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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Under this project, the Alaska Agricultural Action Council will determine the basic information ",

necessary to provide a complete,
marketing facility. This project will entail
engineering,

and construction of the complete facility.

modern and efficient livestock slaughtering,
the admiriistratiov., necessary investigations,
It will also explore feed lot organization

and various marketing alternatives for livestock and their by-products.
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JAY s. MAMIMONO
GOVERNOR

State of Alaska
CFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
JUNEAU

May 11, 1981

The Honorable Donald E. Gilman
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Senator Gilman:

RE: Homer Red -leat Station
The Speci _ Projects Office, Office of the Governor,
hereby agrees to serve as the vehicle for the pass—
through of funds appropriated to the Homer Red Meat
Station for the University of Alaska®s continued use

and operation of this facility.

Sincerely,

Special Projects Coordinator



University of Alaska, Fairbanks
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

School of Agriculture and Land Resources Management
Agricultural Experiment Station

February. 20, 1979

Senator Clem V. Till ion
President, Alaska State benate
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Tillion:

The first four articles in the enclosed issue of Agroborealis
outline the results of the initial year of operational research in
red meat production at the Homer Research Center. Funds for research
at the Center were provided to the University of Alaska Agricultural
Experiment Station through the FY 78-79 budget for the Division of
Agriculture, Department of Natural Resources. Commissioner LeResche
has indicated that funds to continue this work for a third year were
included in the FY 80 budget request for the Department of Natural
Resources. It is n\y understanding, however, that these funds were
removed from the Department of Natural Resources budget request by the
Budget Review committee. Although funds were provided to construct the
Homer Research Center through bond issues in 1970 and 1974, the Agricultural
Experiment Station has never been successful 1in obtaining operational
funds for the Homer Research Center through the normal University budget
process.

I believe the information presented in the enclosed issue of
Agroborealis indicates potential for increased red meat production on
the Kenai Peninsula. Improved management practices based on this
information will benefit ranchers with relatively small operations and
those who may wish to expand the number of livestock on their ranches.
Research aimed at reducing costs and increasing the efficiency of beef
production on the Kenai peninsula is essential if Alaska®s beef industry
is to meet even a fraction of Alaska®s red meat requirements.

RECEIVED

20K

Agricultural Experiment Station
Palmer, Alaska

A division of the University of Alaska statewide system of higher education



Senator Clem V. Tillion
President, Alaska State Senate

I hope we will be able to continue the research described in the
enclosed periodical. We cannot do it without your support.

Sincerely,

James V. Drew
Dean and Director

JVD:ds
end.

PLEASE REPLY BY AIRMAIL



POUCH V
STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU, ALASKA BBOI1

BETTYE FAHRENKAMP, CHAIRMAN
VIC FISCHER, Vick.chairman

BRAD BRADLEY
DICK ELIASON 007 2403*3634
DON GILMAN 007) 463*3033

BOBMULCAHY
ARLI8S STURGULEWSKI

JJarate

(Ecmmrttee an JRCSCNIMQ
May 8, 1981

Senate Finance Committee
e Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senators:

eThe Senate Resource Committee would like"to request
your reconsideration of the budget for the University of
Alaska for Inclusion of the operating funds for the Homer
Research Center at Homer, Alaska.

The University of Alaska is considering closing the
Center December 1981 due to a lack of operating funds. This
would result in the loss of vital agricultural research and
data necessary for the maintenance and expansion of agricultural
projects in the state. -

The operating budget is broken down into:

Salaries-—-———————————————- $155,011.58
Travel- - 3,368.39
Contractual services- 29,*10%1.20
Supplies--—————————mme— 30,27*1.00"
Total operating budget $218,058.17

Your reconsideration on this matter is greatly appreciated.

Senator Gilman



SENATOR
DON GILMAN

Juneau Ph.
(907)465-4934

P.0. BOX 630
KENAI, ALASKA 99611
(007)283-4182

DURING SESSION

POUCH YV
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

March 12, 1982

MEMORANDUM
TO: Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp
Chairman, Senate Resources Committee
FROM: Sel~Sr~Don Gilman
RE: Status of Homer Research Center

Dear Bettye:

I"m sorry | will not be able to attend today"s committee

meeting due to other commitments. I do, however, have
a concern which 1 consider germane to the scheduled
presentation: "Alaskan Agriculture - An Overview." My

concern relates to agricultural research, sp.cifically
the Homer Red Meat Research Center.

The Homer Research Center was established with bond issue
funds provided to the University in 1970 and 1974. Research
conducted by the center has provided information on forage
production of various native grassesfertilizer rates,
winter feed management systems for beef cattle, rates of
gain for beef on native grass, hay quality evaluation and
demand feed selection by cattle.

The Center has research planned to:

Provide a scientific basis for reducing the costs

, and increasing the efficiency of beef production
on the Kenai Peninsula and in other grazing areas
of the state.

Develop beef management systems for use in the
developing Alaskan cattle industry.

Investigate the use of high-protein fishery by—
products for use in small grain fishery by-product
feed mix supplement.
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The Kenai Peninsula is an area rich in native grasses
suitable for grazing and has supported cow/calf production
units for many years. The area farmers and ranchers have
worked closely with the facility and been sxtremely sup—
portive.

Last year, operating funds for the Center vrere not
included in the Regents®™ request for the University
system. The Senate Resources Committee sent the attached
letter to the Senate Finance Committee requesting the
re-inclusion of funding. An agreement was reached with
the Governor®s Office on Special Projects and the Uni—
versity of Alaska to administer the funds to the Homer
facility. This year we are again faced with the problem
of looking for continuance funding.

In light of this situation, T .vould like to ask for the
views of the witnesses before the Committee.

1. Inasmuch as there 1is a close relationship
between the development of the Alaska small grain
agricultural development and the development of
an Alaska red meat industry,

Question 1; Do you feel that beef cattle research
should be a significant part of an Axasxan
agricultural research program?

a. Page XIll, Section 4, Articulation

of Goals, part F, Support agricultural
development with research, teaching, and
public service programs. This 1is a goal
stated by DNR as necessary to put 500,000
acres into produccion by 1990.

The study also lists as a specific goal,
(b), produce a major portion of the meat
consumed by Alaskans (beef, pork, other).

Last year $2.65 million was appropriated to the
Office of the Governor, AAAC, to provide a livestock
slaughtering, processing and marketing facility.
This facility, under study, will be designed as an
expandable system to handle increasing production

of the beef industry.
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Question 2: Do you feel that research could play an
important role in providing sufficient
slaughter beef to eventually run the system at
capacity?

2. One of the studies, "Recommendations for
Legislative Action,”™ page XXI, item 7, 1is listed
as "Assure research support for agricultural

development.” The Homer facility is named on
Rage XXIX under the section of Institutional
Support.

Question 3: Inasmuch as the Homer facility is the
only unit with a current mission to do beef
cattle research, do you feel the Homer
Research Center 1is or should be a valuable
part of Alaska®s agricultural research
program?

3. The "Overview" lists 195,000 acres of good
range land in the Aleutians, the lower Alaska
Peninsula, Kodiak, with approximately a quarter
lying along Cook Inlet.

Question 4: Civen the current status of transportation,
access, existing ranching units, and available
facilities, do you think that Horner is a suitable
location for this installation?
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The Homer Research Center, designed to carry out research in beef production, located about 10 miles oast of Homer, Alaska

The Homer Beef Production Project
A Cooperative Effort in Applied Research

Jay D, McKondrick*
m. W. Mitchell* s
Frednc M Hushy"**

Alaska's relatively small but growing population impotls
over 90% of the red meat consumed in the state. Vet Alaska's
tall-grass-forb range resources ore vast and underutilized by
either wildlife or domes**": grazers. This mcon%runy has led to
thp relief that expanding Alaska's agricultural beef industry
wjuld benefit the state and its consumers by utilizing local
renewable resources and by reducing dependence on distant
food production. The Homer Beef Production Project is a

« aisociit= Proleitor of Agronomy, Agricultural Experiment Sta-
tion, Palmer.
*o Profwior of Agronomy, Agricultural Exporimant Station, Palmar.
«o* Anijtam Professor ¢f Animal Scianco, Agricultural Experimmt
Station, Fairbanks.

4 January/1979  Agroborealis

cooperative effort between ranchers, researchers, and state
government which is aimed at increasing and properly utiliz-
Ing local range resources. Applied research is being directed

at specific beef production problems on the lower Kenai
Peninsula.

Range Resources Equate with Beef Prices

~ Lush summer growth on native rangelands of the Kenai
Peninsula and at other locations where the tall-grass-forb plant
communities occur has for years attracted stockmen's inter-
ests in Alaska. To ranchers, range forage production means
low-cost feed, a component essential for economically viable
livestock operations. To a nation of consumers, largé range-
land resources mean low-cost beef relative to nations without

such resources (Table 1). Pioneering Alaskan ranchers readily



Hay Quality Survey for the
Homer Beef Production Project-1977

To go from one point to the next, a
traveler “‘must constantly maintain a
sense of position and direction. So it is
with research-without knowing where
We are, we cannot proceed to our desti-
nation in an orderly fashion. An impor-
tant part of the Homer Beef Production
Research Project at the Alaska Agricul-
tural Experiment Station (16) was
assessing the need for improving nutri-
tional quality as well as yields of
Alaskan hays. The quality of hays pro-
duced by Alaskan farmers is largely un-
known. “Occasionally a farm-produced
hay is tested for ‘protein, but other
nutrients are almost never measured.
Without such information, stockmen
cannot krc.v wnlch nutritional compo-
nents need supplementing in order to
provide a balanced ration.

Methods of improving forage and
hay production have been researched
for several decades in Alaska by federal
and state agricultural plant scientists
(8, 11, 12, 14, 13, 19). Forage quality
research has been one of lesser agrono-
mic effort, relative to production stu-
dies. Inadequate laboratory space,
equipment, and numbers ol technicians
for routine testing of forage quality
were primarily responsible for that
situation. _

Traditionally, experimental hay
crops in Alaska and elsewhere have not
been simultaneously tested for both
mineral and organic constituents. Plant
scientists, whose efforts were aimed at

+ Aj date Professor of Anronomy, Agricul-
tural Experiment Station, Palmer,
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Jay D. McKendrick*

forage-plant growth, have usually exa-
mined majcr mineral fractions, N, P, K,
Ca, and Mg, with respect to fertilizer
and crop variety experiments. Animal
scientists, ~conCerned  with ~ animal
growth experiments, have usually exa-
mined digestibilities, fiber, lignin, carbo-
hvdraie, and protein fractions (‘2, 3, 4).
Costliness of comprehensive.-analyses for
bath mineral and orgarlc fractions has
dictated the dichotomy of past experi-
ment'. more Chan has divergence of
interests between the two scientific dis-
ciplines. Both research groups recog-
nized the importance of mineral and
organic_constituents to hay quality, and
the cuirent tendency in Alaska ‘is to-
ward a more unified and cooperative
multldlsc_lplmary 4 _Proach. _
Quality may ditfer substantially be-
tween hayv rqrown in experimental plots
and thosé of farm fields. Test-plot crops
have u'.uelly been cured in dryers and
those hays may have subStantially
higher quality than hays on local farms
that have been subjected to weather
damage during field curing, i urther-
more, there are rather wide variations in
protein levelj. urnong Alaska's native
?rasses. Irwin (8% cites total crude pro-
ein values of 4.58% for Alaskan blue-

joint (Calamagrostis canadensis) hays.

Similar protein levels, 4.6%, were noted
for that grass in a more recent Alaskan
study (15%. Total crude protein levels of
2.5% are common ii bluejoint plants
after autumi. frosts. Such levels are too
low to meet animal nutrient require-
ments. Contrastingly, in a seasonal
study of two Alaskan tundra grasses

'[Arcta rostis latifofia and Dupontia
|sher_|?the minimi level of total crude
Protelnjn shoots was about 7.5% (17), a
evel suitable for the diets of several live-
stock classes. Protein levels in natu_ral_lg
cured grasses may not be the most limit-
ing quality factors in terms of animal
dietary needs in other Alaskan hays and
forages. N

~ Expert farmers can, within broad
limits, Audge the quality of hay by its
outward appearance, and they can Simi-
larly assess the effectiveness of such
feeds on animal performance. But when
deficiencies occur, it is difficult to iden-
tify the specific cause by visual inspec-
tion. Protein, minerals,” digestibilities
and othir nutritional components of
hays are not evidenced by outward
appearances; those components can be
measured only by laboratory analyse'

AI'AIU - DHULXI-Nf

Figure 1. Means and their 95% confi-
dence intervals for crude protein, lignin,
silica, and metabolizable ‘energy (M.E.
In four species of Alaskan hay Crops. Al
alfalfa data but one samﬁ)le came from
CFOPS produced outside Alaska and were
included In the survey for comparison
pUrposes.



Gains of Beef Calves during Winter-Feeding

and Summer-Grazing Trials on the
Lower Kenai Peninsula, Alaska

Approximately 230,000 acres of
otential grazing "land occurs on the
ena; Peninsula of Alaska. However,
the present grazing leases in the area are
only carrying about 700 head of cattle.
One of the major problems restricting
the expansion of cattle production IS
the lack of a high-quality winter feed.
The most abundant native grass in the
area is Calamagrostis canadensis (blue-
joint) which can yield between one and
two tons of dry matter per acre (7).
However, this grass as hay is usually of
low quality due to rapid maturation. In
addition, adverse weather conditions at
the time hay quality is high make har-
vesting difficult (5). Bluejoint has also
been reported to be intolerant to heavy
Prazlng or repeated harvests without
ertilization  (4,6), although oozing
trials have not been conducted to deter-
mine the effect of grazing on native
blue,oint stands. ,

The objectives of this stud Werg to
de'ermine the cost of feeding beef
calves varying levels of average-quality
forage during the winter and to evaluate
tne effect of winter gains on subsequent
gams during summer grazing on native

luejoint grasslands.

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE

This study was conducted between
December 23, 1977, and September 15,
1978, It consisted of a winter-feeding
trial to determine Wel(]yht gains of calves
fed varying levels of all forage diets and
then subjected to a summer-grazing trial
on native bluejoint grasslands to deter-
mine the effect of winter-feeding levels
on subsequent summer gains. _

Winter-Feeding Trial: Thirty Heri-
ford weaner calves (fifteen steers and
fifteen heifers) weighing approximately
413 s4staRR0M 0 WEIr bandi ,ysalhcmti@d\%g-
theaBugroupspefintent caiwgsonn taebba

By F. M. Husby*

From Junfc 16 to September 16, ¢
grasslands.

of  waight, sex, end_herd of origin.
Each group was fed a different amount
of hay for a 175-day period. Prior to
allotment, all animals were dehorned,
wormed, and heated with a pour-on
insecticide. Each calf was injected with
1 million IU of vitamin A and 150,000
U of vitamin D2 before the start of the
trial, with asimilar injection repeated in
March. Calves Were_keth in pens with
162 sg. ft. per head including 35 sg. ft.
ger head under an open-sided r.ned with
5 linear tt. of feed-bunk space per
head. Water and a mineral supplement
coqused of 70% steamed bonemeal or
dicalcium phosphate and 30% trace
mineral salt was available ad liiiitum:
and the hay was weighed and group fed
once daily. The three forage treatments
were:  maintenance, intermediate, and
full-feed levels. The maintenance-level
animals received only enough hay to
maintain live weight over the entire

is gained 2,2 lbs. per day on these blugjoint

175-day period while the full-feed
animals were allowed access to hay at all
tImES._LIVE-WEI%h'[ gains and hay con-
sumption were determined weekly. The
amount of hay for the intermediate feed
level was calculate ) and adjusted to be
fed the next week at a level midv v
between the quantities consumed in t ie
maintenance and in the full-feed treat-
ments, Initial and final body weights
and feed consumption were use f(}
calculate the average daily gain and fee
performance for “the 1 -da%/ trial.
LocaIIY produced timothy hay was
analyzed for cude protein (1) and
in vitro dry matter disappearance
(IVCMD) (11{ The hay was selected on
the basis of a minimum crude-protein
content of 8% to provide the level of
protein required to maintain the body
weight of a 440-Ib. calf (8). During the
course of the feeding trial, the protein
content c* the hay was reanalyzed and

Agroborealis  January/1979 11



/ Blueg'oir]t reedgrass [C/Tjnagrcstis
canadehsts) is the most ccimmcinly used
native forage grass in Alaska. It 1s par-

ticularly important in the forage pro-

ram of ranchers and hay growers on
e lov<r Kenai Peninsula, where it
occurs in dense, extensive stands.

Prior to research efforts on manage-

ment of this grass, there was a growing
opinion amongwoperators on the Kenal
Peninsula that
placed with some oth" grass. This
resulted from observations of declining
production in harvested fields and from
uncertainties about the forage qualities
of bluejoint, _
Some Canadian workers; (1) assign"J
a low palatability ratln? to bluejoint but
considered it worthy Tor hay 1f cut in
early July. Early studies conducted with
the grass in Alaska (2, 11) demonstrated
a sharp decrease in crude protein and an
increase of crude fiber through the
growmg season. A more recent study (8)

ocumented a serious loss of metaboli-

zable enerry with maturation. .
However, management trials with

blugjoint in ‘'the Matanuska Valley

showed that, with fertilisation, annual

harvests of 1 to 2.5 tons per acre of me-
dium- to hlgh-;))rotem hay could be sus-

tained (4, These research efforts
indicated the grass should be harvested
in the boot to head emergence stage to
achieve .ct;.ood yields with adequate qua-
“tY' Waiting for the highest yields at the
fully headed stage resulted ‘in consider-
ablé loss in auallty._A Canadian trial (3)
demonstrated benefits from fertilization

and indicated that relatively good pro-

duction could be maintained with the

best balance of yield and quality ob-

tained with two harvests—the first in
late June and the second about two
months later. _

The trials conducted i the Mata-
nuska Valley have been follov.jd by stu-
dies on thé lower Kenai Peninsula in
order to answer better management
questions pert_amlng to that area with Its
more acid soils an

tional information that has encquraged
ope.ators to continue with bluejoint as
aforaj-i crop. . _
B uehomt is well adapted to the acid
soils of the lower Kenai Peninsula, does
not. require liming to maintain a produc-
tive stand, sexceptlonaIIY winterhardy,
and is poss oly the fastest-drying forage

* p-ofeiior of Asronomy, Agricultural Exper-

Iment Station, Palmer, Alaska-

uejoint should be elimi-
nated from the forage ﬁrogram and re-

and cooler growing sea-
sons. These studies have produced addi-

Managing Native Bluejoint
Reedgrass for Forage

Production
Wm. W. Mitchell*

Figure 1. Bluejoint grassland on the lower Kenai Peninsula in early spring prior to the
initiation of %rowth, illustrating the extremely hummocky nature of undisturbed grass*

land of this

with a layer of humic material.

yPe. A deep layer of litter accumulates at the surface and is underlain

Figure 2: A heavy-duty rotary plow with its deep tilling action eliminated the hum*
mocks and incorporated surface litter and humic material with mineral matter in this
bluejoint field. The plowing was conducted ir ‘ate rummer 1972. This picturo was

taken in spring 1973.

of those currently available. This last
characteristic is important where periods
of t};ood_ haying weather are generally
brief. With ﬁroper.management, blue-
J[th can ma
jon to the forage system of a stock-
rower or hay producer on the lower
enai_Peninsula and similar_area). The
following provides some guidelines for
management of bluejcint from the
research being conducted on the lower
Kenai Peninsula. As is the nature of
research, however, it also has raised
questions that wit* be addressed with
further studies.

e an important contribu-

PREPARING GROUND FOR
HARVEST

The extremely hummocky nature
of bluejoint tandsS render them unsuit-
able for machine harvest in their native
state  (Figure 1?. Bulldozers, tillers,
brusn hogs, and plows have been used to
eliminate the hummocks and reduce the
thick layer of lirter and humic material
that occurs at the surface. One of the
more successful methods emplo2yed a
heavy-duty tiller powered by a 250-h|
motor, termed a "rotary plow," that in-
corporated much of the litter and mulch
in the mineral soi! whiie eliminating the

Agroborealis  January/1979 15



SENATE | 465-3834
Resources Committee

Official Business Pouch V
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

March 12, 1982 Belt:z Room
1:35 p.m. Room 211 - Capitol

MEMBERS PRESENT

Senator Fahrenkamp
Senator Fischer

Senator Bradley

Senator Mulcahv

Senator Sturgulewski
Senator Kertulla
Representative Sutcliffe

Hearing:
Alaskan Agriculture Overview--bv Bill Heim, Charles Logsdon, and
Roland Snodgrass
SB 608 An Act making a special appropriation, to the power
development fund of the Alaska Power Authority for the Susitna
.".iver hydroelectric project and other hydroelectric projects:
and providing for an effective date.

