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Recommendation No. 5

GLCB should seek both statutory and regulatory changes 1in
order to improve the protection of the public from unethical
guiding practices.

One of the primary purposes of licensing and regulating
guides 1is to protect the public from unethical guiding
practices. We 1identified regulations and statutes that
serve to block effective consumer protection action on the
part of GLCB and serves to protect guides at the expense of
the public. We recommend that GLCB enhance its consumer
protection responsibilities by taking the following actions:

A. Pursue amendment of statutes that limit GLCB"s authority
to discipline guides for unethical activity.

B. Adopt regulations and/or recommend legislation to
require guides to post performance bonds.

Statutory Constraints to Effective Disciplinary Action

Alaska Statute 08.54.200(a)(1) does not allow the Board to
consider complaints of unethical or incompetent guiding
practices until receiving complaints from "... three or
more clients [hunters] of separate [hunting] parties."

In the course of our review we found four instances where
guides had two allegations of unethical guiding activity,

as defined by GLCB"s regulations, but still had not been
brought before the Board for review. Law enforcement
officials told us that the statute requiring three separate
complaints was particularly onerous for effective resolution
of consumer complaints. Law enforcement officials are put
in the position of consumer ombudsman, trying to mediate and
negotiate settlements of hunter-and-guide or guide-and-guide
disputes.

GLCB"s effectiveness and visibility would be enhanced if all
allegations regarding unethical guide practices was brought
to it for review on a casie-by-case basis. It appears that
the intent of the statute was to keep down the number of
frivolous and unfounded complaints against guides. Other
professional licensing boards listen to, and sort through,
all cases and complaints, no matter how trivial, as a means
of keeping apprised of the conduct of their licensees. We
recommend that GLCB begin doing the same.

Bonding of Guides
Almost all hunters who use guiding services are non-resi—
dents, a large number from outside of the United States.

As a result, when disputes arise between guides and hunters
it is often very difficult and expensive for the complaining
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hunter to seek legal remedies or implement administrative
action. This difficulty is compounded by the three com—
plaint requirement of the statutes discussed previously.

In the course of our review, we noted four cases where a
non-resident hunter and guide were disputing the refunda-
bility of a deposit. One example, two out-of-state hunters
sent in deposits of $2,500 six months in advance of a hunt.
Just prior to their d".parture for Alaska, the guide notified
them that he would have to cancel their hunt. He offered to
apply their deposits to a hunt the next year, but the hunter
decided they wanted a refund. The guide did not respond to
requests, and due to the statutory three complaint require—
ment, law enforcement officials were not able to bring the
dispute before GLCB. The two hunters retained a Fairbanks
attorney to pursue legal remedies, but soon abandoned the
effort due to costs of litigation.

We recommend that GLCB pursue the necessary statutory and
regulatory changes that would implement a mandatory require—
ment that guides post performance bonds. Performance bonds
would allow hunters with legitimate grievances and claims
against guides an easier, less expensive alternative 1in
obtaining settlement of their claims. Guiding is a large
industry in the State. It is important that GLCB do all

it can to maintain the integrity of the guiding industry

and uphold the reputation of the Alaskan guides with hunters
outside of the State. The Board should recognize the unique
type of consumer for guide services and take steps to
adequately protect the interest of the out-of-state hunter/
consumer.
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Limited

ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC NEED

Analysis

The following analyses indicate both positive and negative
factors as they relate to the public need as defined in the
"sunset" law. These analyses are not intended to be compre—

hensive
during

, but to address those areas we were able to cover
our review.

The extent to which the board, commission, or program
has operated in the public interest.

A. The Board has adopted regulations defining
unethical conduct which clarify and strengthen
the professional®s responsibility to the public.

B. The Board does not consistently review the
Department of Fish and Game game management
information prior to assignment or transfer of an
exclusive guiding area (EGA) (see Recommendation
No. 1).

The extent to which the operation of the board,
commission, or agency program has been impeded or
enhanced by existing statutes, procedures, and prac—
tices which it has adopted, and any other matterT
including budgetary, resource, and personnel matters.

A. Regulation 12 AAC 38.054(b) allows an EGA pernmit
holder to designate the qualified guide to whom
he wishes to transfer his guide area. These
transfers often take precedence over other guide
area assignment criteria such as joint user
objections, experience in the game unit, or game
management considerations (see Recommendation
No. 3).

B. Alaska Statute 08.54.200(a)(l) does not allow
the Board to consider complaints of unethical
or incompetent guiding practices until receiving
complaints from three or more clients of separate
parties regardless of the potential magnitude of
the unethical act (see Recommendation No. 5).

The extent to which the board, commission, or agency
has recommended statutory changes which are generally
of benefit to the public interest. "

A. Senate Bill No. 294, which was introduced 1in
April 1985 by the Resources Committee, contains
the following items which should enhance public
protection if ratified:
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1. An amendment to AS 08.54.010 would increase
game management considerations 1in regulating
guide activities (see Recommendation No. 2).

2. An amendment to AS 08.54.040 and a proposed
new section (AS 08.54.195) would require
consistency in procedures used in allocating
EGAs (see Recommendation No. 1).

3. New sections would require those guides that
contract with more than one client at a time
(an outfitter) to maintain a surety bond of
$5,000 (see Recommendation No. 5).

4. The bill would require closer supervision
over assistant guides while in the field.

5. Unethical activities would be amended to
include unsafe or unsportsmanlike actions
that are detrimental to the game resources
of the State.

6. Statutes dictating qualifications for, and
restrictions on, transporters would be
repealed. Many of the services now being
provided by transporters would be subject to
the proposed outfitter statutes contained 1in
this bill.

B. Additional portions <;f SB 294 which do not appear
to us to be in the public ® best interest are as
follows:

1. Current law limits the number of Board
members that have guide licenses to no more
than three of the seven members. SB 294°s
amendment of AS 08.54.010 would require that
at least three Board members be active guides
This amendment would increase the potential
for expanding the number of industry members
on the Board at the expense of public parti—
cipation.

2. Currently, AS 08.54.200(a)(1l) does not allow
the Board to consider complaints of unethical
or incompetent guiding practices until rece:
ing complaints from three or more hunters of
separate parties. SB 294 contains an amend—
ment of this statute which would require that
these complaints be received within Tfive
years prior to the hearing date. This would
compound those problems outlined in Recommen—
dation No. 5.
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3. Currently, AS 08.54.210(a)(6) makes it
unlawful for a master or registered guide to
employ or supervise more than three assistant

guides at the same time.

SB 294 would repeal this statute and could
allow a master or registered guide to employ
more assistants than they are capable of
effectively supervising. The experience

and professional judgement of the master or
registered guide may not be available to
clients when needed.

Alaska Statute 08.54.141 of this bill also
provides that assistant guides shall be
supervised at all times while in the field on
guided hunts. The potential problem noted
above will depend on enactment of this new
section and on the Board®"s interpretation of
the term "supervised."

4. Enactment of amendments to AS 08.54.200(c)(3)
may unnecessarily restrict those hunting
statutes or regulations upon which the Board
can take disciplinary action.

The extent to which the board, commission, or agency
has encouraged interested persons to report to it
concerning the effect of its regulations and decTsions
on the effectiveness of service, economy of service,
and availability of service which it has provided”

A.  The public is invited to attend Board meetings
and to give their input about the workings of the
Board. Notices of meetings are advertised in at
least five newspapers throughout the State. In
addition, guides are notified by registered mail
of meetings that might affect then.

B. Publication of meeting information does not
always precede the meeting by a reasonable time
period. We found that the public was given less

than a one week notice for two of the last eleven
Board meetings.

C. Teleconference meetings are not being noticed
publicly. This limits public input at those
meetings and may legally jeopardize Board deci—
sions and actions.

The extent to which the board, commission, or agency
has encouraged public participation in the making of

its regulations and decisions.
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VII.

A. As stated under 1V, the public is invited, by

published notices 1in newspapers, to attend Board
meetings to give their input about Board regula—
tions or submit written testimony.

B. Those problems noted in IV B and C above also
represent potential problems in this public need
area.

The efficiency with which public inquiries or com—
plaints regarding”tne activities of the board, com—
mission, or agency filed with it, with the department
to which a board or commission is administrati.vely
assigned, or with the Office of the Ombudsman have
been processed and resolved.

A. Since July 1983, ten complaints have been filed
with the Ombudsman®s Office concerning Board
activity. Only one of these complaints, alleging
improper denial of a registered guide license,
was Tfound to be justified.

B. Since August 1984, 19 complaints against guides
have been submitted to the Department of Commerce
and Economic Development, Division of Occupational
Licensing for investigation. These cases appear
to have been investigated in a reasonable fashion
and are pending Bosrd action or court rulings.

C. As mentioned in TH above and in Recommendation
No. 5, AS 08.54.200(a)(1) does not allow the
Board to consider complaints of unethical or
incompetent guiding practices until receiving
complaints from three or more hunters of separate
parties.

The extent to which a board or commission which
regulates entry into an occupation or profession has
presented qualified applicants to serve the public.

A. As of September 1985, 46 master guides and 361
registered guides were licensed in Alaska. These
individuals were required to pass both a written
and an oral exam, as well as obtaining practical
experience in the field, prior to licensure.

B. The oral portion of the registered guide exami —
nation is arbitrary and inconsistent in content
and grading. This is because the examination
content and grading guidelines are left to the
discretion of the *idual examiners (see
Recommendation No. 4;

-18-
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VI, The extent to which State personnel practices,
including affirmative action requirements, have been
complied with by the board, commission, or agency to
its own activities and the area of activity of
interest.

A. The Board established 12 AAC 38.010(c) whereby an
applicant for licensure who:

because of a language barrier, 1is unable

to read and competently understand the
English language may be excused from taking
the written examination, and may be issued
a license based on successful completion

of the oral portion of the examination

and demonstration of his capabilities and
experience.

B. Regulations also provide that when assigning
guide area permits,

the board will give preference to
qgualifying guides whose permanent
residence 1is within the district in
which the area is located.

1X. The extent to which statutory, regulatory, budgeting,
or other changes are necessary to enable the agency,
board, or commission to better serve the interests of
the public and to comply with the factors enumerated
in this subsection.

Please refer to the previous section, Findings and
Recommendations.
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APPENDIX A

GUIDE LICENSING AND CONTROL BOARD
REVENUES"COMPARED"WITH EXPENDITURES
June 30, 1985
(UNAUDITED)

(Note 1)
FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
Revenues (Schedule 1, Note 2) $46,000 $53,735 $88,678
Expenditures (Note 3) 21,663 13,483 11,777

Excess of Revenues
over Expenditures $24.337 $40.252 $76.901
Schedule 1
Types of Revenues

(Note 4)

Revenues Amount Collection Time
Master Guide License $150 Biennially
Registered Guide License 150 Biennially
Class-A Assistant Guide

License 30 Biennially
Assistant Guide License 20 Biennially
Transporter License 10 Biennially
Application For A Guide

Examination 25 With Application
Note 1

This revenue/expenditure comparison was prepared from avail—
able reports prepared by Occupational Licensing personnel.
The records were not audited by us and, accordingly, we do
not express an opinion on the Board®"s Revenues Compared with
Expenditures.

