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Fairbanks, Alaska. 1925.

"We went on to visit.a three-hundred-and-twenty acre truck farm
on the very edge of Fairbanks. This is a homestead taken up fifteen
years ago by Stacia Rickert, the wife of a business man in Fairbanks.
Mr. Rickert has built here a very pretty cabin surrounded by flowers,
and his home is as well furnished and as comfortable as that of any
well-to-do farmer of the States. He has cleared about one fo"f % of
the land, and the farm is one of the show places of Alaska. Inc ground
is as flat as a floor and as green as the valley*of the Nile. He is now
cutting oat-hay, of which he has many acres. He has also great fields
of barley and potatoes, the latter in full bloom.

The Rickert farm supplies a great part of Fairbanks and ships

vegetables to .the towns and the mining camps for miles around. It sends
green stuff to Hot Springs and Fort Gibbon as well as to the gold mines
of the Iditarod and Ruby. .-

The gardens of this farm cover twenty or thirty acres. As we
walked through them 1 asked about the crops, and was told that ther*
were 1in the ground twenty thousand cabbages, thirty thousand stalks
of celery, and some acres of head lettuce. The celery, which is es e
pecially fine, grows to a height of four feet. Some of it was sent to
Montana a few years ago to show what Alaska could do, and Presiaent
Taft sampled it during his trip through that state. He declared it the
finest he had ever tasted. As we went through one of the fields |
pulled up a cabbage and put it on the scales in the greenhouse. It
weighed twenty-six pounds.

There are several hothouses each devoted to a different crop.

There is one which is one hundred and twenty feet long that grows melons
only, 1including Wu ZYermelson, casabas, and cantaloupes. The cantaloupes
sell for a dollar a pound, and some of them bring four or five dollars.
The vines are trained upon wires running along under the glass and from
the beds up to the roof. From these wires the melons hang down, the
heavier ones being supported by slings to prevent their breaking the
vines. In other hothouses tomatoes, peppers and cucumbers are grown.
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'‘hase | - At least 1/3 work
kS06 Il Of thH ill be cClipl ted AV
mlay 31, 1SS0.
Phase Il - An equivalent of at least 60/i of the Class IX

and Class HI land in the parcel shall be cleaved. brche-n
and prepared for the planting of crcns by Mav 31, 17 £l

Phase HI - An equivalent of at least 90/. of the Class Il
and Class 111 land in the parcel shall be cleared, brchen
d prepared for the planting of crops by May 51, 1?S2.

(b) It is the duty end o_bli%ation of Purchaser to -cr"mply with and carry
out the Farm Development Plan in full accordance with the specifications and
schedules set forth in (a) of this Paragraph and any other directions issued

by Seller in a manner satisfactory to Seller. Failure to do so constitutes _
a breach of this Contract under Paragraph 20 and subjects Purchaser to the remedies
Browded therein. Purchaser shall comply with and carry cut the Farm Development
’lan through his own means unless he selects one of the optional means provided

in Paragraph 4A under the terms set forth therein,

A Optional Methods of Carryin? Out Farm Develorni= t Plan, (a) Option I.
Purchaser may arrange to have Phases I, II, or 111 (or a combination thereof)
performed by Seller provided that Seller determines that sufficient funding,
manpower, and equipent are available for Seller to conduct ouch operations.

If Purchaser elc-cts this Option, he shall first enter into a Sc-payment Agreement
with Seller (attached is Appendix A to this Contract) under terms agreeable to
Seller. Purchaser's obligation to repay the State and tc otherwise perform under
t'-.e P.ePayment Agreement is incorporated into the Cor .met as an integral part
thereof, and shall be included as a term of any conveyance of the Parcel within
the meanln% of 11 AAC 57.020.  Failure to repay and otherwise perform under

a Popayment Agreement during the life of this Contract constitutes a breach
thereof by Purchaser, and failure to perform thereafter constitutes a breach

of the terms of the conveyance, subjecting Purchaser to the remedies set forth

in 11 AAC 57.030. Purchaser agrees in advance to accept any work performed by
Seller under Option | as completed regardless of whether it is satisfactory to
Purchaser. The Seller reserves the right to perform any work untor Option |
through an independent contractor.

(b) Option 7. Purchaser may arrange to perform Phases 1, 11, or 111 (or a
combination thereof) under contract with Seller pio'id'-d that Seller determines
that sufficient funding is available. If Purchaser t/ccts this Option, he shall
first enter into a Fcpayr.ent Agreement (as described in (a) of this _Para%raph and
attached as Appendix A to this Contract) and a Clearing and Preparation Agreement
(attached as Appendix E to this Contract% under terms agreeable to Seller. Furck.usevls
obligation to repay the Seller and to otherwise perforr.. under the Clearing
and Preparation Agreement and the Kepayo.ont Agreement to the sat isfaction of
Seller 1s incorporated into this Contract as an integral ;rt th ..of. There
shall be ro conveyance of the Parcel until Purchaser has p“rformed to the
satisfaction of Seller under a Clearing and ?r .?.-.ratlon Agraor-vnc.  Failure to
BV form by Furehaser to the satisfaction of Seller  «v @igvr ¢ Cl  yirg and
reBaratlon Agree;-cut or a Fcpayment Agree--:nt constil \it«5 a brxrch of t.1s Centmot
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Outline of Testimony of USDA REPRESENTATIVE Jame, E. Fisher

Before Resources Committe of the House of Representatives

| very much appreciate the opportunity to appear before the House
Resources Committee at a time when | can combine a trip to an Alaska
Rural Development Council meeting which will be convening tomorrow in
Juneau's Baronoff Hotel. | would invite you to that meeting.

| understand the Committee desires a summary of the role of U. §S.
Department of Agriculture in Alaska. Those activities can best be
described in the private sector as cooperative and supportive, technical
assistance for soil, water, and related resource inventory.. Those are
the basic approaches which appear to be so desperately needed in Alaska
at this time. For example, an estimated 5.8 percent of Alaska has heen
surveyed with sufficient detailto determine the agricultural potential
of its soils. While one would not expect farming on mountain tops,
there are still huge areas of which we do not have a reasonable detailed
knowledge of soil, water, and related resources.

For the purpose of these remark'; | will use two agencies for descriptive
purposes. They are State and Private Forestry of USDA - Fcirest Service
and of USDA - Soil Conservation Servlico. State and Private Forestry has
made an inventory of the ftiir.>+ resources in the NANA Region. That is
not an area commonly thought of as supporting much in the way of timber
resources. However, a survey of timber available up in that area outline
a subsistance use for existing timber- and the manner in which it could be
utilized on a continuous and reasonable basis.

In an adjacent irea of the Seward Peninsula, the Soil Conservation
Service has aivised on ranch plans for reindeer herders. Such plans

involve range surveys on a variety of federal, state, and private lands, a



program in which the state is cooperating. The ultimate objective is to
determine the carrying capacity of the range lands. That is information
which can be used fox both reindeer and wildlife. Specifically compared
to historical functions, in Alaska, USDA can frequently take preventive
action, for example in soil conservation efforts, rather than corrective
or remedial action as has been so common in the south forty-eight states.
The USDA agencies try to he sensitive to such opportunity and continuously
operate in that mode.