Agriculture Overview

Charles Logsdon stated that the overview establishes a philof. jphtcal
base for agriculture actions, and defines the State®s role as one

of providing the proper climate for farming. He reviewed the
report"s 16 recommendations for legislative action:

1. Accelerate the disposal and productlor schedule of state
agriculture lands.

2. Revamp the Agriculture Revolving Loan Fund, so that it

is a development fund only, with no new loans to an agricultural
enterprise after seven years.

3. Establish an office for market development and information
for Alaska products with an "800"™ telephone number, to aid 1in the
distribution phase of agriculture.

4. Establish a crop testing program for remote areas.

5. Fund the establishment of archives of all pertinent data
related to State agricultural projects.

6. Fund the creation of an "Alaskan Agricultural Development™

computar-simulation model 1in order to project future development
feasibilities.

7. Assure research support for agricultural development by
funding of the Agricultural Experiment Station with a separate
budget.

8. Fund the development and service of an in-state agricultural

data bank, available to the public through computer terminals.
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9. Establish a joint quarantine facility at the Palmer
Plant Material Centc-.

10. Establish a gene bank of northern-adapted plants
useful in Alaska.

11. Fund a joint weed control demonstration with the
Province of Alberta 1in the Delta Junction region.

12. Fund a once-a-year barge service to the Aleutian
Islands to bring feeder catrle to the mainland for finishing,.

13. Appraise the world market possibilities for Alaska
products.

14. Express willingness to work with Native corporations

in development of the agricultural capabilities of their land.
=5, Consider the development of limestone and phosphate
resources in Alaska for fertilizer.
16. Develop a modest but firm-priced source of electricity,
which can nave a great impact on agricultural productivity.

Bill Heim recommended that the Agriculture Revolving Loan Fund
have a separate account for land clearing, with no payback for
three to four years to \ low time to get land 1into production.
Land clearing funds are important for the development of small
farms. Small farms sho.-lId be located near Jlarge farms to use
the existing infrastructure. Since most small farmers work off
the farm, too, small farms should be located n ;ar other
employment opportunities.

SB 608

Senator Fischer prepared a Committee Substitute consisting of
items already before the Senate Finance Committee 1in the
Governor®s budget. There 1is concern that the Governor may change
his budget 1in view of the projected revenue shortfalls. The
Committee Substitute assures that all projects would remain
before the Finj ce Committee.

Senator Fahrenkamp prepared an amendment to page 1, line 27,
appropriating $2.5 million for an electrical generation unit at

Cordova.

Senator Fischer asked for more time to prepare an amendment
dealing with alternative energy sources.

Senator Fahrenkamp stated SB 608 would be held until Wednesday.

Senator Fischer moved the Committee consider the Committee

Substitute. He then moved the adoption of the amendment to pr.Ce 1,

line 27.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:40 p.m.



Alaska State Legislature

Resourtes Committee

Official Business Pouch V
State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

TO: Senate Resources Committee
FROM: Senate Resor Committee Staff
RE: Committee Mee".ing, Wednesday, 3/10/82
DATE: March 8, 1982
Please find a_ "v<a bad.ground information for this

Wednesday s briefing en Aliskrn agriculture by L land Snodgrass
and Bill Heim.

The meeting will be-held tit 1:30 p.m. in the Beltz A =min
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PREFACE

Foil "the past 22 years what has been done by Alaskan government for
the people™s food supply has primarily originated with the Legislature.
This; report comes from the work commenced by the Governor®s Agricultural
Policy Task Force, a still-functioning coiiimittee resulting from
legislation 1| had the privilege of introducing several years ago.

A few of editorial notes are included. I also insisted on solid
recommendations which are listed.

Tpj report, ALASKAN AGRICULTURE: AN OVERVIEW, was prepared with the
expressed intent of providing an analysis of the past, present and
future status of statewide agriculture. My objective was to have this
information gathered and prepared by individuals who have been uniquely
involved with not only the Alaskan agriculture industry, but have long
experience with U.S. agriculture from the Land Grant College level (when
their mission was food) to all phases of government and industry. They
possess a blend of unparalleled experience, education and agricultural
training, much of it acquired in Alaska. Each of these individuals has
worked extensively in a variety of agricultural and other endeavors
throughout the State. Upon examination of the work you may well agree
with me that Messrs. Heim, Logdson, and Snodgrass make up the most
qualified combination in the United States to perform this undertaking.

The completed report is intended for presentation to the 1982
legislature, but will undoubtedly also serve as an invaluable record for
future generations of Alaskan farmers, students, government and the
plagiarizers of information who will compile and sell from jhese efforts
as original work.

Additionally, Gordon Tope provided the management so necessary in
getting multiple interests to organize and complete this project.



BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

ROLAND SNODGRASS

Mr. Snodgrass 1is currently a retired farmer, residing in Palmer.
He has been a resident of the state since shortly after his birth in
1909. His residences include: 1909-1916 in Kodiak, 1916-1917 in
Seward, 1917-1923 in Fairbanks, 1924-1928 in Matanuska, 1929-1935 in
Fairbanks and from 1936 until the present in Palmer. A graduate of
Anchorage High School in 1928, he earned a Bachelor of Science from the
University of Alaska in 1932, Master of Science from Colorado State
University in 1935 and completed additional PhD graduate work at the
University of Wisconsin in 1955-1956.

Professional work experience includes Instructor at the University
of Alaska from 1933-1935 (Bering Sea Archeological Expedition),
Superintendent of Rural Development, Matanuska Colony from 1937-1939,
General Manager-Matanuska Maid from 1942-1944, Dairy Farmer from
1939-1967, Instructor at the University of Wisconsin in 1956, Director
of the Alaska Division of Agriculture from 1967-1970 and Science
Specialist-Fedoral-St*fe Land Use Planning Commission from 1970-1973.

Mr. Snodgrtss is . second generation Alaskan farmer-educator; a
member of a legendary Alaskan pioneer family of teachers and farmers.
The Matanuska. Valley farm industry was developed on land donated by Mr.
Snodgrass, i.e. the town of Palmer began there. He is a member of the
Governor™s Agricultural Policy Task Force.

CHARLES LOGSDON

Dr. Logsdon was torn in Missouri in 1921 and moved to Alaska in
1953 in order to assume the position of Research Plant Pathologist at
the University of Alaska. He received his formal education at the
University of Minnesota. Professional work experience includes Research
Professor of Plant Pathology from 1953-1968 at the USDA, Professor/Plant
Pathologist at the University of Alaska from 1958 to 1978, Associate
Director and Instructor of Agricultural Science from 1971 to 1978,
Emeritus Professor of Plant Pathology at the University of Alaska from
1978 to thi> present, and president of Agresources Co. from 1978 to
present.

Dr. Log.-"don is a member of the American Association for the
Advancement of Science, the American Phytopath Society, Potato
Association ot America and the Mycological Society of America.
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Mr. Heim was born in St. Charles, Minnesota in 1934 and shortly
after graduating from school made his first trip to Alaska in 1952.
During that period he worked on a dairy farm in the Matanuska Valley for
two seasons. Mr. Heim returned to Minnesota but continued to visit
Alaska to watch and advise farmers from the Matanuska Valley to the
Yukon and teindeer regions of the north. After renting a farm in
Minnesota he purchased a 270-acre farm in 1957, which he has continued
to expand to over 1,000 acres of cultivated land with an emphasis on row
crops, dairy, and beef. In 1970, iV. Heim formed the South Branch Dairy
Corporation which was responsible for the construction of an innovative
modern dairy facility, prototype for the Point McKenzie ag project.

Mr. Heim has served on a variety of regional and state committees,
including Board of Directors for Whitewater River Demonstration Farm,
Organizer and President of Winona Co. Forage and Grassland Council,
Board of Directors-Elba Co-op Creamery Association and was appointed to
the Governor®s Agricultural Policy Task Force for Alaska in 1978.

BILL HEIM



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

We proceed from the premise that it is in the interest of all
Alaskans to develop agriculture on tee 5% of the State that is suitable
for cropping, and that this would not interfere with the other interests
which would use the remaining 95% for other purposes. Development
should be accomplished in such a fashion, however, that proper attention
is given to conservation of tne soil resource.

Alaska was never a part of the American frontier, so it is
inadvisable to consider agricultural development in terms of the great
westward movement in America. Development must proceed from a basi; of
the present highly technological agriculture of the advanced nations,
since Alaskan agriculture cannot be divorced from the economics of U.S.
agriculture.

Alaska has the soils resources for a significant agriculture. The
Explorat vy Soi", Survey issued in 1979 by the U.S. Soil Conservation
Service classifies approximately 20.5 million acres as either good or
fair for the production of common crops--those suitable for the upper
North Temperate 7.one. Temperatures and growing seasons are taken into
account. The general picture of suitable soils is one of river basins.

Alaska has the climatic resources for agriculture. With adequate
precipitation and good ground water sources in areas with tillable soils
and 1800 to 2000 growing degree days in the better locations, climate
poses few restrictions on adapted crops. Fcrage crops require about 800
growing degree dayb to reach harvest, while adapted varieties of gra™
demand 1400 to 1600 growing degree days. Potato requirements are

similar to grain, but may be harvested early with some loss of yield.



As European civilization started its westward movement around 1500,
so also it moved eastward. In the north, the hunt for furs played a
most spectacular part. The movement from Russia extended eastward.
From England and France, and to a lesser degree from other nations, it
moved to the west. Progressing in opposite directions, these fur hunts
led to the establishment of the Alaska boundary approximately halfway
around the world from the points of origin.

In 1784, Grigori Shelikof founded a settlement at Three Saints Bay
(now Old Harbor) on Kodiak Island, and brought with him some seeds and
livestock. This would appear to be the first introduction of
agriculture into Alaska. George Washington was president of the United
States.

The Russian American Company under Baranof founded ~ short-lived
agricultural colony at Yakutat. Later Russian records refer to small
agricultural colonies at Ninilchik, Kasilof, Kenai, Tyonek, Knik, and
Matanuska. Cereals did not ripen along the coastal areas to which the
fur trade was extended, but some vegetables did quite well, and grazing
animals were quite successful at Kodiak and the grassy islands to the
southwest.

Agriculture was introduced into the interior of Alaska by Alexander
Murray of the Hudson"s Bay Trading Company, who established the trading
post at Fort Yukon at the confluence of the Yukon and Porcupine rivers,
well within Russian territory. He brought with him vegetables and
cereal seeds as well as potatoes ar.d had suprising success with
vegetables and small grain production.

Miners and mining camps provided the basis for agricultural

expansion in much of the territory. The Tanana Valley proved more
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permanent for settlement than most mining communities. With the
Homestead Laws extended to Alaska between 1898 and 1903, farming came
into its own in the area prior to World War 1, resulting in the
establishment of the present Experiment Station at Fairbanks followed by
the establishment of the University of Alaska as a land grant college.
Farm emphasis shifted from subsistence gardens to grain, and in 1921-22
the farmers constructed a flour mill which produced three types of
excellent wheat flour that were well received along the rail belt. The
railroad provided a much cheaper freight rate on materials shipped into
the country, and the local farmers could not compete with the qrowing
technologv and large scale operations of the western farmers. Farming
was also carried on at Skagway, Haines, Chitina-McCarthy. and Juneau
around the turn of the century.

In 1929, the Alaska Railroad emulated the Great Northern Railroad
experience of recruiting settlers. The only inducements were cheap
transportation from Seattle and assistance in finding suitable farms.
Fifty-six families came to the Valley under this program, and a high
percentage remained to become permanent residents.

During the Great Depression of the 30"s, over a million farm
families across the nation were unsettled. The Federal government
tesponded by creating the Resettlement Administration to move stricken
farmers to better locations. Matanuska was one of a hundred projects
proposed. The cooperative established in support of this project is one
of the oldest businesses in the State. Almost 50 years later, the
Matanuska Valley still produces approximately 2/3 the value of farm
products within the State in spite of subdivision pressures which appear
to be reducing the readily available farm lands in private ownership.

The reason for the success of this farming venture may be due to

the fact that the settlers had northern state agricultural experience
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and as a group settlement, some institutional services were provided as
a part of the settlement process. Institutional supports are as
important to the farmer today as the land he tills. As the American
frontier drew to an end, national and state governments entered into a
policy of institutional support appropriate to a maturing economy and
directed towards securing an adequate supply of cheap and healthful
food. This policy has been carried out in the other states, and to a
limited extent in Alaska by furnishing the agricultural industry with
some services, including limited research, information and education,
inspection, conservation, and credit. The underlying intent is to
benefit the nation as a whole in terms of affordable, healthful food for
all. This policy has also made the U.S. the world"s largest exporter of
food, which goes a long way toward paying for our needed energy imports.
HISTC UCAL— WORLD WAR Il TO PRESENT

World War 11 pointed out conclusively the strategic position of
Alaska m a world in which air power would be significant in any future
conflict, and it demonstrated the vulnerability of supply lines from the
other states to Alaska during conflict. As a consequence, the defense
department requested Congress to determine if there fere sufficient
agricultural resources in Alaska to support the continuing presence of
the military. The report prepared by a U.S.D.A. task force 1in response
was positive, and tie federal government embarked on a new research
program in Alaska in 1948 to increase the local food production base
using the latest information and technology. This coupled to increased
markets during the Korean Conflict changed the character of Alaskan
agriculture from a subsistence base to a truly modern commercial
agriculture in a period of less than ten years.

Agricultural production levelled off about 1960 as fedeM support

went to competitive areas and the new State did not have the financial

VI



resources to assist properly. Marketing did not keep up with the
increased sophistication of transportation and marketing from the lower
48 states. The Soil Conservation St v.ce continued during this period to
put together the new information on Alaskan soils and by the early
1970"s it became apparent that there were at least 15 million acres o
tillable soils. This figure has since been increased to 20.5 million
acres.

The Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission was very much
concerned with resource inventory in the light of the Native Claims
Settlement Act selections and they authorized a study by two
internationally recognized agricultural economists to determine if
Alaska might have a place in world agriculture. Their report concluded
that there could be if the assumptions made on productive capacity were
correct, and they recommended a large-scale study to verify the
assumptions.

Four years ago a state-supported project was proposed for the Delta
area, and an economic analysis by the University of Alaska Experiment
Station indicated that barley could be produced in that area at world
market price on farms of 3000 acres using a 1/3 fallow system. Barley
was chosen as the preferred test crop with rapeseed proposed as a second
possible crop. The State disposed of "agricultural rights only" to
State land in the project area by a 1978 lottery. Delta | project had
only 22 parcels which averaged 2600 acres in size. The State
test-cleared 2000 acres to determine the most economical method and
approximate cost for farmers. Chaining down the trees proved by far the
best system.

In 1980, 700 tons of barley were produced on the project lands and
another 80 tons were produced from other farms 1in the vicinity.

Disappearance of the grains in the local market exceeded expectations



with the State’s Wb Rajor prddddsvrs dkihy 2/8 bf the crbp. The hew
availability of feed grain has stimulated the development of two new
dairies in the Delta Junction area plus two major hog operations; one in
the project area and one in the Matanuska Valley. Some of the barley is
going into the Matanuska Valley dairies, and some into the red meat
industry elsewhere in state.

The legislature created the Alaska Agricultural Action Council to
oversee Delta | and to manage similar future projects in other locations
around the state.

As more grain comes on the market from increased production in
Delta and elsewhere, the local market will not be able to utilize it,
and an export market 1is necessary if gains made to date are to be
maintained. This 1is the reason an export terminal 1in Seward 1is so
vital- to take up the slack when grain growers produce more than the
market can absorb locally. The profit margin is so slim that growers
cannot take less than world market price and survive. An oversupply on
the local market without the safety valve of the export terminal would
probably spell the end to the infant barley industry.

Point Mackenzie is the second project under this program.

Developed legislatively, it is to be a dairy project primarily taking
advantage of the local infrastructure already in place in the Anchorage
milk shed and decreasing the net outflow of wealth from the state of
approximately $1,000,000 per month for dairy products. There are to be
19 dairy fam*;, in this project plus 12 other farms, most of which would
produce feed, raise replacement heifers, or feed out dairy beef.

The Point Mackenzie project effectively has been brought to a halt
by a court injunction, on the basis of a suit brought by seven
applicants who were disqualified from the lottery. The basis for the

decision was the judge®s opinion that the State exceeded its own
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regulations by requiring a farm development plan prior to the lottery.
The State has appealed the decision, but the project has been delayed at
least one, if not two years beyond the original plans.

Land disposition in Delta I1lI, an expansion to the Delta 1 project,
is scheduled for 1982 and the Nenana project, initially a project of
46,080 acres west of the town of Nenana, will probably begin in 1983.

In addition to special state project areas, the state has disposed of
"agricultural rights only" to 302 parcels encompassing 52,816 acres
since 1978. Many of these require no development until access is
developed, and many owners are fighting access development because they
have used this kind of title to acquire a wilderness retreat. Tanana
Loop area is about 50% cleared, and development is proceeding. Potlatch
Ponds, a sale of 61 parcels of 14,356 acres near Fairbanks in 1980, is
still in court, so development cannot proceed.

A FUTURE VIEW AND SUGGESTED STRATEGY

Alaska has the land and human resources to make agriculture a
viable part of our future economy if the people of Alaska want it tobe
so. Development of an economic agriculture should be viewed as a
long-term undertaking because of the need to develop the infrastructure
of a modern, state-of-the-art industry. Alaska should develop a
"National"™ or "World Class" agriculture to be in the game at all;
otherwise, the agriculture we develop will be either a subsidized
recreational activity for the well-to-do on their country estates, or
subsidized subsistence agriculture for the very poor. In neither of the
latter two cases will benefits exceed cost.

There is a place for Alaskan agriculture in world markets if we are
willing to compete, but there is no void out there just waiting for

Alaskan agriculture to fill it. Our possible nicne must be well



identified, and we must enter the market with every intention of staying
in that market.

Although the legislature has been willing to fund agricultural
development, there is a growing reluctance to do so because legislators,
many urban and some rural, have not been able to determine the true
stance of their constituents. Agricultural interests represent a small
constituency and have not been organized to express their views to the
legislature except through a few informed members. Competing interests
have often been able to speak with a stronger voice. Agriculture plays
a transitional role both geographically and culturally. It provides a
physical transition from urban to wilderness and a conceptual transition
from subsistence, self-sufficient life style to a money-based,
job-oriented, industrial economy. It may therefore have a large social
effect that could be as important to Alaska®s future as the economic
impact.

Alaska is often thought of in terms of a developing nation. Many
of the concepts developed by a wide range of philanthropic and
governmental agencies to improve food production capability of
developing nations may apply to Alaska, but many do not. Most systems
devised for developing nations assume an indigenous farm population
needing only modernization to increase production. Alaska has a very
modern and aware farm population, but one that is too small to provide
more than a nucleus for development. The following list of requirements
and prerequisites to development are discussed in terms of possible
implementation through state (both legislative and administrative)
action:

1. A general awareness of the potential for agriculture and the
contributions agriculture can make to the long-term economic stability

of Alaska in a world of rapidly increasing food needs. Hard data is



difficult to come by and often difficult to interpret, but certainly
increased information is important to a thorough understanding and
awareness.