Note 2

Revenue amounts reported do not include revenue obtained
from the sale of game tags or hunting licenses. They only
include revenue obtained from fees required to obtain and/or
renew guide licenses.
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Note 3

Expenditures consist of direct costs resulting from Board

activities. These include miscellaneous contractual,
travel, and per diem costs incurred by Board members and the
Board"s licensing examiner. The amounts do not include the

administrative expenditures of the Division of Occupational
Licensing such as employee salaries or the expenditures made
to other departments such as the Department of Law, which
assist the boards and the Division.

Note 4
Amounts reflected are those established by statute for
FY 85. Chapter 37, SLA 1985 provides that the Department

of Commerce and Economic Development shall set license fees
effective upon adoption of said regulations.
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APPENDIX B

GUIDE LICENSING AND CONTROL BOARD
EXAMINATION STATISTICS

Number of Examinations Given in FY 1984-1985 (Note 1)

Fiscal Written Exam Oral Exam
Year Passes Fails Passes Fails Total
1984 22 13 26 7 41
1985 19 9 17 “ 4 30
Note 1

Licensure as a registered guide requires a passing score on
both a written and oral examination. Licensure as a master
guide requires a passing score on an oral examination only.
Licensure as assistant guides and transporters does not
require examination.
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APPENDIX C

GUIDE LICENSING AND CONTROL BOARD
ADMINISTRATIVE STATISTICS
September 30, 1985

Currently Licensed

Master Guides 46
Registered Guides 361
Class-A Assistant Guides 139
Assistant Guides 829
Transporters 141

Board Meetings Between
July 1, 1983 and June 30, 1985

July 17-22, 1983
October 25-26, 1983
December 7-13, 1983
March 12-17, 1984
December 13-14, 1984
February 9-17, 1985

March 18-19, 1985
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BILL SHEFFIELD®» GOV ERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & JPLS)I\LHEC)\-'UDALASKA%BM
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PHONE:’(907)465-2534

DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING

December 23, 1985

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Aud!tor_ o C 24 1985
Legislative Audit Division

Pouch W i .
Juneau, AK 99811 legislative

AUDIT

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

Re: Preliminary Audit Findings
Guide Licensing and Control Board

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your preliminary audit report
on the Guide Licensing and Control Boai d.

Our position remains the same from previous correspondence in that, we
concur with your findings and recommendations, and clso support contin—
uation of the board. We once again offer the following comments regarding
your recommendations:

In reference to recommendation #1, it is important to note that many
of the actions or decisions made by the Guide Licensing and Control
Board were made upon advice and support of counsel from the Department
of Law. This is done especially in relation to your finding that
hearing officer decisions are replacing that of the Guide Licensing

and Control Board where setting quotas for guides are concerned. How—
ever, we believe the board has demonstrated an honest effort to act
accordingly within the parameters of what they perceived to be cor—
rect, based on legal advice.

Regarding recommendation #4, this matter was brought to the attention

of the board by staff of the Division of Occupational Licensing during
previous board meetings. Although the board did acknowledge the need

to address this issue, no time was given to address the oral examina-—
tion for registered guides.
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Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson -2- December 23, 1985

We strongly support your suggestions in recommendation #5 and feel
that, although performance bonds posted by master and registered
guides may not be entirely adequate to rectify all complaints, it
would certainly allow some means of restitution for injured parties
from receiving unethical services.

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on your findings and
for your cooperation.

Sincerely

Commissioner
LHL/sal444s
122385b
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The Legislature
Budget anc” Audit Committee
Jim ~Griffin, Auditor

utu.i»iydi)

LEGISLATIVE
AUDIT

Recommendation #1

The Gui”e Licensing an4 control Board (GLCB) uses the Statements

of Financial Remunerations as proof cf use and experience 1in areas
when assigning F.xclusive Guide Areas (EGA). There have been dis
crepancies 1in the paste, the last year the GLCB have been shewing
closely to the critera of using SFRs. The GLCB seeks biological

an*3 Fish fit Game surveys when they are available. This cannot always
be ™"™ne. Some areas Fish & Game haven ™ run suiveys or recent
surveys. Most of the time, the GLCB dosen®"t know which areas will
be before them until the applicant comes before the GIGB with his
application. This c8sen"t allow enough time to obtain the information.
Ih cases that are held over anc* coming before the GLCB at a later
"ate W allow time for soliciting biological information from the
Fish & Game biologist located in the area involve”. 1 have solicited
Fish & Game information 1in several cases that are coming before X
the GLCB this next meeting in Tecember 1985.

I hope to get a regulation passed that requires an applicant applying
for an EGA to obtain this information from the Fish & Game for
presentation to the GLC3.

Along these lines there also should be a regulation requiring the
same critera for a transfer be the same as a new applicant. That 1is
to show proo.f of experience in the area as vou ld a new applicant.
Anc? going farther, an applicant for a transfer from an EGA holder

to himself shoe proof of working with the SGA holder for a certain
time. Cne or two years. Co-signing SFRS could be used as proof as
well as additional proof, either in EGAS or joint use areas.

Recommendation J2

Regulation (12 AAC 38.053 (TD (1) applies mostly to applications

for jJoint use areas and EGAs being applied for by more than one
guide. The proposal to pass a regulation requiring the applicant

to obtain Fish & Game biological information on the area applied for
will help in this area.

Recommendation #3

I do not agree that an EGA holder should have to surrender his EGA

to the GLCB and not have the opportunity to transfer the EGA to

a guide of his choice with the approval of the GLCB.

There are many cases where an EGA holder has farmed his area, carefuM#
not to over harvest, so has improved both game populations and size
of the animals in the area. To enhance game populations and sportsmen
enjoyment is one purpose of the GLCB.

Financial investments should also be cinsidered in transfers, land,
buildings and equipment related to guiding in the area.

A guide who has spent many years building up an area with im—
provements to game populations should certainly have something to

say about wholis care the area®SXKXiac comes under. Son, fciiffiCkkHX
Laughter, apprentice or aguide who is well qualified to guide in

the area.
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The GLCB has a policy not to issue a new applicant an area £

in joint use. In other words filing over an area that is already

in joint use, or use by only one EGA holder. The GLCB is working

to eliminate as much joint use as possible. This can only be done
through natural attrition. The GLCB cannot choose two permit holders
out of six joint users and pull their permits without due cause.

I do think, and it has been the GLCB;s policy the last two years.

A Ega holder is convicted of some violation that merits revoking
his area that 1is in joint use with others, that area will not be
reassigned .-

Where the area is extemely large and dosen®"t have many joint users
some leeway should apply to a new applicant. The guide losing the
area should not have a say one way or the other.in the matter.
However, 1in cases such as this very careful scrutiny in all critera
must be made. One thing along these lines. At one time the intent
of GLCB to review and reassess all EGAS. Considering size, utili—
zation and condition of game populations. This was never done,
primarily because time and budget restrictions wouldn®"t allow it.

Recommendation #4

Oral guide examinations;

There are inconsistencies in administering oral tests. The purpose
of the oral test is to determine the agplicat®s practical field
experience and knowledge of game habits, size and the are/“he is
being tested for. Most of this 1is impossible to determine with a Jti
tightly held oral tests with set questions and answers. The ex—
aminer should have some flexibility but should not be allowed to
wonder far afield and asking impertinent questions. There should
also be a standard time for the test, say 1 or Ih hours. Cne jfx
problen that keeps cropping up is first aid. 1 propose that an
applicant be required to have passed a first aid course with in the
year prior to taking the guide exam,.

The GLCB has been trying to upgrade this portion of the guide test.
Here again, the 1increasing number <af applications for testing

each meeting is also increasing the work load of the GLC3.

Recommendation #5

There should be some changes in Statute 08.54.200 (A) (1). The
change should give the GIC3 3ome flexibility on guide complaints.
Taking in consideration of theseverity of the complaint. Endangering
life, flagrant game violations,and unethical practices, etc.

The GLCB does have a guiding ethics regulation (12AAC 38.180) The
complaint are slowly being corrected since the adminstration was
consolidated in the Department of Commerce, Division of Occupational
Licensing. The GLCB investigator 1is investigating all compliant*
that come in now.

We are trying to get a section in the new guide bill, (Senate Bill
#294) to satisfy the change mentioned above. 3onding is already

addressed in S294.

The bill .also creates an outfitter®"s license and repeals the
transportex-s license. This should help to alleviate the wide spread
unlicensed guiding. These unlicensed guides are a big factor 1in

guiding complaints.
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The bill also goes into more detail on what guiding is. Enforcement
people say the present bill dosen”t explain guiding enough for

them to mate -a case on ixrtitidttseiecE unlicensed guiding. The new bill
should give them the tools they need to enforce that section.

The GLCB would like to conduct more work on all these programs and
others as well.

It is very important to the guidin industry that the GLCB not be
sun setted. If the guide bill is not extended or a new bill passed,
the guiding industry wi>ll be plunged into a chaos that it could
never recover from. Just about everyone with a super cub or 185
will become instant guides creating an impossible.situation for
game populations and sportsmen safety.

An ar3*ition to reccmen”ation #4.

At this last GLCB meeting we appointed 2 master guides and a
registered guide to study the oral test and make up a new one
that would standard.!?e the test. These men "ficbx all have an
educational background.
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ARLISS STURGULEWSKT, Chairman POUCH V
BETTYE FAHRENKAMP, Vice Chairman JUNEAU, ALASKA. 99811
JACKCOGHILL (Q07) 465407

DICK ELIASON

RICK FORD
FRED 2HAROFF
Committee on Jfoestource*
MEMORANDUM May 9, 1985
T0: All Members
Senate Resources Committee
FROM Staff
Senate acoources Committee
RE: SCR 24 Relating to appointment of representatives to the Pacific

Fisheries Legislative Task Force.

SCR 24 would allow for the appointment of two members of the Senate and two
members of the House of Representatives to the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force. The Task Force is comprised of legislators from
the states of Washington, Oregon and California and perhaps Ildaho and
3ritish Columbia. The Task Force, still in its developmental stage, 1is
requesting an expression of interest from Alaska.

The budget has not yet been detailed but would consist of four meetings per
year. The California Senate Research Agency has offered to provide staff
assistance to the Task Force at no cost. The State of Oregon estimates a
cost of about $15,000 per year.

Correspondence with the State of Oregon is enclosed.



Chair._,

Rep. Bill Bradbury

Vice-Chair;

Rep. Larry Campbell

Jeff Johnson
Administrator

Julie Clark
Assistant

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FISHERY RESOURCES TASK FORCE

453 STATE CAPITOL
SALEM. OREGON 97310

(503) 378-5958

December 20, 1984

Senator Dick Eliason

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Eliason:

Members:

Rep. Verner Anderson
Rep. Chuck Bennett
Rep. Tom Hanlon
Rep. Paul Hanneman
Rep. Grattan Kerans

I am writing you because | believe we share a mutual
interest 1in our Pacific fisheries and have similar desires
to see them improve.