The U. S. Department of Agriculture is the lead federal agency for
rural development under statutory mandate. In that connection its agencies
have supported the Alaska Rural Development Council for over fifteen (15)
years in sustained and substantial fashion. The Council has counterpart-
local groups such as the Kenai Peninsula Rural Development Council and the
Tanana Vally Rural Development Council, which meet quarterly. Rural
Development is an ongoing process which involves small farms and subsistance
agriculture such as is being encouraged by the Koyukon Development
Corporation at C.“ena, Alaska, the Tanana Chiefs Conference at Fairbanks,
Kuskokwim Native Association at Aniak, and the Marston Foundation Project
in northwest Alaska, as well as the NANA-Rural Ventures activities at
Selawak.

Essentially the USDA is in the position of supporting the activities
and priorities established by the state. While an overall agricultural/rural
development policy has not yet been established by Alaska, it appears the
state is moving towards ‘uch a declaration. The U. S. Department of
Agriculture agencies stands ready to assist in the formulation of such
policy and its declaration and to support the execution of those policies
upon their official determination.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



Product
Barley

Hogs

Cattle (Beef)
Dairy
Reindeer
Vegetables
Misc. /g
Village

Employees (#)

TOTAL $

8l

2,200.0

4,000.0
400.0
2,127.7
2,129.8
232.1

344

11,089.5

82

4,600.
800.
400.

4,200.
450.

2,300.

2,300.

464.

522

15,510.

TABLE A

PROJECTED VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL.

83 84 85
6,100.0 8,800.0 19,100.
2,200.0 3,800.0 6,100.

900.0 2,000.0 3,300.
5,900.0 9,200.0 11,200.
600.0 1,000.0 1,100.
2,500.0 3,100.0 3,400.
2,500.0 3,100.0 3,400.
696.3 928.4 1,160.
656 8 1,54;
21.40U.3 31,330.4 48,160.

PRODUCED 1981-

86
0 27,400.
0 8,800.
0 4,900.
0 13,300.
0 1,300.
0 3,700.
0 3,700.
5 1,392.
1,941
5 63,810.

1990
87

0 34,300.
0 11,800.
0 6,200.
0 1,730.
0 1,800.
0 3,700.
0 3,700.
6 1,624.

2,405
6 80,420.

Produced by Dr,
Experiment Station and Department of Natural

88

48,400.
12,600.
8,800.
18,000.
2,100.
4,100.
4,100.

17,000.

3,545

99,800.

Wayne Thorns,

89

63,400.
13,900.
12,400.
18,600.
2,400.
4,500.
4,500.

1,800.

4,192

121,500.

U of A

90
79,500.
14,200.
17,400.
19,300.
27,000.

5,000.
5,000.
2,000.

4,829

145,100.

Resources
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S r\ij
the — ZLIFtske: Agrir . n 1 ftcti® . ACcuUr.oii-———- HEREBY REQUESTS THE FOLLOWING
| services to be performed by TUCPiv. of "Forest, Land & Water Mgmt., Dept, of Nat. Resources

(AGENCY)
project or program title :Point Mackenzie Agricultural Proiect Planning Costs
To reimburse the Southcentral District, Division of

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE TO BE PROVIDED:
Forest, Land and Water Management, for the management planning costs for the

sale of the Point MacKenzie Agricultural Project

terms and mechanics of rf IMRURSFMFNT: Ppi’'Tnhn 7*s pupn't w ill b p madp upon completion of the
tasks as outlined and enumerated on the attached sheet which constitutes a part

of this rei.iibursable services agreement.

DATE WORK TO COMMENCE: R/4/RC1 .DATE COMPLETION REQUIRED: 12/31 /80

BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING INFORMAI ION;

THIS SERVICE REQUIREMENT O WAS B WAS NOT DOCI"*r NTED IN THE REQUESTING AGENCY'S BUDGET.
(R E F : BUDGET, PAGE NO )
THIS SERVICE REQUIREMENT O WAS B WAS NOT DOCUMENTED IN THE SERVICING AGENCY'S BUDGET.
(REF: FY BUDGET, PAGE NO )
REQUESTING AGENCY ACCOUNT 01-71-1-132 90 SLA 8
NUMBERISI TO BE CHARGED; 1) CONTINUING FUNDS? O YES O NO IF YES, AUTHORITY?: ’ ’
(2) CONTINUING FUNDS? 0O YES 0O NO |IF YES, AUTHORITY?
REQUESTING AGENCY ENCUMBERANCE NUMBER: .
II. SCHEDULE OF MAXIMUM COSTS TO BE INCURRED:
OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE ORIGINAL AGREEMENT  ALL PREVIOUS AMENDMENTS THIS AMENDMENT TOTAL
PERSONAL SERVICES dB.r.Snn.oo
" PP -
V.elVter dienm 500 .00 500.00
400.00 400.00
Public Offering 800.00 800.00
tE55TYF*1Tear ing ~4'00 00 w)0. 00
Brochure 130-Q-AQ.Q
Admin. Costs 2,000.00 2,000.00
TOTAL MAXIMUM COST:
APPROVALS AND CERTIFICATIONS: (Back-up is attached as documentation.)

1 REQUESTING AGENCY:

IN ADDITION TO AGREEING TO THE ABOVE STIPULATIONS, | CERTIFY, BASED ON THE ABOVE COST SCHEDULE, THAT SUFFI-
CIENT FUNDS ARE AUTHORIZED AND AVAILABLE TO FAY THIS OBLIGATION, THAT THE ACCOUNTING CODE(S) TO BE
CHARGED HAS (HAVE) A BALANCE SUFFICIENT TO COVER THIS OBLIGATION AND THAT A BALANCE WILL BE MAINTAINED IN
THIS (THESE) ACCOUNT(S) SUFFICIENT TO PAY ANY AGENCY OBLIGATIONS ESTABLISHED BY THIS AGREEMENT.

SERVICING AGENCY APPROVAL:
authorised signature DATE

DIVISION OF BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT APPROVAL:

authorized signature DATE

02-098 IR»v. 4/791

thc srSTiusno”~Lr Ctb U Sd* iKT>Q\MVm0i



It is agreed that the Division of Forest, Land and \7ater Management, Alaska
Sxate Department of Natural Resources, will perform the following tasks to
accomplish the disposal on March 1, 1981, cf the tracts in the Point Mackenzie
Agricultural Project:
1. Hold public hearings in such times and places as required
by law and transcribe and make available to the public the

recordings made at those hearings.

2. Prepare and have published the legal notices required for the
disposal of those lands.

3. Develop, print and distribute as needed by the public a brochure
containing the pertinent information that is available and may
be required by the public regarding the disposal of those land™-

4. Reserve specific tracts within the Project as designated by
the Alaska Agricultural Action Council for sale for dairy
production only.