2. A very careful assessment as to what production potentials of
crops and livestock are, and what markets exist or can be realistically
projected for these products. Enthusiasm for the good old days is not
enough on which to invest state money. Information is needed on
production potentials using the best of modern technology, and a
realistic assessment of the market system as it applies to Alaska is
mandatory.

3. Firm decisions between alternative uses of land. If all of
Alaska®s tillable lands were to be developed, it would amount to only 5%
of the total area of the State. There will be areas of conflicting
interest simply because more than one activity will want to use the same
space. Definite areas must be designated for agricultural use even
though those designations may not hold forever,

4. Articulation of goals and achievable objectives. A large step
has been made in this direction through the State®s commitment to bring
500,000 acres into production by 1990 in order to meet the goals and
objectives as stated by the Department of Natural Resources. The
general objectives are to:

a. Identify and maintain an agricultural land base.

b. Provide financial incentives to establish an agricultural
industry not based on permanent subsidy.

C. Develop transportation and processing facilities.

d. Develop a cooperative management program with State, Federal
and private land owners.

e. Develop marketing programs for Alaskan production.

f. Support agricultural development with research, teaching, and
public service programs.

g- Increase public understanding of the agricultural industry.
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aids.

i. Develop ample stable and competitive energy sources
including electricity.

Specific goals to meet these general objectives are:

a. Produce sufficient grain and oilseed crops to meet Alaskan
needs and to compete in world markets.

b. Produce a major portion of the meat consumed by Alaskans
(beef, pork, other).

c. Produce the milk consumed in Southcentral and Interior Alaska.

d. Achieve seasonal self-sufficiency in fresh produce, and
develop a viable vegetable processing industry.

e. Meet regional demands for reindeer meat.

f. Develop subsistence-scale agriculture to improve nutrition and
reduce food costs in more remote areas of the State.

A 10-year plan is being developed by the Agriculture Action Council.

5. Conceptualization of initial systems from which growth and
development can proceed. Farming systems devised for various areas must
fit the climatic, soils, and market availability of the area; but at the
same time, if they are to be a partof the larger scheme of agriculture,
they must match or exceed standaiJ modern production systems.

6. Availability of land and other inputs. Only 0.25% of Alaska's
land is in non-Native private ownership with 88% in public ownership
after settlement of the Native Claims. By contrast, in the rest of the
U.S., 60% is in private ownership and 40% in oublic and American Indian
ownership. Since land is a resource component of agriculture, land must
Le made available to those who can farm. There must also be made
available the plant and animal resources adapted to various climatic
zones, capital resources in the form of initial investment capital, and
continuing production credit.

7. Identification of farmers. Identification of those who would

have the best chance of success in the present state agricultural
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projects has been a virtual disaster because there is no good test of
that particular ability. Competition for farm land is too keen to
expect to be able to pick only those who will be successful. If enough
land were to be made available, then title could be transferred on the
basis of meeting performance criteria on-site. Constant emphasis on
State lands and state-sponsoreJ projects on those lands overlooks the
fact that the Alaska Native Corporations will own the majority of the
tillable lands in the State. State projects can only establish a base
from which agriculture can grow, and assist in establishing the
necessary support for a growing agriculture. Although the Natives
themselves may or may not farm the land, they probably will soon take
the leadership in agricultural development since they have a much better
basic understanding of the need for a local food supply. Their
development may be through joint venturing w"th other individuals and
groups.

8. Surface transportation networks. The most important effort
the State can make in support of agricultural development will be the
establishment of surface transportation networks. Farmers must have
access to the land they farm, and they must be able to move seed, feed,
fertilizer, machinery, and other necessary inputs in a timely manner.
Planners should try to link a variety of resources through such nets
rather than expecting agriculture to pay the full cost to which all
society should contribute and from which all society would benefit.

9. Settlement Policy. It is virtually impossible to have
agriculture without having settlement. The service sec. r that makes
agriculture possible has to have businesses in place, and people who can
provide the necessary goods and services. These activities range from
provision of specific inputs such as seeds and fertilizer to the

community services such as energy distribution, communications, schools,



doctors, etc. Agriculture is a long term industry requiring communities
with the whole range of social services that any community demands.

Like it or not, more and more people are going to come to Alaska to
live. Alaska"s population is vibrantly young, and apt to stay that way
for some time to come. The median age is 26, and Alaska has the
smallest percentage of population in what the Census Bureau calls the
middle years (44-64) of any state, 14%. These early years a*e the
creative years where the majority of the population is establishing
families and careers. Alaska would do its future citizens a favor by
providing maximum opportunity for these young people to participate in
creative development of new centers of excellence through a settlement
policy based on predictable transportation systems and resource areas in
proximity.

10. Capital availability and credit. In any agricultural
development scenario, it should be realized that capital inputs for
developing large acreages will be exceptionally large. At even $1000
per acre, for instance, it would cost $1 billion to bring a million
acres into production. The banking community does not have that kind of
money for agricultural investment within the state, nor does it have the
information to evaluate large-scale investment in agriculture.

Investment in a development climate is not the same as investment in a
well-developed situation. Experience in agricultural banking 1is only
half the equation. The other half 1s in high risk, venture capital
experience. The suggestion that the Alaska Renewable Resources
Corporation was not a viable institution in the agricultural field was
due to the perception by the banking community that they could get a
better return with State funds by investing in other things. The
banking community 1is right about short-term investments, but the object

of venture capital-development banking is quite different. The returns
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are long range, and may have other far-reaching but not easily perceived
benefits.

The Commercial Fisheries and Agricultural Bank, provides for
continuing production credit financing. It is, however, structured to
provide that kind of financing in a well-developed agriculture. The
Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund, which was designed originally as a
development fund, does a better job of production credit financing in a
developing climate than CFAB since it can be a loan agency of last
resort. It was never really funded sufficiently to provide for a great
deal of development, and has always served better as a production credit
operation.

Efforts by the banking community to take over tne State
agricultural loan functions should be resisted, since they do not have
the expertise to evaluate the loans, nor are they apt to develop that
expertise 1in any reasonable time frame. Tlit*e should be no objection to
their making loans to the agricultural support industries.

Development of long-range renewable resource industries such as
agriculture is a better means of ensuring returns on investment to our
children and our children®s children than investment of State money in
short-term, high interest commercial paper. The investment is surer and
the returns more meaningful.

11. Public and private service institutions. Suggestions ere made
in this pap"r to improve research, education, information services, and
quality control as means of enhancing agricultural growth and
developme .c in this state. This calls for review and possible
realignment of institutions providing these services to get a better
return for dollars spent. The University should be the core institution

to provide many cf these services; but if the Board of Regents of this
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semi-autonomous agency are opposed to agriculture, then other
arrangements for these services should be made.

12. Group action by farmers. Farmers must take responsibility for
leadership in agricultural development and for organizing themselves to
provide informational support to the legislators on farm needs.

Organization is more important in Alaska than in most other places
because of the very small farm block. They must be able to influence
large numbers of their urban neighbors through local groups in order to
have a large enough voice state wide to be heard. Attempts are being
made to put the local farm organizations together into an effective

statewide organization.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION

(not in order of priority)

1. Accelerate the disposal ana production schedule of state agriculture
lands.

In 1979 it was recommended that the State have S00,000 acres in
production by 1990. At the time, it was the consensus that this figure
could be easily attained. In 1978 the state had the Delta 1 Project
that disposed of 60,000 acrf-i. The state has sold another 52,800 acres
in widely scattered areas. These were, for the most part, smaller sized
parcels which did not have a development schedule or had a 10-year
development schedule pending access. Because of this, very little of
this land will be in commercial production by 1990. Th,1Pt. McKenzie
Project is 14,600 acres but is still held up in court. The Delta Il
Project"s total acres have been cut almost in half with the postponement
of Delta West. The Nenana Project is coming on line next, but still
must run the gamut of Fish and Game, Forestry, Division of Lands,
recrpationists, non-developers, etc.

Reviewing these facts the state must accelerate its disposal plans
if it W its anywhere near 500,000 acres in production by 1990.

2. Revamp the Agriculture Revolving Loan Fund (ARLF).

It is recommended that ARLF make no new loans to an agricultural

enterprise after seven years. The ARLF would still service all its

loans made to a particular enterprise before the seventh <ear. ARLF

makes capital loans up to thirty years, chattel loans up to .even years
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and one-year operating loans. With this requirement in place, the
farmer would have to go either to the commercial market or other farm
credit agencies for money after the seventh year.

This would wean the farmers from the use ofpublic funds gradually
and also make ARLF a development fund instead of a fund used for
operating monies.

The ARLF should also have a separate account for land clearing.

The clearing fund should be operated on the basis that is being used by
the Delta | Project. This would get some of the smaller farms, that the
Division of Lands sells annually, into production faster.

3. Establish an office for market development and information for
Alaska products with an "8Q0L telephone number.

This office could not only aid in the development of markets for
Alaskan products stateside, but could be of service to Alaskan companies
seeking products from outside companies that may not be aware of Alaskan
producers. Agricultural products would be given high priority of
attention. This office could also identify market needs that could be
supplied by Alaskan producers and could assist in servicing complaints
during the market development period.

4. Establish a crop testing program for remote areas.

Actual crop production data for most remote sites are limited or
nonexistent. Agricultural expansion policy and production cost
estimates should be based on the best available and obtainable
information. The Native corporations will own the majority of the
agricultural lands in Alaska when they receive title to their lands.

Crop testing on-site could provide the State as well as the Native
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corporations with best estimates of yield potential for the areas and
assist in planning either commercial or subsistence operations.
5. Fund the establishment of archives at the U of A and State libraries
of all pertinent date related to the "Deltal and other State
agricultural projects.

At a minimum this should include computer retrievable microfilming
of the documents.
6. Fund the creation of an "Alaskan Agricultural development™
computer-simulation model into which hard data from state agricultural
projects can be fed as they are accumulated from these large
experimental developments in order to project future development
feasibilities and to provide the legislature and others with
up-to-the-minute cost/benefit estimates for future development
proposals.
7. Assure research support®™ for agricultural development by direct
funding of the AgricuHural E/oeriment Station budget as is presently
done at many other land grant colleges. (The University does what it
wants and ignores the Legislature. The Agricultural Experiment Station
was given to the University of Alaska by statute. It may have to be
removeo and ulaced into the Department of Natural Resources to
complement the Plant Materials Center-ed.) The Governor®"s FY %83
budget document, House Bill No. 666, does not identify money directed
towards funding agricultural research at the University, nor how the
figures for this purpose were used to calculate the amount requested.
In addition, such a display to the legislators would be misleading

anyway since the Regents of the University are not required to apportion
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request. Line item funding would keep legislative intent from "falling
through the cracks™ when the University budget is apportioned for
various purposes by the University administration.

8. Fund the development and service of an in-state agricultural
production and marketing data bank available to the public through
time-sharing computer terminals. A use fee could be charged if it were
minimal. The data bank should be a function of the Division of
Agriculture and an advisory board composed of farmers and agri-business
people should be appointed to review available programs and their
effectiveness.

9. Establish a joint quarantine facility at the Palmer facility of
Plant Materials Center with the Federal Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service. This quarantine facility would be used to maintain
plant materials introduced from foreign, high-latitude countries in a
region of adaption for the introduced plants during the required
guarantine years. Such material introduced at this time must be
quarantined in the federal facility at Glen Dale, Maryland for three
years before release to Alaska, and often these plants die before being
released because they are not adapted to that climate. (The Legislature
is working on this-ed.)

10. Establish a "gene bank™ of northern-adapted plant material useful
in Alaska and throughout high-latitude regions of the _jorld in
conjunction with the quarantine facility mentioned above. No gene
depository exists which 1is dedicated to this function internationally,
and Alaska could provide this service dedicated to the betterment of an
improved food supply and environment in the north. A first step in this

direction would be the funding of acquisition and importation of the

XXT1



most promising plant material now used by countries of high geographic
latitude.

11. Fund a joint weed control demonstration with the Province of
Alberta to be done in the Delta Junction region, and fund a continuing
research on weeds and weed control methods that can be used to protect
our growing agriculture. Cleared lands at Delta Junction were
relatively free of weeds, but after only two or three years of
production, weeds are clearly increasing, as is to be expected, and weed
control efforts should be most effective if started before the problem
becomes too overwhelming. A major problem seems to be one of acquiring
special use labeling of pesticides for our special needs. It costs a
pesticide company about $13 million to register a single pesticide, and
unless the company can see a future return in excess of cost, they will
not bother. There is a procedure for minor-use testing and
registration, and there is provision in the law to allow approval of
labels under section 24c of the pesticide law. A suggestion is made
here that the State Department of Environmental Conservation be funded
to develop, maintain and control a 24c program for the state. The
program of weed control research would provide data on efficacy and
persistence of materials for a 24c approval.

12. Fund a once-a-year barge service to the Aleutian Islands to bring
feeder cattle to the mainland for finishing. Many of the is nds from
Kodiak eastward have either cattle in a feral state or under

management by individuals and Native corporations. These entities have
been struggling to develop self-sustaining enterprises over a long
period of time, but have the constant battle of trying to get a product

to market in the population centers. This service would provide at

XXl



least a means of selling range stock into central Alaska for feeding and
processing and marketing. The availability of feeder cattle from these
western ranges could help develop a critical mass of animals to make
slaughter facilities in central and interior Alaska more feasible at an
earlier date.

13. Appraise world market possibilities for Alaskan products,
especially among Pacific Rim countries, as they may be early in the

21st century. Present population forecasts indicate that the State may
be entering a seller"s market among hard-currency countries with growing
populations and small 1land base, which are now looking to their future
food supply. In this connection, South Korea appears especially
noteworthy since it may be the only nation in the Orient in which barley
is a dietary staple.

14. Express a willingness to wo“k with the Native corporations and
people in development of the agricultural capabilities of the lands
which they receive under the Native Claims Act. As noted previously,
these lands will include the major portions of the agricultural lands of
the state. Whether the Natives choose to sell, lease, or farm should be
a matter of indifference.

15. Seriously consider the development of limestone and phosphate
resources in A”ska. Both are important to the future development of
agriculture in the State, and extensive deposits of both exist.
Extensive limestone deposits of good quality for agricultural use are
known to occur in the King River area of the Matanuska Valley, in the
Cantwell area just inside McKinley Park, and smaller deposits at
Kachemak Bay and a number of other locations. Limestone deposits in the

Isabel Pass region along the Richardsc-. Highway not far south of Delta
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Junction need to be examined more closely for amount and quality. The
known phosphate deposits are in or near the Brooks Range. The question

of Teasibility of development of these deposits should be explored.(Ed.)

16. Develop a modest but firm-priced source of electricity. During the
1930"s, few things had as great an impact on agriculture in the "lower
48" as did the development of regional hydroelectric projects such as
the T.V.A., Bonneville, etc. The development of such an energy source,
not subject to the uncertainty of OPEC or other worldwide organizations,
will ensure a steady and constant growth of agriculture - to the <enefit

of all Alaska. (Ed.)
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AN OVERVIEW OF STATEWIDE AGRICULTURE
SECTION 1
GENERAL INFORMATION

At the outset, let us state that this report is compiled by
agriculturists and must contain the bias of their point of view. This
viewpoint includes some measure of traditional development as it
occurred in the United States, a degree of the desire for partial
self-sufficiency, recognition of the advantages of a regional economy
based on renewable resources, and an awareness of prospects for food
supply in the future as reported by such organizations as the Food and
Agriculture Organization and Resources For The Future. For balance, we
suggest the discerning work of Robert B. Weeden, Alaska - Promises to
Keep (31).

In the ongoing debate over conservation versus development, we do
not find the issues to be black and white nor of mutual incompatibility.
Rather, they seem capable of rational compromise. We believe that
foreseeable circumstances indicate, and almost demand, that serious
consideration and continuing commitment be given to developing
approximately five percent of the land area of the State for the
production of agricultural crops. This would, incidentally, constitute
an addition also of approximately five percent to the nation®"s cropland.

At the same time, we believe that it is imperative that
conservation of the soil and moisture resources must be required and
encouraged to a degree much greater than has been achieved in the other

s .ates. The framework exists. By State law, Alaska is a Soil



Conservation District. One department of State government and two
Federal agencies assist or share in the responsibilties.

We do not believe that such developments are significantly
incompatible with other amenities such as wilderness, or with the

well-being of wildlife as a whole. While selective, there are many

instances in which agriculture is beneficial to certain species. 0On an

area unit basis, much of the land involved, in its natural state, is

relatively nonproductive as wildlife range. However, there are problems

which await future solutions.

1. Background

Food is a primary concern of most of the people of the world.
Alaskans are not now concerned with this problem, and may not have to
concern themselves for another generation. After all, we are part of

the U.S. which is the largest producer of agricultural products in the

world, and therefore have a call on U.S. production ahead of the hung"y

nations.

Of course, the Third World nations are already talking of world
resources for the world"s people, so geographic isolation of the U.S.
may not always provide us protective access or first call on U.S.

production. National policy has not yet addressed this issue just as

it

has not addressed the total issue of food politics for the future. The

matter is not one of immediate priority for this nation.

If it were necessary, Alaska could develop a significant
agricultural industry now. However, under present circumstances, it
seems more prudent to maintain a commitment to a policy of a steady,

slower, and consciously experimental development, somewhat in advance

of



experienced needs, in order to minimize costly mistakes and to gain the
information which will be needed when, and if, the time for more rapid
development arrives.

The physical capabilities for relatively large-scale agriculture in
Alaska have been recognized for soma time. As stated in Alaskals
Agricultural Potential (10), the reasons for lack of development are
political, social, and economic. (These factors will be addressed in
greater detail at a later time.) At present we wish to consider the
political and economic environment.

Alaska was a part of the European frontier. For a time it was and
partly remains its own little frontier. But in a strict sense, it never
was part of the American frontier for a number of reasons. In the first
place, it is not contiguous with the other states, and transportation
was long and hard. Second, for a third of a century aft .r becoming a
possession of the U.S., settlement was discouraged both by its image as
a frozen waste and by national policy. Third, although Alaska inherited
the institutions of the American frontier, it came on the scene at the
time of the post-frontier aftermath for which we shall borrow the term
"conservation ethic". We would cite the closing of entry on coal and
timber lands and the delay in extending the homestead laws as examples.
Of lesser significance perhaps, the successful laying of the Atlantic
cable put an end to attempts to build communication lines through Alaska
and Siberia to Europe, which would have tied Alaska to the American
frontier and encouraged settlement.

Early enthusiasts compared the visible resources of Alaska and the
analogies in location and climate with those of the Scandinavian

countries, Finland and Scotland, and offered bright predictiors for



growth and development which have never been realized. Had the place
and time been different, they probably would have been right. The
reality is somewhat different. We are not surrounded by hungry
countries. We do, however, live on the Pacific rim.

The economics of Alaskan agriculture cannot be divorced from the
economics of state-side agriculture. We are immediate to, and within
the influence of the largest exporter of agricultural products, a nation
which for nearly a century and a half has been dedicated to a policy of
cheap food. Even if it were desirable, we would not be allowed to place
embargoes or tariffs on goods moving into Alaska from the other states.
We could apply quarantines if sanctions were based on other than
economic considerations.

The economic system of the U.S. 1is called capitalistic or "free
enterprise”. The theory behind this system is that decisions are made
by individuals on the basis of self-interest; because of the number and
complexity of decisions they will be, in the aggregate, balancing and in
the interest of the majority. This theory, may very well hold true as
long as there are unlimited resources available equally to everyone. In
fact, it worked in the U.S. for a long time, but was greatlv modified.

The closing of the American frontier about 1890, howeve*, had a
traumatic effect. There was no more free land. The nation suddenly
realized that land resources were limited, and that capital resources
had been captured by the few. Among the reactions to these twin pieces
of bad news, two have a special significance to the political and
economic environment under which Alaskan agriculture will have to

develop.



