N 1
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Tuesday, April 27, 1976

Editorial* ... Comment

Agriculture potential

The excmnq scenario for agricultural
development inInterior Alaska laid out |ast
week promises independence from a complete
reliance on our renewable resources. It offers
the state an opportunity for a clean industry.
But it also demands careful attention to a long
I|st|pf %rereqmsnes before that dream will be
realized.

So far the legislature has passed a resolution
establlshlnﬁ an official policy on agriculture.
%%v. Jay H-mmond has joined the crusade,
. Yet to be dealt with are a number of dif-
ficult and sensitive problems that will be
addressed by a task force composed o. In-
dividuals picked oy the 'egislature and the
governor. They include theestablishment of
new state land policies tc free tillable lan« i for
farming, the need for low-cost energY in Ia,rtqe
quantities, a tax break for people with capital
tied up in farming, marketing systems, and
the all-time Alaska bugaboo: transportation,

The concept was smooth% presented last
week by farm boosters Ed Merdes and Dr.
William™ K. Wood. Mr. Merdes' Delta farming
efforts are as legendary os Dr. Wood's
provincial enthusiasm. Their grand scheme
seems to be as practical as it 1s compelling.

As Vice President of the Fairbanks In-
dustrial Development ~Corp., Dr. Wood
?_romlses to keep up the barrage of facts,
igures and crop forecasts; He and Mr. Merdes
were given an able assist at last week's kickoff
of the scheme by the University of Alaska’s
Agricultural Experiment .Station Director, Dr.
James Drew. Others on the UA agricutyrat
team further bolstered the Propom lon of an
agricultural industry worth ~hundreds of
millions of dollars. ,

It IS possible, but a |ong list of maneuvers
and contortions need to be éxecuted before it's
ever close. A public. commitment from
Alyeskn Pipeline” Service Co. to consider
dedicating pipeline pump station waste heat to
the proposal would be a logical beginning
point. A new state lands policy would” be an
excellent second step. The Alaska itallroad
should gel Involved, too.

The legislature _and Gov. Hnmtnond
should move expedltlousIP( o support the
agriculture resolution’s FO icies, and appoint
members to the task force as soon as Is

racticable. . .

P \,\/It% a maximum of coordinated effort,
Alaska could pull it off. But it's a long wa}é
down the road, and a good deal of teq wor
needs to mee done ‘hefore an Alaskan
agricultural industry Is even probable.
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Editorial»... Comment

The permanent fniul

What could be more exciting than the
prospect of true economic stability for
Alaska? ,

What Alaskan wouldn't like to see the
boom-and-bust economic cycle thai has
Plagued the state and the territory since the

urh of the century be transformed into a
relatively smooth line on.the economic chart?

The “leading p055|b|I|tk/ for this kind of
economic stability for Alaska is the creation of
a permanent fund which would be used to sock
awa a,Eercentage of the state’s oil receipts
much like a savings account. The interest

.derived from the investment of the fund would
be used to sustain certain state programs that
would benefit all Alaskans.

There are two versions of how the fund
would be established. One would take a fourth
of all revenues from oil, including bonuses, oil

- taxes and royalties. The other would ignore oil
taxes, but would increase to 50 per cent the
?ortlon of bonus and royalty funds that go to
he permanent fund. _ _

The legislature passed a bill creatm&; a
ermanent” fund Jast year, but Gov. Jay
ammond vetoed it, coritending that the issue

can be decided only by a” constitutional
amendment, _ , ,

Only after oil receipts are invested will
Alaskans be assured that their money won't be
as quickly dispersed as it was following the
$900 million North Slope oil lease sale in I9K9.

If the state saves 25 per cent of its oil
receipts for 10 years, tin: account will total S3

.Dillion after the first decade.. The three billion
dollars coyld produce Stud million per year for
Injecting into other economic enterprises in
the state. :

.What sort of enterprises? The fund could
lii'li) put a viable slate aqucultural industry on
ils tcel.'|t could provide Toans to Alaskans who
want to build their own homes, but can'tobtain
conventional financing. It could al..0 be
utilized in revitalizing the state's depleted
fishing industry by helping individual
fishermen finance and construct new hoats.
And it could simultaneously encourage the
development ot aquaculture corporations to
rebuild the fish stocks. ,

. Another ex,cmn? aspect of the norm: e«pjt
fluid would he its etteet on stale spondin,’. hy
'mandating that a portion < the slate's wealtli
being derived from non-rcneweable resources
be sunk Into the permanent fund, Alaskans
would avoid careless spending e’ those
revenues, at Jeast, Chances are excellent the

,constraints of puttlnq regular deposits into a

I sliile savings account would have a sobering

- Influgnce on oilier state programs as well.

The permanent fund “offers Alaska an
opportunity to invest In Itself, preserving
forever the bonanza of gur non-renewable
resources in a way that will allow permanent
Improvements in the condtlon of our
renewable resources

A responsible precedent



Daily News-Miner, Fairbanks, Alaska, Friday, April 22,1977

JUNEAITr-Gov. Jay Hammond has
introduced his version of plans for--
moving ahead+with the Delta barley
project— an appropriation o $400,000 for :
preparing2,000 acres of land>"i J;

The bill (SB 337) Zwould direct'the i
Departmenfof _Natural "Resources. t0* <
suney,- clear-and. break.the land; It's?
south of-Delta.>A. "spokesman; lon the- -

e department said the acreag”wecmld "be
"an experimental project run_by the
Universityof Alaska:— ;*

The governor 3 plan also includes a
study of the changes that occur on the
land, including effects on. anlmals
plants and watersupply.

In a letter with the hill, Hammond
said his staff has studied the proposal
for a year and has concluded, “Such
production may indeed be fessible and
isdeserving of further attention."

The House already has passed an
agriculture development hill setting up
about lio.ooacres inthe same area as a
farming project. But the $65,300 ap—
propriation accompanying It IS exc- ;
pected to cover only one staff person
and thebreaking ofa small area.

Department spokesmen said Ham —
mond 3 hill is intended to replace the
House measure. The governor 3version
has been referred to- three Senate
committees, which means itisn Tlikely
tobe approved thissession.



RE OF THE STATE OF ALAS]
TH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. HB 353
Title Act providing for creation of agricultural development projects
Requested by D3te

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected _ Natural Resources
Program Category Affected NRMEC
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected Division of Agriculture

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FYy 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 Fy 81 FY 82
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 450.0
200 TRAVEL 10.0
300 CONTRACTUAL 5.0
400 COMMODITIES 5.0
500 EQUIPMENT 10.0

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 1000.0

TOTAL 1480.0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND . 1480.0

FEDERAL. FUNDS
OTHER (Specifv)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 13.0

PART TIME
TEMPORARY

L. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)
1. General administration and purchase selection process: 3 people
2. Agricultural Development project revolving fund: $1,000,000 start-up

3. Lnnd management office: 10 people

IV. DATE March 29. 1977 .PREPARED BY /T - Tod Sintth
AGENCY Natural Lesourcca, .Div.. of Lands

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE

oc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 10/76)



Man has lived with agriculture for so many generations, it has become a complete
part of him. It is so much a part of him that he takes it very much for granted
Everyone is his own agriculturist.

Modern man, however, 1is also a product of the industrial age and the scientific
age.

These influences ir. the U.S. have created a very sophisticated population
capable of reasoning from small bits of information and misinformation and thus,
not being in direct touch with the land and the basic biology of agriculture, have
created images of food production that are often outside the realm of reality.

For instance, everyone knows the farther north you gn, the colder it is, and most
people in the lower 48 are perfectly willing to accept the term, "The Frozen North".
This 1image is so strong that National Geographic can show a movie of Siberia 1in
which"Reindeer run across a land of eternal snow"”, and few people question how

the trees they are running through ever grew where there was eternal snow.

One step closer to reality are those who understand that agriculture may be
possible in the north, but relating to their own experience in the lower 48 ask,
"Mow long is your growing season?" When you get above 55< latitude where tne
day length stretches rapidly, you nave to start thinking in terms of degree-hours
of sunlight. The only real answer to the question 1is, "l.ong enough to mature crops".

Ag.".Culure 1is the process of putting toget.he certain renewable and non—
renewable resources to produce specific products, and you work with what you have.

What Alaska has is about 17.8 million acres jf tillable lands (@ ]/?. times
the agricultural lands in California). In addition, we have another 10 million
acres of land suitable for conventional livestock grazing. Now these are lands
that have been identified so far by the Soil Conservation Service, and 1 know
they are quite conservative because 1 am aware of other lands suitable for limited

grazing that are not included in these estimates. Tillable lands have been



identified only if they occur in blocks as larye as a township. We do not even
know what the final acreage figure will be but it may v/ell approach the early
estimates of C D. Georgeson, who said Alaska had 40 million acres of agricultural
landst *

Other resources include water, something of v/hich the drylands of the West
do not have enough, especially if they start using their waterresources to develop
and transport coal. Alaska has 30 percent of the runoff v/ater in the United States
and 50 percent of the surface water.