5. Conduct the actual disposal of those lands by lottery to
qualified applicants on March 1, .1981.

6. Develop and sign sales contracts with those persons who purchase
tracts in the Project. Tne sales contracts will include, as a
condition of s* le, the farm development plan approved by the
selection committee of the Alaska Agricultural Action Council
as part of the eligibility requirements to participate in the
lottery.

It is further agreed that all items listed above will be carried out in

cooperation with the Alaska Agricultural Action Council./"7 In instances
/

in the disposal process where the law allows optional courses of action,

then the option desired by the Alaska Agricultural Action Council will be

determined by the Division and will be utilized.



Homer, Alaska 99603

MCEIVEIDrE6 17

Bob Palmer, Chairman _
Alaska Agricultural Action Council
Office of the Governor

Pouch AN

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Chairman Palmer and Agricultural Acoion Council:

The Homer Soil Cons .rvation Sub-District would like to thank you
for holding a heari lg in Homer, January 23, 1980, to examine the
a?rlcultural Potentlal_ of Red Meat production and the possibility
of a "ﬁ)elta" ype agricultural project to get a meat industry
going here.

The Soil Survey and Forage Inventory should be finished this
spring and be ready for interpretation. We feel it is the- time
for an Economic Feasibility Study to be done, which Nick Carney,
at the meeting, indicated the Division of Agriculture could fund.
We would like "to encourac]]e our group to pash for that as we
Leel it will show a viable healthy red meat industry is possible
ere.

Peter C. Roberts
Vice-Chairman

PCR:rw

cc: Robert C. Pollock
Paul angert
Chv.ck Weber
Robert E. LaRescbe, DNR
Ted Smith, DNR
James Drew, AES
Dominic Carney, DA
W. E. Long, SOS
An Peischel, HRC
Milton Turkington
Larr% Farnen
Leo Rhode

Tony Swartz

Debbie Robertson, DFLEWK



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE
to  Ag Action Council date:  February 6, 1981

FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO: 376'3276

from: Nick Carney subject Soil Rectification

Director

We have an opportunity to have the soil maps for the Nenana area
rectified, thereby allowing them to be plugged into the computer
and the computer will be an invaluable asset when planning farm,
layout, road locations, and the general plans for expansion of the
initial phase. Total cost of rectification will be $12,000 and
covers the entire 600,000 acres of potential ag lands in the area.

I recommend we fund this project from remaining Nenana funds.

02-001 A(Rev.10/79)



ESTIMATED EMPLOYMENT

SUPPORTED BY DELTA AG PROJECT

DURING SECOND YEAR OF DEVELOPMENT

On Farms - Salaried employment

A. Self employed owner/contractors

B. Employees of owner/contractors

C. Independent clearing contractors

D. Misc. (farm contruction, seasonal. labor)

Infrastructured and Misc.

A. Machinery (Craig Taylor, Pioneer Equip.,
MF.J equip., N.C. Equip., Evans)
Transportation

C. Customs officials/brokers

Farmers Cooperative Staff

A. Management full time
3. Labor full time

part time
C. Office Staff full tinme

part time

D. Store full time

part time
L. Construction Crew

Administrative Staff

Office of the Governor/AAAC

USDA

Extension Service

Misc. governmental (ADL, Div. of Ag.)
University

m o O w >

Roadway Construction/Mainter nee
A. Hanson Road work-Swenson

Fuel supplies to project

A. Estimated 500,000 gallons delivered
= 50-75 loads

otai

17
32
12
19

10

A W N WD o Al P P B~ DN

~

145



DURING FIRST YEAR OF DEVELOPMENT
Gross Project Survey

Party of approximately 15 for 90 days

On Farms
A. Self employed owner/contractors 15
Employees of owner/contractors 56 - some 25% worked more
than one tract
B. Independent contractors 8 employer s counted
above
C. Surveyors (2 mos. work each) 7
3. Roadways Construction
A. Preliminary work (rights-of-way, pit
clearing) (4econtractors) 10
B. Survey work 4
C. Construction 27

4. Co-op Staff

Manager

Elevator crew

Store employees

Trucking

E"-%ator construction crew 1
o

O N 1 N B

5. Fuel supplies to project

Estimated 500,000 gallons delivered
N 50-75 loads
= 2-3 men work year 2

0. Administration Statf
Office of the Governor 2

USDA
Extension Service

7. Infrastructured and Misc,
A. Machinery (Craig Taylor, Pioneer Equip., 5
MJ.J equip., N.C. Equip., Evans)

Transportation 2
C. Customs officials/brokers.

Total 180



From Mike Gilleland; 1In additon to Exec. Summary figures:

1979
Direct eg employment 1265 people

(USDA says this 1is peopoe directly involved in ag production)

Instate feed dealers, processors, etc. 243
(Mat Maid, Ak Feed & Grain, etc.)

USDA Cooperative Extension Service 82
FHA 10
SCS 49
Ag Stabilization & Conservation Service 8
usdatotal 149
Division of Ag 20
Divison of Lands 8
TOTAL 1979 1685 people
and add 180 people that we have on
Governlrs Exec Summary sheet 180
1865
1981

listed on separate page



1981 Projections

1375 direct ag related jobs
Road construction & Survey
Export Terminal Construction
Transfer site construction
Nenana preliminary work
AAAC staff
Clearing Work in Delta
Clearing Pt Mackenzie
Ag related studies

(state funded)

Nenana, etc.
Machinery Suppliers
Fuel Suppliers, Delta/Pt MacK
USDA Cooperative Exten Serv
FHA
SCS
ASCS
Division of Ag
Division of Lands
Instate feed dealers/process.,

Miscellaneous
(slaughterhouse employees)

TOTAL
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FIGURE A: Comparison of Total Agricultural Sales to Total State Investment: 1981-2000 AD.



Table BB. Total State Investment and Total Agricultural Sales, 1981-90
and 2000 (1981 dolors)*

Total State Total Agricultural

Year Investment Sales

1981 $ 45,000,000 $ 11,300,000
1982 102,600,000 15,500,000
1983 129,000,000 21,400,000
1984 78,500,000 31,300,000
1985 40,900,000 48,200,000
1986 28,200,000 63,900,000
1987 19,600,000 80,400,000
1988 14,200,000 99,800,000
1989 17,800,000 121,500,000
1990 12,100,000 145,100,000
Subtotal $487,900,000 $ 638,400,000
Year 2000 275,900,000 631,000,000
TOTAL $763,800,000 $1,269,400,000

*Land area in 1990, 500,000 acres in production; in 2000, 1,000,000
acres in production.



February 25, 1981

TO: Alaska Agricultural Action Council

FR: Mike Harker, Resource Economist
Cooperative Extension Service
RE: Policy Information Needs in Alaskan Agricultural

Development

Attached in tabular form is my completed economic analysis
of a development scenario wherein Alaskan agriculture

can be made a modern, competitive, self-perpetuating
Industry by the turn of the decade. This analysis 1is
premised on two basic factors:

1. The Nenana Livestock Report prepared by
Featherstone, 1Inc. concludes that at full
capacity operation a livestock industry 1in
Alaska is viable.