The first was recognition of "public interest” in the land, which,
in addition to measures for conservation, resulted in numerous
regulations and limitations which greatly broadened the decision-making
powers formerly based on individual self-interest. Examples are the
Wetlands and Clean Air Acts and the withdrawal of mineral rights from
homestead lands. The recognition of "public interest” changes the free
enterprise system, but decisions were basically left in the hands of
property owners who are nuw required to consider this interest in their
decisions. This has grown to a point whr.-e, as Philip Handler of the
National Academy of Science has said, "more than 50% of decisions are no
longer made in the marketplace."

The second, for lack of a better name, has been called "the
vertical movement of capital”. Essentially, it has to do with taxes.

As a phenomenon related to the ending of the frontier, this has been
outlined somewhat as follows (30): Most newly discovered lands were
appropriated "in the name of the King", and hence fell into the hands of
the government. Through devices such as land grants, scrip,
homesteading, and sales on advantageous terms, the government passed
ownership of land, along with other benefits, downward to the people
with a relative equality of opportunity. This practice was conceived as
being in the public interest. It certainly increased the stability of
democratic government. However, with the closing of the frontier in the
United States about 1891, most desirable land was gone. In order to
continue the downward flow of benefits, the government found it
necessary to increase greatly the upward flow of capital (in its
symbolic form, money) in the form of taxes (duties, customs, fees, etc.

included). A schedule of such duties, etc., is called tariff. At the



higher tiers of government, income taxes and tariffs were used, while at
the lower tiers, license fees, sales and property taxes became more
common.

To recapitulate for a moment, we have described two post-frontier
institutions: 1) the recognition of "public interest” with its
spin-offs which greatly diluted the decision-making power, and 2) the
reversal of the flow of governmental benefits. These seem logical and
necessary developments. There is no question of impropriety.

The point to be made is this: the highly productive,
technologically-based American agricultural system, with which the
Alaskan farmer has to compete in our modified capitalistic system,
developed under institutions of a frontier age. Alaskan agriculture, on
the other hand, must strive to continue under post-frontier institutions
inherited from a developed nation. Another factor stems from the
industrial revolution rather than from frontier considerations; as the
proportion of the population directly engaged in agriculture has
declined from 85% to less than 10%, agriculture has lost its voice in
politics.

At higher levels of government, these factors are fairly well
understood. At lower levels, they are ofter obscured by dependence on
property taxes for revenue. The logic of "highest and best use" and of
"comparables" is not necessarily in the national or regional interest.

The major resource harvested by agriculture is sunlight.* For

this reason, the industry has high spatial requirements in proportion to

Radiant energy reaching the earth®"s surface at Palmer 4s estimatedto
be approximately 1.5 million horsepower hours per acre during the
4-month  period beginning May 1. Over wide areas, conversion

of this energy by chlorophyll into plant material is considered to
average between one and two percent.

6



the income to be derived. These requirements make it very vulnerable to
the manner in which the revenue needs of local governments are met.

Local zoning has been proposed as a solution to the problem. Alaska and
Hawaii, at least, have some version of the Farm Use Assessments Act. In
recent years, Alaska has retained all but "agricultural use"™ rights in
disposal of lands for which such use has been considered to be in the
public interest. Rhode Island has introduced a program to reacquire

farmlands and issue conveyable leases of agricultural rights.

2. The Physical Basis for Agriculture

For convenience, some information must be presented in the form of
tables. This tends to convey an illusion of certainty too great for our
purpose. . In Table 1, the term "suitability" is used. The figures
presented are arrived at by observation, measurement and a review of
limiting soil factors and hazards such as too hot, cold, wet, dry,
st>ep, shallow, subject to erosion, etc. When, in the professional
judgement, of soil scientists, these limitations are not too great to be
overcome within reason, acreage is included in the various categories.

Similarly, the climatic factors presented in Table Il are long term
averages. This tends to obscure variability which may be a critical
factor. Weather Bureau data is generally accompanied by statements of
probability that certain values will not be exceeded. Also, in
reporting the requirements of certain crops, we have tried to convey a
reasonable sense of observed variability as a percentage of the data
presented. There is more information than we have space or time to

present.



(a) Soils Suitable for Coiranon Crops

The surface area of Alaska 1is 375,304,000 acres,* of which
12,788,000 acres 1is covered by navigable rivers, streams and lakes. The
Exploratory Soil Survey (20), issued in 1979 by the U.S. Soil
Conservation Service, classifies 20.5 million acres as good or fair for
the production of common crops, listing those most frequently raised in
the upper North Temperate Zone. Temperature and length of growing
season are taken into account. More detailed surveys would result in
little change in the estimated areas. Table | presents a quantitative
summary of the better suitability classes of soils used in agricultural
endeavors in the major resource areas of the State. In the interest of
clarity, the ratings "poor" and "unsuited"” have been eliminated. For
areas receiving the more favorable ratings, it was considered that soil
or climatic limitations were not too severe to be overcome.

The general picture of soils suitable for ".he more conventional
agricultural uses is one of the river basins and adjoining uplands and
with some physical barrier to maritime influences. The largest such
area is along the Yukon and its tributaries, extending from the head of
the delta to beyond Dawson, Yukon Territory. The northernmost farr in
the State, some sixty miles north of the Arctic Circle, is at the
junction of the John and Allen rivers, tributary to the Koyukuk Kk,ich
joins the Yu "n near Galena.

It is customary to differentiate the Tanana watershed from the

Approximately twice the area of the Thirteen Colonies.



Table I.

Estimated Acreage with Suitability Indicated in Major Resource Areas - Alaska. (1,000 acres)
Cropland Rangeland
Cattle & Sheep Reindeer

Good Fair Good Fair Good Fair
Southeastern Alaska 5 11 15
Southcentral Mountains 28 254 67 2,071 715
Cook Inlet - Susitna Lowlands 1,255 644 49 2,683 256 711
Alaska Peninsula - Aleutians 30 145 8,608 9,953 1,877
Copper River Plateau 19 351 155 6,535 1,280
Alaska Range 42 8 469 3,845 898
Interior Lowlands 8,685 909 15 15,387 4,623
Kuskokwim Highlands 2,605 1,147 1 3,586 27,877 6,557
Interior Highlands 3,911 415 934 32,566 4,782
Norto" Sound Highlands 146 63 228 22,278 5,756
Western Coastal Plains anc. Deltas 2 1,661 11,201 5,806
Bering Sea Islands 81 2,125 398
Brooks Range 1 6,242 2,820
Arctic Foothills 23 28,003 2,759
Arctic Coastal Plain 10,667 1,581
TOTALS 16,698 3,832 195 18,407 179,021 56,290

Note: The same land may fall in more than one major category. They should not be added.
Source: Soil Conservation Service: Exploratory Soil Survey of Alaska - 1979.



Yukon. It then becomes the second largest area of arable land in the
State, followed by the Kuskokwim watershed and the Cook Inlet-Susitna
Lowlands.

Rangelands are somewhat differently divided. The largest area
suitable for conventional grazing, that is by cattle and sheep, is found
along the Alaska Peninsula and Aleutians, followed by the Kuskokwim
Highlands, the Cook Inlet-Susitna Lowlands and the Western Coastal
Plains and Deltas.

Rangelands suitable for grazing by reindeer are very extensive,
covering virtually all of the State with the exception ov the higher
mountains or heavily forested areas. This is not to say that reindeer
herding is practicable in all such locations.

(b) Climate

Climate consists of many thngs. From an agricultural point of
view, the most significant are heat, moisture, length of growing season,
incidence of summer frost, and sometimes wind. Microclimates may vary
materially with slope and aspect (direction of s ""pe), prevailing winds,
maritime influences, persistence of cloudiness and other incidental
factors. Different crops vary greatly in their response to climate

Other things being equal, vegetative growth is in direct response
to availability of heat, and this, in turn, is related to sunlight in
the lower levels of atmosphere. Direct measurements of Net Energy would
te essentially the same at high elevations, too cold for plant growth.
The most practical way yet devised of relating temperature to plant
growth 1is the heat accumulation method. This consists of subtracting a
base (temperature at which significant growth is observed to begin) from

the daily mean temperature, and accumulating the results as Growing
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Degree Days (GDD"s). Thus, (Hi + Lo)/2 - Base = GDD"s. Choice of a
base is a matter of judgment and purpose based on observation. For corn
or sugarcane, 50°F is used. For plant life in ocean water, 30°F might
be appropriate. A base of 40 is most often used for common crops in
Alaska. It is well understood that some climatic factors are more
critical than others to crop growth. Available moisture is as limiting
as heat. Summer frost, number of warm days, and! length of growing
season set limits which are difficult or expensive to overcome. The
following table, arranged mostly in order of ascending heat
accumulation, affords some means of estimating the capabilities of
different locations in the State.

A handy although oversimplified estimate of seasonal variability
might be to allow up to 10% either way to the averages in the Table, two
thirds of the time.

Often, things are lost in translation. We assume column 3 to
represent warm days, important for ripening grain. Occurrence of lig1t
frosts is usually damaging only to the extent leaf cells are ruptured by
ice crystals. The amount of rainfall often may non be as essential as
its seasonal distribution. Nothing in climatic tables is a measurement
of crop response; yet everything in Table Il is correlated with it.

By the standards of more southerly regions, some aspects of the
climate of the interior of the State are relatively unfavorable: most
winter precipitation is not ideal. And some aspects are uniquely
favorable. These include the long photoperiod at the height of the
growing season, and the relatively low rate of evaporation.

Nevertheless, irrigation is almost always beneficial and often
Anomical.
If one follows the GDD column of Table Il from the Yukon Delta to
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Table 11

Averages of Some Limiting Climatic Factors at 16 Locations

Location

Nome

Adak

Homer
Bethel
Aniak
Kodiak
Holy Cross
McGrath
Talkeetna
Eagle
Anchorage
Big Delta
Matanuska
Fort Yukon
Fairbanks

Yakutat

> means

> means

* Unreliable -

Source:

Tech.

GDD>40<

917

1,124

1,355

1,412

1,510

1,664

1,732

1,756

1,798

1,852

1,869

1,936*

1,939

1,947

1.996

"over"

instrument

Bulletin 02,

Summer

Days >70<

13

18

25
13
36
52
14
35
29
47

57

"on which temperatures may equal

U of A,

Days> 32< Days "28°<
77 112
109 145
105 132
81 123
160 185
105 132
106 129
87 118
81 103
125 152
116* 136*
108 138
90 113
81 117
124 167
or exceed"

location at fault.

Inst.

12

Agric.

Precipiti

13.
42.
15.
14.
15.
39.
13.
14.

21.

11.

12.

10.

182.

Sciences (5)

4

(ai



the Canadian border, it is possible to sense a large "pool"™ of warm air
centered around Fairbanks 1in the summer. This 1is more or less what
occurs. In the winter, this is replaced by a similar body of cold air
"deepest" in the vicinity of Snag, Yukon Territory. On occasion, the
range of temperature may be as great as that between ice and boiling
water. Something similar holds for other interior river basins.
However, adapted plants hold no "memory" of the cold and use only the
warm season after the soils at root level become warm enough to support
plant growth. Despite the lower elevation of the sun, Fairbanks
receives more Net Energy than either Seattle or New York City during the
period April 1 and August 1. Heat accumulation values may be somewhat

less.

3. Heat Requirements of Common Crops (1)

The heat requirements of all common crops raised in Alaska are not
readily available. Those of a few typical plants will serve:

(a) Perennial Grasses

A dozen or so species of per _.nial grass, half of them native,
constitute the major source of feed for domestic grazing animals in
Alaska. They are grazed or harvested for hay or silage. Heat
accumulation of 350-400 GDD will allow them to support grazing animals,
and of 700+ GDD will render them ready for harvest. Two or more
cuttings are customary.

(b) Common Vegetables

Transplanted cauliflower requires 650-80G GDD, broccoli from
660-900 GDD, and celery 1570+ GDD. From seed, cauliflower requires
1070-1260 GDD, .iead lettuce 1200-1315 GDD, and carrots 1650+. GDD.
Potatoes have about the same requirement, although, like car-ots, they
may be harvested earlier with some loss in yield.

13



(c) Cere*! Grains

With little or no loss in yield or quality, early varieties of
grain have been produced or selected for northern latitudes. Barley
requires 1450-1500 GDD, wheat and oats 1575-1650 GDD. In order to reach
sufficient maturity for harvest as grain, apparently an equivalent of 10
to 12 warm (70°F. +) days is required. Immature cereal grains were
formerly extensively harvested for forage.

4. Rangelands

The Exploratory Soil Survey distinguishes between conventional
grazing by cattle or sheep and the practice, unique to all northern
lands, of grazing by reindeer or domesticated caribou. Russian
investigators differentiate as many as four subspecies, whereas American
investigators generally make a distinction based on management -
herding, roundup, and handling. Over time, apparently some selection
has occurred. Individual animals are not readily identified. In
groups, reindeer are reported to exhibit more white hair color and to be
somewhat smaller.

(a) Grazing by Cattle and Sheep

The Exploratory Soil Survey identifies 18.6 million acres as '"good"
or "fair" for grazing by cattle or sheop. An additional 97 million
acres 1is rated as "poor." Even the most optimistic outlook would
require a question as to future use of the "poor"™ range except as would
occur incidental to the use of better rangelands.

Three quarters of the '"good" range occurs on the Aleutians and
lower Alaska Peninsula, including Kodiak and the islands to tut
southwest. Virtually a!l the rest lies along Cook Inlet. The largest
area of rangeland rated "fair" adjoins the areas of highest rating, with
sizeabh areas in the Kuskokwim highlands and western Coastal Plains.

14



Although horses, yak, and bison have survived in windy areas with
suitable vegetation, such as Delta and Windy Pass, cattle and sheep
require six to seven months winter feed, and preferably some shelter at
all points on the mainland. No sizeable commercial operation north of
Homer has proved economically feasible. This situation could be
reversed. If grain production in the interior valleys should prove
successful, a sizeable number of convential grazing animals would become
necessary to utilize grain falling below the standards of the export
market. A feedlot system developed in England (26) would permit
utilization of large portions of Alaska rangelands. Under this systenm,
marketable finished beef is produced in under twelve months. Rangeland
would become a major exploitable resource.

Kodiak is somewhat marginal for grazing year-round without winter
feeding. At almost all locations to the south and west, it has been
successful. Cattle have survived without assistance on Chirikof Island
80 miles further south for ninety years, at times increasing in numbers
to exceed the sustained yield capacity of the island to support them.
Both cattle and sheep have been on Umnak, Unalaska and other islands for
a similar length of time. At times, without management, sheep have
proved vulnerable to the elements because of the accumulation of wool
when they remained unsheared. Some change of land status has occurred
with creation of wildlife reserves, and with settlement of native land
claims, but for the greater part of this century, approximately 1.2
million acres on the islands have been under 34 grazing leases. At last
report, eight leases on the mainland covered .35 million acres. These
are mostly for horses.

Rangelands vary widely in their composition, yield, and carrying
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capacity. Undisturbed stands of the tall grass stands prominent on the
islands and Cook Inlet have been estimated to yield as much as 2.5 tons
of dry forage per acre, and roughly half this amount on a sustained
yield basis (18). This type of growth invades cleared or burned-over
timberland in most parts of the state. At higher elevations, it merges
into a shorter grass range with a higher component of leafy and shrubby
plants which also are grazed. Alders sometimes cover much of the land
surface. Some wet areas support a dense growth of sedges. Tidelands
and beaches may support a lush growth of wild rye. Mixed range of these
types are considered to have a carrying capacity of 2.25 acres per
animal unit (cow and calf or 5 or 7 sheep) per month during the growing
season. This would be the equivalent of about 20# live weight of beef
per year per acre. Winter range, where possible, supports little
additional growth, but may maintain breeding stock. Allowing for bare
ground and tree cover (most often alder), leases most often specify 30
or more acres per animal unit.

(b) Grazing by Reindeer

At the other extreme, alpine rangeland at hig.ier altitude and
latitude, or under maritime influence along the west coast of the state,
is very extensive. The Soil Survey indicates some 220 million acres as
"good" or "fair"™ for grazing by reindeer. For the most part, this range
is treeless, with extensive areas of sedges and cottongrass in the
wetter portions, and with short grasses, moss, lichens and short
perennial shrubs 1in areas of better drainage. Leaves and tender annual
woody growth of these plants makes up a large proportion of the material
consumed. Because of the digestibility of their carbohydrates, lichens
are the main source of feed-energy to reindeer during winter months.
Unlike other plants used as feed, their regrowth rau j very slow.
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Recovery after burning or overgrazing ”"ay require thirty to fifty years.
Summ r forage tends to be overly abundant and young reindeer make very
rapid grcwth by any standard. Winter range is very critical to reindeer
management and should be restricted to limited numbers of deer. Current
rates of stocking range from 200 to over 1000 acres per deer. Most
qualified estimates agree that grazing capacity on should be not less
than 100 and may average 285 ac”es per cov."-calf unit. Annual meat
production would average not more than 0.50 pounds per acre.
Productivity of rangelands everywhere is comparatively low on the
basis of area unit. However, they constitute a low energy-demand source
of protein. When properly managed, they maintain vegetation in very
much its natural state. And the physical patent of such lands is so
great as to constitute a very large resource. As more than one person

has pointed out, the animals do almost all the work.



SECTION 11
HISTORICAL
A. 1784 to 1900

Alaska may have been "discovered" three or four times. There
appears to be something very ancient around the junction of the 0Old Crow
and Porcupine Rivers - for this continent, at least. Itis well
accepted that a stonp age culture penetrated the interior basins some 7
to 10 thousand years ago. And the coastal people appear to have been
around some 5 to 6 thousand years. Nikolski Village on Umnak has a fair
bid to be recognized as the point of longest continuous settlement on
the American continents, and perhaps one of the oldest in the world. Of
course, it had to back up the beach as the oceans rose with the receding
glaciation at the end of the last Ice Age.

About the year 1500 A.D., the frontiers of Europeancivilization
began to expand, a movement which was to last some four centuries, and
of which some vestiges remain. To a great degree, this movement was
propelled by the search for wealth in a concentrated form. In the
north, the hunt for furs played a most spectacular part. The movement
from Russia extended eastward. From England. France, and, to a lesser
degree, other nations, it moved to he west. Progressing in opposite
directions, these fur hunts led to establishment of the Alaska Boundary
approximately half way around the earth from their points of origin.
Together with succeeding searches for treasure in other forms, these
hunts resulted in the introduction of agriculture into an area which,

until recently, was written off as an icy wasteland.

The Russian Phase
In 1784, Grigori Shelikof founder a settlement at Three Saints Bay

(now Old Harbor) on Kodiak Island. He brought seeds and livestock in



keeping with part of his negotiations with Empress Catherine Il for a
monopoly of the Russian fur trade. If we disregard the fictional
Gulliver, who was supposedly captured by giants in a nearby field of
barley in the same general area in 1703, this was the beginning of

agriculture in Alaska. After eight years, Shelikof moved his

haadquarters to the present site of the City of Kodiak. The following
year, Alexander Mackenzie reached the Pacific coast across Canada.
George Washington was President of the United States.

In the forty-three years following Bering®s second voyage, some
ninety small ships departed from Okhotsk or Kamchatka in search of furs.
Voyages lasted two to eight years. As many as a third of the ships were
lost at sea or on the rocky coasts. Starvation and scurvy claimed
perhaps a, many lives. Shelikof"s proposal included agricultural
colonies, which, in addition to improving the food situation, would
strengthen Russian territorial claims. His manager, Baranof, founded a
"ehort-lived agricultural colony at Yakutat,and some years later his
son-in-law Rezanof founded a second colony at Ft. Ross in California in
1812. Later Russian records (11; refer to small agricultural colonies
at Ninilchik, Kasilof, Kenai, Tyonek, Knik, and Matanuska.