We also have nitrogen fertilizer and anticipate having a great deal more.
The Kenai plant is one of the largest urea and®® anhydrous ammonia plants on the
West Coast, and they are expanding. The availability of Prudhoe gas may provide
even more fertilizer production in the Interior. We already export large quantities
of nitrogen fertilizer to the west coast, and could provide it to the mid-west
in time if we had the transportation.

Given these resources, what can we produce. First of all, 1°d like to say
that the majority of extensive agricultural lands is in the central plains area
of the State, along the Tanana, Yukon, and Kuskokwim river valleys. And 1 might
add that Fairbanks which 1is roughly in the center of this area has a June 22nd.
daylength of about 22 hours. The temperature in this central area reaches 90 to
100 degrees in the summer.

One area that is beginning development is the Delta Junctionregion.
Because of its 1100 ft. elevation, 1 have always thought of it asmore of a forage
production area than a grain area.

On the other hand, 1 asked Dr. Wooding, our Agronomist at Fairbanks for

some figures on grain production at Delta, and here is what he gave me.



These are average figures for three years, 1973 - 1975. These grains were

planted on summer fallow land and 300 Ibs. of 20-10-10 were added.

Barley: Galt 76.4 bu . per acre
Weal 67.3
Li dal 61.6
Edda 67.6
011 i 60.7
Finaska 76.6
Otra 80.1

Oats: Cayur * 118.9 bu. per acre
Nip 118.0
Toral 143.7
Pendek 135.9
Cai 88.9
Rodnev 94.5
Glen 110.0
Frazer 105.2

Wheat: “m Del ta Fairbanks
Chena 49.5 62.0
Gasser 42.0 47.4
Thatcher 38.5 54.3
Saunders 33.4 47 .4
Park 39.0 49 .4
Kenthatch 33.3 53.9
Pictic 62 100.0

It is quite likely that the figures for Fairbanks would more nearly resemble
those for the Totchatket area just west of Nenana which will probably be our next
area for agricultural development.

I don"t want to leave you with the impression that all we are going to produce
is grain. I use grain to give you an index of our productivity. The chances are
good that most of our grain as well as forage will be used to produce animal products
in time. One of the interesting and important things about our grain in the Interior
is that it runs 40 to 50 percent hinher in protejn than feed qrains from the Pacific
Northwest. This means lower rates of supplemental feeding. And for supplement”
especially our ruminants, cattle and sheen we can use urea and fish meal”™ both Alaskan

products. With our hioh-protein grain, supplementation would be minimal.



One of the advantages of forage production, especially in the Delta area, Iis
that the pipeline operation will provide massive quantities of waste heat which
can be put to use in forage drying and pelleting.

fhe dry, cold Interior, with its millions of acres of summer grazing lands
and millions of acres of tillable lands for winter feed-base production, would
seem to make the Interior ideal for sheep production. The swing away from petro
chemical based synthetic fibers back to natural fibers, a trend which can easilv
be projected to continue, will make wool a valuable product.

A"Although some lamb 1is consumed in the U. S., mutton is not readilv marketable
tL re. But Japan 1is a consumer of mutton, and in fact, they have enquired about
the possibility of verv large quantities of lean mutton from Alaska. Perhaps in
the future vwe will see wool and lamb moving 1in one direction and mutton in the other.

If we consider the Interior river vallevs of the Yukon, Kuskokwim and Tanana,
there are 12.5 million tillable acres. Based on 3000 lIbs/acre grainproduction
or 2 ton dry matter brome grass per acre, 3.2 acres would sustain ananimal unit

(cow plus calf to slaughter weight) or 3,900,000 animal units.

If we translate this to sheep at roughly 3.5 sheep per acre,this would be a
ridiculous figure of over 43 milli 1 sheep.

Naturally, the land will not dIl go for one thing. The point is that if you
want a million sheep and 500 thousand head of cattle and 20 thousand dairy cows,

a million hogs, and a quarter of a million chickens, a few thousand acres of potatoes
and vegetables, and a few hundred acres berries and small fruits; there"s plenty
of room left over for wild life, specially crops and export quantities of grain
an

d like to remind you that agriculture, as opposed to other kinds of
industry is a very long-term affair. It is not something you can turn on and off

at will. Unlike mining, you cannot go out and drill and compute tonnages of product.



Unlike forestry, yoi® cannot look at a standing crop and expect it to be there
when you get arount to harvest.

We can give you numbers of acres and production per acre possibilities, but
until a well-developed agriculture exists, there is no way to estimate how much
in the way of products will move.

Agriculture comp/etes with other land uses, and is therefore subject to the
whims of political action and to changing views of social reality.

Agriculture requires more than just land. It requires a total infrastructure
of which transportation is a vital component. You cannot build a railroad on
the possibility of agricultural development but farmers wont grow crops unless
they can get their crops to market. The State is reluctant to release land for
agricultural use without proof that agriculture is an economically viable activity,
and the farmers wont produce without assurance of access to land.

Everything in agriculture is, therefore, related to everything else.
Agriculture 1is more social than it 1is economic. Large areas of new agricultural
lands in America have always been opened for social reasons rather than economic.
The settlement of the West occasioned by construction of the transcontinental
railroads was serendipitous fallout to the broader issue of linking the West Coast
to the Mid-west for territorial defense. The proposed railroad building in
Western Canada 1is not for the purpose of developing agriculture, but to develop
employment opportunities for residents who may otherwise be by-passed by the 20th
Century. Agricultural development may result from this activity.

Railroads will not be built into and within Alaska on the basis of potential
agriculture, but agriculture will result and in time, may become the mainstay of

i
the transportation industry.



Alaska®s Agricultural Potential
A Summary

Alaska has large acreages of land suitable for potential agricultural
production (cropland, rangeland and forests). In fact, when only the
physical food or fiber production requirements are considered, the
area in Alaska which would lend itself to farming is truly vast.

However, looking at the soil and climatic limitations, the potential
agricultural acreage diminishes somewhat. There are four major areas,
approximately 15,516,000 acres, which have suitable climate and soils
for cropland. They are the Anchorage, Kenai, Matanuska-Susitna Valley
area; the Dillingham, Tikchick Lake area; the Tanana, Kantishna and
Salc"na Basin area in the Interior; and the Yukon flats area of the Upper
Yukon . Three minor areas, the Yukon Valley below Holy Cross to Ruby,
including the Koyukuk Basin; the Kuskokwim Valley from just below Aniak
to Lake Minchumina and the Copper Val.ley-Chiti.na Basin.

Alaska also possesses many square miles of potential rangeland. Reindeer
forage on the northwest tundra. Cattle graze on the southern coastal
grasslands while the easternmost Aleutian Islands are grazed by cattle
and sheep. With current information, 1itis difficult, if not impossible,
to define this vast area 1in acres or squaremiles. These immense areas
cover roughly the entire western part ofthe State. Expansion of the red
meat industry into these rangelands willbe limited by social, economic,

governmental and ownership restrictions; not by the physical availability
of suitable rangeland.

The third major part of Alaskan agricultural production lies in forests.

As land ownership questions are resolved, the potential for increased use
of interior and peripheral forest will increase, particularly in view of

present world market conditions. A separate summary on Forest Resources

is available.

Recently developed controlled environment housing techniques for dairy
animals, hogs and beef will almost certainly be used as the demand to

concentrate animal production continues. In the beef cattle and reindeer
area, Alaska may be an exception- a place where red meat production can
still he done on open ranges. However, Alaskan ted meat production will

depend almost entirely on the development of a supporting Coed base.

Even in those areas where cattle c.oulu survive outside, supplemental feed—
ing is needed for growth or finishing. Thus the size of Alaska®"s cattle
Industry depends upon the amount of cropland devoted to producing forage-
or upon a crop which can be processed to yield feed.

As to crop farming, many plants are well-adapted to Alaska®s climates!

The Lengthy list of suitable crops covers everythin}®, hut large fruits.
Long summer days contribute to larger, tastier and more tender vegetables.
Grains art; higher 1in protein content. And, in some cases, yields are very
impressive. Serious 1insect problems have not occurred.



Physically, the agriculture potential 1is tremendous. Why, then, so little
development?

Alaska®"s agricultural development began for one purpose- to help feed
Alaskans by offsetting dependency on outside foods. initially, this

purpose may have been enough. Now, Alaska®"s agricultural industry Iis

_ Zagnated! Percentagewise, only a fraction of what Alaskans consume 1is
produced 1in the State. And, vyearly this percentage becomes less! Alaska ™
pipulation doesn®"t allow for the development of a comprehensive agricultural
framework.