2. Based on a $160./ton tidewater price for
barley and with a total land transportation not
in excess of $28.C0/ton, if total drying, country
elevator and export elevator tariffs do not exceed
$26.00/ton, grain production is viable. This
is based on an assumed yield equal to the
national average of 1-14 tons/acre. Based
on a production cost of $105 per acre, this
scenario would provide a $30,000 return above
costs for a barley farmer with 2,000 acres in
production.

In Table 1, a ta;iff of $6.71 per ton is shown to

cover all costs of operation for the proposed export
facility based on projected put-through volumes. Table 3
shows $18.33 to be the tariff necessary in country

elevators to cover all costs based on the same volume
projections. This total of $25.04 1is below the $26.00 total
margin for these operations as allowed for above.

In the case of the slaughter facility (see Table 3) fixed
tariffs of $16.13/head for swine and $44.64/head for beef
will cover all costs when plant is operated at capacity.
Similarly, 1in Table 4, a tariff (excluding feed costs)

of $20.54/head of beef will coverall facilities costs

at capacity.

Analytic method was to assume that tne tariffs for these
key agricultural support sector businesses would be fixed

at the levels required for payment of all costs when
operating at capacity.

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, AND U.S DEPARTME NT OF AGRICULTURE COOPERATING



Policy Information Needs 1in Alaskan Ag. Development/Page 2

Because the facilities are operated at less than capacity through
the initial development years, per unit costs are greater than
the assumed fixed tariffs, thus resulting in deficits. The
cumulative deficits are listed on each of Tables 1 through 4

and estimate is made of the length of years of interest
forgiveness on initial investment necessary to offset

deficits.

Table 5 provides a schedule of investments necessary to bring
production on line at the rate necessary to comply with the
operating volumes budgeted in the 4 agricultural support

sector businesses. Delta 1 scheduling is 16,000 acres in

1981, 30,000 acres in 82 and 36,000 acres thereafter.

Delta Il scheduling is 5,000 acres, 15,000 acres and 27,0 O
acres respectively 1in 1983,1984, 1985 and thereafter.

Nenana | is scheduled for 5,000 acres in 1984 and 27,000
thereafter. Nenana Il is 15,000 acres, 50, 000 acres and <7,000
acres respectively 1in 1985,1986 and 1987.

Point Mackenzie calls for 10,000 acr"S released for dairi s in
1981. Clearing, however, would take place over 4 years a 1
actual dairies would be developed at a rate of 5 in 1981,

10 in 1982, and 5 in 1983, each 150 cow units.

144 sow swine Ffacilities would be developed at a rate of 0 in
1983, 11 in 1984, and }0 in 1iy85.

Beef production would expand over a 7 year period from 19 to
1988. 5,000 heifers would be purchased in 1S82 ahc? acain n
1983 and the balance of approximately 10,000 more head of
breeding stock would be produced over the following 5 yea;

from the initial seed stock.

Total investment required through 1988, as shown in Table 5

is $159 million. This, however, does n-t include land clearing
costs which are $60.27 million as noted in Table 6. Also,

as noted in Table 8, the farm sector would need to invest $32
million to purchase state lands at the current price of $100/acre.

Under this scenario, 1investment requirements would be* completed

by 1988 and the industry would be fully self-supporting

except the slaughter and feedlot facilities which would

require two more years (until 19903 to become fully self-supporting.

It would be anticipated that the industry would continue to
grow thereafter, but the true development period would be past
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and expansion would result from free-market economic response.

The final table, Table 8, depicts the entire industry that 1is
envisioned. Those sections which are shaded were included in
this analysis. Other sectors are expected to evolve unaided 1in
response to economic opportunity either during or after this
decade.

JMIIric



BARLEY PRODUCTION COSTS PER ACRE

Delta Agricultural Project
Delta Junction. Alaska

1980
Low HIGH AVERAGE
UNIT COST COST COST
PRICE
Units/ Units/ Units/
Acre 5/Acre Au.re $/Acre Acre $/Acre
Seed: 517.30/cwt. 65 Ibs. $10.40 82 Ibs.”" $14.76 71 Ibs. $12.29
Fertilizer: 36.73 47.77 41._41
urea 200.00/ton 230 23.00 174 17.40 188
9-36-18 318.00 84 13.15 190 29.64 138
applicator rental 4.00 .63 .73
Fuel: 2.83 4.24 3.60
tillage .94/gal. .61 gal .57 1.14 gal. 1.07
fert. (tractor) .94 ¢ .20 .19 .28 .26
(truck) 1.05 .18 .19 .13 .14
seeding (tractor) .94 .30 .28 .50 .47
" (truck) 1.05 .06 .00 .04 .04
harvest (combine) .94 1.00 .94 .86 .81
(truck) 1.05 .00 .00 1.38 1.45
" (semi) .94 .65 .60 .00 .00
Repair fc"Maintenance 3.81 6.61 5.01
Hired Labor 9.00/hr. 1.38 hrs. 12.42 1.89 hrs. 17.01 1.56 hrs. 14.04
interest cr.
operating capital 1.64 2 24 1.91
TOTAL OPERATING COST $67.88 $92.63 $70.26
Equipment Depreciation 15.25 32.30 21.44
Interest on Equipment
Investment 6.86 14.53 9.65
TOTAL VARIABLE COST $89.99 $139.46 $109.35
Machinery Storage
Building Depreciation 1.10 2.47 1.79
Interest on Machinery
Storage Building .99 2.22 1.61
Interest on Land
Investment 1P.90 12.90 12.90

TOTAL COST OF
PRODUCTION PER ACRE 71 04 .9,i $ 157 .0+ 5125.65



Delta Agricultural Project
Delta Junction, Alaska

1980
vV UNIT LOW HI1GH AVERAGE
PRICE
0 Uni ts/ un its/ Units/
Acre $/Acrc Acre $/Acre Acre $/Acre
SEED: $18/CWT 65 |Ibs. 11 .70 82 1bs Ik. 76 73 lbs 13.23
FERTILIZER: 1 36.10 k7.0k 91.57
Urea $200/Ton 230 17"* 202
8-32-20 - 312/Ton 8k 190 137
FUEL:—7 2.92 k.02 3.77
Till age $.95/Gal .611/Gal *58 -kk Gal k2 ¢
Fert. (Tractor) 5 .20 19 *35 * 3k
" (truck) 1.20/Gal .18 .21 .18 21
Seedng (Tractor) .95 .30 .29 .25 .2k
(Truck 1.20 .06 .08 .06 .08
Harvest (Comn.ne) .95 1.0 «95 1.00 ° 95
(Tru :k) -95 -0- -0-  1.k8 i 7R
(Semi) 1.20 .65 .62 -0- -0-
REPAIR/MAINTENANCE k.5C"i/ k.50n/ k.50il/
HIRED LABOR $9/Hr . 1.36 nr 12 M0 16 owic ¥R .32 hr  12.55
‘total OPERATING COST 67.62 83.01 75.62
""DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 16.78-7 32.30-7 2t.5k-;
]
[interest on equip,
] investment 7.55<9 lk. 53~ 11. 0k--7
i
TOTAL VARIABLE COST 91.95 129.8k 111. 20
[Interest on land as
! investment 12.90- 12 .90--/ 12 .S0-7
TOTAL COST OF PRO-
| DUCT ION PER ACRE 101.85 172, 7k 12k.10

a/

c/

«d/

c/

17
g/

Total cost per ton, assuming a yielrl of 1.5 tons per acre, is thus: Low - $69.50/Ton

Hi nil '&5r 5. /Tor5»|

Average - 82.73/Ton

Prepared hy J. Michael Marker, Resource Economist, Cooperative Extension Service,
Un"vcrsity ol Alaska, Fairbanks.