I have been working extensively with my California
legislative counterparts for the last year and have found
the contact and information sharing extremely useful and the
ability to act 1in concert on matters of mutual concern

invaluable.

I am proposing that Pacific state legislators join
together to work on regional problems confronting our
fishery. This can be accomplished through the formation of
the Pacific Fishery Legislative Task Force.

The Oregon House Fishery Resources Task Force and
Senator Barry Keene of California are introducing
legislation in their respective Assemblies to authorize
California and Oregon®"s participation in such a task force.
I urge you to do the same.

The Pacific Fishery Legislative Task Force could bring
together legislators from Alaska, British Columbia,
Washington, Idaho, Oregon and California to deal with issues
of pressing concern such as the reauthorization of the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act by the U.S.
Congress, or the U.S.-Canada Fisheries treaty.

The days of state-by-state management of cur Tfishery
resources has past, and the new regional management requires
regional communication and action. I believe this



Senator Dick Eliason
December 20, 1984
Page 2

legislative task force to bring the various Pacific states
and provinces together could help insure that regional
management does not continue down 1its presently disastrous
track.

Budget details are as yet uncertain, but the Western
States Legislative Forestry Task Force budget ($37,000 a
year plus 1individual members®™ travel to quarterly meetings)
is a likely starting point, and the Pacific Marine Fisheries
Commission provides a good funding formula for us (80% from
even split among states and provinces bordering on the
Pacific Ocean, 5% from each non-Pacific state (ldaho), and
the remaining 15% paid based on pounds landed commercially
in each state.

I look forward to hearing from you on this proposed Task
Force. I hope to be working with you soon.



BILL BRADBURY
COOS. CURRY,bOUGLAS COUNTIES
DISTRICT 24

REPLY TOADDRESS INDICATED:
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OREGON STATE SENATE
SALEM, OREGON
97310-1347

February 8, 1985

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Legislature

Capitol, Room 508

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

There 1is one thing that all West Coast states share and that

is our precious salmon resource. With the advent of
federal/regional management of that resource, it seems wise for
legislators from the affected states to meet on a regular basis
to discuss matters of common concern and work toward positive
solutions. Many of us on the West Coast of the lower forty-eight
are hoping to create the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force
and we are hoping that Alaska will join us.

I have enclosed the amended House Joint Resolution 2 which
establishes Oregon as a member of the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force. Two senators and two representatives
would meet on a regular basis with senators and representatives
from other West Coast states to deal with the problems
confronting our West Coast fishery.

In Oregon the bill creating the Pacific Fisheries T "sk Force has
already moved out of committee toward the floor of tie

House where it is likely to be overwhelmingly approvel. A
similar resolution has been introduced in the State oi California
and numerous Washington legislators have expressed strv ng
interest in the concept. I hope Alaska will join us.

The closest working model for the Fishery Task Force would be the
Western States Legislative Forestry Task Force which meets 1in one
of the western states quarterly and travels annually back to
Washington, D.C. to discuss federal land management 1issues with
the land managers in Washington. This Task Force was formed
because so many of our western states have such large federal

land ownership that the federal land management agencies are very
important to our economic future. It seemed important for
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legislators from the member states to stay on top of federal
actions and work in a unified manner for positive changes. I
believe the same can be said almost exactly for the state of our
fishery today. There 1is increased federal control and management
by region rather than management by state. It makes sense for
all of us to communicate about these important issues that affect
the vital fishing industry.

The funding model we are tentatively pursuing is that for the
Pacific Marine Fisheries Commission. This formula assesses most
of the costs of the task force on a flat per state basis but does
adjust it slightly based on the amount of fish landings made 1in
each state each year. There 1is also a provision that allows a
noncoastal state to be a member for 5% of the total budget.

Given all the recent activities surrounding the U.S./Canada fish
treaty we also have hopes of having the provincial government of
British Columbia join the task force. IfT California, Oregon,
Washington, British Columbia and Alaska all join I"m sure we will
have plenty to talk about.

I hope you will give membership in the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force serious consideration during this session
of the Alaska legislature. I look forward to working with you on

this important matter.

My Best



o~

© oo N o

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Amended 1/29/85

Senator Bill

63rd OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1985 Regular Session

House Joint Resolution 2

Bradbury

Ordered primed by the Speaker pursuant to House Rule 12.00A (5). Prcsession filed (at the request of House Task Force on
Fishery Resources)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject to
consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It isan editor's briefstatement of the essential features of the measure as introduced.

Directs President of the Senate and Speaker of the House of Representatives to appoint, respectively, two
Senators and two Representatives to serve on Pacific States Legislative Fishery Task Force.
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Whereas there is an obvious nerd for developing means for protecting and fostering these-eemmereial
fishing mdnstrrcrso as to maximize y.Jd while protecting the resource for future generations; and
Whereas the subjects that require interstate cooperation are many and know no state boundaries; now,

therefore,
Be It Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon:

officers

two Representatives to represent Oregon on the Pacil*Statcstegiitive Fishery Task Force, which shall operate

as a clearinghouse for opinion from all the various interests involved in th* Pacific states-commercial fishing

mdushriesrand which shall include among its duties the duty to report to the legislatures of the participating ilat&sC lon s

and to the state delegations in the United States Congress concerning means of protecting and fostering 4he

BRI A d I AN s B Bpdih P ting Jurisdictions.
(2) Copies of this resolution shall be sent to the presiding officers of the legislatures of Washington,

California and Alaska.

NOTE:

Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italicand bracketed] iS eXisting law to be omitted.



FISCAL AND/OR ORGANIZATIONAL
ANALYSIS OF 2112 BAM Analyst WATTS

Please check the action taken, complete if possible, and return one copy to the Budget and
Management Division and one copy to the Legislative Fiscal Office.
X Fiscal and/or organizational; analysis given below.
Unable to anticipate costs. (Explain under "Comments"™ below.)

No fiscal or organizational impact to the agency or state and local governments.

Effect on Revenue (By Fund): 1985-87 1987-89
$
820500 General Fund Appropriation $27,982 $29,2A1
Effect on Expenditures (By Fund) 1985-87 1987-89

Legislative Administration Committee

920500 Instate Travel $ 2,140 $ 2,236
92 VOO0 Out Of State Travel 9,680 10,116
929000 Other Services & Supplies 16,162 16,889
Total 27,982 29,241

Organizational Impact:

NA
Positions: What new positions or changes in levels of positions does the proposal require

NA
Governor 3 Budget: |Is the proposal anticipated in the Governor®s Budget? Yes No X

Comments:
The projected expenditures for the Pacific States Legislative Fishery Task Force
consists of travel to quarterly meetings and membership dues. Membership dues cover

Oregon®s share of the task force®"s budget.

Prepared by Marlene Jack . Agency Legislative Administration

Title AccountingManager Date February 4, 1985



BILL BRADBURY
COOS, CURRY, DOUGLAS COUNTIES
DISTRICT 24
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OREGON STATE SENATE
SALEM, OREGON

97310-1347

April 2, 1985

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Legislature

Capitol, room 508

Juneau AK 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Oregon has enacted Pacific Fishery Legislative Task Force
legislation "HJR 2 enclosed).

We kept costs to a minimum (about $4,000 for a two year period)
by limiting meetings t> ">ur per year, requiring use of existing
legislative staff (California Senate Research has offered to
staff it free) and generally focusing on getting legislators
together to talk about regional fishery management prob.ems.

I have also enclosed .a copy of the California Senate Concurrent

Resolution No. 22 and a letter from its chief sponsor, Senator
Mello, outlining California®s offer to staff the Task Force.

At such a low cost, hope you can join us.
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63rd OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1985 Regular Session

A-Engrossed

House Joint Resolution 2

Ordered by the Senate March 5
Including House Amendments dated February Land Senate Amendments dated March 5

Ordered printed by the Speaker pursuant to House Rule 12.00A (5). Prcsession filed (at the request of House Task Force on
Fishery Resources)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared br the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject to
consideration by the Legislative Assembly. [t is an editor's briefstatement of the essential features of the measure.

Directs Fresident of the Senate and Speaker of the House of R.eFre.sentatives to appoint, respectively, two
Senators and two Representatives to serve on Pacific Fisheries Legislative T? 'k Force.

Prescribes operative date.

JOINT RESOLUTION
Whereas fishing on the Pacific Coast plays a vital role in economic development; and
Whereas there is an obvious need for developing means for protecting and fostering Pacific fishing so as to

maximize yield while protecting the resource for future (. derations; and
Whereas the subjects that require interstate cooperation are many and know no state boundaries; now,

therefore.
Be It Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregou:
(1) The President o f the Senate and the Speakerofthe House of Representatives, joining with the presiding

officers of otherjurisdictions, shall appoint, respectively, t'vo Senators and two Representatives to represent
Oregon on the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force, which shall operate as a clearinghouse for opinion from
all the various interests involved in Pacific fishing, and which shall include among its duties the duty to report to
the legislatures of the participating jurisdictions and to the state delegations in the United States Congress
concerning means o f protecting and fostering Pacific fishing in the participatingjurisdictions.

(2; Participation in the activities o fthe task force by individuals appointed to represent the State o fOregon is
subject to the following conditions:

(a) Members may not attend more than four meetings in each calendar year.

(b) Members must use existing staffpersonnel for administrative support work.

(c) Members shall receive no compensation or per diem for service asa member, but may receive actual and
necessary travel and other expenses incurred in the performance oftheir official duties.

(3) Th.jresolution does not become operative until appropriate action is taken by two o f the states to create a
Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force.

(4) Copies of this resolution shall be sent to the presiding officers of the legislatures of Washington,

California and Alaska.

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed] i$ existing lav/ to be omitted.



§pnall

(California (Crgislaturc

HENRY J. MELLO

SEVENTEENTH SENATORIAL DISTRICT
March 14, 1985

8rnatr fjflajority MU ip

The Honorable Bill Bradbury
Qregc. State Senate

State Capitol

Salem, Oregon 97310

Dear Senator Bradbury:

Thank you for calling to discuss the formation of the Pacific Fisheries Legis—
lative Task Force. The prospect of a combined western states™ legislative
effort to address the Pacific Coast fishing industry is an exciting one.

Enclose." is a copy of my Senate Concurrent Resolution 22, which authorizes
California®s participation in the Task Force. The measure is largely being
co-authored by the California Legislative -Joint Committee on Fisheries and
Aquaculture and is being sponsored by the Pacific Coast Federation of Fisher—
men"s Association. The Resolution may be acted upon after April 7th.

As you know, I intend to amend the bill to clarify funding of the Task Force
and to invite the Task Force to locate its headquarters in Sacramento.

It is my understanding that Greg de Giere has discussed staffing the Task
Force through the Senate Office of Research, to the extent that funds are
available and that the work is consistent with the Office"s other functions,
with the SOR Director, Elizabeth Kersten.

I look forward to working with the various states on this issue. The combined

effort will provide unity and strengthen the western states® influence on
relevant issues.