Agriculturally speaking, Alaska®s in a unique position. Worldwide urban
pressures, 1increased food consumption, increased population and better
diets, make Alaska one of the few places where vast acreages of virgin
potential agricultural land still exists. Alaska must look to world markets
for selling its agricultural products, and it must react to the worldwide
demand for agricultural products. Economically, it may not he feasible to
produce certain products in parts of Alaska now. In a very few years,
however, the question is not going to be "is it economical to produce food,"
but "whether we can produce food here". Increasing demand will probably
make it economically feasible.

Agriculturally, Alaska is r. jaring a crossroads which may determine the
industry®s future. As the land ownership problems are resolved under tiie
Statehood Act and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, these large
parcels of land will undoubtedly be split among four or more land owners.
Steps must be taken to set aside agricultural development land. Unless
this 1is done, the land will he divided into many different areas for many
different uses. Then, a comprehensive agricultural development plan will
be impossible when, eventually, it becomes desirable and profitable to do
SO. This occurred on the Kcnai Peninsula, in the Mntanur.kn Valley, and is
occurring in the Susitna and Tanana Valleys. In those areas it is impossible
for a new farmer to obtain enough concentrated, tillable land to build a

v able commercial operation. For this reason agriculture ™ future (when

. defined as large-scale production for export) in those areas 1is dim.

However, there are superb agricultural areas with potential, where this |Is
not yet the case. Some, of these areas are equal to the best agricultural
cropland in the State. Specifically, the upper Susitna Valley, the Kanti-
shna block, west of Ncnann, the Yukon flats area, the upper Kuskokwim
River Valley, and to a lesser degree the Delta Clearwater area. These
relatively unsettled areas would he ideal 1lor large-scale agricultural
developments.

Similarly, immense grazing acreages exist with the physical potential for
substantial expansion of red meat and fiber (reindeer, beef cattle, musk ox,

sheep) Industry.

One of the first steps which must be taken toward preserving these areas
is the establishment of strong national and state policies aimed at even—
tual agricultural development. Without firm positive policy, it is not



possible to pass and adopt required laws and regulations, or to retain
the support of government officials for the effort.

There will be many desirable side effects of a commercial agriculture
producing for export. First, »& will have to product .enough fertilizer
to be self-sufficient, at least for phosphates and ammonium nitrate.
Second, agricultural industry is "clean". Third, as a percentage of
production it requires less utilities, service industries and other
expenditures of tax funds than any other industry. Fourth, the agricul —
tural dollar stays in the community longer and to a greater extent than
other, industry dollars, especially if basic agricultural products such as
seed, fertilizer and feed can be purchased within the state. Fifth, the
cost of the Alaska food basket, compared to statewide costs, will decrease
as larger scale operations allow lower production costs.

As food demands, increase, particularly in the Pacific Rim Nations, Alaska
may be in a unique position of having the land available just when the
pressure develops to use every available agricultural acre.

— Abridgement of summary, from
Alaska *s Agricultural Potenaial
Alaska R. I). C. Publication H



COST VERSUS MARKET PRICES

PERHAPS THE MOST SIGNIFICAN FINDING ("POTENTIAL BARLEY PRODUCTION DELTA-
CLEARWATER AJREA OF ALASKA") IS THE FOLLOWING: ON A 3,000 ACRE FARM UNIT,
USING A ONE-HALF FALLOW PRODUCTION CYCLE, IT IS ESTIMATED THAT THE FARM
OPERATOR CAM BREAK EVEN ON ALL COSTS AT A PER-BUSHEL PRICE AT DELTA JUNCTIC

OF SOMEWHERE BETWEEN $1.90 AND $2.30 PER BUSHEL.

FOR COMPARISION, THE PORTLAND CASH MARKET PRICE FOR No. 2 WESTERN BARLEY
AS OF THE END OF JANUARY, 1977, WAS $110 PER TON, APPROXIMATELY $2.64
PER BUSHEL. DURING THE TWO-YEAR PERIOD 79-76 THE PORTLAND PRICE HAD
VARIED FROM A LOW OF $94 TO A HIGH OF $143 (Jan. 75) BUT WAS GENERALLY

UNDER $115.

77, atnftr » _Associate Economist vd'h Rainier
"Muuitigl Filing The opinions expressed are his own
and do not necessarily reflect those of the hanky



3000 ACRE FARM UNIT
3000 at 60 bushels to an acre
180.000 at $2.00 per bushel

$360,000 over a 25 year period

TOTAL PROJECT
60.000 acres at 60 bushels
3.600.000 bushels at $2.00

$7,200,000 over 25 years

Clearing & Breaking 60,000 acres

Administrative Costs 60,000 acres

180,000 bushels

$ 360,000
$9,000,000
3,600,000

$ 7,200,000

$180,000,000

at $200 per acre $ 18,000,000

acre $ 1,500,000

TOTAL $ 19,500,000
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DELTA FARMING PLANS

—Former,

in Delia, describes the adminjstration's

State Sen. Hob Palmer, the }?o,vernor's glan_s In tnc first presentation of a weekly

chiet agricultural advises and
ahg i frarm evelopment Aﬁaska

an ad hoc committee on

Plans lo dear and break ground near
Pella Junction this spring as part ol a
state-backed agriculture project nj,ag
be delayed a year, accordmﬂ tn iin
Palmer, chairman_ of an ad hoc com-
mittee _investigating the economic
feasibility ol the'project.

Palmer was In Fairbanks Thursday
to sgeak ataseminarin land resources
at the University ol Alaska. ,

"The most reasonable scenario |
sce,"hesald, "would start clearing and
breaking Ibis spring on Just a co_ulple of

uarter sections. Introduce legislation
If the governor aﬁproves_ it; then expect

e session, or maybe

. j. even next session if the Legislature

i |np;;olms an Interim committee to study
It (
. Gov. Jay Hammond established the

henplan tostart nextseason." -

| e ad hoc committee and charged It with

/determlnm% whether a state-hacked

>.3 aKrictiltur.il project could succeed. The

Kcommittee's proposal calls gr the state
'ho clear fid.ooo acres In the Pella Juno
Ulnn area, then lease and later sell

airman of

agricultural rights to ]garms ranging
(rcim.900 to 3,000 acres. The state woul
alM> assistTn selling up grain storage,
dr&lnganc”jra_lcesdnj;Iamlluej,.
almer “saill" prujeel- backers had
hoped to begin Ibis spring because the

time Is "highly opportune™ to use heavy ¢

[ equipment that now stands idle alter

minar progra

at the University . of
‘ |stattlf’ﬂot0|ysu 0i*m

the_oil pipeline -construction and Is
wailing éor construction of a gas
pipeline. Costs might be as low as oner-
third ol the costs inother times, he said.

Dut he said the governor has asked
the Divisional. Policy Planning and

Development to_review the, project
([SUet bEﬁ.TA, page i\-3)

belore he determines whether to

"'However. Palmer said Interest

a a a S a s w a

0 lie said the University Is
conducting nddltioaal studies In
Delta area, and those could begin
spring belore any legislative action

“"I'thInk there's a great deal to be
%alned hy proceeding with cautious

aste," hesaid. ¢

fistr;



from:

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

Those Listed Below

DATE April 21, 1977
Robert E. LeResche/,# SUBJECT: Delta Agricultural
Commissioner Action Plan

The feasibility reporc by the Ad Hoc Delta Barley Group has
been completed and reviewed by the Division of Policy Develop—
ment and Planning. In addition, the Delta Land Management
Planning Study 1is essentially completed. All three of these
studies have been very well done, and fit together well as

a guide to future: action. The purpose of this memorandum 1is

to establish an action plan for aggressive accomplishment of
the recommendations in these three studies.

I am assigning Dave Hanson of the Planning and Research
Section to coordinate this effort. Work schedules and
reports should be coordinated through Dave. I am also
requesting those indicated below to move with all practical
speed to accomplish the tasks outlined.

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS:

1. Definition of "agricultural rights.” The Planning and
Research Section and Division of Lands should immediately
get together with the Department of Law and draw up an
acceptable definition of agricultural rights to be included
in any sale or lease of these rights. The Division of
Agriculture should be consulted during this process. This
definition might well contain identification of permitted
uses and the covenants/easements to sale, as well as pro—
visions for recreational access and liability against crop
depredation. The Department of Fish and Game should be
consulted concerning the latter.

The Director of Land and Water Management should report
progress to me on this item on June 1.

2. Appraisal policy for ™"agricultural rights.” The Division
of Lands, the Department of Law, and Division of Agriculture
should get together once a working definition of agricultural
rights 1is established, to consider principles whereby these
rights will be appraised precedent to sale or lease. These
agencies should consider whether potential economic viability
of a specifically stated farming venture on the land should be
an overriding factor in appraisal. The Director of Land

and Water Management should report to me on this on July 1,
with a draft of proposed appraisal instructions.



3. Analysis of needs for additional regulations or statute

changes. This analysis should include acreage limitations.
The Division of Land and Water Management and the Department
of Law should work together to complete this analysis. The

Director of Land and Water Management should provide me with
a report by July 1.