Cost estimates are based on information provided in personal interview with a sample
of project farmers.

Tucl costs arc based on estimated price of $.9!i/Cnl. and 51.20/Gal. for Number 2
diesel fuel and gasoline, respectively.

Estimated for Alaska from data pi.vided il The Costs of Owning anti Opernlmy Finn
Machinery ;n \ashington, E.M. k035, C*»opn: nt iv ( tin-_ion Service, Y/ashin<ilon

State University, Pullman, 1971a.

Depreciation calculated as straight i i-, nmi ng 1 ten year 1lilf v:ilh 20" salvage
va lue.

Interest on investment calculated at 6

Calculated at 63 based on a $215 per ace «1- t< 1 l,and value.



TABLE 1

Operating Budget:

Export Facility

YEAR 81 82 83 84 85 86 87
TONNAGE «11,000 23,762 29,269 38,918 65,099 108,651 128,526
tOWNERSHIP COSTS:
Interest on Investment 171,000 171,000 171,000 171,000 171,000 171,000 171,000
Depreciation 188,100 188,100 188,100 188,100 188,100 188,100 188,100
Property Insurance 113,000 113,000 113,000 113,000 113,000 113,000 113,000
General Maintenance 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Subtotal 492,100 492,100 492,100 492,100 492,100 492,100 492,100
OPERATING COSTS:
Inventory Insurance 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 18,000 24,000 30,000
Management & Labor 52,500 75,450 85,041 102,875 198,679 253,664 300,067
Utilities 2,T00 4,752 5,854 7,784 17,019 21,730 25,705
Miscellaneous 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 9,000 12,000 15,000
Subtotal 57,500 86,202 99,895 122,659 242,698 311,394 370,772
TOTAL COST 549,600 573,302 591,995 614,759 734,798 m803,494 862,872
Total cost per ton 49. 96 24 .34 20. 23 15. 30 8 .63 7. 6. 71
Fixed Tariff (assumed) 6. 71 6.71 6. 71 6. 71 6. 71 6. G. 71
Deficit Per Ton (43. 25) (17 .63) (13. 52) (9. 09) (1. 92) (-69) (0. 00)
Total Deficit X475,750) (418,424) (395,717) (353,765) (163,390/ (74,969)
Cumulative. Deficit " (475,750 ) (894,174)0,289,891) (/343,656 ) 1,807, 046 (1,802, 015)

NOTE: inortorium on

(6) (.06) =

Such a moratorium will

A six year

(5,700,000)

interest reduces ownership costs by:
$2,052,000

offset all emulative deficit

associated with low volumes in initial years of operation.



Table 2. Operating Budget: Country Elevators

81 82 83 84 85 86 87
and prior
Investment at Delta 1,182,835 467,165 1*650,000
Investment at Nenana 1,650,000 1,650,000 1,650,000
OWNERSHIP COSTS:
Interest on Investment 35,485 49,500 99,000 148,500 198,000 247,500 247,500
Depreciation 39,033 54,450 108,900 163,350 217,800 272,250 272,250
Total Operating Costs 315,687 546,845 810,669 1,134,420 1,952,975 2,577,940 2,999,833
Total Cost 390,205 650,795 1,018,569 1,446,270 2,368,775 3,097,690 3,519,5£ 3
Total Cost Per Ton 21.68 18.59 21.67 22.60 19.58 19.24 11. 33
FIXED TARIFF 18.33 18.33 18.33 18.33 18.33 18.33 Ib. 33
Deficit Per Ton (3.35 (-26) (3.34) (4.27) (1.25) (.91) 0
Total Deficit (60,300) 9,100 (156,980) (273,280) (151,250) (146,510 ) 0
Cumulative Deficit (60,300) (69,400) (226,380) (499,660) (650,910) (797,420)

Assumptions: $1.65 million contruction cost for 40,000 ton facility.
Operating cost is for all drying and handling. Therefore
tariff is actually an average rate for handling tariff,
average storage and drying costs.

Note Allowing for forgiveness of interest on the total investment
0? $3.25 million for the initial 2 years on each plant will
offset all deficits.

(i.e.; (8,250,000) (.06) (2 years) = $990,000



Table 3. Operating Budget: Slaughter Facility
Plant Investment $3,517,900

Plant Opening July, 1904

Year 84 85 86 87 38 89 90
Head of Pork 11,788 47,772 69,812 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000
Head of Dairy Beef 1,025 1,895 2,300 2,300 2,300 2,300 2,300
Head of Beef 2,850 5,700 6,755 8,864 15,520 22,413 23,700
OWNERSHIP COSTS:
Interest on 52.769 105,537 105,537 105,537 105,537 105,537 105,537
Investment 87.948 175,895 175,895 175,895 175,895 175,7n5 175,895
Depreciation ’
OPERATING COSTS:
Manager®s Salary 32,501 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000
Other 0.C. (Pork) 294,932 = 859,783 956,193 956,200 956,200 956,200 956,200
Other 0.C. (Beef) 272,411 491,577 568,045 665,955 889,736 985,060 987,480
Total Cost 740,560 1,697,792 1,870,670 1,968,587 2,192,368 2,287,692 2,290,112
Total Cost/hd. Pork 32.37 21. 62 16. 18 16.13 16.13 16.13 16.13
Fixed Tariff 16.13 16. 13 16. 13 16.13 16.13 16.13 16.13
Deficit/hd. Pork (16.24) (5. 49) (-05) -0- -0- -0- -0-
Total Cost/hd. Beef 92.65 87. 76 81. 86 75.17 59.65 46.87 44 .64
Fixed Tariff 44.64 44 . 64 44 .64 44 .64 44.64 44 .64 44.64
Deficit/hd. Beef (48.01) (43. 12) (37. 22) (30.53) (15.01) (2.23) -0-
Total Deficit 377,476) (588,002) (340,518) (340,837) (267,478) (55,110) -0-
Cumulative Deficit (377,476) (966,370)  (1,306,896) (1,647,733)  (1,915,211) (1,970,321)

Note: Requires 95 year moratorium on interest for viability,
i.e.; (9.5 yr.) (.06) (3,517,900) = $2,005,203