Subsistence of the fur traders and hunters was based traditionally
on marine animals. For many years no provision was made for land-
clearing. Iron implements were rarely available. The work of gardening
and tending animals was relegated to old men, women, and the clergy.
Cereals would rarely ripen at any of the coastal areas to which the
Russian fur trade was extendel. Some vegetables grew very well.

Grazing animals did well, but hogs and poultry acquired an unpleasant
taste from fish offal which was a major part of their diet. Sauer (21)

mentioned neat gardens and livestock at the Three Saints settlement,



Alitak, Karluk, and Afognak in 1790. Ba>dn Wrangell (33), a later
manager of the Russian American Company, reported 220 cattle and
numerous other livestock in 1833. He also reported gardens at Sitka,
Kodiak, Unalaska, Atka, Kenai, Sanak, Unga and Attu. Writing in the
1840s, Bishop Veniaminoff reported gardens at Isanotski Strait, False
Pass, and nearly every island village west of Unalaska.

After 126 years of partial occupancy, the Russian phase ended with
the Treaty of Cession to the United States in 1867. The fur hunt was
over. In retrospect, it has been noted that Russian activity was
largely limited to the narrow, cool, rocky coastal strip from 170 East
to 130 West Longitude, and penetration of the Yukon to Nulato. Since
there may never have been many more than five hundred persons of
European origin at any one time in all that vast area, perhaps their
small achievements in food production may have been sufficient to their
needs. In the later years, they got their grain from the Spanish
settlements in California.

Such agriculture as did develop was confined to settlements with
some degree of permanence. It may have contributed to the disappearance
of references to starvation and scurvy in historical records of the
time. Some small tradition of gardening remains within Native villages
at various locations. Visual evidence of the bloodlines of the early
Siberian cattle persisted on the Kenai Peninsula and in the Matanuska
Valley until the time of World War 1Il. Some descendents of the Russian
hunters and traders continue agricultural practices in the Kodiak-Cook

Inlet region.

The Canadians and the American Phase
On the heels of Alexander Mackenzie, the Hudson Bay Company

appeared both overland and by “ea in the areas of southeastern Alaska to



which the Russians had extended their operations betv/een 1798 and

1805 (2). The area was also visited by a number of American traders
including the ships of John Jacob Astor"s Pacific Fur Company with which
Baranof was considering an alliance. American competition was rather
effectively eliminated by the unsettled conditions surrounding the War
of 1812. The remaining conflict between the Russian American and Hudson
Bay Companies were settled by the Treaty of 1825 between Russia and
England establishing the Alaska Boundary.

However, in the interior where there was no Russian presence,
agents of the Canadian firm moved down the Yukon and Porcupine Rivers,
well within Russian territory. In establishing the Hudson Bay trading
post at Fort Yukon near the confluence of these rivers, Alexander Murray
brought vegetable and cereal seeds and potatoes into the interior of the
country in 1847. Until officially informed of their trespass by an
American officer twenty-two years later, the Canadians had surprising
success with garden vegetables and some small grains. A number of years
later, 1in 1888, Canadian Catholic missionaries established a s:hool at
Holy Cross (13) where excellent gardens and some livestock hav? bc<n
maintained continuously ever since.

Shortly after cession of Alaska by Russia, the Alaska Commercial
Company (17) put a small steamboat on the Yukon and took over The fur
trade at Ft. Yukon. The names of Arthur Harper, Al Mayo, and L.N.
McQuesten become associated with raising vegetables in the upper parts
of the river, although they were traders and prospectors rather than
farmers.

Since the times of Lewis and Clark and of Zebulon Pike, the U.S.
Army has had a tradition of exploring the nation"s frontiers. In this
tradition, Lt. Schwatka explored the Yukon in 1883, and Lt. Allen went
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up the Copper and down the Tanana Rivers in 1885. It may be somewhat
ironic that at the most northern and farthest inland points reached by
either expedition, they were furnished locally-grown vegetables very
much as they might have.eaten at home.

In 1870, W.H. Dali (7), senior scientist for the Western Union
expedition, impressed by the grasslands of Kodiak and Aleutians, wrote
"While Massachusetts has never exported anything from its soil except
ice and granite, we may look, in two hundred years, to receive butter,
wool, cheese, mutton and beef from Alaska". In 1880, Falkner, Bell and
Co. of San Francisco shipped 150 sheep to Kodiak. Writing in 1886,
Bancroft (3) reported that beef cattle were often shipped from the west
coast to fatten in the Aleutians. In 1892, Axel Olson, master of the
schooner Bertha placed three longhorn cows and a bull ashore on Chirikof
Island where their descendents remain today. A generation later,
Captain Olson appeared again with his family among the pioneer farmers
of the Matanuska Valley.

B. 1900 to 1941

(a) Homesteading the early farms.

Between 1867 and the end of the century, there was a gradual
increase in the number of persons no longer interested in pursuing high
profit windfalls. The whaling industry had come and gone. The best
cannery sites had been acquired with soldiers scrip. Some people
desired to remain and live in the Territory, and some to acquire rights
tc good timherland Betwpen 18<8 and 1903, the homestead laws were
extended to Alaska. This coincided with a series of gold strikes in
widely scattered regions, accompanied by a flood of prospectors and
miners.

As communities came into being with some appearance of permanence,

the most suitable lands nearby were homesteaded by individuals and
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families generally more oriented, or resigned, to permanent settlement.
Dwellings were built, land was cleared, and implements and livestock
were acquired, much after the pattern of small farms in the lower states
from which most early Alaskans of the American phase had come. With a
time lag of one to three years, these settlers had their products on the
local markets, usually green vegetables, root crops, hay, and livestock

products, in that order. Most freighting was accomplished by horses,

and hay was a major item. For a time, it was a very remunerative
business. However, much of this market was transient; a rush of
prospectors, a few miners, and the rush moved on to other strikes. In

most cases, even the miners proved transient. As one Copper Center
farmer wrote in 1910 "By the time you"ve got your land cleared and your
buildings built, they"re all cone".

Following is in incomplete list of homestead entries in Alaska by
the year 1906. Most of these were on unsurveyed land since the first

baseline was not established until 1905.

Circle 5 Knik 20
Copper Center 11 Seward 59
Fairbanks 82 Sitka 6
Hope 1 Skagway 33
Juneau 36 Valdez 39
Katalla 3 Yakutat 6

There was also some commercial production at Eagle and Tanana at
that time, and as we have noted, on the Kenai Peninsula. These latter
homesteads may have oeen among those recorded at Seward. In the
following year;, other gold strikes or construction activity led to
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other homesteads. By 19117, activity in the Little Susitna Area,
Nelchina stampede, Chickaloon coal field, and construction of the Alaska
Railroad led to 400 entries in the Matanuska Valley. Kennecott and the
Copper River Railroad resulted in a limited number of entries in the
Chitina Valley. World War I and related activities attracted most of
these homesteaders elsewhere. By 1923, only 175 of the entries in the
Matanuska Valley had come to patent, and only 76 families remained. As
the mining boom and construction activity declined, Alaska®"s population
dropped to about 55,000 in the early "30s. As potential markets
evaporated, farm population declined accordingly. However, in a few
locations of continued economic activity, agriculture persisted.

As the small cities of Southeastern Alaska stabilized on the basis
of fisheries, forestry, mining, and commerce, most came to support a
small dairy and some vegetable production. Clarke farmed at Skagway,
Anway at Haines, two dairies operated at Sitka. Knudson and three
others at Juneau built a co-operatively operated milk processing plant.
In Chitina Valley, Christenson, Holta and four others continued to
supply McCarthy and Kennecott until it closed in the 1930s.

By 1909, the population of the Fairbanks region (13) was about
12,000. By 1915, mining began to decline and was taken over by large
mechanized operations. Population of the region dropped to 3000 or
less. At the time of World War 1, there were more than thirty active
full-time farms. The Tanana Valley Farmers Association* held frequent
* In 1918, names of pioneer farmers appearing on the roll call of the
Tanana Valley Farmers Association were: Badger, Bal".aine, Bentley,
Berry, Bjerremark, Borden, Buzby, Charley, Colde, Creamer, Des Jardine,
Hanford, Hinckley, Hyde, Johnson, Joy LaZelle, McCauley, McGrath,
McIntire, McMahan, Miller, Rickert, Sabin, Slater, Tonseth, Waugh,

Weiss, Williams, Young, M. Yankovitch, and V. Yankovitch.
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meetings for over fifteen years. The Association was instrumental in
building a flour mill in the early 1920s and producing three types of
excellent flour from local hard red spring wheat. However, in addition
to the fading market, two new factors contributed to the decline of
farming. The first was mechanization of freighting by tractors and the
small Tanana Valley Railroad, which eliminated the market for hay. The
second was construction of the Alaska Railroad which reduced freight
costs, placing local producers in more direct competition with the much
larger and highly developed American agriculture and marketing systenm,
liven these technological changes did not eliminate local farming
completely, but they did affect the process of replacement of the aging
farm group. As a matter of perspective, it may be noted that, at the
same time, essentially the same changes had already taken place in the
New England States. In any event, until 1935, the Tanana Valley
remained the major center of agricultural production in the state.

With construction of the Alaska Railroad, some homesteading
occurred in the Anchorage area. The most notable result was the
operation of five dairy farms simultaneously or in near succession.
Growth of the city and wartime activicy absorbed the farmland, and the
cattle went to the Matanuska Valley.

Meanwhile, 1in connection with the grazing leases mentioned under
the heading ™“Rangeland", an undetermined number of 160-acre homesteads
were entered on Kodiak and perhaps other locations. These were more in
the nature of industrial sites as the clearing requirements would not
ordinarily be appropriate.

In the Matanuska Valley, the remnants of old Russian agriculture
and the newer American efforts came together in the vicinity of Kustatan
and Knik. The traders, George Palmer and 0.G. Herning, issued
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enthusiastic reports from around Knik at the turn of the century (15).
The Army 1is reported to have made some investigation in connection with
a telegraph survey, and gold mining in the Little Susitna - Willow Creek
district was followed by a number of homesteads. Subsequent
developments have already been reported up until 19?3. We will move
back to the time of World War 1. As at Fairbanks, the farmers formed
the Valley (Forest?) Hall Association* for business and recreational
"get-togethers”™. This was later followed by two short-lived
co-operatives vrhich yielded to the marketing organization coming with
the Colony project. Some marketing was done through Pacific Woolgrowtrs.

(b) Group Settlement

Under the Russian occupation of Alaska, Yakutat and Ft. Ross were
planned colonies under the policies of the Russian American Company and
the national government. The small villages along Cook Inlet mentioned
in the Russian literature were more or less subsistence undertakings on
a voluntary basis, perhaps with some encouragement by the Church. All
were group settlements. In contrast, the small farms established by
American homesteaders were individual efforts to exploit the markets
created by mining and fishing towns, and along transportation routes.
They came into being and disappeared as these activities persisted or
faded.

Whether for economic, religious, or other reasons, the idea of

Pioneers who had developed farms in Matanuska by 1918: Abrahainson,
Allen, Alma, Anderson, Bayles, Bergstom, Bodenberg, Bodine, Bogard,
Bugge, Carter, Cobb, Cornelius, Cunningham, Danielson, Duncklee, Edlund,
Edmundson, Egtvet, Ellexson, Engstrom, Felton, Fleckenstein, Flemming,
Fosket, Fries, Gitchell, Harmon, Heady, Heckey, Higgins, Hunt, Johanse,
Jones, Keeley, Krogh, Krueger, Larson, Leckvold, Loken, Lothrup, Marino,
Martin, McArdle, McCloud, Metz, Miller, Murray, Neklason brothers,
Nylen, Olson Sainden, Smith, Springs, St. Clair, Swanson, Thorsen,
Walters, Watson, Werner, Winchester, Wise, Youngquist, Zurn, and others.



group settlement has always had a strong appeal. The first proposal in
Alaska under American administration came in 1902 from the American
Colony Company of Homer to transport a number of Finnish people to
Kachemak Bay. Apparently nothing came o* it. In the late 1920s,
advance parties for two settlements visited the Cook Inlet Region. One
was religious, the other foreign. Both parties were pleased with the
possibilities, but skeptical of markets.

In 1929, the Alaska Railroad employed a colonization agent to
recruit farm settlers to the Matanuska Valley, and planned a similar
effort for the Tanana Valley. Some six hundred persons corresponded,
110 announced plans to sell out and come to Alaska. Because of the
Great Depression whici occurred at that time, only 56 families finally
came. The only inducements offered were a special passenger and freight
rate from Seattle, assistance in locating land, and some assistance in
lend clearing. The Railroad acquired one tracklaying tractor nearly
worr. out on the Panama Canal, and built a small buttermaking plant at
Curry, half-way to Fairbanks. The Depression ended all further efforts.

(c) The Matanuska Colony

In 1932, the fa”m population of the United St tes was 32.8 million.
More than a million farm families were on relief. The. Federal
government responded by creating the Resettlement Administration to move
stricken families to better locations. One hundred projects were
proposed. Matanus".a was thirty-third on the list. In 1935, 202
families, 903 persons, were transported to the Matanuska Valley and
settled on farms averaging little more than fifty acres in size.
Turnover was high, and eighty additional families later joined the
colony as replacements. Construction of dwellings «nd outbuildings at

first absorbed the energy of the project, before 1lanJ clearing or



serious production got under way. In 1939, the co-operative marketing
and purchasing association, now known as Matanuska Maid, was transferred
to the control of farmer members. Its growth has been steady, but not
spectacular, from $480 thousand in 1940 to $12 millio.i in 1981.

For many years, the project has been the only survivor among the
hundred started by the Resettlement Administration. More than any other
single factor, this has been due to the series of events, beginning with
World War 11, which took place in Alaska. If any conclusions are to be
drawn, they must include these: 1) That a profit incentive must exist
at all levels of operation; 2) that economies of scale must be
sufficient to meet competition; 3) that there must be a relative
permanence of demand for whatever goods or services are produced; and 4)
that institutional support cannot be less than that enjoyed elsewhere.

(d) Institutional Support

In the transition from a frontier to a modern economy, the U.S.
Government delegated a number of functions to the Department of
Agriculture and other branches. These apply to consumers as well as
farmers. President Lincoln referred to USDA as "the people”s
department™. In its policy of cheap food, government has granted the
agricultural industry a considerable number of benefits as well as
imposed the burdens of a .lumber of mandatory regulations. To a great
degree, the industry is what the nation decrees what it shall be.
""hether this is good or bad, no part of the industry successfully
operates outside this influence, which, with some modification, has been
further extended by all state governments. In part, at least, these
policies hcve contributed to the ract that U.S. citizens pay the lowest
percentage of their disposable income for food of any nation in the
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world, and that the nation remains the largest exporter of agricultural

products. Collectively, these benefits are referred to as institutional
supports. These have been extended to Alaska in the folic "in# order:

1898 Office of Experiment Stations “now Agricultural Research
Service)

1903 Homestead Act
1922 Agricultural College (now University of Alaska)
1931 Extension Service
1935 Alaska Rural Rehabilitation Corporation
1936 Agricultural Conservation Program
1941 Farmers Home Administration
1945 State Division of Agriculture
1948 Soil Conservation Service
1949 Federal Credit Unions
Alaska Conservation District
State Veterinarian
1953 Agricultural Loan Fund
1960 Federal Crop Reporting Service

Federal Land Bank (one of four branches of the Farm Credit
System)

1970 Federal Meat Inspection (by agency to State)
1972 State Plant Materials Laboratory
Homer Red Meat Research Center

Some Federal services and programs such as Rural Electric and Telephone,
Food Stamps, Animal and Plant Health Inspection, etc. are not listed
since they have little impact on agriculture as such. A number of
agencies and programs are not present in the State. Some of those
listed are oriented more to all consumers than to the agricultural
industry.
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Of the Federal programs, the Research Service has had the most
impact. Experiment Stations have been maintained at various times at
Sitka, Rampart, Copper Center, Fairbanks, Kodiak, Matanuska, Palmer, and
Petersburg. Presently, the Fairbanks, Palmer, and Matanuska Stations
are operated by the State through the University of Alaska.

(e) Farm Organizations

Alaska farmers have not been inactive in support of their industry.
Three Chapters of the National Grange are represented, as well as the
American Dairy Association. Farmers Union, Faim Bureau, and National
Farmers Organization have been considered, but numbers are too small.
State and local organizations are listed:

Soil Conservation Subdistricts; Salcha-Big Delta, Kodiak, Palmer,
Wasilla, Montana Creek, Fairbanks, Kenny Lake, Homer and
Kenai-Kasilof

Future Farmers of America: Palmer, Delta Junction, Homer,
Fairbanks.

Alaska Crop Improvement Association

Matanuska Maid, Palmer

Alaska Farmers Co-op, Delta

Kodiak Livestock Growers

Kenai Peninsula Agricultural Association

Reindeer Herders Association

Mat-Su Farmers Association

Alaska Fur Growers Association

Alaska Bee Keepers

Matnauska Valley Breeders Association

Alaska Dairy Herd Improvement Association

At the present tine, an Alaska Farmers and Stockgrowers Association
is in the process of organizing. It may serve as an umbrella
for all the existing organizations.

The Census of Alaska farms has shown some stability in numbers

30



in recent years:

1959 420
1970 320
1973 320
1974 290
1975 300
1981 390
1982 410

This 1is in contrast to the national census which showed a continual
decrease from 6.8 million 1in 1936 to 2.3 million in 1981. In addition
to increase from the Delta project, the Alaska figures are interpreted
as reflecting recent population growth and some measure of increased
investment resulting from increased construction and oil-related
activity.

Cash receipts to farmers in recent years, as reported by the Crop

Reporting Service, are:

1976 $10,150,000
1977 11,461,000
1978 11,508,000
1979 12,057,000
1980 11,729,000

At the time the Exploratory Soil Survey was 83% complete,
and the prospect of exporting grain not yet considered, Burton (6)
calculated the State®"s latent potential production capabilities to be of

the following magnitudes:

Beef 1,700.0 mil Iion pounds
Pork 2,400.0 mi 11ion pounds
Milk 450.r mil lion pounds
Lamb & Mutton .8 mil lion pounds
Wool 4 mil Iion pounds
Reindeer 13.4 mil Iion pounds
Antlers 1.0 mil lion pounds
Grain 8.0 mil lion tons

In addition, significant quantities of ornamentals, eggs, forage, and
other products could also be produced. In view of the final result of
the Survey, perhaps these figures could be revised u“ward some twenty

percent.



One authority has termed the decline in national farm numbers as
representing the greatest migration in human history. Perhaps it may be
taken as illustrating the economic pressure under which Alaskan
agriculture has attempted to grow. World population figures indicate

that future conditions are unlikely to long remain a repetition of the

past.
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C. POST WORLD WAR Il ERA

World War 1l had some special effects on agriculture in Alaska as
well as some definite effects on U.S. agriculture in general. For
agriculture 1in general, there were increases in mechanical power, a new
series of varietal introductions aimed at increasing productivity, and
the introduction of a number of wartime-derived chemicals useful for
control of insects, weeds and diseases, and for control of plant growth.

Alaska had no more than a subsistence agriculture immediately prior
to the war, but the need for a food base not subject to disruption by
attacks on shipments from the lower 48 set the stage for the switch to a
commercial agriculture. The military became aware of the strategic
importance of Alaska because of the importance of aerial warfare which
made the polar route the obvious direction of attack in ary future
conflict involving Europe or much of Asia. The military had also been
made painfully aware of the vulnerability of supply lines to Alaska for
such strategic materials as food. As a consequence, the Department of
Defense requested Congress to investic_.:e the possibility of
establishing a sufficient food base 1in Alaska to support a continuing
military presence Congress responded by directing the U.S. Department
of Agriculture to look into this matter. A task force was sent to
Alaska in the summer of 1946 to assess the possibilities (27).