4. Determination of appropriate method of disposal of
agricultural rights. The Planning Section, Division of Lands
and Division of Agriculture should derive a set of principles
from which decisions can be made in individual cases whether
to offer agricultural rights for purchase, lease, or lease-
purchase. In addition, they should establish the principles
under which future decisions should be made regarding whether
leases or purchases should be by bidding, Ilottery, or

negotiation. Any additional statute or regulatory changes
required to carry out recommended policies should also be
investigated. The Director of Land and Water Management should

make recommendations to me in this regard by October 1.

5. Classification of agricultural and other lands in the
Delta Land Management and Study area. By May 31, the
classifications should be ready for Public Notice under the
provisions of AS 38.05.305. The Division of Lands should
complete classification of lands designated cultural by the
Delta Land Management Plan by September 1.

6. The Division of Lands should hold a public meeting 1in the
Delta area to gather input and reaction to the actions proposed
for the Delta area. Since these actions are to a large extent
planned 1in reponse to the Delta Land Management Plan recommenda
tions, the Delta Land Management Citizen Council as well as the
general public should participate and offer comment during this
meeting. The public meeting should be held as soon as possible
but not later than June 15. This meeting should be in addi—
tion to the required hearing on classification action which
will be held during July. I expect a full briefing on this
meeting.

TANANA LOOP AREA: In accordance with the Delta Land
Management Planning Study, the Division of Lands should
proceed to lay out, plat, and make available for sale around
5,000 acres of land for small farmsteads. This acreage
should be divided into parcels ranging from 20 to 320 acres.
Disposal of the parcels should be by an agricultural rights
sale to qualified applicants who submit an agricultural
development plan. The Division of Lands should work closely
with the Division of Agriculture and the University of Alaska
to lay out this land disposal, and to derive the procedure by
which 1t shall occur. Hopefully, disposal can beqin by
January, 1978.



"DELTA BARLEY PROJECT™

1. Lay out of project. The Planning Section, Division of
Lands and the Division of Agriculture should prepare a final
project lay-out plan, using the recommendations of the

Ad Hoc barley project group, the Delta Land Management
planning Study, and the Division of Policy Development and
Planning report. This final layout should be reviewed by
all concerned parties, 1including especially those who had
active involvement with the three above studies. I hope
that the project layout can be finalized and accepted by all
parties by November 1. The Director of Lands should report
progress in this regard to me on August 1.

2. Platting. The Division of Lands should then proceed
rapidly with platting the area pursuant to the approved
layout plan. On December 1, the Director of Lands should

give me a schedule under which platting will occur.

3. The Division of Parks should initiate an archae logical
and historical survey, pursuant to AS 41.35.070, as soon as
the final development plan for both the barley project area
and the Tanana Loop area 1is available. The Director of
Parks should let me know as soon as possible a reasonable
time schedule for completing this survey.

4. Test plot clearing. The Division of Agriculture, with
cooperation from the Division of Lands should arrange for
clearing 2,000 acres of University land as a test plot in the

Delta area. A trade of general grant land for University land
may be necessary to insure use of the appropriate land for this
project. The University should expeditiously identify appro—

priate land for the clearing project and any additional land

the University may need in the Delta area for research or model
farm purposes. The Division of Lands should seek to "trade out”
University lands presently classified as parks, refuges or
critical habitat areas which will not be productive for
University purposes.

The purpose of this test plot clearing will be to test clearing

methods, to test moisture retention and blowoff tendancies, and to

test barley production. The Division of Agriculture should
ensure that representatives of the Department of Fish and
Game, Department of Environmental Conservation® the Ad Hoc
Group and the University all have ample opportunity to help
design the test procedures, and to be present and participate
in the actual clearing and manipulation of the test plot as
well as any subsequent measurements they may wish to undertake.
The Director of Agriculture should give me an action plan and
schedule for this test clearing, as well as for all test pro—
cedures to be undertaken during fiscal year 1978, by June 30.



5. Design of environmental studies. The Division of Lands
should immediately contact the Departments of Fish and Game
and Environmental Conservation, as well as interested members
of the Ad Hoc Committee, the Pi -nning Section and the Division
of Agriculture and request that they design by June 30 specific
environmental studies that will be necessary in order to
evaluate clearing methods, prepare the final project layout
plan, and assist in development of the conservation plan.
These studies should be designed in detail and costed out so
that we may proceed to implement them without delaying the
project unnecessarily.

f. Soil conservation plan. The Division of Agriculture,
Division of Lands, Department of Environmental Conservation
and the Soil Conservation Service, should begin preparation
of a soil conservation plan for the entire Delta Clearwater
area. This plan should at least cover soil conservation and
erosion control, pesticide use, herbicide and fertilizer use,
and water quality. In addition, the plan may consider such
things as energy conservation, suggestions for clearing and
farm management practices. The Director of Agriculture should
give me, by June 1, a schedule for completion of necessary
data gathering activities and the soil conservation plan.

7. Funding alternatives. The Division of Agriculture and
the Department of Commerce and Economic Development should
assist Mr. Palmer as much as possible m his quest for non-
State funds that may be available to finance the Delta Barley
project. Hopefully, some specific avenues of approach should
be available to us by July.

In addition, Bob Palmer with the Department of Natural
Resources®" assistance 1is presently preparing a supplemental
budget for accomplishing the other directives included in
this memorandum.

8. Timber sales. The Division of Land and Water Management
should as soon as the experimental clearing area 1is designated,
offer personal use permits for timber within that area. Other

areas designated for clearing within the approved layout
region should be offered for sale in March of 1978.

9. Local government and farmers cooperative. The Division

of Agriculture, Department of Community and Regional Affairs

and Department of Commerce and Economic Development shouid
develop an active program of contact with the City-of Delta
Junction and local farmers, designed to clarify the long—

term role of local government and any potential farmers
cooperative organizations 1in future agricultural development

in the Delta area. I would suggest it would be very beneficial
for the Scate to provide a similar level of aid to Delta farmers,
including both those involved 1in the Tanana Loop "small"™ acreage



farms and in the Delta Barley project, as we are curre itly pro—
viding to fishermen interested 1in private, nonprofit aqua-—
culture projects. I would suggest that the Department of
Commerce and Economic Development review the contract that the
Division of Policy Development and Planning has with the
Southeast aquaculture organization and consider creating a
similar relationship between the State and Delta farmers.

10. The Division of Agriculture, Division of Lands,

the Planning Section, and the. Department of Commerce

and Economic Development should together prepare a draft of
qualifications for those who will qualify to purchase or

lease large tracts of agricultural rights in the Delta

barley area. These criteria should follow those discussed

by the Ad Hoc Group and the Division of Policy Development

and Planning, and should include experience factors, financial
qualifications, and other factors. I would suggest that

these criteria be derived solely on the basis of maximizing
the probability of success of the Delta farming venture, and
not on the basis of insuring that enough qualified farmers
will be immediately available. Necessary regulations to carry
out this policy should be prepared. Following adequate con—
sideration, the Director of Agriculture should gi-.e me a draft
list of criteria by July 15, Draft regulations should be
completed by November 1.

I feel if we can accomplish the above, we will have made a

very positive step toward achieving a new and viable renewable
resource industry in Alaska. Upon our completion of the above
tasks, 1including a finding that the project is acceptable and
has a significant probability of success, and upon qualification
of the requisite number of potential private participants

(i.e., upon sufficient showing of private demand by qualified
individuals), |1 would intend to make approximately 50,000 acres
of land available for barley production 1in the Delta area as
outlined by previous plans.

I sincerely hope we all can work together compatibly in
pursuing this exciting prospect.

cc: Governor Jay S. Hammond

Memo sent to:

Bob Palmer, Special Projects

Phil Hubbard, Commissioner of Commerce and Economic Development
Jim Brooks, Commissioner of Fish and Game

Mike Smith, Assistant Commissioner of Natural Resources

Ted Smith, Director of Land and Water Management

Allan Linn, Director of Agriculture

Russ Cahill, Director of Parks

Dave Hanson, Chief, Planning and Research Section

James Drew, University of Alaska
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ALASKA COMMUNICATIONS. INC.
t WION*: s586-5440

# JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801

02098 NI. ANCHORAGE ALASKA 77 05-23 0625P ADT
PMS SEN KAY POLAND
JUN
URGE SYMPATHETIC CONSIDERATION AND ACTION TO BRING HB353
TO SENATE FLOOR FOR VOTE BEFORE CLOSE OF SESSION. IF BILL DIES
THIS SESSION IMPETUS TOWARD BUILDING VIABLE FARMING BASE IN
ALASKA COULD BE DESTROYED. AGRICULTURE ESSENTIAL FOR
DEVELOPMENT OF STABLE SELF-SIJSTAINING ECONOMY IN INTERIOR
ALASKA. WILL PAY KEY ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ROLE THROUGHTOUT
STATE. HB353 PROVIDES GROUND WORK FOR [INTERIOR FARMING ALASKA
EFFORTS AND IMPLEMENTATION COULD HAVE DECISIVE LONG-TERM
POSITIVE EFFECT ON STATE ECONOMY.