. 84 85 86 87 88 89 90
2,350 4,700 5,570 7,309 « 13,526 20,028 21,182
OWNERSHIP COSTS:
Interest 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Depreciation 15,000 em 15,000 15,000 15-, 000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Subtotal 24,000 24-,000 24,000 24,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
OPERATING COSTS:
Management 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Other 39 ,175 78,349 92,852 121-,841.. -2-25,4"d 333,867 353,104
Subtotal 79,175 118,349 132,852 161,841 . *265,478 .373,867 395,104
Total Costl 103,175 142,349 156,852 185,841 305,478 413,867 435,104
Total Cost/hd.1 43.90 30.29 28.16 25.43 22.58 20.66 20.54
Fixed Tariffl 20.54 20.54- 20.54 m20.54 20.54 20.54 20.54
Deficit/hd. (23.36) (9.75) (7.62) (4.89) (2.04) (.12) -0-
Total Deficit (54,896) (45,825) (42.443) (35,741) (27,593) (2,403)
Cumulative Deficit (54,896) (100,721)  (14-3,164) (1-78, 905) (206,498) (208,901)

7 year moratorium necessary to affect deficits of
operation through development period
(500, 000) (-06) (7) = $210,000

"""Does not include feed." [



FARM & RANCH

Delta 1
Buildings
Equipment

Delta. JlI
Buildings
Equipment

Nenana |1
Buildings
Equipment

Nenana 11
Buildings
Equipment

Point Mackenzie
Facili ties
Crop Equipment
Stock

Swine Production
Facilities
Stock

Beef Production

Facilities & Equip.

Stock
Subtotal
TNFRASTROCTURE

Feedlot
Slaughter Facility
Country Elevators
Delta
Nenana
Export Facility

Subtotal
Total
Cumulative Total"

INVESTMENT

INVESTMENT

Table 5. Facilities, Buildings,
81
& prior 82 83 84
432,000 ".78, 000 162,000
2,560,000 240,000 960,000
135,000 270 700
800,000 1,600,000
} 135,000
800,000
6,208,555 12,417,110 6,208,555
750,000 1,500,000 750,000
720,000 2,344,000 2,712,000 1,272,000
5,000,000. .5, 500-,000
900,000. 990,000
4,830,000 4,830,000 1,787,100
6,666,667 6,6661,667 2>405, 000
10,670,555 30,375,777 29:,124 ,222 14,759,100
e .300,000
1,172,63.3 1,172,633 586,387 586,317
1,182,835 467,165 1,650,000 e
1,650,000
5,700,000
8,055,468 1,639,790 2,236,317 2,536-,317
10,726,023
10,726,023 32,015,575 31,360,539 17,295,417
18,726,023 50,741,590 02,102,137" 99,397,554

Equipment and Stock.

85

324,000
1,920,000

e 594,000
3,520,000

270,000
2,400,000

184,000

5,000,000
900,000

3,574,200
4,810, 000.

23,496,200

1,650,000

1,650,000

25,146,200
.124,543,754

86

945,000
5,600,000

4,235,910
5,700,500

16,481,410

1,650,000

18,131,410
142,675,164

Investment Schedules

87

594,000
3,520,000

3,775,128
5,080,400

12,969,528

12,969,528
155,644,692

88

1,326,318
1,784,900

3,111,218

200,000

200,000

3,311,210
158 ,955,910



Delta I $165./acre
Delta 11 $165./acre
Nenana | $165./acre

$165./acre
$230./acre

Nenana Il
Point MacKenzie

Range and
Hayland (Cattle)($165./acre)

Total

Cumulative Total

Table 6.

81
& prior

7,425,000

287,500

3,300,000
11,012,500
11,012,500

Landclearing Costs

82

1,485,000
1,237,500

862,500

3,300,000
6,885,000
17,897,500

83

2,475,000
1,237,500

862,500

1, 221.,000
5,796,000
23,693,500

Investment Schedule

84

2,970,000
5,445,000
3,712,500

287,500

2,442,000
14,857,000
38,559,500

85

8,662,500

2,894,100
11,556,600
50,107,100

86

6,682,500

2,579,280
9,261,780
59,368,880

87

906,180
906,185
60,275,060



Table 7, Land Purchase Costs Investment Schedulel

81 82 83 84 85 86 87
& prior
Delta 1 @$51/acre 2,958,000
Delta 1l @$100/acre 4,000,000
Nenana |1 G$100/acre © o ooo
Nanana 11 @%$100/acre 10,000,000

Point MacKenzie @$100/acre 1,000,000
Range & Hayland (Cattle)

$100/acre 2,000,000 2,000,000 740,000  1.480.000 1.754.000  1.563.200 549.200
Total 9,958,000 -6,000,000 10,740,000  1.480.000 1.754.000  1.563.200 549.200
Cumulative Total 9,"958, 000 15,958,000 26,698,000 28,178,000 29,932,000 31,495,200 32,044,400

This is capital required for land investment at prices currently
sst by state policy. However,it is money to be paid to the state
for purchase of land from the state.



EXPORT MARKETS



"i C £ O t&
Farmland will . 7
continue to shrink,
says economist

THERE APPEARS to be no slacken-
ing in the trend toward larger U.S.
farms, says Karl T. Wright, professor
emeritus of ag economics at Michigan
State University. At the same time, he
adds, the number of persons able to
make a living solelv from brminp 100
to ouu acres is shrinking.

Primary culprit is the rising cost of
doing business — inflation — which

i7, n 7/

will continue to force dramatic changes
in the farm production of food and fi-
ber. Wright believes that, by the vear
2000, total U.S. farmland will have
shrunk from just over one billion acres
in 1974 to about 964 million acres.
Greatest reduction will come in what
he calls the "middle-class" farm.

"Farms of 100 to 219 acres declined
from 27% of the total number of U.S.
farms in 1959 to 23% in 1974," Wright
says. "Farms of this size are projected
to decline to 17% of the total farms by
2000. This size farm simply cannot
survive on its own merits."

Farms of 200 to 499 acres made up

bout 47% of all farms and is expected
I :omani at mat level. These opera-
.ons, however, will continue to he
heavily supported by oft-larm income.
i here is little chance for a livable
r.et farmincome from sales of less than
'20,000 per year," Wright points out.
Farms with sales of less than S20.000
tclined from 91% of all farms in 1960
i 72% in 1974. The percentage is
rejected to fall to 50% by the turn of
he century.”
The shift in farm size likely will con-
\.nue the trend toward increased spe-
ialization in production. Statistics
<how increased numbers of farms
1Jch produce high volumes of two or
mree crops — com, soybeans, wheat
- rather than a variety of crops plus
.estock. "From 1959 to 1974, the
umber oégﬁyrlpers reporting livesto'k
..hned 0, Wright says. "This in-
.. fes cattle and calves, milk cows,
and pigs, sheep or lambs and
Ve.rs. But the average number of
i per farm in 1974 was approx-
jtely 2x times the number in

There also has been wiiat might be
called specialization in the perform-
ance of services to the farm.