HIM:TBC:1le

Enclosure: SCR 22

cc: Senator Barry Keene Mr. J. William Yeates, PCFFA
Senator Milton Marks Elizabeth Kersten, Director
Assemblyman Gerald Felando Senate Office of Research
Assemblyman Dan Hauser Mr. Greg de Giere, Senate
Assemblyman Jim Costa Office of Research

Assemblyman Sam Farr
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 22

Introduced by Senator Mel/.o.
(Principal coauthors: Assembly Members Felando and
Hauser)
(Coauthors: Senators Kejne and Marks)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Costa and Farr)

February 28, 1985

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 22—Relative to the
Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST
SCR 22, asintroduced, Mello. Pacific Fisheries Legislative

*3, Task Force.

C

A

This measure would require the Senate Rules Committee
and the Assembly Rules Committee to appoint 2 Senators and
2 Assembly Members, respectively, to represent the
California Legislature on the Pacific Fisheries Legislative
Task Force and to make funds available, in equal amountQ
from the Senate Contingent Fund and the Assembly
Contingent Fund, respectively, for the California share of the
task force expenses.

Fiscal committee: no.

WHEREAS, The fishing, seafood, and aquaculture
industries of the Pacific states and provinces of North
America play a vital role in the economy of the region;
and

WHEREAS, There is an obvious need to develop

maximize yield while protecting the resources for- future
generations; and

WHEREAS, The establishment of a task force
composed of legislators of Pacific states and provinces

}
2
3
4
5
. 6 means for protecting and fostering these industries to
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would serve as a clearinghouse for opinions from all the
interests involved in the Pacific fishing, seafood, and
aguai rlture industries, including reporting to the
legislatures of the participating states and provinces and
to their delegations to the United States Congress and the
Parliament of Canada concerning means of fostering and
protecting those industries in the region; now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Califonia, the
Assembly thereof concurring, That the Senate Rules
Committee and the Assembly Rules Committee, shall
appoint two Senators and two Assembly Members,
respectively, to represent the California Legislature on
the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force; and be it
further r

Resolved, That the Senate Rules Committee and the
Assembly Rules Committee shall make funds available, in
equal amounts, from the Senate Contingent Fund and
the Assembly Contingent Fund, respectively, for the
payment of the California share of expenses for the task
force; and be it further "

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate transmit
copies of this resolution to the presiding officers of the
legislative bodies of British Columbia, Hawaii, Idaho,
Oregon, and Washington, i
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House Judiciary Committee State Capitol
i Juneau, Alaska 99811
The Honorable Bill Bradbury March 9, 1985 (907) 465-4990

Oregon State Senate
Salem, Oregon 97310-1347

Dear Senator Bradbury:

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the proposed Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force for West Coast states.

The idea may have merit. | have taken the liberty of forwarding copies
of your letter to Speaker of the House Ben Grussendorf; Rep. Peter Goll,
chairman of the House Special Committee on Fisheries; Rep. Adelheid Herrmann,
Co-Chairman of the House Resources Committee; Sen. Arliss Sturgulewski,
Chairwoman of the Senate Resources Committee; Sen. Fred Zharoff, member of
the Senate Finance Committee; and Rep. John Sund, one of our most knowledgeable
fisheries experts in the Legislature, who chairs the House Committee on Loans.

If these Alaska legislators believe that the idea has merit and will be
of benefit to Alaska, 1 would give serious consideration to a resolution similar
to Oregon®s HJR 2.

Juneau/District 4

cc: Rep. Ben Grussendorf
Rep. Peter Goll
Rep. Adelheid Herrmann
Rep. John Sund
Sen. Arliss Sturgulewski
Sen. Fred Zharoff



BILL BRADBURY COVMITTEES
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OREGON STATE SENATE
SALEM, OREGON
97310-1347

February 8, 1985

The Honorable Mike M. Miller
Alaska State Legislature
Capitol, room 124

Juneau AK 99811

Dear Representative Miller:

There 1is one thing that all West Coast states share and that

is our precious salmon resource. With the advent of
federal/regional management of that resource, it seems wise for
legislators from the affected states to meet on a regular basis
to discuss matters of common concern and work toward positive
solutions. Many of us on the West Coast of the lower forty-eight
are hoping to create the Pacific Fisheries Legislative Task Force
and we are hoping that Alaska will join us.

I have enclosed the amended House Joint Resolution 2 which
establishes Oregon as a member of the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force. Two senators and two representatives
would meet on a regular basis with senators and representatives
from other West Coast states to deal with the problems
confronting our West Coast fishery.

In Oregon the bill creating the Pacific Fisheries Task Force has
already moved out of committee toward the floor of the

House where it is likely to be overwhelmingly approved. A
similar resolution has been introduced 1in the State of California
and numerous Washington legislators have expressed strong
interest in the concept. I hope Alaska will join us.

The closest working model for the Fishery Task Force would be the
Western States Legislative Forestry Task Force which meets in one
of the western states quarterly and travels annually back to
Washington, D.C. to discuss federal land management issues with
the land managers 1in Washington. This Task Force was formed
because so many of our western states have such large federal

land ownership that the federal land management agencies are very
important to our economic future. It seemed important for



Page Two
February 8, 1985

legislators from the member states to stay on top of federal
actions and work 1in a unified manner for positive changes. I
believe the same can be said almost exactly for the state of our
fishery today. There 1is increased federal control and management
by region rather than management by state. It makes sense for
all of us to communicate about these important 1issues that affect
the vital fishing industry.

The funding model we are tentatively pursuing 1is that for the
Pacific Marine Fisheries Commission. This formula assesses most
of the costs of the task force on a flat per state basis but does
adjust it slightly based on the amount of fish landings made in
each state each year. There 1is also a provision that allows a
noncoastal state to be a member for 5% of the total budget.

Given all the recent activities surrounding the U.S./Canada fish
treaty we also have hopes of having the provincial government of
British Columbia join the task force. If California, Oregon,
Washington, British Columbia and Alaska all join I"m sure we will
have plenty to talk about.

I hope you will give membership 1in the Pacific Fisheries
Legislative Task Force serious consideration during this session
of the Alaska legislature. I look forward to working with you on
this 1important matter.

My Best

Bill Bradbury
State Senator



Amended 1/29/85
Senator Bill Bradbury
63rd OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1985 Regular Session

House Joint Resolution 2

Ordered primed b> the Speaker pursuant 10 House Rule 12.00.A (5). Presession filed (at the request of House Task Force on
Fishers Resources)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared b> the sponsors of the measure and is not a pan of the bod> thereof subject to
consideration b\ the Lcgislatne Assemble. It isan editor's briefstatement of the essential features of the measure as introduced.

Directs President of the Senate and Speaker of the House of Representatives to appoint, respectively, two
Senators and two Representatives to serve on Pacific States Legislative Fishery Task Force.

Whereas fishing on the%Vci”PclLLCoast plays a vital role in
Vi™-hoetir theeorrmtmffishmg-tider ttfiesroftht-Paeifie-st-ates"ptev-a—sHtel -fele-i1fl+heec—eR0frHe-ckuwol opmeFH
e_%%ég%q_aﬁ%evelopment; and o

Whereas there is an obvious need for developing means for protecting and fostering tphgs%-legrln(r:nereial
fishing mdtrsrrrcrso as to maximize yield while protecting the resource for future generations: and

Whereas the subjects that require interstate cooperation are many and know no state boundaries: now.
therefore.

Be It Resolved b> the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon:

(1) The Pre5|dent ofthe Senate. and the Sioeaker of the House of Representatives, joining with the presiding
officers of the IegtsIelees e V"atéﬁlfllgstlenT"'allfofF«e &t>d-Alaslra. shall appoint, respectively, two Senators and
two Representatives to represent Oregon on the Pacific1States fjg fsfative Fishery Task Force, which shall operate
as a clearinghouse for opinion from all the various interests involved in  Pacific &tM«-cOpamcrcial fishing
industries: and which shall include among its duties the duty to report to the legislatures o f the participating M«esC~10n S
and to the siaietdelegations in the United Slates Congress concerning means of protecting and fostering+he
Pacific fishing in.the participating jJurisdictions.

(2) Copies of this resolution shall be sent to the presiding officers of the legislatures of Washington,
California and Alaska.

NOTE: Mailer in buld face man amended section is new. manor [/M/ir jnd nj. 1.acrf] iS existing law to be omitted.



FISCALmMND/OR ORGANIZATIONAL
ANALYSIS OF 1B 2112 BAM Analyst WATTS

Please check the action taken, complete if possible, and return one copy to the Budget and
Management Division ar.d one. copy to the Legislative Fiscal Office.
X Fiscal and/or organizational; analysis given below.
Unable to anticipate costs. (Explain under "Comments" below.)

No fiscal or organizational impact to the agency or state and local governments.

Effect on Revenue (By Fund): 1985-87 1987-89
$
820500 General Fund Appropriation $27,982 $29,241
Effect on Expenditures (By Fund): 1985-87 1987-89

Legislative Administration Committee

9205C0 Instate Travel $ 2,140 $ 2,236
921000 Out Of State Travel 9,680 10,116
929000 Other Services & Supplies 16,162 16,889
Total 27,982 29,241

Organizational Impact:

NA
Positions: What new positions or changes in levels of positions does the proposal require?

NA
Governors Budget: |Is the proposal anticipated in the Governor®s Budget? Yes No X

Comments:

The projected expenditures for the Pacific Spates Legislative Fishery Task Force
consists of travel to quarterly meetings and membership dues. Membership dues cover
Oregon®s share of the task force"s budget.

Prepared by ___ Marlene Jack "?}: , Agency  Legislative Administration

Title Accounting Manager Date February 4, 1985
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May, 1986

Copies of minutes listed below were originally included
in this file. The minutes are available on the STAIRS
date base CM 14. In order to save space copies of

minutes have not been left in the files.
Jeanie Henry

SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE 5/ ~/ SE”™ 3 00
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I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made,

Signature of Camera Operator
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May, 1986

Copies of minutes listed below were originally included
in this file. The minutes are available on the STAIRS
date base CM 14. In order to save space copies of
minutes have not been left in the files.

Jeanie Henry

SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEEAX 5/2> / 113 *0



ARLISS STURGULEWSKI, Chairman
BETTYE FAHRENKAMP, Vice Chairman

glasffea gptate HegMature

JACK COGHILL
DICK ELIASON
VIC FISCHER
RICK HALFORD
FREDZHAROFF
Committee on &efourcef
MEMORANDUM May 2, 1985
T0: All Members
Senate Resources Committee
FROM: Staff-~j
Senate Resources Committee
RE: SJR 1 Proposing amendments to the Constitution of the State of

Alaska relating to agricultural rights in sta® e lands.

SJR 1 would amend the Constitution of the State of Alaska to provide for
agricultural rights only on state land sales.

The amendment provides that when state land classified as agricultural land
is sold or granted by the state, only the agricultural rights may be
conveyed and all other interests remain with the state.