As a result of the assessment, which indicated there were at least
a million ac:"es of suitable land for agricultural development, new money
and new programs were directed towards Alaska®"s agricultural industry.
In addition, the Korean war concurrently focused attention on the
military status and position of Alaska, creating new markets foi
farmers. The combined infusion of new technology and information with
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expanding on-rr.ets transformed Alaska®s agriculture from basically
subsistence, diversified activity to a truly modern industry.

The impact of this infusion of new information was almost
immediate. The usual time lag for the introduction of new technology
was thought at that time to be approximately ten years. In this case,
subsistence agriculture was converted to a commercial agriculture 1in
something like six years. As an indication of the speed of technology
transfer under this system, farmers went from almost total harvest of
grain through the binder-thrasher system to total harvest by combine in
a period of three years. Diversified farming gave way to
specialization, and specialization led to farmers and practices as
efficient as anywhere in the U.S. Had this not been true, the explosive
development of modern farming in the other stales in the post-war tars
would have ovr @Whelmed the producers in Alaska who would not have been
able to compete and who would have totally disappeared.

TODAY®"S AGRICULTURE

After 1960, there was a levelling off in the agricultural industry.
Many people mistook the consolidation of da“ry herds as a dying of the
of the dairy industry simply because numbe j of dairies were decreasing.
What was happening was a decrease in numbers of dairies accompanying an
increase in the size of herd per dairy. The trend was exactly the same
as occurred at the time 1in Wisconsin and Minnesota. Although
agriculture held its own, there was a period of virtual stagnation
because there was no growth commensurate with population increase.
Marketing did not keep up with the increased sophistication of
transportation and marketing from the lower 48.

34



During this same period, however, the Soil Conservation Service was
at work putting together information on potential agricultural soils
around the state, and by the early 1970"s it had become apparent that
there were at least 15 million ac”es of potentially tillable soils in
Alaska, a figure that astounded even the most optimistic advocates of
agricultural development. Figures developed since then have increased
this amount considerably, but the initial announcement which led to the
publication of Alaska®"s Agricultural Potential sparked what amounts to a
revolution in Alaska®"s agriculture.

With the Native Claims Settlement Act, and particularly Section 17
(d)2 of the bill becoming an issue, the Federal-State Land Use Planning
Commission, authr "ized a study by two international economists to
determine if ther: tually was a place for Alaska in the scheme of
world agriculture, ihis report (10) concluded that there could be a
place for Alaskan agriculture provided the assumptions made on
productive capacity were correct, and it recommended that a large-sca™®
study be made to verify some of those assumptions.

A more or less informal group of agricultural agency people and
farmers was convened by the Governor®"s Assistant for Special Projects to
determine how such a demonstration project should be carried out, and
the Delta Junction area was designated for the initial project. Several
things made this area the logical choice:

1. The state had selected and obtained title to a large block of

land in the region.

2. The Tanana Valley Rural Development Council had been active in



reviewing development possibilities, and a citizens group had
studied the area and had confirmed that the people of the area
wanted agriculture to be a part of development in the

region.

3. There had been at least twenty years experience in farming in

the area as well as experience with large scale land clearing.

4. Barley was designated as the first crop to try in a

development scheme because it is short-season, requires a
"mnimum of processing prior to be-"oming a marketable product,
is sto-able and transportable, and had been produced success—
fully in the Delta Junction area.

An economic analysis by the University o" Alaska Experiment Station
(25) indicated that barley could be produced in that area at world
market price on farms of 3,000 acres using a 1/3 fallow system of
production. The average size of the farms when they were finally laid
tJt was 2,600 acres with a range of 2,000 to 3,500 acres. The
differences in size were due to presence of natural features that
determined boundaries, and the fact that soil capabilities in some parts
were better -han others. A sincere attempt was made to create
family-size farms that would be economic units.

Although many crops could have been chosen for this
test-demonstration, barley was chosen s number one for the reasons
stated above. A second crop that has been considered 1is rapeseed, a
very successful crop grown in Canada under similar conditions. Rapeseed
has been found to be a good crop for use in rotation with cereal grains
as a means of decreasing certain disease problems on grain in northern
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Europe, anJ 1is a good export product but has littl- value in the state
presently. Wheat and hay are also alternatives, but wheat is marginal
because it requires a longer period of maturity. Hay could be produced
very well, but the price of hay goes up very rapidly if it has to be
moved very far, because of its bulk. Hay will be utilized to some extoi t
in the Delta area as the beef and dairy industry there expand, but is
not expected to be a major crop in the area in the near future.

The Delta 1 lottery was held in August of 1978, with approximately
ninety individuals participating. Only 22 could be winners since that
was the number of parcels in the Delta I project area. The legislature
passed legislation allowing land to be disposed of by lottery, and only
agricultural rights were disposed of. The State retained development
rights on the arncuitural parcels, although the successful applicants
are allowed to use a limited portion of the land to construct buildings
and facilities necessary for the pursuit of farming. Final title to the
agricultural rights also depended on a farm development plan and its
implementation.

Difficulties arose in attempts to qualify farmers for the lottery.
The purpose of qualifying them was to try to get those people on the
land in this first demonstration project who would be most likely to
succeed in producing, since only production could demonstrate if such a
project could be economical. Attempts to derive an effective
selection system were not totally successful, and several who were
disqualified were later qualified. satisfactory system has still not
been determined, but it is not as important in future developments as in
the initial ones.
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The project got underway in the winter of 1978-79 when the State
engaged in test-clearing 2,000 acres. In an effect to find the most
economical method, many different types of clearing were tried: single
chaining, double chaining, shearing, close berming, distant berming.
There was a great deal of reluctance to use chaining because the 22
applicants had little experience with this technique. After a few had
tried it, the majority used it because it was the most economical.

The way the clearing contracts were written, most of the winners
became clearing contractors instr.;d of farmers, and those who did their
clearing the first year (before fuel and other cost increases) enjoyed a
profit. This was the direct result of the favorable terms of the loan,
which provided:

1. $165.00 per acre.

2. Life of loan 40 years at 6% interest.

3. First payment due 1n 1984.

4. Interest not to accrue temetil May of 1984.

This program was designed to enable the farmer to develop a cash
flow from the land before he had to start paying off the loan. With
this system in place, the farmer would take t.he full loan amount even if
his clearing costs were less than the $165.00 per acre. The excess
funds would then be available, free of interest for several years, to
finance the total farming operation.

In 1980, 700 tons of barley were produced on the Delta Project
lands, and another 80 tons were produced from other farm land in the
vicinity. This was the first time in the history of the State that any
substantial amount of in-state feed grains were placed on the market.
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The disappearance of the barley when it appeared in local markets
exceeded expectations. Matanuska Maid and Alaska Mill & Feed were the

two major purchasers, taking over 2/3 of the barley. The rest was taken

by both smaller retailers and farmers. The activity created by this
available feed grain is amazing. In the last two years, two new dairy
farms have begun in Delta Junction. One of the tract holders has

started a major hog operation. The firs" hogs are starting to go to the
market now.

Another major hog producer in the Matanuska Valley 1is using Delta
barley. Some of the Matanuska dairy farmers are buying barley direct
from Alaska Farmers Co-op and others are getting it through Matanuska
Maid and Alaska Mill & Feed. Many of the small farmers and homesteaders
are using local barley, getting it through retailers. When the market
infrastructure stabilizes for red meat, T 1is conceivable that the
livestock population will increase tremeno*usly in both the
Delta-Fairbanks and Matanuska-Susitna areas.

The difficult part of the whole project is to develop the produc—
tion and markets at the same time and rate. This 1is the reason that an
export terminal 1is important, to take the slack when the barley growers
produce more than the local markets can handle. The profit margin is so
slim that the growers cannot take less than world market price. If
there 1is no outlet for the surplus grain, the price would drop for the
local market and it could mean disaster for the infant barley industry.

The legislature created the Alaska Agricultural Action Council to
oversee the Delta | project and to manage similar future projects in
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other locations in the State.

The second major test project of the presentera is the Point
MacKenzie Project. This project was Legislatively conceived to give the
Anchorage milk shed the critical mass of dairy stock needed to service
the local market and at the same time take advantage of the industry
infrastructure that is in place but underutilized. In a period of
twenty years, the number of dairy farms in the A* -ore = milk shed
decreased from 60 to 8. Although much of this was due to consolidation
of herd during the 60"s, the pressure fre;n urban expansion without a
commensurate availability of new lands to which farming could move
during the 70°"s actually reducedcow numbers in the dairy herd, so that
at y ejsent local dairies produce less thana fifth of the fluid milk
consumed in Alaska today. Imports of dairy products into the State are
estimated to result in a net outflow of wealth from the state in excess
of $1,000,000 per month.

The Point MacKenzie Project is conceived to take advantage of the
excess processing capacity in Anchorage, the feed processing and
distributing businesses, the barley production which is increasing in
in the Delta Junction area, the Dairy Herd Improvement Association
record-keeping system that is 1in operation, the present artificial
insemination program available through the Dairy Breeders®™ Association,
the veterinarian service that is available, and the transportation and
distribution system that is already operating to bring the milk from
farms to processor to consumer. The project will have a minimum of 19
dairy farms. The other 12 farms will complement the dairy farms, as
most of them intend to supply feed for the dairy farms, raise
replacement heifers or feed out dairy beef. With this in mind, the
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Point MacKenzie Project can have a cow population of around 3,000 head.
This, with the existing milk cows in the Matanuska Valley, would suppliv
over 50% of the fresh milk for the Anchorage and Railbelt areas. In a
few years, when the cow population stabilizes, the 19 dairy fanners at
Point MacKenzie can expect a cash inflow of between $15,000 and $20,000
per day from milk receipts. This will be a great boost to the area
economy, and will support some badly needed infrastructure in the
industry itself. It will also provide a market for Delta grain.

The Point MacKenzie clearing loans will be basically the same as
Delta 1 clearing loans. The two biggest differences will be the rate
for clearing. It will increare from $165.00 to $270.00 per acre, and
the interest rate will also increase from 6% to 8%.

The land clearing methods at Point Mackenzie will be mostly single
chaining and distant berming. This is the most economical and will work
well except where the timber is logged and only stumps remain. This
creates a problem because the chain jumps over the stumps and does not
dislodge the roots from the soil. This forces the operator to grub each
stump individually and the cost of clearing escalates tremendously.

PRESENT STATUS OF PROJECTS

Delta I: As of September 1, 1981, there were 55,557 acres partly
or totally cleared with 50,068 of them burned in compar "on with 35,000
in 1980. Of the burned acres, 40,334 have had at least initial
breaking, and final cleanup has been completed on 7,071 acres which
means that berm piles now cover less than 10% of the land.

In 1981, there were 13,380 acres planted to barley and another
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5,120 with other crops including oats for hay, grass seed, rapeseed, and
spring wheat. The planted acreage doubled in the Delta Project in 1981
from 9,000 acres in 1980 to 18,500 acres in 1981. If the farmers can
see a market for their products, the acreage should double again in 1982
to between 35,000 and 40,000 acres. The land for this much planting
will be ready and available in the spring, and much of the processing
and storage capacity for this size planting will be in place.

The Farmers Co-op at Delta has fertilizer storage for 6,000 tons of
fertilizer, enough for 40,000 acres of barley. They have grain storage
in place for 10,000 tons (400,000 bushels) which could accommodate the
yield from 6,000 to 10,000 acres. And they have a grain drying capacity
of about 1,600 bushels per hour. Farmers are also busy constructing
on-farm storage.

Seed to plant this acreage is in short supply due to early frosts
which have damaged germination. The Plant Materials Center has
Foundation seed for the seed industry but there is not enough this year
to serve the planting needs. It is anticipated that a great deal of
seed will have to be imported from Canada to supply the seed not
supplied by local growers. Some of the Canadian varieties do well in
the Delta area, which 1is the reaso”™ for importing seed from a foreign
source rather than from the other states. Barley seed is anticipated to
be expensive this spring because of demand, and this may discourage some
growers from planting as much as they might have with cheaper seed
available.

POINT MACKENZIE: This project has effectively been brought to a

halt until the courts decide if it can proceed. In the lottery for the



land, there were 154 qualified participants for 31 parcels. (The
competition for land, even for "agricultural rights only"” land,
continually increases.) Seven disgruntled appl*cants who had been
judged unqualified for a variety of reasons brought suit against the
sale. Judge Johnstone of the Superior Court in Anchorage issued a
preliminary 1injunction on March 20, 1981 which became a permanent
injunction on May 4, 1981. The basis for this permanent injunction was
that the the State exceeded its own regulations in requiring a farm
development plan prior to conducting a lottery. The State has appealed
the decision to the Supreme court, L it no decision has been rendered by
that body. Agricultural title did pass to those who won parcels
belonging to the borough which had been included in the sale, and some
clearing work has been done.

If the Supreme Court overturns the Superior Court decision,
clearing on the Point MacKenzie Project may proceed in the spring of
1982 after only one ycar"s delay in the project. If they uphold the
Superior Court decision, clearing will be delayed at least another year.

A second suit was filed by a group of people who were purportedly
loggers and by the Sierra Club because they claimed the timber would be
destroyed. There is no q.-.stion that the timber would be destroyed,
since that is the purpose of land clearing. The question is whether or
not the timber va e to be saved by harvesting conventionally exceeds
the exufa cost of clearing induced by claiming the timber prior to
chaining the trees down. The question was settled out of court by
requiring tne farmers to put their timber up for sale. Title to the

timber would transfer with the sale so each farmer could determine on



his own if he were willing to accept the extra cost, of clearing on the
basis of the amount bid for the timber. The problem from the standpoint
of the farmers is that standing timber can be tipped over by dragging a
anchor chain between two large tractors. As the trees are turned over,
the roots are pulled out of the ground, and c?.n easily be removed. When
the trees are cut beforehand, chaining is no longer effective, and it is
necessary to go to the more expensive system of bulldozing the roots
out. This is also potentially more harmful to the soil because more top
soil 1is pushed into the windrows.

NENANA; This project is still in the planning stage because of
the 1? ,k of access across the Nenana River to the 300,000 acres or so of
agricultural land in this area. Planning has been coordinrted
throughout by the City of Nenana which conceived the development to be
an integral part of their future economic base. The plan anticipates a
more diversified type of agriculture which will include not only animals
and feed production for chem, but also vegetables for the fresh and for
the processed mi rket. Nenana is strategically located to serve as a
focal point for much of the agriculture in the Interior with the river
transportation routes intersecting with railroad and the Parks highway
at that point.

The 1initial Nenana project will contain tw, jwnships, which 1is
46,080 acres. Access to the area will be by road, and the 1981
legislature funded the design and engineering of bridges and roads for
this project area. The Nenana project land sale and clearing will
follow after Delta II.
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DELTA 11; This 1is an expansion of Delta 1 and consists of two
parts. Delta East is north and east of Delta I, and Delta West is
across the Delta river at Delta -Junction. These two areas comprise
between 50,000 and 60,000 acres. Although most of the soils in this
area are Class Il and 111, other land use interests have registered some
objections to the project, and decisions and agreements on alternate
land uses have not allowed a positive designation of exact acreages.
Sale of agricultural rights was scheduled for early spring of 1982, but
delays resulting from disagreements over alternative land uses and over
procedures for handling the sale may delay the project past time when
clearing can begin for another year.

OTHER: In addition to special state agricultural projects,
"agricultural rights" only have been sold to an additional 302 parcels
since 1978. The total acreage of these parcels is 52,816 for an average
size of 175 acres. These parcels either have no development plan or
have a 10-year plan pending act: *s. Because of this, and because no
specific money was earmarked for clearing loans, the activity on this
land is not progressing as fast as it might otherwise. Tanana Loop Iis
the farthest along with about 50% of the ucreagv ci -red. Tanana Loop
is adjacent to Delta Junction and may receive some fallout interest
generated by the Delta project. Additional financing at rates
comparable to those available in the project areas might assist these
people to complete their development plans and aid in starting a cash
flow for them from the land.

In some of the areas where development plans are only required to
be started when access is available, some owners have expressed an

45



interest in delaying access in order to delay their having to develop

the land. This is a means of getting title to wilderness estates under

agricultural right tit",”without having to put the land to agricultural

use.

Potlatch Ponds, a 1980 sale of 61 parcels of 14,356 acres near

Fairbanks, 1is still in court, so development cannot proceed.
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The future of Alaskan agriculture will be whatever the people of Alaska
want it to be. If they do not want agriculture as a part of the Alaskan economy
or way of life, it will remain at a very low level of activity. If the people
wan., agriculture, the State has the land, capital and human resources to make it
a viable part of the economy.

Agriculture will not be created or developed by the State or any agency or
institution created by the State. It will be developed on the land bythe
farmers themselves on the basis of their production capability and
access to profitable markets (24). The focus of their efforts must be
on those things in which they can determine a comparative advantage, and
they must serve the consumer at least as effectively and cheaply as he
is presently served by the existing system. The role of government
should be to create the climate in which this can happen, not through
creation of institutions and hierarchies that serve no seful function.

Care must be exercised not to institutionalize activities that should bo
and must remain purely temporary.

The basic strategy remains one of providing opportunity for a farmer to
make a profit. All else is pure enhancement, and should be examined carefully
to determine if it is really in the public interest. Inall of the efforts made
to improve agriculture in the developing nations over the past many years, one
thing stands out most clearly as a means to success of the efforts, and that is
simply, if a farmer in one of the developing nations is shown how he can make a
profit or improve his income by adoption of new techniques, he will change his
way of doing things. Usually this means an increased productivity and better

access to markets.



Development of an economic agriculture in Alaska, one returning a profit to
the farmer while maintaining our policy of cheap food for the consumer, will be
a long-term undertaking in view of the need to develop the infrastructure of a
modern, state-of-the-art industry. Full development of Alaska®"s agricultural

capacity might take as much as 50 years and the investment of many billions of

dollars, depending on the -extent to which people want agriculture to develop.

These would by no means be all Statedollars.

There are those who may object to developing large commercial agriculture
aimed at production for world markets, but such size is necessary in order for
local agriculture to compete in the local markets with production from other
areas, and profit is the incentive to make farming work. There 1is a statement
in an article in Business Meek for December 21,1981 that 1is pertinent to this
situation. The article on page F3 refers to the development of computer
technology by the Scandinavians, and states:

"For one thing, their home markets are too small to lull them into thinking

they can avoid world competition "

Alaskans must realize that if they develop agriculture, theymust develop a
world class agriculture to be in thegame at all. Otherwise, the agriculture we
develop will be either a subsidized recreational activity for the well-to-do on
their country estates, or subsidized subsistence agriculture for the very poor.
In neither of the latter two cases will the benefits exceed the cost.

Small-scale agriculture must not be overlooked in the total scheme of
development, since it is very desirable from the standpoint of life-style, local
nutrition, family firm income enhancement, and improved subsistence, and

beneficial 1in many other ways such as providing open space for urban dwellers

and improved recreational opportunities.
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However, most opportunities for small farm development will be based on the
infrastructure created by economical, large scale agriculture and access to
additional job opportunities. This paper assumes the desirability of developing
a wide range of types of agriculture, but 1is based on the premise that an
economical, self-sustaining and self-supporting industry must be the basis of
development.

Before mounting a development effort therefore, it is necessary to ask the

question as to whether there is a place for Alaskan agriculture in the world

market. There 1is no overabundance of food in the world, but distribution and
ability to pay restricts the amount used in any given year. Trends over the
past 20 - 30 years show that the developing nations are increasing their food

production at a higher percentage rate than the developed n-"tions and at a
higher rate than population increase. There are local disparities in these
trends, of course. Barr (4) concludes that it is not the trends that are the
problems, but the fluctuations from year to year. On the whole, it appears that
grain production may well increase sufficiently in the next few decades to
accommodate the increase in population (22), but fluctuations in availability
may cause even more "iolent fluctuations in price and therefore in incentives to
increase at the most desirable rate. Also, the decrease in the percentage
increase in production for the developed countries may indicate a plateau in
technology that will require adjustments in agricultural systems in order to be
able to produce enough for expanding populations worldwide.