PAULA EASLEY EXEC DIR OMAR
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P. O. Box 987 Delta Junction, Alaska
Phone 845-4515

May 20, 1977

Senators Butrovich, Hackney, Huber, Kerttula, Pol-;d and Sackett
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: SSCSHB353, Ag Development

Dear Senators:

The Delta Chamber of stently favored legisla-
tion th askan agriculture.
particu
te the
erent
i ved
ing of
Sineere

ROBERT D. MD

President

cc: Bob Palmer Red Swanson
Robert LeResche Sally Smi th
K. Allan Linn Charlie Parr
W 11i am V/ood Steve Cowper
Frank Geiger Larry Carpenter
Alaska Farmers Co-op Fred Brown
Salchu-uig Delta Soil Don Bennett

Conservation Subdistrict

THE LAND OF THE BUFFALO



Delta Junction, Alaska 99737

May 18, 1977

Senators Butrovich, Hackney, Huber, Kerttula and Sackett
Pouch V
Juneau, Aiaska 99811

Dear Senators:
RE: SSCSHB353 " A Development

Cur latest 'nformation is that further revision of HB353 has incorporated the
Agricultural Authority of SB231 and some aspects of the Feed Grain Project
SB337. We still favor the Small Grain Research concept of SBI'79 ($281,500)
over what we consider the duplication and < re"s < .ns (Sk00/00, 2000A)

of $8337. However, it shouh he clearly under-.1 od and apparently our

previous letters havt been ambiguous - thav the wuperv: rs cont it fur he>
research ossen! al or. urh to ics as w; ter qua.it . in whith lei
should partioipste financially , /in< i e T m 1el

shearing and hurning echr iqu Li e *pi A i that =>8337 as
original v conceived is a wasteful approach, ana it it' li*'m™*i° wino,

that use of the funding (under SSCSHB353) would he discretionary by the
Authority, and consequently such research as is essential could be con-
ducted as an integral part of development rather than as a separate research
project.

These alterations, as we have outlined and understand them, are acceptable
to us and we would urge passage of such legislation.

CHARLES G. FORCK

Secretary

cc: K. Allan linn Rep. Red Swanson
Weymeth Long Rep. Don Bennett
Janies Drew Rep. Fred Brown
Robert LeResche Rep. Larry Carpenter
Bob Palmer Rep. Steve Cowper
Roger Rayburn Rep. Charlie Parr
Willi am Wood Rep. Solly Smith

Frank Geiger

CGF/ p






SENATE

3/13/77 Finance
C | mi -
Date
Mr. President:
The Committee on has had
ater resources revolving loan fund
under consideration,, A majority of the members of the Committee
V~7 recommends it do pass
/~7 recommends it donot pass
Ja
/~7 recommends it do pass withattached amendment(s)
/ 7/ recommends 1t be replacedwith CSfor and that

CS for do pass

/ / (and) recommends it be referred to the

committee
/~7 reports it back without recommendation
)/;y AND attaches a report of i1ts intent
/~7 (other)

MEMBERS SIGNING THE MAJORITY REPORT:

MEMBERS NOT CONCURRING IN THE MAJORITY REPORT:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Y D r

Chairman
"J> a.



Offered In the SENATE By dr/-: M

To:- SENATE BILL NO.
HOUSE BILL NO. 356 Ain.
AMENDMENT : Page n Lines 23 through 27

Delete section four in its entirety and re-number accordingly.



Paer' [/

Offered in the SENATE

SENATE BILL NO.

HOUSE BILL NO. 2)57/9

AMENDMENT Page -£L--- Line5 qlL2)

?2e>ur ih.

iu fy .

<f6

aL"?



May 17, 1977

Letter of Intent for HB 356

Inasmuch as the administration of State water
resources 1is currently the responsibility of
various departments, it is the intent of this
Resources Committee in enacting the water re—
sources revolving loan fund (HB 356) that the
Commissioner of the Department of Commerce and
Economic Development, 1in adopting regulations to
carry out the provisions of this act, is directed
to take into account the responsibilities for water
resources of the Department of Environmental Con-—
servation under AS 46.03 of the Department of Fish
and Game under AS 16, and of the Department of
Natural Resources under AS 46.15.

Kay Poland, Chairman
Senate Resources Committee
John Butrovich Clem V. Tillion

Chancy Croft H. D. Meland

John Huber Mike Colletta



March 11, 1977

Representative Terry Gardiner
Chalrman, Hou?e Ju rcrar% Committee
Pouch V [1)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear|Sir":

The Southeastern Conference wishes to express therr a precretron
to Kou 0[ your interest anﬂ 0rts In SRSnsormg %grs ation 0
econgmic Importance to Southeast Aaska and those” oth&r communities
r&eedlrng surt)port in the development of hydro and other water resource
evelopmen

As requested in our meetrng held March 1, 1977, we are submitting
back UP material for the pronp d changes in the Water Resources
Revolving Loan Fund Act. losed are“the su%gested changes In the
Statutes™and Progosed approprjations for the néxt fiscal )iear in-

cluding a revised summary of funding requirements for FT
truly yours,

Janes R. Eide
/ Pres?dent

JRE/|r NJ

enclosures

Janes R. Eide
First Vice 5?32:332% qﬁam Macomber

Seconrs Vice President John Halliwell

An Association of Southeast Alasku Communities



PROPOSED AVENDVENTS
WATER RESOURCES REVOLVING LOAN FUND ACT

Sec. 45.86.010. There is establrshed a separate fund, The Water
Resources Revolving Loan F und L%a] from this fund are to be used

develop an conserve in th e public Interest the water resources of
é(lea/selfgpr#grr]n)g State revenues from the Alaska Permanent Fund (mineral

Sec. 45.86.040 (b) is repealed and re-enacted to read:

Sec. 45.86.040 (b) The department shall forward all loan applications
it recommends for approval to the Water Resoyrces Revolvrnﬂ X)an Fund
Commrttee establrsh with the department and made UB of the commissioner

P the director of aivision of energy and power development,
and the director of division of business loans.

Sec. 45.86.060 shall be added as follows:

Sec 45.86. 06% CONDITIONS APPLICABLE T ﬁOJECT LOANS, The
term of the Toan shall not exceed 50 ¥ears and the Interest, rate shaII
be not less than three, or more than five, percent a year on the unpaid
balance The repayment schedule shall be computed in"a manner so that
annual Pnagrments of prrncrpal and interest, termed debt servrce are
P proximately equal over a period not to exceed 40 years gayment
the oan principal and Interest, will commence at the dat
commercial operation of the project or ten years from the date the loan
IS made, whichever is sooner.

éb) Loans shall be utilized for feasibility ftudres Rre -constryction
fcrrn errng Including the securrn% of permits and licenses necessary for
construction and operation, design and’ construction of capital improve-
ment projects.

(c[) 1f, in the oprnron of the Water Resources Revolving Loan Fund
Commrﬁee feasibility tudrels) [precon%tructron %n?meerrn establish
hat t progect B not easible from cither a techn economic or
|nancra| viewpoint, the d eln rtment may not requrre rerfayment of loans
made for t IS rﬁose provided. that r ﬂa yment of oans shall be
required 1t design or constructron of the project procee S.

This Act lakes effect immediately in accordance with



JUSTIFICATION FOR AMENDVENTS
WATER RESOURCES REVOLVING LOAN FUND ACT

|. . The change in Sec. 45.86.010 is to correct|y indicate the proper fund from
which the revolving fund would secyre revenue for makrn% the |0ﬁns When the
Water Resources Re olvrng Loan Fund was first drafted, one of_the sources

of loan funds was tied to Alaska mineral lease bonus funds. This was passed
by the Legrslature but vetoed by the Governor as being unconstitutional.

Since th ? }/otgr apﬁ]rova of . the permanent fund has made possible this
vehicle unding” these projects.

Sec. 45,86.040 - the Logn Committee composition as npws ecified in the Statutes,
was a hroh level group eemed necessar to consr er loans for large projects
such as the Susitiia and Yukon ar}/ (prorects Projects of tnrs nature would

now come under the State Power Authority Avhich, together with Federal support,
would finance the large installations.

The formation of a committee within the De artment of Commerce would be more
appropriate to consider the financing of s dro and wateerro jects. These
would be administered similar to the other busrn ss loans the Department handles.

Sec 45, 86 060 The first draft of HBL7L (copy. attached) speIIed out the con-
ditions of p]ans consrstent with lon éerm low mtere é owever It was deter-
mined that t |s type o condrtron co best be hand re ulatory grovrsrons
As a result, the condrtrons now being arp to the oan not In accord
with the intent ? the Le |? tion. “Loa s are for a term o seven years rather
than long . term 0 ort g ears and mterest rates o 6 are’ hardly o
Interest |s due and pa e yedr|y and p]rror to the pronr c q enerating reyvenues
or the abi |tr¥] to meet debt servrce T 1S burden on small utilities preclude
their involvement in the revolving fund.