The language of the proposed new section 19 to the State Constitution is
similar to the language of AS 38.05.321 (&) restricting the conveyance of
state agricultural land for agricultural purposes only.

While restrictive language exists in statute, it can be amended by
legislative action. A constitutional amendment would provide additional
protection since a vote of the general public would be required to change
state policy.

Enclosures:

1. Letter from Commissioner Wunnicke, DNR, stating no objection to SJR 1.

2. AS 38.05.321 Restriction on sale, lease or other disposal of
agricultural land.

3. Excerpts from Agriculture published by the Matanuska-Susitna Borough
discussing the Borough®"s agricultural policy of conveying only
agricultural rights.

4. Letter from Alaska Association of Soil and Water Conservation
Districts supporting SJR 1.

5. Letter from Salcha-Big Delta SWCD supporting SJR 1.

6. Resolution from Alaska Farmers and Stockgrowers Association supporting
SJR 1.

7. Resolution from Greater Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce supporting land
title to private ownerships.

8. Letter from Paul Huppert, Palmer farmer, supporting SJR 1.

9. Paper by Dr. Wayne C. Thomas, University of Alaska., supporting
agricultural rights only (p. 2).

10. Testimony of Dr. James Drew on March 13, 1985 to the Senate Resources

Committee discussing agricultural land title (p. 6).

POU

CHV
JUNEAU, ALASKA. 99811
(Q07) 4654907



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNO
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAE RESOURCES SN aska gost
PHONE: 907-465-2400

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

May 1, 1985

The Honorable Arlisr Sturgulewski
Chair, Senate Resources Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Skei” yAsStturgulewski:

The Department of Natural Resources has no objections to
Senate Joint Resolution No. 1, which proposes an amendment
to the Constitution of the State of Alaska relating to
agricultural rights in state lands.

The proposed amendment is in accordance with the
agricultural rights statute, AS 38.05.321, which requires
that only rights for agricultural purposes be disposed of on
state land classified for agriculture.

IT | may provide additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Isther C. Wunnicke
Commissioner

cc: Members of the Senate Resources Committee
Senator Jalmar Kerttula

10-J9LH



§38.05.300

Sec. 38.05.300. Classification of lands, (@ The commissioner
shall classify for surface use land in areas considered necessary and
proper. This section does not prevent reclassification of land where the
public interest warrants reclassification, nor does itpreclude multiple
purpose use of land whenever different uses are compatible. State land,
water, or land and water area may not, except by act of the state
legislature, be closed to multiple purpose use ifthe area involved con—
tains more than 640 acres.

(b) Not. later than February 1 of each year, the commissioner shall
submit awritten reporttoeach house ofthe legislature which describes
and shows the location of all classifications r,fstate land made under
(@) of this section during the preceding year. (81 art 11l ch 169 SLA
1959; am 8i.ch 31 SLA 1964; am &833, 34 ch 85 SLA 1979; am &40
ch 152 SLA 1984)

Cross references. — For state land and Effect of amendments. — The 1984
water restricted to use as public recreation = amendment made a series of technical
areas and state parks, see AS 41.21. changes throughout subsection (a).

NOTES TO DECISIONS

Department of Natural Resources
agricultural classification of lottery
parcels proper. — The requirement that
an act of the legislature is required where
multiple purposes are closed in parcels
exceeding 640 acres applied to the
management of retained state laid, not

ural Resources agricultural classification
of lottery parcels was proper, even though
it did foreclose multiple purposes. State v.
Weidner, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2788 (File Nos.
6220,6240,6272), P.2d (1984).
Quoted in Southeast Alaska Conserva-
tion Council, Inc. v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.

the disposal ofit; thus, DepartmentofNat- 2662 (File No. 5855), P.2d (1983).

Sec. 38.05.305. Notice and review. [Repealed, 845 ch 113 SLA
1981. For current law see AS 38.05.945.]

Sec. 38.05.321. Restriction on sale, lease or other disposal of
agricultural land, (@ The sale, lease or other disposal of state land
classified as agricultural land transfers only rights for agricultural
purposes, and all other interests in the land remain with the state
unless otherwise required by law.

(b) State land classified as agricultural land which has been selected
by a municipality under former AS 29.18.190 - 29.18.200 or
29.18.205(e) may be approved by the director . " patent under AS
29.18.205(F); however, only rights in the land for agricultural purposes
may be transferred and all other interests in the land will remain with
the state. Agricultural land approved for patent to a municipality
under AS 29.18.205(Ff) shall be credited, acre for acre, toward
fulfillment of that municipality 3 entitlement under AS 29.18.201 —
29.18.203. Ifthe director later determines itto be in the best interests
of the state to transfer some or all of the additional rights in that
approved or patented agricultural land, those rights shall pass without

Ri
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838.05.325 Public Lands 8§38.05.362

consideration to the municipality in which the land is located. The
notice and review provisions ofAS 38.05.945 are applicable to convey —

ance of rights under this section.

(© The provisions of this section do not apply

(D tostate land classified as agricultural land that has been selected
by a municipality under the provisions of former AS 29.18.190 -
29.18.200 ifthe selection isan approved selection before April 1,1978
and is otherwise valid under AS 29.18.205(b); or

(@ a quitclaim of the interest of the state to the federal government
under AS 38.05.035(b)(9). (83 ch 71 SLA 1976; am 83 cU 180 SLA

1978; am 843 ch 152 SLA. 1984)

Revisor’s notes. — In 1984 "former”
was inserted before the references to AS
29.18.190 — 29.18.200 in subsections (b)
and (c). Those sections were repealed by
§ 5, ch. 180, SI.A 1978. AS 29.18.205(e),
referred to in subsection (b). was repealed
by 8§ 45, ch. 85, SLA 1979.

Effect of amendments. — The 1984
amendment, in subsection (c), designated
the language beginning with "to state
land” as paragraph (1), added paragraph
(2), and made related technical changes in
paragraph (1).

Sec. 38.05.325. Homestead entry. [Repealed, 845 ch 85 SLA 197.9.

For current law seez AS 38.09.]

Sec. 38.05.347. Transfer ofstate land tocities. [Repealed, 86ch218

SLA 1976; 815 ch 257 SLA 1976.]

Sec. 38.05.360. Waste orinjury toland. [Repealed, 821 ch 166 SLA
1978. For current law see AS 11.46.]

Sec. 38.05.362. Agricultural land classification. [Repealed, &88 ch

152 SLA 1984,]

Article 12. State Control of Certain Land

Section

500. Electorate determinations
501. Management
502. Property of the people

Revisor’s notes. — Enacted as AS
38.05.500 — 38.05.570 (now 38.05.505).
Renumbered in 1983.

Opinions of attorney general. —
Ballot Measure No. 5 is unconstitutional
because it is in direct conflict with the
disclaimer provisions of 88 12 and 13, art.
XI1, of the state constitution, and as a
result, neither the Department of Natural
Resources nor any other public agencies
(e.g., the Department of Public Safety, etc.)

Section

503. Treaties and compacts
504. Proceeds to the general fund
505. Exclusive enforcement

should attempt to implement its provi-
sions. 1983 Op. Att'y Gen. No. 2.

Ballot Measure .No. 5 probably is
unconstitutional under provisions of the
United States Constitution. 1983 Op. Att'y
Gen. No. 2.

Any state claim to ownership of public
lands under the "equal footing” doctrine,
which insures that new states are
admitted to the Union with the same
sovereign political rights and powers as all
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DIVISION OFAGRICULTURE
April 11, 1985

Matt Fishel

Aide to Senator Kerttula
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: SJR 1

Dear Matt:

A February 27, 1985 letter from Senator Kerttula requested comments on
SJR 1. Since then SJR 1 has been distributed to the nine soil and water
conservation districts, and it was an item of discussion at the spring
meeting of the Alaska Association of Soil and Water Conservation
Districts.

At the meeting, resolution AASWCD 85-3 (copy enclosed) was proposed which
would support altering the language of SJR 1. However, AASWCD 85-3 was
defeated, with the AASWCD supporting SJR 1 as written. Therefore, be
advised that the Alaska Association of Soil and Water Conservation
Districts, as well as the nine local Soil and Water Conservation
Districts through their representatives at the meeting, are in support of
SJR 1 as written.

Sorry you weren"t able to attend the meeting. The AASWCD appreciates all
your efforts in their regard.

Sincerely,

Conservation Coordinator

Enclosure
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i) 3D 39 m Honev for Nonanas support as Iis.

2) SB %10 - An Production/Loan Credit!,” support as revised.
3) 80 Aj.- Moratoriums support as is.

4> 80 "12 An Rights Law; we prefer HB 33 as werevised.
5> 110 33 - Ag Rights Law; support as revised.

6/ 3JR#i - Consti tutional Amendment;support as revised.,

fie arc: prepared to uti lire ail appropriate channels to
provide rationale for our versions and to support your efforts
to pass Legislation as we have proposed.

e wi.U. provide additional written commentary and testimony
and upon request will make every effort to appear before
leg.: native commi ttses as appropriate”.
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"IN THE SENATE

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 1

BY KERTTULA

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

Proposing amendments to the Constitution

of the State of Alaska relating to
agricultural rights in state lands.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. Article VvIII, sec. 9, Constitution of the State of Alaska,
is amended to read:
SECTION 9. SALES AND GRANTS. Subject to the provisions of this
section and Section 19 of this article, the legislature may provide

for the sale or grant of state lands, or interests therein,

lish sales procedures. All sales or grants shall

vations to the State of all resources as may be

or the State and shall provide for ire.css tio rhose

contain such

required by

resources.

and estab-

reser-

Congress

Reser-

vat ion of access shall not unnct.ess.tri ly impair the owners”

use,

prevent the control of trespass, or preclude compensation for damages.

Sec. 2. Article VIII, Co., titution of the State

by adding a new section to read:

of Alaska,

SECTION 19. AGRICULTURAL USE'a OF STATE LANDS. When

classified by the State as agricultural

tfUCMAI.iS"tpwi; o F0 Ji »Cw, | FVEftx]  pc>l

ttit's o F

state

is amended

land

remain with the State.

" 50c- 3- T amendments proposed by this resolution shall

before the voters ofthe riai.r at tin, next generalelectionin

with art. X111, sec.!l, Constitution of the State

election laws of theState.

ofAlaska,

be placed

conformity

and

SJR 1

the



ALASKA FARMERS AND STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

19S5 Resolution Platform

The following resolutions were adopted by the General Assembly of the
Alaska Farmers and Stockgrcwers Association at its annual meeting, 1in
Anchorage, on December 5, 1984:

1} Requesting the institution of a State Board of Agriculture, consisting
of producers and a representative of the Governor®s office, whose task is
to act as a liaison between the industry, the Governor, and the Division

of Agriculture.

2) Requesting that the State of Alaska put up at least two (2) storage
bins in Seward for in-state storage and distribution of grain.

3) Supporting the establishment of favorable agricultural rates on the
State ferry system and on the Alaska Railroad.

4) Requesting that in all instances where state institutions use or require
agricultural products, they use Alaska-grown products when those products cure
in season, price competitive, and of a like quality.