The significance of this information for Alaska is that, yes, there is a
place for Alaskan agriculture if we are willing to compete in the world market,
but there is no void just waiting to be filled (29). Our possible niche in the
market needs to be well-identified, and when we decide to move into that niche,
it must be in a manner and at a time to stay in the market.

One very important and often overlooked aspect of agriculture is the
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transitional role it plays both geographically and culturally. It provides both
a physical transition from urban to wilderness and a conceptual transition from
subsistence, self-sufficient life style to a money-based, job-oriented,
industrial economy. In time structure, agricultural work fits the pattern of
the weather and the seasons rather than the artificial "time packaging” of
industrial age 20th century, but provides a concept of postponement of return on
investment of labor which 1is characteristic of the urban-industrial environment.
Agriculture helps "humanize the wilderness” (B) while relieving -
pressure-cooker tensions of urban 1living, without the dramatic and traumatic
contrasts between pure urban and pure wilderness.

As a planned and activated ecological system, agriculture enhances the
ecological awareness of the urban culture (9) and awareness of the subsistence
culture for the economic aspects of controlled ecology. Agriculture may.
therefore, have a large social effect that could be as important to Alaska as
the economic impact.

Total development of Aiaska®"s potential agricultural industry must be
viewed as a long-term process, not as a project or a series of similar projects.
Planning for such a process must conceive of development extending over 2, 3, 4,
or more generations, and be sufficiently flexible to accommodate changes as they
occur in economic and social theory and structure as well as fantastic changes
in technology and information flow that appear to be just over the horizon.
Such flexibility in planning will prevent our superimposing obsolete concepts on
our future state residents.

The tremendously productive U.S. agriculture that, presently supplies the
U.S., plus $40 billion of surplus production for export, 1is the result of at
least a century of development of institutions relating to our present system.
Most of these are designed and ve to support the farmer in the field in
making his decisions. These institutional arrangements have been so effective
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ein twentieth century America, and we have tried to export them intact to the
developing nations." Fortunately, there are those who recognize that
institutions do not transfer directly, but must be modified to fit the time and
place of introduction, otherwise, they serve as additional burdens. The same is
true for development in Alaska. Imported institutions must be modified to fit
our own realities. And in fact, there should be a process of constant
examination of our institutions to see if they are really serving the purpose of
support that they should be serving.

Technology development and transfer have been and continue to be especially
important components of 1improvements in modern agriculture. The emphasis of
industry in agriculture has been on the development of specialized machinery and
the efficiency of mechanical power.

An additional industrial involvement following World War 11 was from the
chemical companies as a result of the discovery of certain pesticides. For
instance, the introduction of DDT as a control for potato insects in 1946 caused
a doubling of per a;re yields through ccntrol of Colotado potato beetle and
especially leafhoppers. The herbicide, 2-4-D, which was the direct result of
wartime research, provided us with the first concept that chemicals could be
used selectively to kill weeds without harming the crop plants to which they
were applied. The hormonal nature of this chemical opened up the field of
growth control chemicals for plants such as was already known for animals.

Tiit: "Other major industrial component of our agricultural system, other than
fossil fuels for energy, 1is plant food, fertilizer. This irvolves mining
companies and also the oil industry since petrochemicals serve as feedstocks for
the production of nitrogen fertilizers.

Because of the decreasing real cost of fossil fuel energy from the 20"s to
the 80"s, a period of 60 years, a massive transportation network was developed
which served not only to get food into the local market by farm-to-market roads,
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but very extensive transportation systems also allowed regionalization and even
nationalization of agricultural markets. For instance, New Jersey, which used
to be called the "Garden State"™, now imports about 50% of its produce from
California on the other side of the continent. This massive transportation
network allows the people of Alaska to eat Florida radishes and Mexican tomatoes
during the winter.

One resource area that long remained almost the exclt-" domain of the
public agency research system was plant genetic imprc " t, especially in the
major field crops. Plant breeding was almost a public prerogative, although
there was some private plant breeding mainly in the area of asexually propagated
material where 1improved strains could be patented. Sexually propagated plant
materials were not patentable in the U.S. until the passage of the Plant Variety
Protection Act. Other countries had 1long recognized breeders”™ rights. The
Plant Variety Protection Act plus more recent concepts that have developed in
genetic engineering have led v'ompanies with large cash reserves such as the oil
companies to acquire many of “~he larger seed companies and genetic engineering
firms. This is not to say that the plant genetic resources will become
controlled by the oil companies. Industry has yet to sort out its role in this
area. The very "apid advances in computer technology and the breaking of the
jenetic code of DNA, both of which relate to information flow, are so intriguing
that industry cannot afford to overlook the possibilities and potentialities
inherent in this newer technology. Many new institutional arrangements will be
tried and discarded before the most effective ones are settled upon.

The information industry is probably the fastest growing industry in the
U.S. today. This 1is impacting agriculture as intensely as any other segment of
the economy. Information exchange has greatly speeded up the rate of adoption
of new technologies on the farm, and this rate of increase will continue to go
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faster and faster through the use of computers and new communications
techniques. For instance, one of the first applications of Teletext in this
country will be to bring to farmers information on their TV screens of weather
and commodity market trends. Nebraska has developed an information network
called AGNET which now serves 35 states, two Canadian provinces, Venezuela and
Saudi Arabia (16). Alaska has not even started to think in terms of these newer
technologies, but it must if it is to develop an agriculture that can compete
continually in the world market and in the local market.

The reason these new technologies will be developed and adopted by U.S.
agriculture at a rapid rate is that most agriculturists concede that our level
of productivity in our most important crcps has reached a plateau. Even though

production greatly exceeds present U.S. food needs, the growing demands
worldwide will put more and more pressure on the U.S. farmer to increase
production. Even with present technology, the U.S. could produce more. We are
highly productive on a per man-hour basis because of the substitution of fossil
fuels, machinery, and chemical 5 for human labor. On a per acre basis, U.S.
production does not measure up to some of the areas in the world where there is
more 1intense concentration on land and labor utilization.

Holland, which is a very small country, exports flower bulbs and cheeses to
all parts of the world, and surprisingly controls about 90% of the world export
market in seed potatoes. England, which 1is usually thought of as a completely
industrialized country, claims to have the most productive agriculture in the
world. This claim may be disputed by the Danes who supply vast quantities of
bacon and eggs for the English breakfast. Japan has be”n a very efficient
producer of food, producing about 50% of the population®s requirements on about
J acre per person. This per acre production in relation to population needs in
Japan 1is reported to be changing rapidly in this end of the 20th century because
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of a shift to higher consumption of meat.

Americans tend to do things in a big way - large machines, large acres,
large profits hopefully. We are still thinking in terms of economies of scale
so that if a little is good, more is better. This is certainly an option where
there is a great deal of land available for agriculture, and where land is a
relatively cheap economic input. This option 1is available to Alaska for
agriculture for a time. It has certain definite advantages in initial
development of the industry since it can bring the cost of production down to
allow us to compete at world market prices and establish a position in the
market.

Alaska is often thought of, and rightly so, as the equivalent of a
developing nation. A great deal of effort has been spent by the Rockefeller
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, USAID programs, World .Bank,., church groups of
various denominations, and by most of the more developed nations of the world to
analyze and define systems that work to improve the food production capability
of the lesser developed countries. Some of the concepts developed for this
purpose may apply to Alaska, but many do not.

Concepts developed to aid the lesser developed nations generally assume an
indigenous farm population and an agriculture of one sort or another in place;
programs are then conceived to increase the efficiency and productivity of th
farmers. The Alaskan rituation more nearly resembles developments that have
taken Diace and are taking place in Canada, Australia, and perhaps Israel and
Brazil, where systems are applied to bring new areas into production where there
has not previously been farming.

Wortman and Cummings have p  *ared a very thoughtful work characteristic of
those studies on lesser developed nations and programs to aid them. Their four
requisites for increased productivity and increased income at the farm level are
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very similar to Mosher"s five essential elements for agricultural development as
listed by Wortman and Cummings (32). These five elements are:

1. Markets for products

2. Constantly changing technology

3. Local availability of supplies and equipment

4. Transportation

5. Production incentives for farmers

Mosher also adds five "accelerators":

1. Education for development

2. Production credit
3. Group action by farmers
4. Improving and expanding land

5. National planning

If Alaska is to develop a meaningful and viable agriculture in the future,
all of the above are necessary plus a few additional requisites that are
specific to Alaska®"s needs. The above requirements and the additional
prerequisites are restated below in terms of Alaska and Alaskan agriculture.

1. A GENERAL AWARENESS OF iHE POTENTIAL FOR AGRICULTURE AND
CONTRIBUTIONS AGRICULTURE CAN HAKE TO THE LONG TERM ECONOMIC STABILITY OF ALASKA
IN A WORLD OF RAPIDLY INCREASING FOOD NEEDS.

There have been some attempts by public agencies and the University of
Alaska to make estimates of the potential for agriculture and to bring tiis to
the attention of the puul ™ at large, as well as to the attention of policy
makers. Hard data are difficult to come by and difficult to interpret. The
best data are those of the Soil Conservation Service which has made actual on-
the-ground assessments of soils for cropping suitability. Some limited weather
dita are available from remote sites, and a very limited amount of actual
experimental cropping has been done. A greater effect needs to be made on a
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continuing basis to acquire actual crop response information over a much wider
area. Even so, it is very easy to become extremely enthusiastic about the
agricultural possibilities based on what 1is known at present. This enthusiasm
can be helpful 1in creating a public awareness, but it must be restrained to the
point of reality as shown by actual data in hand.

2. A VERY CAREFUL ASSESSMENT AS TO WHAT THEPRODUCTION POTENTIAL OF CROPS
AND LIVESTOCK ARE, AND WHAT MARKETS EXIST OR CAN BE REALISTICALLY PROJECTED FOR
THESE PRODUCTS.

The history of agriculture in Alaska is a long one as shown in a earlier
section of this report. The history of scientific research in Alaska as applied
to agriculture goes back over 80 years and provides an assessment of the kinds
of crops and livestock that <can be produced, but there 1is only limited
information on what kind of production could be achieved using the best of
modern technology. For instance, estimates were made for the Delta project of
50 oushel per acre barley based on general production in A"rska (25). This was
rc ghly twice t:.e national average per acre Yyields. In the Tfirstyear of
production in the area using modern techniques, varieties, and equipment, some
farmers turned in records exceeding 70 bushels per acre over large acreages.
Underestimation of production in feasibility studies may not be bad, but an
error of this magnitude in the opposite direction would have serious
consequences.

Market assessments are even more difficult becaus there has been virtually
no modern marketing techniques applied to Alaskan production, and only limited
marketing experience. An agricultural industry consists of both production and
marketing, but these have been separated for so long in the public image that
few people seem to recognize that wholesaling and retailing of food is a part of
agriculture. The demand that Alaskan agricultural production be for local
markets neglects the fact that most Alaskans are fed by competitive production
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from outside the state. The rapidly growing sophistication in the
transportation and marketing of agricultural products makes locaV penetration of
the market system by Alaskan products very difficult. Computerization of
inventory control and ordering makes it easier for the grocer or the wholesaler
to order from suppliers outside the state than to discuss orders with brokers or
producers inside Alaska. A realistic assessment of the market system as it
applies to Alaska is mandatory, and such a study must point out ways in which
Alaskan producers can participate in the market process. I

It can be predicted that resistance to agricultural development will be
found ,;ithin the business communities of the state because they will view market
penetration by local production as an intrusion on the well-developed systems of
which they are a part. It is characteristic of underdeveloped nations that the
wealth and political power of the state become concentrated in one or a few
centers, and that the short-range views and objectives of the few Ilimit the
development of the hinterland. Alaska clearly resembles an underdeveloped
nation in this regard.

3. FIRM DECISIONS BETWEEN ALTERNATIVE USES OF LAND.

The urowth"Policy Council survey of what k:nd of development the people of
Alaska wanted clearly showed they wanted development of renewable resources.
The survey did not determine which renewable resources ar.d renewable resource
industries were meant. They may have meant fisheries and hydropower; or if they
were talking about land rescrces, they could havs meant agriculture, forestry,
tourism, and wildlife management, all of which compete for the same space.
Agriculture and forestry compete not only for land as space, but also for land
as a resource component of the industry. It is unfortunate that we seem to have
reached a state of mind where everythinghas to be one thing or the other.
There 1is plenty of room in Alaska for all the forests we need for a few

generations plus all the agriculture we candevelop in the next 50 to 100 years,



and still have a great deal of land left over for wildlife and other amenities
we desire. Since each of these could flourish in exactly the same place but not
at the same time, then we must make firm decisions as to which shall occur
where. These need not be cast in concrete for all time, since undoubtedly other
forces will bring about future adjustments.

An example ofchanges that do occur over time as a result of changing
conditions 1is whathappened in Massachusetts land. Over a per-od of 2U to 30
years, a great deal of land went out of agricultural production. Tha general
assumption was that the land was paved over as a result of 1:bin sprawl, a
reasonable assumption since we ha”e been bombarded with this kind ol information
for two decades. A survey of land me, and a comparison with land use 20 years
before, revealedthe startling infjrmation that most of the land was not into
urban sprawl, but into trees. The same has been found true in other are®.s of
the East. As agriculture lost its regional character and became more nearly
national, the East Coast h<s become one of the fastest growing timber regions in
the country. So in Alaska, establishment of agriculture in one area with
removal of trees for crop production may be a temporary matter in terms of
generations. Agriculture has always been transitional and probably always will
be moving and changing to acco.miodate the realities of the historical period.
In order for development to occur, definite areas must be designated for
agricultural use even though that may not hold for etemity.

The concept in Alaska of disposing of "agricultural rights only" in State

land reflects a misunderstanding of why some areas on the East loast were

buying up land an*™ leasing back the agricultural rights to that land.

The problem w;*~ not urbanization but that open space so needed and enjoyed

by urban dwellers was disappearing into trees or out of agriculture because

of high taxation or other disincentives. Agriculture provides open space
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for urban dwellers, anii is more important to the vastmajorityof them than

is the true wilderness. Short-term views of decision makersmay neglect

this aspect of a congenial community.

4. ARTICULATION OF G"/ALS AND ACHIEVABLE OBJECTIVES.

Fortunately tie State has already made excellent progress in this
direction, and has made a commitment to bring 500,000 acres into production by
1990 in an effort to meet the goals and objectives for agriculture as developed
by the Department of Natural Resources.

These goals and objectives are as follows:

a. Identify and maintain an agricultural land base.

b. Provide financial incentives to establish an agricultural industry no4

based on permanent subsidy.

C. Develop transportation and processing facilities.

d. Develop a cooperative management program with State, Federal, and

private landowners.

e. Develop marketing programs for Alaska production.

f. Support agricultural development with research, teaching, public

service programs.

g.- Increase public understanding of the agricultural industry.

h. Use Alaskan sources of fertilizer, lime and other soil amendments, and

alternative energy sources.

THE SPECIFIC GOALS ESTABLISHED TO MEET THE ABOVE GENERAL OBJECTIVES ARE:

a. Produce sufficient grain and oilseed crops to meet Alaskan needs and

to compete in world markets.

b. Produce a major portion of th" meat consumed by Alaskans (beef, pork

and others).

C. Produce the milk consumed in Southcentral and Interior Alaska.

d. Achieve seasonal self-sufficiency in fresh produce, and develop a

viable vegetable processing industry.
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e. Meet regional demands for reindeer meat.
f. Develop subsistence-scale agriculture to improvenutrition and reduce
food costs in more remote areas of the State.
It shouldbe kept in mind that the State will not do thedevelopment but should
provide the climate and incentives for industry to achieve the State goals and
objectives for people. The State is presently developing a 10-year plan.

5. CONCEPTUALIZATION OF INITIAL SYSTEMS FROM WHICH GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT
CAN PROCEED.

In order to be realistic, tnese systems must be the kinds of systems that
are already in operation successfully in other parts of the nation and the
world, or soon will be. There 1is no reason to go backwards to systems that have
already been abandoned by others in spite of the emotional appeal attached to
the memory of *hose systems. Systems must be credible, and hard facts must be
present to demonstrate their credibility. The Delta project is a case in point.
The Delta Junction area was chosen, among other important reasons, for the fact
that farming had already been demonstrated to be feasible in the area with over
20 years background experience to demonstrate that feasibility. Large-scale
land clearing had been demonstrated by at lea-", one farm in the area. Barley
was chosen as the major crop of emphasis because grain production and marketing
requires the least infrastructure of any of the major world crops, and barley is
the fastest maturing cereal grain. Processing of grain may be limited to
cleaning and drying. As long as it is kept dry, it stores readily, it can be
moved easily by mechanical means so it can be handled anci shipped without
particular difficulty, and grain is freely traded in the local and in world
markets. Quality standards are well-defined and constant throughout the market.
Also, successful production programs in grain can Jlead to a quantum jump 1in
agricultural production to livestock feeding which provides alternative use for
the product and therefore a stabilizing effect on the whole industry. Livestock
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systems, of course, require a very sophisticated processing and marketing system
which will take time to develop.

Systems devised for various areas must fit the climatic, soils, and market
requirements. This could vary from region to region, and this regionalization
in itself can have detrimental political consequences. Planners should consider
how the regions should mesh together into larger overall systems rather than
allowing regions to destroy each other by unwarranted forms of competition.The
legislature should consider funding a continuing economic study of State
agricultural projects in progress as a basis for projecting needs. D ,ta I, for
instance, is in progress with the farmers on the land generatirj hard data which
would be extremely useful in translating success to other developments
throughout the State. Historical documentation of this project can disappear
very rapidly, and archives should be established either by the University or the
State library to keep the records permanently before they are gone. This should
include not only the sale and following results, but the actions of the
Agricultural Action Council, the former Governor®"s ad hoc Agricultural
Committee, and the Agricultural Policy Task Force established by Senate Joint
Resolution 77 whichall bear on this matter. Also important in this regard are
the planning meetings by the Tanana Rural Development Counc™ and their
documentation of community participation in planning.

In addition to maintaining documentation and continuing records, a computer
simulation model of the Delta Iproject should be constructed in such a fashion
that the economicrealities can be built into a model designed to make
relatively accurate projections into ether areas.

6. AVAILABILITY OF LAND AND OTHER INPUTS.

Since land 1is a resource component of agriculture, land must be available
to those who will fariT. Only "domesticated" forestry, which 1is a long-range
cropping system, uses 1land in the same way as conventional agriculture. Most

other land uses only occupy land rather than using it. It is instructive in



this regard to look at the ownership and use patterns of land in the lower 48
states and compare them to Alaska.

In the U.S., excluding Alaska, there are 2.3 billion acres of land (28).
Sixty percent, or 1.3 billion acres,are in non-Native private ownership,
leaving 40% (0.92 billion acres) in public and American Indian ownership. of
the privately owned land, 95% is owned by fanners, ranchers, and foresters. Two
percent of the private land 1is owned by 52 million home owners, and the
remaining 3% 1is owned by commercial, industrial, and recreational interests.

In Alaska, by contrast, i of 1% of the land 1is in non-Native private
ownership, 11.7% (14) is scheduled to be transferred to Native private
ownership, and the ot”er 88% will remain in public ownership.

This, of course, does jot tell the whole story for land and aoricult ye.
Whereas in the lower 48 states, public policy throughout our history has been to
assure that lands suitable for cropping betransferred from the public domain to
private ownership, and diversity through the family farm ownership has jeen
policy also. The same has not necessarily been true in Alaska since statehood.
Also, " the lower 48, American Indians were often relegated to lands unsu."ted
to agriculture except 1in a few instances. By contrast, the Alaskan Nati »e
groups are entitled to 44 million acres of land under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act whico they were allowed to select on the basis of the best
information available to them. Since tlie land they selected included their
villages, and since the villages were scatti - lalong the major rivir systems of
the State, the land selections made by the Native corporations “nclude the
maiority of the jotential agricultural lands to be found in private ownership.
Whether or not they use the land for that purpose is entirely up to the Native
groups themselves. Since the Alaska Native has a much better understanding of
the need for a local food supply than the non-Native, it would not b" surprising
to see them take the lead i- agricultural development either directly or through
joint venturing with other groups.
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Land is not the only resource input necessary for agriculture. There must

also be plant and animal resources adapted to the climatic zones and capital

resources in the form of initial investment capital and continuing production
credit.