Srua’sghttoh gbh n}oterlldsb(e)uelrthreb% ?orfloﬂacntslvrlrnI eSr tne”r]gvgf\\/lrerlr%pm d u sectron

IS “an "advance plannin rovision similar t the studies
|(nh||cate the pro ec |s no easrbtoe the repay ment otothe B ns ]for the studres
ynot be required. Here agam IS the mtent to alleviate t e financial bprden

the small ‘communities for those progects which turn out. to be a "dry ho
and for which revenues cannot be realizéd

|, basis for the proposed approprratron bill FY 1978 for the Resources
Revolving Loan, ppgose p roprraérons Tor FY 1978 are~Fased on estimated
community requirem ent r the Specifie olects Qver and a ove the fungs made
avarla |&_in the 1977 appropriations. The attached list of undFYg e urrements
total $3,750,000, hgw ver, It aplpears th at the applications f

[$e3a\5/80a0(p(alance 0,000 which can reduce the roposed approprratrons to



Dear Oral:

M N. L. Teague, Clty-Utilities Manager has regu,ested that

| submit to you some pertinent informdtion regarding the

advantages to Ketchikan, and Southeast Alaska as a Whole,

which would be ?amed ~the installation of hydroelectric
il use Ketchikan as an example,

_ hydroelectric plants. To 1969 we
were hydro oriented.  Our first base |oad tﬁpe diesel was
placed“in operation in 1970. We now have three (3) such
units. | believe that a comparisqn of cost, hydro versus
diesel generation'in our system, is pertinent.

In 1976, the average operation and maintenance cost of pro-
ducing one (1) kilowatt hour at the bus bar by hydroelectric
generation was § .0055 or 5.5 mils. J B

The average cost of operation and maintenance per kilowatt
hour of generation by diesel was $

A recap in the same vein, from 1970 to date, clearly points
up that hydroelectric power, is the greatest hedge against
ation “since the Republicans.
PHRIOD - January 1, tliru Decomher 51, 1970
el $ 01249/KWHR
0 $ . 00272/KWHR
orcn +31 in cost/KWHR - Diesel greater by § .00977

ercntial in dollars - 2,7.18,600 KWHR x $ .00977 - $26,560.72

e
b
generating plants. | wil
IVe have three (3% small
0



Rcpricsentative Oral Freeman _

re: Development_of Hydroelectric Generating.Plants
February 11, 1977 - Page Two

TIME PERIOD - January 1, thru December 31, 1971:

$ .016C9/KWHR

Hydro $ .00336/KWHU

Differential in cost/KWHR - Diesel greater by $ .01353

Differential cost in dollars = $174,228.52

Diesel

TIME PERIOD - January I, thru December 31, 1972:

- Diesel = § . 03:470/KWHR

Hydro = § .00365/KWHR

Differential in cost/KWHR - Diesel greater by § .01111
Differential cost in dollars - $§143,065.69

TIME PPRTOD - January 1, thruDecember 31, 1973:
Diesel = "§ .02144/KWHR

Hydro = § .00388/KWI

Differential in cost/KWHR - Diesel greater by $ .01756
Differential cost in dollars ~ $226,123.63

TIME PERTOD - January 1, thruDecember 31, 1974:

Diesel = § . 04125/KWHR

Hydro  + - C .00534/KWHR

Differential in cost/KWHR - Diesel greater by § .03591
Differential cost in dollars = $462,420.25

TIME PERTOD - January 1, thruDecember 31, 1975:

Diesel *§ .04 30/KWIIR

Hydro = § .0051/KWHR

Differential in cost/KWHR - b -el greater by § .0379/KWLIR
Differential cost in dollars = $491,763.87



1
Represéntative Oral Freeman

re: Development_of Ilvdroclectric Generating Plants
February 11, 1977 - . -'ge Three

TIME PERIOD -January 1, thru December  31,1976;
$.0638/KWHR

Hydro $.0055/KWHR

Differential in cost/KWHR -Dieselgreater by § .0583/KIVHR

Differential cost in dollars = $470,883.27

Diesel

(differential cost in dollars is slightly less |
dug to a small hydro-electric plant (Silvis)
ervice.in 1976. The Silvis Plant had been
slide in 1969,

QD — WD
ocoo<

0 6
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In a time span of l]ust over four gears and two months, our
diesel fuel costs have increased 205 percent.

The industrial growth of the lower 48 States and most specifi-,
caII% the Pacific Northwest was made possible by the construction
by the U. S. Government of large hydroelectric projects. In

addition, it permitted a better living standard for the people

at low energy cost.

The tec_hnqlog,;{_ of transmission line construction permitted-
transmission™line "grids" to be built from tlu; largo government
projects to all points of the land or load centers.



re. Development of Hydroelectric Generating Plants
February 11, 1977 - Page Four

Southeastern Alaska does not lend itself to the aforementioned
methodology. We arc situated in an archipelago that would
strain the technology of transmission line construction and be
vastly more expensive. It is one thing to serve load centers
8§)ln\r/1veactteerd bv land, another to serve Joad centers connected only

s therefore most logical to copstruct {Iarge for usL hydro-
tric grOjects as close to the load centers’ as possible,

oyr Swan or Grace Lake prO{ects. Short, interconnecting
mission lines could be installed between nelghborm

ds, e.%. Rcvillagigedo Island (Ketchikan) and Annefte
d (Metlakatla).

—_

Oral, it is safe to say that e_ver¥ power utility in Southeastern
Alaska is munl(:lpall?q owned with the exception of Juneau, Alaska
|t seems odd to us that Juneau Is the only community that lias a
Federal hydroelectric project "on line" in our part of the State

Government seems to speak with forked tongue. They advocate
conservation of dcpletablc natural resourCes and energy, and yet
scein to balk at providing the help necessary to allevidte the
situation in our portion”of Alaska.

Also, Oral, any added expense to the Utilities or cities created
y the construction of the hydroelectric projects should. be

eferred until the projects are "on line". do not believe any
us can _individually carry the burden of cost of generation

S
b

of

bg our exjsting means, plus’ pay any interest or prln?leal
i

I

a

ments in case of loans or bonds. Payment deferral is of

y
most importance.
h

ave made this letter far longer than | had intended, Oral,
nd apologize for taking up so much of your valuable time.

| am attaching certain data that we hope you will find of
interest.

Donald 1{), l%ow?y
. |

Assistan tilities Manager
cc. N. L. Teague, Citz-Utilities Manager
Senator Robert Ziegler
Representative Terry Gardiner



KETCHIKAN PUBLIC UTILITIES

334 FRONT STREET P.0. BOX )%O?i}bKﬁTCHIKAN. ALASKA 99901 TELEPHONE 907-225-3111
MUNICIPALLY OWNED Anri 1 1Q77
ELECTRIC WATER PHONE 11X 3> X!
Mr. James Eide
I()th)(/) Ma nagser
Wrangel™ Alaska 99929

Subject: Hearing hefore the Commerce Committee,
Representative Joe McKinnon, Chajrman,
Re:” House Bills No. 356 and No. 357

Dear Jim:

The hearmg meeting was held at 8:00 AM. in the new_court
building 1 Juneau, Room 628, on Monday, April 4, 1977,
Representative Ernie Haugen was kind enough to meet Jack Ballard
of Wrangell and myself at the Baranof Hotel for coffee and then
escorted” us to the hearing.

Ernie testified f|rst and pretty well recapped the h|stor

the Water Resources Loan Bnd a¥1d the mte% of the | ¥at|ve
bodles | bel |ev% th%t Ernle brou?ht out that the Sou heastern
Conference group as been most active In promulgating. the concept
of Ion% term, low nterest loans for hydroelectfic oriented
Beonlg%ts and potable water projects from which all Alaskans will
Next to testify wa Re resentative Terry d|ner err

affirmed the Byreceé Pesti yplaceJ beliefs

% testimony an very a
and thoughts before the committee.

Dick Ballard, chairman of the Thomas Ba¥ Power Authority did an
excellent job of testifying as regards etersburq-Wrangcll power.
Dick was knowlcdgable dnd had a good delivery am sure he
clarified conditions prevailing in your area.

This wr|ter testi ,ed next.. | had just comgleted an ana|¥ss 0f
the Ketch an Public Ut|||t|es 1976° generation for ano he erﬁ)o rt.
Much of q ata in the analysis ws erinain to ear|n |
that 1t clearly 0|nte out cost o eration of hydroe ectric in
comparjson to an a [ternate means wh|c in our case is diesel.
analysis was in hand written (rough) form. Terry had copl s ma
and presented them to the committee members.

Last to testify was Farrell Campbell, Business Agent for the



Op eratlhg Engineers Union. Farrell pointed out that [abor

suem)orte he concept as set forth of long term, low interest
and the use of a "RENEWABLE RESOU E" to power the

gnme movers that turn the generators which produce electric

nergy.