"More farmers now hire nonfarm
specialists to perform specific ser-
vices, either to save time, to save in-
vestment or to get a better job done,"
Wright says. “There also has been a
tendency for specialization inresource
ownership, with farmers concentrat-
ing their investment in machinery
rather than land and expanding opera-
tions by using iarger equipment and
renting, as opposed to buying, mote
land.”

Because of this concentration and
specialization in farming, projections
for the vear 200U call for more than
95% of the total U.S. farm production
to come trorn larms withsaies of
bio0.0Ji'ninrtTATT. rarms with sales
of S20.0UU to $99,999 will require
approximately $1 million in capital in-
vestment, and economically viable
farms will probably require almost $2
million per farm.

about 18% of the total in 1959 and are
projected to make up 15% of all farms
by 2000, Wright adds.

Some of the lost farms will be
absorbed by larger farm operations.
Wright points.out that farms of 500 to
999 acres accounted for only 5% of all
U.S. farms in 1959 but are expected to
account for 10% by 2000. Farms of
1,000 or more acres likely will mn?am_
/U% of pH farmland bv the turn of the
century, he adds.

Auhe oiner end of the spectrum —
among farms of less than 109 acres —
there will be only a sb'ght drop by 2000.
Currently, this size farm accounts for

Most of these commercial farms wall
be family farms, but many probably
will have to be operated by two or
more families whose members have
outstanding management abilities.

"Due to these larger farms, the cor-
respondingly larger machinery and im-
proved management methods, fann-
ers will continue to be shining exam-
ples of increased productivity and effi-
ciency," Wright says.

The trend toward higher invest-
ments required to do business dis-
turbs Wright, because the number of
dollars turned over by the farm does
not necessarily indicate a high profit
level.

"This trend is creating problems for
young people who want to start fann-
ing," he says. "The investment re-
quired for farm machinery alone is so
high that many will be excluded from
fanning.

"Barriers such as these, plus the
problem of transfer of highly-valuable
property to surviving sons or daugh-
ters who want to operate the farm, are
'wo of the most troublesome de-
velopments confronting the farming
community," concludes Wright.

32/JANUARY 17, 1981



Project Tillls

Grain Export Terminal

Oli]. Nut. Appropriation llequait
1002 Fadaral Macalpii
1003 G/F March
1004 Gmiaral Fund
1006 I/A nacalpri
G.0O. OonOi
5 RRIF
Ton'

Project Oaicription

This project will

Option 1

4 ,3T575

A Aoga

n~

LuiuliinGi)

Tidewater

Option 2

provide the State of Alaska an

economical and efficient grain export facility-
capable of handling the projected grain export

needs up to 200,000 tons.

CATE dally

Aiin Soivad Fleclion Giiliidli)
Statewide Statewide
Operational Coil Option 1 Option 2 Piavioui
& No. Petionnal Ultimata Ultimata Yr- Irioritv
. | Annual Annual
Incraasu « (Dairuan YOar oo Yl
Fudgiul liuieipli Agency
X Priority
Funding Gunural Fund
Sourcu
Governor’!
Total Annu.l Operating Con Priority
Petition (FT :I

Project Jollification

The State of Alaska currently does not have
the capability of transporting commercial agri
cultural products to either outside foreign
markets or markets on Kodiak Island and the
Aleutian Chain. Agricultural developmert in
the areas of grain production and livestock
production are absolutely dependent on this
ability of export.

transportation FY 82

l'auu
AGENCY office of tho Governc>r/AAAC fyylind Data 00304

ITUICHAMEconomic Development



Implement the Delta Agricultural Project Expansion

Year Achieved: 1982

Project Layout, Planning and Disposal $ 99,100

Administrative Expenses 150.000

Survey 600.000

Construction of Access Roads: Option 1: 2.472.750
Option 2: 1.572.750

Maintenance of Roads 150,000

Initial Phase of Clearing Loan Money 4.030.000
(Purchase of Root Rake)

Loan for Infrastructure Exoansion 1.500.000
$9.C01,850

Continuation of Delta Agricultural Project Expansion

Year Achieved: 1983

Second Phase of Clearing $4,000,000
Administrative Expenses 150,000
$4,150,000

Continuation of Delta Agricultural Project Expansion

Year Achieved.: 1984

Final Phase of Clearing $5,000,000

Administration 75,000
$5,075,000



Objective: to develop the basis for an economical and efficient transportation
system specifically for agriculture lay constructing a grain export terminal.

Year Achieved: 1982

Complete Facility Construction $2,607,483
Site Preparation and Piling: 400,000
*FOB Spokane, Washington $3,007,483
**ECB Alaska $4,210,476

*7his estimate was based upon information fron tba Haskins “ompany.
Preliminary plans and specifications are included, as are \ \e
qualificat .ons of the consultants.

*This estimate is based on a 40 percent increas- in cost per DOT/PF.



lilt fir

Project Till* Locution (s) Election Districts SorvO'f Siarl 0*lo Completion O.na

Livestock, Slaughter & Processing Fac. Statewide Statewide FY 1982 FY 1983
GOVERNOR'S REQUEST

Operational Coil First Ultimata
AGENCY REQUEST & No. Personnel Oporating Annual Approved Deterred Oisjpprovr
Incroaso e ‘iDocroaso Yoar Yoar 1/ 1 L
1002 Fedoral rtoculpu Federal Rocuipti 1002 Federal Receipts
1003 G/F Match Funding Gonarol Fund 1003 G/F Meieh
100<1 General Fund 1004 Gonorel Fund
Source
1005 I/A Flocalpti 1005 I/A nacelpts
G.O. Bondi Total Annual Operational Cost =~ no Change -- G.O. Bonds
RRIF 2,650.0 Position (FTEI
Previous Yoar-Priority Agency Priority Governor's Priority *
Total 2,650. 0 0 82-4 Totel

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Under this project, the Alaska Agricultural Action Council will determine the basic information
necessary to provide a complete, modern and efficient livestock slaughtering, processing, and
marketing facility. This project will entail the administration, necessary investigations, design,
engineering, and construction of the complete facility. It will also explore feed lot organization
and various marketing alternatives for livestock and their by-products.

CATEGORY Development FY V2

PROJECT DESCR|PT|ON AGENCY Office of Governor/AAAC Zdieawoat*m

35a EESEEOCSTED CAPlTAL IMIOGHAM  Economic Development

i = M/I/110)



Capite) Project Expondituiot Budgot Year Dudgat Year Budget, Year Budgot Year rtemaining
P gCa(?J FIowﬁ<IO Total Budget Yoar Pgl |g

ui1; lui 2 lui 3 . Plui4 Cort
Planning and Engineering 100 . fi | on.n
Land
Corutructlon 2,500.0 2,500.0
Equipment
Administration and O’har 50.0 50.0
Total Annual Expenditure (Capital Coit) 2,650.0 2,650.0

Project Juitillcillor. Project Type

Project: Need Statement: It is absol. ely critical that the livestock

industry in the State of Alaska grow , nd expand to
jQiUullding Comtructlon (C)
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~-vo-thirds of the world's Sandhill Crane population migrate through Delta Junction, Alaska, in spring and again in fall. Some of the**'
| jO000 migrants are shown on the OHM farm in Delta Junction 8 May 1978. Cranes use these fields for resting and feeding in the
eoring, but hunters prevent such use in the fall when the hunting season is open.