7. IDENTIFICATION OF FARMERS.

Agricultural projects initiated thus far in Alaska have taken considerable
pains in the identification of those who might have the best chance of success.
The only real reason for this is the limited amount of land and opportunity
being made available, so it has been necessary to try to assure the success of

these early projects. IT enough land were made available, and if we did not try

to restrict access to this land to people presently in Alaska, there would be no

problem in identifying those who would be willing to undertake farming. As it
is,there have been many more good applicants for every parcel of land 1in
agricultural projects than there have been parcels of Iland. To those who

continue to ask where the farmers are going come from, the answer 1is that they

are just waiting for the opportunity to farm. A Bedfordshire, England farmer

(23) says:
"Eventually Alaska will have to realize the hard truth that outsiders
with the necessary toughness, skill and determination must be given
every chance and encouragement to take on the challenge of farming in
the far north. What is needed now is an influx of men and women who
will put down their roots in the cold soil of Alaska and make it their
home. Only then will Alaska have developed an agricultural system of

sufficient size to ensure the desired measure of self-sufficiency."

To date, we have been concerned 1in agriculturalprojects that Alaskans have
first opportunity. There are two major vreasons: 1) the amount of land in
projects 1is so small that there are only very limited opportunities available,
and 2) by the time lands were designated for State Parks and wildlife refuges,
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there was very little potential agricultural land Ileft 1in State ownership
available for agricultural development projects. The actual difficulty that the
State has had in locating enough class Il and 1Il lands in state ownership to
meet legislative requirements for classification of 650,000 agricultural acres
indicates the lack of land in state hands. Boroughs claim a portion of state
lands, but in spite of the fact that at least four boroughs (Mat-Su, North Star,
Kenai Peninsula, and Bristol Bay) havepassed resolutions Tfavoring the
development of agriculture, they have, in general, tended to defer to the State
for leadership.

Boroughs tend to be run as "for profit" corporations rather than as
servants of the people. As such, boroughs generally favor activities that
will generate higher tax returns, such as home ownership, subdivisions, and
commercial or industrial enterprises. They have heartily endorsed the State"s
policy of creating artificial shortages of private lands because that has
increased assessed value, thus raising taxes oy default vrather than by
legislation.

A farmer, to be successful, need not necessarily have had revious farming
experience, but it helps. Going through the motions of farming will yield a
certain level of return, but the success of farming 1is dependent on the
management of tremendous numbers of variables. The better one handles
information and puts it to work, the more successful he will be infaming.
Management may be much more important in farming than in most other kinds of
business because one 1is required to manage biological systems under seasonal
regimes that ure essentially unpredictable. Cash flow 1is a serious matter
because of the long time span between sales and therefore the ability to manage
credit is especially important in determining success.

8. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION NETWORKS.

Perhaps the most important effort to be undertaken by the State in support

of agricultural development will be the establishment of surface transportation



nets. Farmers must have ready access to the land they farm, and they must be

able to move seed, feed, fertilizer, machinery, and other necessary inputs to
the farm in a timely manner, and to move production outputs to market. For the
present time, and probably for the next 50 years or more, this means surface
transportation. While it is true that perple can be moved rather economically
to and from almost any location in Alaska by air, movement of materials is most
economically achieved by water, pipeline, rail or road transport. Rail and
barge transport work very well between different production areas or between
production areas and major markets, but management within production areas
requires much greater individual flexibility which 1indicates that automobiles
and trucks will remain important for this purpose.

These transportation nets should not be constructed just for agriculture,
nor should the cost of such transportation nets be charged to agriculture. They
will be just as important for other human activities as they are for
agriculture. Planners should try to link a variety of resources through such
nets. Transportation \s a part of the overall "infrastructure"™ of society to
which all of society contributes and from which all of society receives a wide
variety of benefits, both economic and social. The transcontinental railroads,
for instance, were constructed to tie our nation together into a single unit.
Construction was subsidized by granting large acreages of public lands to the
western railroads which, in turn, stimulated settlement and agricultural
production along these railroads; eventually agricultural products became the
major haul that kept the railroads in business and provided the general public*
with cheaper food.

9. SETTLEMENT POLICY.

It 1is virtually impossible, and 1in any case questionable, to have
agriculture without having settlement. Even with absentee landlords, there
generally needs to be someone present as a caretaker. In addition, the service
sector that makes agriculture possible has to have business in place, and people
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who can provid® the necessary goods and services. These activities range from
provision of specific inputs such as seed and fertilizer to the community
services such as energy, distribution, communications, schools, doctors, etc.
Agriculture 1is a long-term industry calling for the establishment of communities
with the whole range of social services that any community demands.

With the State withholding development rights to all the property 1in
project areas, and restricting on-farm building to personal use and to use of
the State agricultural projects, there have been no provisions in state projects
for the develoément of service centers on privately held land. Planners should
understand that geographical principles govern where towns will form. Generally
speaking these locations are in the vicinity of resources that may be put to
use, and towns form where there is a disruption of rapid flow in a surface
transportation system. The most common disruption in flow is the intersection
of two separate lines of transport. These may be the same or different modes.
Intersection of roads, or roads and rivers, or roads and railroads, etc.

Alaska seems to have been more concerned with preventing the development of
new communities than it has with helping them develop. The pipeline, for
instance, was constructed under a plan described by Joseph Fitzgerald (12) which
consciously prevented settlement along the pipeline route. The system created
construction camps which could subsequently be dismantled after construction was
completed. The construction workers were taken to the camps for various
periods, and then returned to the south after a tour of duty. The purpose was
to prevent the degradation of the North Slope environment and presumably along
the rest of the line since the same system was used throughout. The purpose was
served and the environment was saved, but only at a tremendous cost in human
terms. Families were separated for long periods, and many families that
accompanied the workers to Alaska found wives and children transplanted into new
and often harsh (in their terms) environments without the daily support of man
in the family. The children were placed in new school environments with
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additional adjustments to be made. Many wives could not cope adequately and
homes were broken. The impact of the military approach to construction of the
line has affected a great many Alaskans who participated in construction and may
continue to have negative impacts on their perception of societal values. The
Alaskan economy gained tremendously from tie oil, but there was little of a
redeeming social value in the systems usee for construction of the pipeline.
Alaska will pay for that for a leng time to come.

Alaska seems to have the attitude that new cities are bad. The main
advantage to creating a new capital city would be to relieve the pressure of a
continually growing population in Anchorage 1long after it has reached and
exceeded 1its optimum size. The other advantage is apparent in the pressure the
capital move issue put on Juneau to create a productive economic base rather
than depending on transfer payments from the rest of the State as an economic
base. New communities may be good if properly sited where they car. perform a
useful function.

Alaskans must realize that more arid more people are going to come to the
State to live in the future. As work opportunities decrease in the other states
with the deepening of the. present recession, there will be increasing numbers
who will look for new opportunities here. Alaska has always been good to those
who want to do a good job. The only thing that presently prevents a flooding of
new people into the state is the perception that Alaska is a cold inhospitable
place that is not a decent place to live. Increasingly, that notion is being
dispelled, and Alaska, although not one of the fastest growing states, has a
high level of population growth. Much of the growth, admittedly, is due fn the
increase of births over deaths. Alaska®s population is vibrantly young. The
median age of the population is 26. Another indication of the youth of the
pc oulation shown by the 1980 census is that Alaska has the lowest percentage of
population in what the Census Bureau calls the middle years (44-64) of any of

the states, 14%. In other words, the majority of the population is in the age



where they are establishing families and sectling down to long-term careers.
These are the creative years and Alaska would do itself a long-term favor by
providing maximum opportunity for this group to participate in creative
development through a settlement policy based on transportation systems and
resource areas, new centers of excellence.

10. CAPITAL AVAILABILITY AND CREDIT

The long range U.S. farm policy has been to encourage diverse ownership of
our food production base by special concessions to the family farm unit. On the
other hand, short-range policies such as allowing industrial and commercial
profits to be capitalized into farm land along with the profits from farming,
and the inheritance tax system which punishes the farmer for owning the land,
have almost eliminated the chance for young people to get into farming, unless
the farm is transferred within the family by very careful estate planning. How
many young people can inherit a farm in Alaska? The establishment of a modern
farm is very capital intensive, ranking at least in cost with the establishment
of a small to moderate sized business. Capital costs for land clearing,
essential building construction, and acquisition of machinery can easily cost a
half million dollars before any cash flow is generated.

Returns to investment are generally 1low, except that there has been a
constant increase in land values over the past 15 years that has exceeded the
return to farming per se. Increased costs of input have transferred farm
profits 1into other segments of the -economy, so that net increase in food
products in the coming year is not expected to be as great as the general level
of inflation.

Many people consider that farm capital and credit supports are subsidies to
the farmer, In actuality, they are subsidies to the consumer. The consumer in
America pays only about 16% of his take-home pay for food, a percentage lower
than any other country in the world. If the prices charged by the farmer were
put on the same basis that industry charges for goods and services, the consumer
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would have to pay somewhere in the neighborhood of 40% of Inis take-home pay for

food. The lack of industrialization of agriculture operates in concert with our
national cheap food policy which requires the farmer to purchase his input in a
controlled economy and sell his products in a highly competitive market. Put
another way, the businessman calculates his price by determining the cost of
inputs plus profit. The farmer offers his perishable goods for sale for
whatever he can get, regardless of the costs of his production. This 1is the
reason a farmer may get less than minimum wage for his labor.

In any development scenario, it should be realized that the capital inputs
for developing large acreages will be exceptionally large. At $1,000 per acre,
for instance, it would require an investment of $1 billion to bring a million
acres into production. The banking community does not have that kind of money
for investment in agriculture within the state, nor does it have the information
to evaluate large-scale investment in agriculture. Unfortunately, it would even
have trouble buying this kind of expertise, since investment in a development
climate is not the same as investment in a developed situation. Experience in
agricultural banking is only half the equation. The other half is in high-risk
venture capital experience. The suggestion that the Alaska Renewable Resources
Corporation was not a viable institution in the agricultural field (19) was due
to the perception by the rest of the banking community of the State that it
could do a better job making money with State funds by investing the State's
money in other things. The banking community 1is right about short-term
investments, but the object of venture capital-development banking is something
quite different. The returns are long-range and may have other far-reaching but
not easily perceived benefits.

In addition to initial capital investment, there has to be continuing

production credit. The Commercial Fisheries and Agricultural Bank can and does



provide for the that type of financing. It will not be totally effective until
we reach a well-developed stage in our agriculture, since it is an institution
designed to operate in a completely established and well-defined situation.
There has been certain resistance to this operation also from the banking
community. We are not alone. Banks all over the country look askance at the
federal farm credit system for two reasons. Farms are viewed as a subsidized
operation since it was government money that initially financed the credit
system, just as the state provided the original financing for CFAB. The federal
government also refinanced the farm credit system following the depression of
the 30"s. However, the participants in the loans eventually are required to buy
out the government®s interests. The same 1is true with the state. The second
reason that the banking community looks askance at the CFAB and the farm credit
system is that it is essentially a cooperative such as the credit unions. This
farm credit system has been very effective nation-wide and has supported the
cheap food policy.

The agricultural revolving loan program was established as a development
program, but never operated as such except in some loans made for land clearing.
It has not yet been funded to a level which could support actual development,
and will probably always be more wuseful for production credit Iloans than

development loans. It can provide a better system of production credit in a

development era than can CFAB, since it can provide low interest loansduring

the development period. CFAB 1is not a loan agency of last resort as the loan
fund can be.

If the banking community can become structured to fund development projects
in agriculture, then it should be welcomed to participate. Efforts should be
resisted to have the banking community take over the state agricultural loan
functions under the guise that it has the expertise to evaluate loans. It
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does not have that expertise in place, and is not likely to develop it in any
reasonable time frame. Somewhere down the road we may s;ee the beginning of the
rural bank in Alaska that services the local agriculture. Until that time, our
present banking community should invest in the agricultural support industries.
Development of long-range renewable resource industries such as agriculture
is a better means of ensuring returns on investment to our children and our
children®s children than investment of State money in short-term high interest
commercial paper. The investment is surer and the returns more meaningful.
11. PUBLIC AND PRIVaATE SERVICE INSTITUTIONS
There are at least four major areas of service that may be provided by
either public institutions, by private enterprise, or by both:
a. Research. Research is, and should be, a continuing process, and may
be provided to agriculture by either public or private institutions, but
probably can be provided most effectively by the University of Alaska
through the research system that links Alaska to the rest of the nation. A
very thorough study of research needs and organization should be undertaken
to determine how best to serve Alaska beneficiaries on one hand and to
enhance professional reputations and capabilities of the researchers on the
other.
On the face of it, it would appear that we should take a page from the
Canadian book and concentrate on applying the results of basic research
being done in the other states and Canada. Canada found that it could do
this very effectively using basic research results from the U.S. until they
finally reached a stage where they could do a better job in their areas of
specific interest. Alaska might consider the same. If Alaska were to
concentrate almost solely on spending research dollars on applications of
very immediate interest, however, participants in the research would suffer
not only professionally, but would suffer a lack of self-esteem through
loss of the stimulating experience of searching for new knowledge
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regardless of where the search might lead. Double returns could be
expected if the scientists involved could be transferred every few years to
some related institutions such as can be found in Canada and other areas of
the world for periods of unrestricted research which might be related to
Alaska. The only requirement to be demanded would be publication of the
results in a reputable referred scientific journal.

Research has also been authorized by the legislature as a legitimate
function of the Plant Materials Center of the Division of Agriculture.

That research can only be research that is not pursued by other state and
federal agencies, which leaves a wide latitude. Certainly, there is no
reason why there cannot be cooperative research between the University
researchers and the Plant Materials Center personnel, especially in the
area of crop adaptation.

Research has been found to be most productive whjre there are people
with mixed interests in practical research and in what is called "basic
research.” The above suggestions on research must be viewed as a temporary
expedient to try to get as much for the money as possible. Perhaps the
State could establish a check-off system of financing research by charging
a fee per bushel or some other measure of production. Many states
have gone to this kind of approach with commodity groups.

As the only state in the Union located in a high latitude position,
with climatic factors more comparable to many foreign nations than to the
other states, our agriculture can use genetic material found in these
other countries even though the same genetic material may not be of use
anywhere else in the nation. Under federal quarantine regulations, much

woody plant material introduced from a foreign country must be sent to and



grown in isolation for at least three years in Glen Dale, Maryland. The
undeniably beneficial purpose is to prevent the introduction of pests and
diseases, but quite often this quarantine location is so far out of the
range of adaptation for the plant material of interest to Alaska that it

is dead before it can be released to us. The federal quarantine people are
willing for the State of Alaska to construct and staff a quarantine station
in Alaska under the operating supervision of the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection bervice. The establishment of such a quarantine station in
conjunction with the Plant Materials Center would allow the importation of
useful plant materials from all other high latitude countries directly to
Alaska while still providing protection against the introduction of pests
and diseases.

b. Education. The vocational agricultural programs in the secondary
school can be valuable, not only in training future farmers of our state
but for non-farming students as well, to give them basic concepts as to
what agriculture is all about and to alert them that the supermarket 1is

not the basis of our food system.

Within the University of Alaska, there could be established an actual
degree program in agriculture. Presently, Alaska is the only Land Grant
College in the U.S. that does not teach agriculture. On the basis that
there are not enough students to justify an agricultural curriculum, the
School of Agriculture and Land Resources Management has had to resort to
su™h strategies as courses in Natural Resources Management. Although
highly valuable for agricultural scudents, it tends to lose something Iin
translation. An alternative might be to provide a fourth or fifth year
curriculum of combined work and courses in agriculture only, as a
requirement for an agricultural degree.
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There also needs to be continuing education for those involved in
the industry. This could be informal sessions provided by the Cooperative
Extension Service, or there could be a special effort within the Community
College system to provide special courses in a more formal setting. The i
Mat-Su Community College 1is doing just that.

With the increase in the so-called "Seminar Industry"™, it 1is possible
that private enterprise may enter the education picture, although that does
not seem all that likely at the moment. Perhaps instead consultants will
come to be used more to provide information on specific subjects, which may
be more a part of the next section than this one on education.

The University will not provide adequate educational and research i
support to agricultural development if the Board of Regents to whom the
President of the University responds does not favor agricultural
development. At present, at least two members of the Board appear to be
opposed to agricultural development. As a result, education and research
in support of agricultural development may have to take place outside the
normal and usual land grant university context. If this proves to be true,
then the Division of _.griculture and the Plant Materials Center would be
the logical focus for these efforts. Also if this were true, the Governor
could designate one of these institutions to receive the federal matching
funds for agricultural research and the State matching funds that support
the federal grant. It might be worthwhile to bring this possibility to the
attention of the concerned agencies, not as any sort of threat, but rather
as an expression of the critical need for providing these services to a
developing agriculture in this state.

c. Information Services. Management of any business enterprise requires
access to major amounts of information. In these days of rapidly growing
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information and data sources, it is imperative that accurate information be
available on rapid notice for decision-making. Probably no enterprise
requires information of such a broad nature as agriculture. This ranges
from a variety of information needs in production of plants including
nutrition, variety response, moisture, plant health and pest control;
market information, animal production systems; waste disposal; credit; cash
flow and other financial information; and a broad spectrum of other
information. The Extension Service can provide access to much of this kind
of information, consultants can provide some, accountants und bookkeepers
may be helpful, and various advisory sources are available, in addition to
a number of publications and periodicals. With the advent of satellite
communications and microcomputer technology, we can look forward to the
time when the farmer can have access at his fingertips to more information
than he may be able to use. Interpretation of that information and putting
it to use has always been the major task of the farmer. One place where
government can serve agriculture very well would be in the realm of
statistical compilation of a variety of information in a format readily and
easily put to work by the farmer. Support of a communications network that
could provide this information on an easily accessible and timely basis
could aid development immeasurably.

It mig"it be well to think in terms of creating an "intelligence
section” within the Division of Agriculture. This section would compile a
wide range of agricultural industry information on a very current basis,
analyze this information for its direct applicability to the Alaskan
situation, and make the results available, on an instant retrieval basis to
those interested in agricultural development. This process could also

serve to identify gaps in our knowledge and provide a genuine basis for



determining basic research needs and to define our position relative to

world markets.

d. Quality Control. Establishment of standards for the marketplace and

aid to farmers in meeting those standards through inspection services has

long been a legitimate concern of government. Where such standards are put
on a strict regulatory basis, the farmers seem to be encouraged to play
games with the inspectors to see what they can get by with. On the other
hand, if regulation and assistance go hand in hand, they can be
complementary and exceptionally advantageous to a developing industry.

12.  GROUP ACTION BY FARMERS.

Farmers must organize themselves in ways that can wime their voices heard
in the legislative halls and in the marketplace If they produce a quality
product, they have every right to expect that they will be able to market that
product in fair competition with any other area. Their special concerns must
become the concerns of the majority of the people. If they make a contribution
to society, society should be told, and the only ones to tell that story are the
farmers themselves. Working together they can also aid in acquisition of inputs
for their operations, and together they can do a better job or marketing at a
more favorable price than they can by cutthroat competition.

Farmers should not allow themselves to be over-organized so that their
interests are dissipated; rather they should focus on their specific needs and
concentrate their efforts.

It is necessary, in conclusion, to emphasize that the gr t majority of
potentia? agricultural 1lands in Alaska will be in the hands of private owners,
primarily the Native corporations. The State projects on State lands are,
therefore, only experimental, and serve as demonstrations. Institutions created
by the State to serve agriculture and agricultural development must be
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