Chairman McKinnon and the Representatives of his Commerce
Committee are to be comp ||mented and thanked for their courtesy
and consideration shown t e gersons to be heard. The committee
\r/]vg?]eléhowledgable on the subject and questions were direct and

Action taken while | was present consisted of the following:
1. Motion for amendment of H.B.

No. 356.
Page 1, line 13, after the word "ALASKA" insert period
and delete, "using State revenues from nonrenewable
resource [mlneralﬁJ development".  MOTION APPROVED.
2. Motion made to amend ,
e 1, |ne 18 %deletlngr mention of five percent (5%).
Su%)porter 0f the a endment eit the intent of the original
was to provide low interest loans ad recommended” the
three percent (3%) TTgure. MOTION FAILED TO PASS.
House Bills No. 356 and No. 357 w.ill be moved out of the Commerce
Committee and, | believe, on to Finance.
Sor y you could not be present at Juneau, Jim, but hone this
letter”and accompanying data helps keep you informed.

Donald D. Bowe?/
Assistant Utilities Manager
cc. N. L. Teague, City-Utilities Manager
Ted Ferry, KPU Ad)(usor)é Sard Chr
Jim Williamson, R.. W. Beck and Associates
Senator Robert Zcigler Sr.
Representatjve Qral’ Freeman
Representative Terry Gardiner

Enclosures
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March 31,

MEMORANDUM TO FILE

FROM

Donald D. Bowey, Assistant Utilities Manager

COST DIFFERENTIAL, HYDRO VS. DIESEL

SUBJECT:
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$218,306.83



Memo to File - Page Two _
re. Cost Differential, Hydro vs. Diesel
March 31, 1977

GENERATION M5 0 COSTS COST/KWHR
KWHR DOLLARS CENTS
ST e e
Stlvis 18?93888 47,654 .46 .G0468
TOTALS 68,534,700 $365,181.89 $ .00533
AVERAGE COST PER KWHR generated hy HYDRO =5.3 MILL
DIESEL:
Ketchikan Plant 99,900 $ 11,807.85 $ 21123
Totem Bight 761,000 46,020.51 05893
S. W. Balley 1,240,000 468,958.76 06477
TOTALS 8,076,900 $526,787.12 $ .06522

AVERAGE COST PER KWHR generated by DIESEL = 65.2 MILL
Average Cost Per Kilowatt-hour of Total Generation By Diesel
and Hydro. (Conglomerate):
-+ Total generated 76,611,600 kwhr = § .011640?cnts/kwhr
Total M$ 0 Costs = $891,969.01 11.6 MLI/KWHR

Cost ger KWHR " SOLD" {Gen. less Station Use  Losses),
0131 cents or 13.1 Mill

Hydro generated = 89.46% of total generation
Diesel generated = 10.54% of total generation
WATER YEAR was exceptional.

Diesel cost per KWHR generated = $ .06522 cents, or 65.2 MILL
Hydro cost per KWHR generated = § .00533 cents, or 5.3 MILL

Diesel generation per KWHR exceeded H5ydro generation ger
KWHR DY oo $ .05989 “cents, or

9.9 MILL



HYDRO 68,534,700 KWHR
14.5 kwhr/gal. 4,726,531 gallons of fuel

4,726,531 gal. x § .41 = $1,937,878
Added to labor, etc. of HYDRO would = $2,303,058

Added to actual diese] generation cost of

generanon 8.076,900 Kkwhr or,
2,303,058 PLUS $526, 787... = $2,829, 845

SRS MOS0 03694 cents/kwhr

or,
36.9 mill

The above hgpothesis of all diesel operation in

1976 would have meant,, 36.9_mdll _ ,Q,|u
S C' mHJr‘ St1H

OR, generatjon costs, maintenapce and operation only
would have heen 218 %reater than It actually was
by combination, or conglomerate, of hydro fj diesel.

The ahove is very conservative as it does not consider
additional ?taffmg which would have been pecessary,
plus other tactors, If all generation had been by

diesel.

Time and staffing prevents a more in-depth analysis at this time.

cc. N L. Teague, City-Utilities Manager
Mack Wheéler, U.S” Corps of Army Engineers

Ernst fj Ernst






SENATE

3/27/79 FURTHER: None

Date

Mr. President:

The Committee on___ RESOURCES has had HB 359 am
salmon enhancement

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

[ ] do pass [ 1 do not pass
[ ] do pass with attached amendments(s) /\

\/ same title
CX1 replace with CS for 1lemh :; 1 new title

and recommends

[ ] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent" [ 1 New Fiscal Note
[ ] reports it back without recommendation
[ ] referred to the Commi ttee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONA
A
tl
CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



Offered in the SENATE By Sumner
TO: SENATE CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 359

Page 2, line 15:
Delete "harvest of broodstockl and insert in its place "source and
number of salmon eggs, the harvest of"



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

The Honorable B ill Sumner April 2, 1979
Chairman
STnate Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate
Letter of Intent for

Bob Palmer House Bill 359 A endd
SRFmaI Pro H ects Coordinator
Office of Governor

e ||0WI ggested text for a letter of intent for

B 359 V\?hIC WIH emngbyy
"The Intention of the Legl slature in enactlng AS }6 10.375-620
v/as to encourage the conStruction and ratfon of salmon
hatcherle % private sector and t 0 S0 with no more
restrlctdlon and ureaucratic red tape than Is reasonably
require

"AS 16.10. 400 specifies that the Commijssioner of the Alaska |
Pe artment of Fish and ame or his d?3|gnee may Issue a erm|t
0 the constructlon an Reratlon? rivat non
hatchery. The Department has established a ver th orou
Eermlt apé)l(ljcanonl and e\t/aluatlont rocess |nvo V|n tbot Bre
iminar ermit application orms nts on
?1/ IZ SIEeevan 8 P Pp W

t
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ADDITIONAL AMENDMENT

Page 2, line 15
After "relating to the"
ADD "broodstock,"

Page 2, line 15
After "operators"
Delete "at"
ADD "and"



DOUGLAS POPE
Attorney

Law Offices

912 West Sixth Avenue Box 27
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 Hope, Alaska 99605
(907) 272-6225
April 2, 1979
Honorable Bill Sumner
Charrman Senate Resources
Aaska State Senate
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Re: Hou%e Bill 359 am, an Act Relating to Salmon Enhance-
men
Dear Senator Sumner:
Be Speaker has r lfFSted that | contact you re%ardrng t
e]re ferenced D | am cu rrentliy represen mq Sout
Sout east Re |ona Aquaculture Assocfation, Inc., In a
awsurt wheréin h statH 0ry séructtgre author%zrnﬂ the
ghonal assoclatio n%e roviding for their fina curg
mec anrsm |s under challenge on constitutional grounds:
Specr |c % the focal isSue of .the la ﬁurt 1S whether
S. 16.10.530 is an unconstitutional delegation of the
taxrnq power to an entity other than an orqanrzed borough. or
cIt olation of Art. 10, 8 2 ot the A?_ska Constlrt tion.
I-r]os Brl 359 am was drafted In order to e |m|naée all but
ocaI ISSUes |n the case, and 1s also desrﬁgne to Rreserve
the econorprc viapility of the grrvate assoclations, The
P ?se of this letteT 1s to comment on Pro osed changes in
he law necessary to marnta In the present system.
nclosed wrth this letter 1s a copy of SSRAA's brief In
Eu erior Court, Sref)rr f1s lon y and [ do not suggest
fhat ou read | r] the purposes of unde[)stan ing this
ett i d es, nowever, discuss a numbper of constitut
|onaI |ssues Wrth regard to the State's natura [esources
tr]at maey e intefested | rvrewrn% elrnPther date.
Alsq enclos d Is a cogg of the guse urna or March 15,
1979, On, pF s 598-603 of that ag &ournal 1S tr]e House
Resources' [&tter of Intent with régard to this b
Presently, there ﬁe five rﬁgronal associations. in exist-
ence: two in Southeast Alaska, one in Prince William Sound,
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Segt'i,on 6, p. 3, on lines 21 to 22, the Iangua%e licensed"
,aﬂ A.S. 16.05.540 - 16.05.600" 1s deleted” and the language
"noldin enty Permrts and A.S. 16.43.010-1?.43.080

IS Inserted t% lace. The assessment 1s levied on

Fal on arvest commerc]r Isherman,. The deleted
ang{ua e refers to persrfns 0 drngal 8ear,|rcenses. Those
sections ijere rePea er? ast year an thrs chore would.
norma]y e reserved for the“revisor of stat tea,but It was
thoug t"to be smoother éo tag It f,o persons holding permits
rath than persons holding gear licenses.

Section 6 also sets the lid on the ﬁsses ment of 37. of the
fair markeﬁ valye ?f the fish. Fat er than explain it here,
| will explain 1t later in this letter since | have a pro-
posed language change for it.