5) Supporting right-to-farm legislation.

6) Endorsing the concept of a petition requesting a constitutional amendment
which would protect agricultural rights on State lands.

7) Supporting the concept that all agricultural lands sold in the future
be disposed of by lottery only, and that they include agricultural development
credits.

8) Supporting disposal of agricultural lands under the Homestead Bill enacted
in 1933 to include soils classified as Il1, IIl, 1V, V, and VI, and to specify
that the lands be sold with agricultural rights, only, forever.

9) Supporting the development of a “policy which classifies as agricultural
land those lands containing Class 1l and 11l soils which are suitable for
grazing.

10) Encouraging the State to rework its land lease laws To better facilitate
agricultural needs (including the incorporation of "option-to-renew"
clauses.)

11) Requesting that duties related to the agricultural industry be transferred
from the Department of Environmental Conservation to the Department of Natural
Resources.

12) Requesting clarification of the conveyance of the agricultural rights
title to guarantee the rights of the purchaser.

' hrraiTrt
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The Agricultural Development Committee and the Board of Directors of the
Greater Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce urges your support for-the following
legislation to encourage agricultural development in Interior and South
Central Alaska.

1. Support is urged for SB39 to build the roads and bridges necessary
to develop both the agricultural and mineral resources in the
Totchaket area of Interior Alaska.

2. Support is urged for the concept of production credits, as outlined
in SB40 and SB154, to assist Alaska"s agricultural industry in its
early stages of development.

3. Support is urged for SB41 to increase from five years to ten years,
the moratorium on payments for the sale of state land for agricultural
purposes. This bill will assist Alaskan fanners in adjusting to the
new worldwide economic conditions in agriculture.

4. Support is urged for the concept of SB42 as it relates to the transfer
of land title from state to pr*/ate ownership. This concept will en—
hance the ability of Alaskan farmers to obtain financing from private
sector sources for agricultural production.

5. Support is urged for SB57, which would require a clause be inserted in
all state bids, requiring agricultural products originating in this
state be used wherever competitively priced and available and of like
quality as compared with agricultural products orginating outside the
state.

6. Support is urged for SB110 to increase the amounts of long term loans
available from the State of Alaska to any one borrower for agricultural
purposes. This legislation will increase the loan limits to be more
in line with the economy of scale necessary for economically sound, modem
farming and will enhance the ability of borrowers to repay. oo o=

7. Support is urged for the concept of SB155, relating to the splitting and
combining of agricultural parcels, with the suggestion the bill be
amended to allow the minimum parcel size be 320 acres. This legislation
will permit increased flexibility in the development of economically
sound full-time and part-time farming enterprises in Alaska.

8. Support is urged for SB120 to increase the limits of the Agricultural
Revolving Loan Fund, to assist in the establishment of Commodity
Marketing Associations, and to increase the number of members on the
Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund Board.



May 2, 1985

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman, Senate Resource Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

I would like to support the passage of SJR 1, relating to
agricultural rights in state lands, for the following
reasons.

Land sold for agricultural use should be by agricultural
rights only to guarantee that they will be preserved for now
and future generations for food production.

Those lands sold for agricultural rights at the outset of a
sale only reflect the value set for their agricultural use
and 1f this was to change, those land owners would receive a
free gift at the expense of the people of Alaska, an instant
gift, which in some cases could be one-hundred fold of what
was originally paid for the land.

IfT this legislation were to pass, 1t would give notice to
anyone who had the intent of purchasing agricultural rights
with the speculation of changing those rights to be fee
simple.

Thank you for considering my views 1in this important matter.
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Alaska Agriculture through the 1980s

Many people are asking how the State of Alaska should proceedinits
efforts to promote agricultural development. Obviously, there arenoeasy
answers as the issue is very complex. Its complexity stems, to a great
extent, from the various, sometime conflicting, goals of the many
participants. As an example, one group supports small farms, another large
farms, others support export agriculture, and some can see no reason for
exporting since we produce so little for the local market. Unlike any other
state of the United States in the 1980s, agriculture in Alaska is trying to
compress generations of work in farm development and marketing into a few
short years.

The purpose of this paper is to identify possible courses of action (borne
of which have already taken) which the state government might wishtoconsider
in order to manage Alaskan agriculture successfully. As troubling as it is to
some, management by government is needed because private-sector forces are
somewhat slow and even difficult to establish. The reasons are several: 1)
the land supply 1is owned by government, thus private-sector land markets work
with what government provides them; 2) private individuals wishing to farm
agricultural land near large cities, the Matanuska-Susitna area for example,
cannot compete with urban or suburban groups for the same land; 3)
agricultural production for in-state markets generally requires some form of
processing, and this generally takes more time to establish than the general
public expects; and 4) the Alaska market is small, making it nearly impossible
to establish some forms of agricultural processing. The point to remember,
however, 1is that, even with its difficulties as a private-sector industry,
Alaska agriculture exists, has existed for a long time, and has the potential

to become much larger in the future.



So let us now return to the question, "Where do we go from here?" There
are five areas which appear to be key to the agricultural-development process
in Alaska and which can be incorporated into the state®s management plans.
These are: land title, farm development, loan-fund participation, development
of new lands, and support for broadly based agriculture. Each of these will
be considered in turn:

1. Land Title: There have been many discussions, both in and out of
the media, over the meaning of the agricultural-rights-only title. Many
factors are a part of this issue, and the arguments pertaining to it can
become very emotional. The only thing that | am certain of is that, if the
agricultural- rights-only title or some other title that does exactly the same
thing is not continued in Alaska, commercial farming in the Matanuska-Susitna
area will then very nearly cease to exist in the not-too-distant future.

I favor the agricultural-rights-only title now in use because it states
clearly that, by law, land use is limited to agriculture. Even more to the
point, such law is not administrative (regulation developed by bureaucracy),
but legislative, and can only be changed by the legislature (unless it is
found to be unconstitutional). Law enacted by legislation appears more
permanent.

In other parts of Alaska, particularly Delta Junction and Nenana, ag-—
ricultural-rights-only legislation is less important because there are few
competing uses for the land. However, an agricultural-rights-only title
indicates that agriculture is seen as an important land use in Alaska.

2. Farm Development. This may sound somewhat strange, but 1 believe
the human element has, to some degree, been overlooked in the agricultural
plans for Alaska. In the desire to "get modern farming established in

Alaska," certain assumptions were made about how rapidly farmers could develop



raw land into highly productive farms. In retrospect, maybe too much was
expected of them. It appears to have taken longer for certain lands to reach
the productivity levels that we suggested in the various preliminary
feasibility analyses.

Good farming takes much experience and judgement, and these are gained
most effectively by "on-the-job-training." In some cases, as a farmer gains
this experience, he also gains a high debt load. Many project farmers have
recently been asking for some help in the form of moratoriums on land or
land-clearing payments. These moratoriums do not remove the debt load, though
they may lengthen the repayment period; however, full repayment is still
required. A moratorium permits repayment to be postponed until farm price
increases for crops currently under production or until crops with higher
value, such as rapeseed, are tried. Thus, moratoriums give the farmer more
time to farm and to learn how to do it successfully in Alaska. Another type
of state help suggested recently is production credits. The major difference
with production credits is that they can be used reduce debt load and/or
reduce amount of repayment on state loans. While this 1is more beneficial to
the farmer, it is more expensive for the state. This type of policy has been

used as a means of enhancing agriculture in Alaska (example, grain incentive

program of the late 1960"s). Presently, no such programs are available to
termers. .
3. Loan-Fund Participation. There seems to be a continuing controversy

about the Alaska Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF) and its subsidized
interest rate. Several things about this loan activity are evident.

There is no direct cost to the state because fund moneys come from direct
appropriation, not from bonding as is the case with some of the other state
loan programs. The interest rate is now approximately that paid by most

money-market funds, 8 per cent, so the opportunity cost of state funds would



seem to be fairly low. A major concern about the loan fund is security of its
principal or, stated another way, its number of bad loans. Agricultural

loans in the country as a whole, as well as in Alaska, have higher delinquency
rates than normal because of low market prices. I personally believe that
this is a short-term problem. Thestate government must show some patience
while weak market conditions improve, and the processing sector in Alaska
becomes better established.

I also believe that the state legislature should encourage participation
by non-ARLF lending groups. Established loan limits will do this as long as
non-state lending groups will provide loan funds to agriculture. One such
group, the Alaska Commercial Fisheries and Agricultural Bank (CFAB), might
even be encouraged through a resolution passed by the legislature, as it was
initiated with state funds. The Federal government can also become involved
through 1its Farmers Home Administration. The legislature should make sure the
regulations used in the administration of ARLF do not prevent joint
participation by CFAB and FHA.

4.. Development of New Lands: It may appear that, in times of apparent
crisis in farming, support of further development of new land would seem
"wrong headed.”™ | propose this idea because at least one processing industry,
that for milk, would benefit from more production than will be available from
the Point Mackenzie Agricultural Project in southcentral Alaska. Therefore, |1
recommend that more agricultural land be transferred to private farmers in
the Matanuska-Susitna area for dairy production. In a recent study, of which
I was a coauthor, we showed that increased local milk production would make
Alaska-produced milk very competitive with milk shipped into the state. Local
milk has the potential to become the price leader in the Anchorage market if
sufficient volume facilitates optimum, cost-effective processing and

marketing.



A second area under consideration for land development is in the Nenana
area. I believe that a measured development scenario would lead to viable
agricultural production in the 1990s. Development could begin with
construction of the transportation corrider. I am convinced that gfain
produced in Nenana will someday be shipped down the railroad to southcentral
livestock producers and to export markets.

5. Support for Broadly Based Agriculture. I believe that a strong case
can be made for a broadly based agriculture. We have recently learned just
how large the greenhouse industry is in Alaska. In total sales, it nearly
equals sales for all other segments of Alaskan agriculture. Other groups,
such as fur farmers and even tree farmers, are also important to the
agriculture milieu.

In trying to promote and assist Alaskan agriculture, these groups should

not be discouraged from participating in the several government programs for

agriculture. Such agriculture groups tend to support stronger social and
economic bases of the society. However, these should be considered as
business propositions and evaluated as such. In these times of reduced state

revenue, commercial agriculture, be it fur farming, grain farming, or dairy
farming, should take precedence over "hobby" farming, in terms of state
support.

I have tried to give you some insight into ways to move agriculture along
in Alaska. As you are aware, | have not put quantitative values on these sug-—
gestions. There has not been enough time to do so within the context of this
legislative session. I do believe that well-thought-out plans, based at least
in part on these ideas, would be cost effective. Most important, agriculture
in Alaska should benefit significantly from a progressive program, proposed by

the legislature, to aid this fledging industry.



TESTIMONY BY
James ,V. Drew

Before the Senate Committee on Resources
Juneau, Alaska

March 13, 1985

My name 1is James V. Drew. I live at 4725 Villanova Drive,
Fairbanks, Alaska. I have been associated with agricultural
development in Alaska during the last ten years as Director of
the Agricultural and Forestry Experiment Station, University of
Alaska-Fairbanks. I very much appreciate the opportunity to
testify today before the Senate Committee on Resources during
hearings on agricultural legislation.

My testimony rests on the premise that expanded agricultural
development 1in Alaska 1is in the best, long-term interest of
Alaskans. Sound development of an agricultural, industry can
provide cost-effective farm production and diversify Alaska"s
almost total economic dependence on petroleum prices. I believe
that a number of bills under consideration this year are
important 1in strengthening and expanding Alaska®s agric: .ture.

I also recognize that current economic conditions x = the
agricultural industry nationally create a difficult environment
for advocates of agricultural development 1in Alaska. During
recent weeks the news media have carried stories about farm
foreclosures across the U.S. These foreclosures reflect a U.S.
farm credit crisis resulting from declining farmland prices, high

interest rates, and low prices for agricultural ccmmodities.
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Why,

in view of these difficult times for American farmers,

should we continue agricultural development 1in Alaska? Three

reasons are important.

1.

Alaska has approximately three millions acres of
potential agricultural land in state ownership near the
existing road and rail belt. This land could be
transferred from state to private ownership for farm
development and long-term productivity. Top farmers in
the Delta and Point Mackenzie areas and elsewhere in
the state have demontrated that crop and livestock
products of high quality can be produced 1in Alaska when
good management 1is used.

Agricultural development, 1in concert with other
resource development including timber production and
minino, can provide the economic productivity necessary
to support and 1improve transportation on Alaska’®s
existing road and rail system. It can create a
desirable settlement pattern for adjacent land,
particularly where other resource developments are
unlikely. In the more remote areas of western Alaska,
an expanded reindeer industry can provide economic
productivity from the tundra rangeland. Unlike,
petroleum extraction, agricultural development will not
provide massive amounts of revenue to state government;

it will provide opportunities and jobs for people.
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3. Additional sales of potential agricultural Jland will
permit Alaska®s agriculture to expand beyond the stage
of an infant industry. As the volume of agricultural
production 1increases, the costs of producing,
processing, and marketing agricultural products will
become competitive with those in other agricultural
regions. Thus, subsidies necessary for the existing,
infant, agricultural industry can be reduced and
eventually eliminated.

It is unlikely that today®"s economic conditions in U.S.
agriculture will persist in the long-term, although some
restructuring of the industry will undoubtedly occur.
Unfortunately, current economic conditions 1in the U.S. timber and
mining industries are also substantially below previous levels.
In the long run, however, the development of Alaska“s
agricultural 1industry will provide economic and social benefits,
particularly 1in areas of the state where opportunities for the
development of other resources are limited.

With these benefits in mind, and with 200 years of
agricultural history 1in Alaska, whv does the state not have a
mature agricultural 1industry today? Why 1is it that annual cash
receipts from farming total 514.3 billion in California, $6.7
billion in Minnesota, $2.7 billion in North Dakota, but only $16

million.in Alaska, only half as much as Rhode Island"s $32

million.
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A major reason is that virtually all of the potential
agricultural 1land in Alaska was held by the state or federal
government during the time agricultural development was occurring
in other states. Unlike other resource 1industries, crop
production agriculture cannot develop effectively 1in the U.S. on
land owned by government. Because of limited acreage 1in private
ownership, Alaska®s farmers could not take a vantage of economies
of scale associated with farming elsewhere. In addition,
Alaska®™s economic infrastructure, includina the transportation
system, did not facilitate supplying farms with needed materials
or marketing agricultural products. Thus, the cost of producing
and marketing agricultural products was high.

Now that agriculture is fully developed 1in California,
Minnesota, and North Dakota, Alaskans who are not farmers tend to
forget that hundreds of millions of.dollars were spent by
government 1in developing 1irrigation projects to make California®s
agriculture cost-effective. They forget that government spent
hundreds of millions of dollars to provide 1inexpensive barge
transportation on the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers to make
agriculture 1in Minnesota and North Dakota cost-effective.

In short, agriculture did not develop unassisted elsewhere
in the U.S. In all states, it took investments from government
as well as the private sector. But these 1investments created new
wealth from land resources that would not have been productive

otherwise.
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Several bills introduced in the Alaska State Legislature
this year will assist in the development of a productive and
cost-effective agricultural industry in Alaska.

SB 40 and SB 154

The concept of production credits outlined in SB 40 and SB
154 will provide incentives necessary for Alaska®s agricultural
industry during its current stage of development. Production
credits are a means of reducing the debt load of farmers who
purchased land from the state of Alaska 1in 1978 to 1982 when the
farmland prices in the U.S. were higher than at any other time in
the nation®s history. These high prices tended to inflate the
price of undeveloped agricultural land sold by the state.

A system of production credits to reduce the farmer"s debt load
is a mechanism that government can use to increase farm
production and enhance the economic viability of new farming
enterprises in Alaska.

SB 41

Equally 1important 1in assisting Alaska farmers to succeed 1in
difficiult times for farmers nationally is SB 41, a bill to
extend the moritorium on payment"s from 5 to 10 years. This will
help farmers through the perod of land clearing and farm
development when productivity is low, and enhance the opportunity
for successful farm development in the long-term.

SB 120

SB 120 1is needed to authorize an increase in the

capitalization of the agricultural revolving loan fund, to assist

in the estaDlishment of commodity marketing -associations, and to
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increase the number of members on the board of the agricultural

revolving loan fund.

Land Title

Successful development of a long-term agricultural industry
in Alaska requires that farmland remain available for crop
production and not be shifted to other, irreversible uses.
However, 1if the mecharism that accomplishes this prevents the use
of the land as collateral in obtaining agricultural development
or operating loans from private financial institutions, then
successful agricultural production 1is unlikely to occur even
though the land 1is protected for agricultural use. I strongly
urge administrative or legislative measures, developed in concert
with the private financial community, that will enable Alaskan
farmers to retain land for agricultural use, but also permit them
to have the same opportunities to obtain credit that are
available to farmers 1in other states.

SB 57

SB 57 is designed to enhance the marketing of agricultural
products produced in Alaska. It would provide a clause 1in all
state bids to require the use of agricultural products
originating in Alaska if these products are competitively priced
and of like quality when compared to agricultural products
originating outside the state.

SB 110 and SB 155

SB 110 to increase the amounts of agricultural loans

available from the state of Alaska to any one borrower, and SB

155 relating to the splitting and combining of agricultural
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parcels will provide flexibility for developing economically
viable farm enterprises in Alaska. Farming has long been a
capital intensive industry. The amounts of loans from private
financial sources to U.S. farmers are based on the abilities of
the farmers to repay the loans, and not on arbitrarily imposed
limits. Loan limits may create failure 1in the very situation the
loan was designed to assist by not providing sufficient capital
to permit an economically successful farm enterprise. In the
best case, there should be no loan limits; 1instead the amount of
the loan should be granted on the basis of a thorough and
professional examination of the proposed farming enterprise.
Nevertheless, increasing the loan limits as provided by SB 110
will permit the loan fund to service modern agricultural
development in Alaska more effectively.

S3 155 will permit the splitting or combining of
agricultural parcels sold as part of an agricultural development
project to assist in the development of economically sound,
full-time and part-time farming enterprises. Farms of a certain
minimjm size, depending on the farming enterprise, are necessary
to support successful, full-time farming businesses. Smaller
farms may be satisfactory for part-time farms where other income
is available off the farm.

There 1is a tendency in urban Alaska to perceive that
agricultural development may take place successfully with only
part-time farms. The argument 1is that off-farm employment can be
used to subsidize the development of the farm. Two thoughts must

be kept 1in mind. First, the part-time farmer requires employment

l:;]'.~\ L A
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off the farm. Thus, the development of part-time farms 1is
dependent on the successful development of other sectors of the
economv near the farms to provide jobs for part-time farmers.
Second, successful part-time and full-time farms require a
well-developed, efficient infrastructure for supplying farm
inputs and marketing farm outputs. The volume of purchases and
production from full-time farms 1is necessary to support this
essential infrastructure.

Financial differences between full-time and part-time farms
are illustrated by national statistics. In 1981, U.S. farms that
sold 5100,000 or more in farm products accounted for 68.4
percent of cash farm receipts and earned S19.9 billion. At the
other end of the spectrum, farms that sold less than 520,000 each
in products collectively accounted for 5.5 percent of cash farm
receipts and lost $1.6 billion on farming. Nevertheless, these
small farms had family 1incomes above the U.S. average because
their farminn losses were offset bv 529 billion in nonfarm
income.

SB 39

SB 39 will provide an appropriation for the roads and
bridoes necessary to develop the agricultural, mineral, and
recreational resources in the Nenana-Totchaket area of interior
Alaska. Expanding agricultural production in this area will
increase the volume of agricultural commodities produced in
Alaska. As in any other 1industry, 1increased volume will reduce
the cqgﬁ of agricultural production and marketina and increase

the competitiveness of
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Alaska®™s aaricultural commodities. Moreover, expanding Alaska®s
grain and livestock production in the proposed Nenana-Totchaket
project will insure against vagaries of weather or plant diseases
that could reduce yields 1in existing agricultural areas. Reduced
grain yields, in turn, could jeopardize livestock producers who
need a reliable source of grain and processors of animal products
who need a reliable source of animals. Consequently, it is
desirable to produce grain and livestock in more than one area of
Alaska. The Nenana-TotchaKst will provide this option. Access
roads and bridges provided by SB 39 are essential for the
successful development of farmland 1in this area.
Agricultural Research and Education

Progress in agricultural development supDorted by the Alaska
State Legislature during the last ten years includes the
development of new lands for farming, the construction of
essential access roads and electrical power to farms, and the
construction of processina facilities for agricultural
commodities. Modern commercial agricultural, however, 1is a high
technology industry. Its abilitv to compete depends on the
continuing development and application of new technologies for
crop improvement, weed and disease control, livestock health and
nutrition, fertlizer efficiency, and improvements for processing
and marketing agricultural commodities.

All successful agricultural industries in the world have
government-supported research and teaching proarams to develop
new technologies. These programs are supported by government

because individual farmers, unlike large industries, cannot amass
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sufficient capital individually to conduct essential research.
In the U.S., agricultural research 1is .done by the system of state
agricultural experiment stations 1in land-grant universities.

Crop varieties used in Alaska were either developed by or
tested by scientists at the Alaska Agricultural and Forestry
Experiment Station which is administered by the University of
Alaska-Fairbanks (UAF). Essentially all management practices for
crops and livestock 1in Alaska that are recommended by the
coopej&tive extension service or state agencies were developed by
the experiment station.

Now, however, demands for 1improved crop varieties,
fertilizer recommendations, disease and insect control, animal
health, and farm manaaeiment systems for new agricultural land
exceed the resources and facilities of the experiment station.

In recoanition of UAF"s role as a land-qrant university to
supDort research and teaching for aaricultural development in
Alaska, UAF included an increment packaoe 1in its FY 86 budget

request to support research and education for Alaska“s

agricultural development plan. |1 strongly recommend the increment
package. Adequate research and education are essential for the
development of a cost-effective aaricultural industry. Lack of
an effective program now will fail to provide competitive

technologies for Alaska®s farmers three to five vears 1in the
future ..