Sectjon 6 creates addrtro means by which, the assessment

may he terminated yt) a%rarﬁ Gof section 530 1s designed
to %rve more fontr missioner of Commerce and
Ecoriomic Development over he contrnuEnce 0f the assessment
ad to strengthen the .arg ument that the taxjing pwer B not
el %ate unconstrt ronal w para raphs Ejd) 2) and A )
oscron 530 are eresultoa ramnmet B as
political i ||cat o assocratrons themselves but
Foes n?t app ar to h any affect upon the iIssues In the
awsul

Sectron 7 makes it clear that the mdh% bry the Commissioner
0 Commerce and Econom IC Deve ogment t e assessment 1S
reasona 'ﬁ ect] to the ministrative Procedure Act.
Sectjon 8 e re (ea , must be reviewed In conjunct with
section 2 drscuss above,

PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANGES

P. 2, lines 1-3 Change Subparagraph (9) of the findings to

read ) 0
" P] éhe most equrtable and n?n iscri mrnatory
method for providing revenue 0f regf onal salmon
enhancement IS to auth orrz| reﬂrona as50¢ |athons
to assess rcentaﬂ y]oya snares against those
persons co mercially harvesting the resource

within the regron.

This grogosed change Ttates the necessary finding with
regar the regidnal association more clearly.

P. 4, lines 4-6 Delete the following proposed language

"the royalty assessment may not exceed 3% of the
fair market” value of the fish"



and insert in its place the following:

"The r0 a|t¥ assessment rate requested may be
%rual t her tv or 3<of the fair market value
the frsh In no event shall 1t exceed 3%."

a endment B to make it clear that the
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egree of flex has to
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|
be ause some as |?t 0ns are hoosrng to proceed with
centra Incuy at} acilitie atcherre which necessarily
% uire a sr cant st rt up catp hereas others are

c osrnq np]e gnt met ? s of r(am cearances or small
hatch er es. esgn p the amendm 1S f urther dilute
the suggestion f gt e a\ﬁr unconstrtu nally delegates a
taxrn ower eIreve the most significant argeument that
can bhe made tha1 the current ectron 53 |s Pr
unconstitutiona delg on ‘ tg act that no spec-
Ific assessment figures are estab she

P. 3, line 19 After "game" and before the comma insert

"and reaching any necessary agreements with local
government .
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{0 ma e omments tO the Commlt

Te and the Speaker, and u'ﬁJon your,
v? the aplgfarance f urgmqeeP tf}

guest | will be avall
do not wish to

ava||ab|e to, meet Wlth%
c%anges on any members of the Legisiature, since

that would be”in confltct W] h"m pres H status as a con-
tractor to members of both the Housn and the Senate. |

will be in ﬁj(neau April 6th throu %h\loth and will be avail-
able to speak with either ofl ou during that time period.

Douglas Pope(
vy

cc.  Hono able Yerry gardiner
88? er, Alaska State House
epresentatwes



Letter of Intent for House Bill 359 am

The intention of the Legislature in enacting AS 16.10.375-620
was to encourage the construction and operation of salmon
hatcheries by the private sector and to do so with no more
restriction and bureaucratic red tape than is reasonably
required.

AS 16.10.400 specifies that the Commissioner of the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game or his designee may issue a permi t
for the construction and operation of a private, non-profit
hatchery. The Department has estavlished a very thorough
permit application and evaluation process involving both pre—
liminary and final permit application forms, comments on both
by all relevant divisions of the Department, public hearings
on the final application and review by the Regional Planning
Team to ensure compatibility with the Regional Comprehensive
Plan.

The changes 1in AS 16..10.440 (a) and (b) 1in this bill are to
clarify the role of the Board of Fisheries.

The language added to AS 16.10.440(a) clarifies that the Board
of Fisheries may adopt regulations relating to the harvest of
the fish by hatchery operators at the specifically designated
locations.

The repeal of AS 16.10.440(b) 1in this bill limits the function
of the Board of Fisheries to that specified in AS 16.10.440(a),
eliminates any possibility of conflict between the Board of
Fisheries and the Department of Commerce 1in section .470(b) and
leaves the permitting authority completely to the Commissioner
of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.



Cordova District Fisheries Union
Heeduarters Box 999 Cordhve, Aledla

18 s

March 23, 1979

Sen"ator Bill Sumner

Chairman, Senate Resource Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear® Senator Sumner:

We understand that HB 359 passed out of the House and into the
n i R _
Senate on March 22nd! |t is somewhat disheartening to be COﬂStant|y
exposed to bills being passed back and forth with only CUISO[
review, and then getting hit between the eyes by laws that NdVE
far reaching and dramatic effects.

HB 359 appeared relatively innocent at first reading until We 1007C

tinme for a second review with a pessimistic approach. We are VEry
much concerned with the controversy and problems that could and
probably will be created with a portion of Section 1 - Findings

and Purpose, and with the exemption of the Alaska Board Of Fisheries
involvement 1in the process.

We have reviewed the bill with the ADF&G-FRED Division and the Commercial
Fish Division and support the amendments the department has proposed
to relieve our fears.

The proposed amendments are as follow”:

Section 1 Findings and Purpose (a) (5)"~T(eg"lonal 6"ser involvement
in salmon enhancement planning and production will promote
maximum benefit to the users.

(8) Regional Associations comprised of user groups will
effectively promote aquaculture development 1in the State.

Amend Page 2 - Lines 14 and 15 to read as follows:

by hatchery operator, (b) The Board of Fisheries may , ~ C
adopt regulations necessary to implement 400 to.460 ~

of this chapter, 1in accordance with the Administrative
Proceduies Act (AS44.62), relating to etc.



on PciJ0 6 - Line 4 - Delete the whole line that states:
(Sec. S AS 16..10.440 (b) 1is repealed)

\We Sincerely hope that the Senate will adequately review this bill
e10re It acts on it and amends it to conform with «the recommended
changes.

Sincerely,

Bob BlaSe
Chairman

BB:jmr

cc: To all Members of the Senate



STATE
of ALAS ¥
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

T0: [“The Honorable Bill Sumner date:  April 2, 1979
Chairman
Senate Resources Committee FILENO:

Alaska State Senate
TELEPHONE NO:
Letter of Intent for
from: Bob Palmer subjectt House Bill 359 Amended
Special Projects Coordinator
Office of the Governor

The following is a suggested text for a letter of intent for
HB 359 am, whichwoula De signed by you.

"The intention of the Legislature 1in enacting AS 16.10.375-620
was to encourage the construction and operation of salmon
hatcheries by the private sector and to do so with no more
restriction and bureaucratic red tape than is reasonably
required.

"AS 16.10.400 specifies that the Commissioner of the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game or his designee may issue a permit
for the construction and operation of a private, non-profit
hatchery. The Department has established a very thorough
permit application and evaluation process involving both pre—
liminary and final permit application forms, comments on both
by all relevant divisions of the Department, public hearings
on the final application and review by the Regional Planning
Team to ensure compatibility with the Regional Comprehensive
Plan.

"The changes in AS 16.10.440(a) and (b) in this bill are to
clarify the role of the Board of Fisheries.

"The language added to AS 16.10.440(a) clarifies that the Board
of Fisheries may adopt regulations relating to the harvest of
the fish by hatchery operators at the specifically designated
locations.

"The repeal of AS 16.10.440(b) 1in this bill limits the function
of the Board of Fisheries to that specified in AS 16.10.440(a),
eliminates any possibility of conflict between the Board of
Fisheries and the Department of Commerce 1in section .470(b) and
leaves the permitting authority completely to the Commissioner
of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game."






Page
CASES RELIED UPON o i
AUTHORITIES RELIEDUPON ...ovovvvsvsvsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnns Vi
INTRC | "CT IO N s 1
STATEMENT OF THE CASE .o 3
|, FACTUAL BACK-ROUND  .ooorsmmsmssssssssssssssnsnn 5
[1. HISTORIC BACKGROUND ....oocovvsmsrrmsrmsrsmsrssssssrssnnes 9
DEVELOPMENT OF AQUACULTURE
POLICY INALASKA s 11
A. Constitutional Recognition 11
B. Legislative Developments . 12
1. SLA Chapter 111 (1974) 12
2a. SLA Chapter 161 (1976) 15
b. SLA Chapter 190 (1976) 16
3. SLA Chapter 154 (1977) 18
a. Regional Salmon Plan 19
b. Preference Rights to a
I 20
c. Revenues From Sale of
SAIMON E g 0S v 20
d.  Annual RepPOTItS s 20
g telganneﬁ i Oa%a}]%zga Pur-
POSES o 21
f. Mandatory Assessment 22
(1) Assessment Trigger ... 22
(2) Assessment Rate 22
ssessnﬁ)grrl %%vgrslﬁeg ...................... 23
éﬁ)ardgr%%%%read g)?fLaw 23

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ASQ Termination of the
SESSM BN T eereresssssssnssssssenneens