Summary

The 1importance of agricultural development 1in Alaska was

highlighted for me 1in a program presented last week 1in Fairbanks



Page 11

by Dr. Theodore Malloch, an interational economist with the U.S.
Department of State. While discussing international trade, Dr.
Malloch informed us about 1increases 1in exports from service and
information 1industries in the U.S., and about our imports of
resources and manufactured goods from overseas.

During the guestion period, | asked Dr. Malloch®"s advice
and recommendation for economic development 1ir Alaska as related
to possible international trade. He responded that Alaska must
divesify its economic base and that our only alternative for
increased trade 1is to develop our basic resources of mining,
agriculture, timber, and fisheries.

Agriculture has an important role 1in Alaska ™ future,
particularly 1in areas where potential agricultural soils occur
and other major resources are limited. In these areas, the
development of cost-effective agriculture can provide economic
opportunities for Alaskans, enhance communities, provide
employment, and place relatively extensive areas of state-owned
land in private ownership. It can help meet the policy
established 1in Article 111, Section 1 of Alaska®"s Constitution,
"_.. to encourage v.he settlement of (Alaska®s) Iland and the
development of its resources by making them available for maximum

use consistent with the public 1interest.”
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IN THE SENATE BY KERTTULA

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 1

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Proposing amendments to the Constitution
of the State of Alaska relating to

agricultural rights in state lands.

IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. Article VIIlI, sec. 9, Constitution of the State of Alaska,

is amended to read:

SECTION 9. SALES AND GRANTS. Subject to the provisions of this
section and Section 19 of this article, the legislature may provide
for the sale or grant of state lands, or interests therein, and estab—
lish sales procedures. All sales or grants shall contain such reser-
vations to the State of\all resources as may be required by Congress
or the State and shall prov ".de for access to these resoul ;es. Reser —
vation of access shall not wunnecessarily impair the owners®"™ use,

prevent the control of trespass, or preclude compensation for damages.

* Sec. 2. Article VIIl, Constitution of the State of Alaska, 1is amended

by adding a new section to read:

SECTION 19. AGRICULTURAL RIGHTS IN STATE LANDS. When state land
is classified by the State as agricultural land, only the agricultural
rights in the land may be conveyed and all other interests in the land
remain with the State.

* Sec. 3. The amendments proposed by this resolution shall be placed

before the voters of the state at the next general election in conformity

art. XIIl, sec. 1, Constitution of the State of Alaska, and the

election laws of the State.

-1- SJR 1



WCRK DRAFT

B LTt Bt s g s

Pro 0Sing. amengdments to the
stltu |on o?m?te State

A g

states
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

Section 1. Arcticles VIII, sec. 9, Constitution of the State or Alaska
IS amended to read:

EON9 SNgES GRANFS Subject fo the provisions of. h| ectlon
ection | ?rtlcles the g ‘:)ure may rovide Xo
sae or ran state lands, of ts 1 ere| and establish s es

safes or grant%e Here %In SUC reservations t

i R B G

snav Rrow or access to hese resources: T
ot unnecef grly impair_the Pwn JS use, prevent the control of
trespass, or preclude Compensation for damages.

Sg(c] 2 Article VIII, Const|éut|on of the State of Alaska, is amended by
ing a new section to rea

Sect on 19. AGRICULTURAL RIGHTS |N STATE LANDS. AII a rlcult%ral Iand
a de In fee S|m5|e ahso te to the sur ace e at
title sha tur%

roced U{ >

contain Pn agricu covena |/aﬁ the an
used for anglcu tu[) p§t g Ses e rem va,: cove ant P%
accomplish y a 2/31s vote of eac ouse o the egls ure

both houses o egislature shall. pay rarr market. value as
Xtermmeﬁ the ommissioner at the tln[n) ythe removaF IS approved hy

5:03 Thﬁ owner ? gllcultttral langs whoBe fovenant have been lifted
e legislat



[E

oo

10

12

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

Bradley
3/7/86/
Original sponsor: Kerttula
IN THE SENATE BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 1 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Proposing amendments to the Constitution
of the State of Alaska relating to

agricultural rights in state lands.

IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

Section 1. Article VIII, sec. 9, Constitution of the State of Alaska,

is amended to read:

SECTION 9. SALES AND GRANTS. Subject to the provisions of this
section and Section 19 of this article, the legislature may provide
for the sale or grant of state lands, or interests therein, and estab—
lish sdes procedures. All sales or grants shall contain such reser—
vations to the State of all resources as may be required by Congress
or the State and shall provide for access to these resources. Reser —
vation of access shall not wunnecessarily impair the owners®" use,
prevent the control of trespass, or preclude compensation for damages.

Sec. 2. Article VIII, Constitution of the State of Alaska, 1is amended

by adding a new section to read:

SECTION 19. AGRICULTURAL RIGHTS IN STATE LANDS. When state land
is classified and sold by the State as agricultural land, the convey—
ance shall establish restrictions by covenant or in the patent that

prohibit nonagricultural use.

* Sec. 3. The amendments proposed by this resolution shall be placed

before the voters of the state at the next general election in conformity

with art. XIIl, sec. 1, Constitution of the State of Alaska, and the elec—

laws of the State.

CSSJR 1(Res)
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES POUCHM

JUNEAU, ALASKA 09811
PHONE: 007-465-2400

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

May 1, 1985

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Chair, Senate Resources Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Sei”U&xSturgulewski:

The Department of Natural Resources has no objections to
Senate Joint Resolution No. 1, which proposes an amendment
to the Constitution of the State of Alaska relating to
agricultural rights in state lands.

The proposed amendment is in accordance with the
agricultural rights statute, AS 38.05.321, which requires
that only rights for agricultural purposes be disposed of on
state land classified for agriculture.

IfT | may provide additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Wunnicke
Commissioner

cc: Members of the Senate Resources Committee
Senator Ja]mar Kerttula
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Introduction

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly saw the need for a
report on the status of agricu”ure. It was prompted by many requests for
information on Valley farming.

This is intended to show what has been done — what is being done
— and what can be done. Many of us in and close to the Valley aren’t
aware of what is being grown or to what extent, and those farther away
surely have little knowledge beyond “the big cabbage - and maybe some
milk.”

Most produce still comes from outside of Alaska. Why haven’t we
produced more here? Don’t we have the know-how? Do we even have the
land to grow things? And why should we be concerned about trying to
grow something here when it seems there are a lot better places in the

world to Jo it?

Well, let’s find out.

Edna Armstrong
Mayor



Early Observations

indefinite period
agriculture In Al'asﬁa will be suB Jrar topother

Industries, it is highly important that strenuous
efforts rhould he made to speedily discover the
best whys In which agriculture may be carried
on In tfie* territory with a view t? saying the
native population from what is already more
than a menace of starvation, and to” enable
MIners, frshermen and other |mmrgrants to
marntarn rfe or secure a greater degree of
comfort b tﬁ)m ucing, in whole or in part, the
materials which they require for food.

“ Little can be done toward the Permanent
organization of other industries in Alaska until
it “can be shown whether any considerable
amount of food supplies and domestic anrmals

can be produced within the Territory.”

", .. in the Cook Inlet region there are
%housands of sriuare miles that an be utrlrzgd
or agricultural purposes, as alrea
stated, | Dbelieve t|s regron 't be more
favorable or the developnient of agriculture
than any other portjon %f the coast country
all that IS required for the devel opment of these
[esources |s 1) the immigration of a arY
Industrious cass of people who can read
adjust themselves to the conditions, rnd (2
adequate transportation fa:ilities.” :
rue

A.C.
Director, Office of Experiment Statjons
CIS Department of Agriculture
- 1899
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Early Obs

~ ., while for an indefinite period
agriculture in Alaska will be subsidiary to other
industries, it is highly important that Strenuous
efforts should be made to speedily discover the
best ways in which agriculture may be carried
on in that territory with a view to saving the
native population from what is already more
than a menace of starvation, and to’ enable
miners, fishermen and other immigrants to
maintain life or secure a greater degree of
comfort by producing, in whole or in part, the
materials which theyrequire for food.’

* Little can be done toward the Permanen.t
organization of other industries in Alaska until
it "can be shown whether any considerable
amount of food supplies and domestic animals

ervations

can be produced within the Teidtory.”

.. In the Cook Inlet region there are
thousands of S(iuare miles that can be utilized
for agricultural purposes, and, as already
stated, | believe this region to be more
favorable for the development of agriculture
than any other portion of the coast country . . .
all that 1s required for the development of‘these
resources is (1) the |mm|Prat|on of a hard,Y,
industrious class of people who can readi
adjust themselves to the conditions, and (2{
adequate transportation facilities.”

A. C. True

Director, Office of Experiment Stations
CIS Department of Agriculture
- 1899



The

There were few white people in the Matanuska-
Susitna area at the start of the new century. A
hundred years ago, the country was Vvirtually
unknown, and not until 1898 did the explorations of
Captains Glenn and Abercrombie up the Copper
River, and W.C. Mendenhall’s trip up the Matanuska
Valley answer the questions as *o “what lies north of
where the Sushitna River forms the headwaters of
Cooks Inlet."

The first farmers were the prospectors who
wanted to supplement shipped-in produce. The town
of Knik was th~ hub of the Valley. Boats brought in
the supplies, which then had to be freighted, by dog-
or horse-power, the twenty-five and more miles to
the mines. Oats for the horses were grown on the
flat, open areas, the hay flats, and people started
experimenting with the seed provided by the U.S.
Experiment Station, then located at Sitka.

The Homestead Act of 1898, which limited land
grants to 80 acres and required homesteaders to pay
the expenses of surveying plus the surveyors' travel
cost, did not encourage farming for profit.

The amended Homestead Act of 1903 allowed
homesteaders 320 acres of surveyed or unsurveyed
land, so that by 1914 some 132 people were involved
in farming.

First Days

of Farming

“the young plants languished, turned
yellow, and died............. The failure in all these
cases was due to the soil and not to the
climate. It points a warning at those who begin
with raw ground not to expect too much nor to
become discouraged if it seems unproductive at
first. It may possibly also account for Mie
condemnations of some of those who say that
‘Alaska is no good for farming.” The explana-
tion lies in the fact that the raw, water-logged
soil is too acid for the growth of most
cultivated plants, and is unproductive until
sweetened by aeration and drainage.”

C.C. Georgesson
- T-99

300 acres were cleared by then. Potatoes and
vegetables were the major crops. No attempt had yet
been made to raise livestock, except for some
chickens, a few cows and hogs. A few cattle were
ranged and fattened on native grass near the old
Fishhook Inn, and sold to the miners for meat.



“The flrst man to farm in the valley is J.J.
Bugge, a Minnesota Scandinavian, who chased
gold all over Alaska, found $15,000 worth of
it, blew his ‘poke’ trying to increase it and then

had to farm to keep alive.
Arville Schaleben

Reporter
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