Agriculture and Wildlife

Are They Compatible

by

in Alaska?

L. J. Klebesadel* and S. H. Restad**

interest :nc difference! exist across our nation regard-

c m e« at onsh os of agricultural and wildlife interests. In
: c"d otbf eastern sec.boaic states, wildlife and envi-
* "to'fsts ah. themsehas with farmers to keep land
r' c ef.vp'.s to forestall urban, commercial, and
o c* tb« same If r. Ir Alaska, however, many of
i — -0 arrayed against agricultural
. ;G— p-sa.st- , 1.,y fsvoi wilderness ovei any
m'mec,'.;. ¢ »lyecanu f..-\ 'nay be unmvare of

.s a;- ' ..'t =r;n.cn of Nature’'s wildlife
~ . o z R -,rsally compatible,

o m oy bell, timlier
' ' many agirCultur..
empt d at:i ectilsoi al

o opm e fUUIIM *el

C- o -f r-.riftf.

e,

areas, Agriculture and the coyote coexist with difficulty, but
the wily, resourceful coyote has survived admirably in agricul-
tural areas, despite the cosily efforts of farmers and ranchers to
drive out the coyote. Even wildlife that normally coexists with
agriculture without conflict can become troublesome if crop
damage becomes excessive.

But there is anothei side to the coin—awildlife and agricul-
ture actually share many compatibilities. V.nnt follows hote is
a look at Alaskan land-i.re decisions, what agriculture is and
does, and some oi the conflicts anti compatibilities between
agriculure and -.-.ildl.Ic, both in Alaska and l.urwhere.

LAND USE DECISIONS
E*tiena.c".po*t<mt decisions ate r. -w being matte try
state are: national L c slatnrs and appointed officials that ee..ll
1 .'far i¢aC-rc.+! QS « deteimi .nr;the rifsiny of tne Inople
reei e ' 'b>. i Many t' eo* d-r* ‘fins mvcf.e s.reb
Ko-ee |1 lenoeat- JICu( LI

Jnnuary/1PS1 15
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* Some vocal advocates of land-use ¢ egories for Alaska
would omit agriculture urge nasty decisions i=> tV/or of
¢ icernes'end parklands.

Few areas within Alaska are suited to agriculture, but areas
t".6t are suited for agriculture have been identified and many
eeel strongly that these should be set aside for agricultural pur-
poses. These people also feel that one of the few things worse
than ignoring the need for wilderness, parks, and other nonagri-
cultural areas in land-use planning would be to ignore the need
slor meeting mankind's most basic need—that for food-provided
principally by agriculture.

The middle-of-the-road position is that, in Alaska, there is
adequate room for agriculture as well as other land uses. Alaska
contains 586,000 square miles or just over 375,000,000 acres,
one-fifth of our nation's total area. Decisions on future land
uses in Alaska must consider not only the desired area for each
sype of use, but the suitability of an area for the purpose
intended. The U.S. Department of Agriculture's Soil Conserva-
tion Service has identified approximately 20 million acres of
soils suitable for cropland in areas of Alaska where the climate is
conducive to agriculture (Freeman, et al., 1974). This may seem
a iarge area, especially since only about 30,000 acres are pre-
sently cropped in Alaska. However, these 20 million acres of
potentially arable soils represent only about 5% of Alaska's total
land area.

If agriculture in the state were to expand to its fullest
potential, adding rangelands for reindeer and domestic livestock
to the 20 million acres of cropland soils, MOSt of Alaska would
still be lc-ft for such other uses as National Forests, National
parks. Wildlife Refuges, Wilderness Areas, Wild and Scenic
Rivers, urban and other nonagiicultural uses, such as industry.

Some statements by one of America's pioneering and
s sionary wildlife biologists, Dr. Olaus J. Murie, especially hi:
.nsicht into land-use priorities, are of special interest. In a ciis-
CJ'.I on of planning for Alaska's large wildlife species, Dr. Murie
states:

... planning for wildlife in Alaska involves a procedure

that completely ignores the spirit of personal exploitation

of resources. |t means careful study of fand-use possibili-
ties, on a regional basis, vdth an eye to determining what
areas are hest fitted for agriculturé, what localized places,
if any, are suitable for national parks, which should he left
in a primitive state for the wilderness type of recreation.

Several of these needs, especially in the diverse field of

recreation, can be combined in the same area, provided

that the management or administrative plan is not too
nat.-ow in application. For example, conservation of 1 <i-

lio1r and mountain s-cep could well be combined with d

system of wilderness areas, selected so as not to encroach

on angCU|tU|'a| land. These two purposes go very well

tonother. . . .

ARove all, in planning for Alaska's big game, personnel
should he calledp cm who are competen% 0 tit "uate the
emerging human needs. (Murie, 1950, italics lot emphasis

ate oj-s).

WHAT IS WILDLIFE?

Taken as a whole, "wildlife” embraces all fauna ot animal
> not domesticated or under direct human control; in this
a scL-ssion, the term "wildlife" is used to encompass all hurls
i-ic  mammals, but no: fish, reptiles insects, arthropods, or
;- r lower animal forms.

WHAT IS AGRICULTURE?

Cc-Irg ancient times, when human hpings first began to
.>st - :F the ct' -r fauna and flora of this planet, al' was
. -Li'-:." Human? coexisted on a near equal basis with the
\i> - -
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world's "wild" animals and plants. To feed themselves, humans
hunted wild animals and gathered other food where and when
they could find it. There was little or no disturbance of the
natural environment; however, short- or long-term food scarcity
leading to hunger or starvation was a never-ending problem to
be surmounted.

Agriculture evolved as man's culturally contrived insurance
against hunger; and it remains that today—the artificially man-
aged production of crops and livestock from the land—ensuring
amore stable and adequate food and fiber supply than was possi-
ble through hunting and gathering.

Agriculture is pursued at many levels of scale, from part-
time to full-time farms and ranches, and from backyard gardens
to large farm and ranch units comprised of hundred even thou-
sands, of acres. And America's agriculture, often little appreci-
ated in a nation where it has succeeded so marvelously in meet-
ing food needs, feeds daily both its practitioners and, in addi-
tion, the vast uninvolveri populace.

Agriculture is mankind's original and only truly essential
industry. America's history of agricultural development and pro-
ductivity is one of the greatest success stories in humanity's rela-
tively short history. Some critics of agriculture seem to feel that
there will always be adequate food in grocery stores. These
critics are perhaps victims of media saturation during the ‘fifties
and 'sixties when crop surpluses were tampant, farm production
subsidies were common, fanners were paid to take land out of
production, and a general public resentment was generated
against agriculture's production successes.

WHY AGRICULTURE IN ALASKA?

The United States has become a key food supplier to
many nations of the world. However, per-acre crop yields that
climbed steadily over the past several decades are now beginning
to level off. currently, nonagiicultural developments nationwide
claim each year from two to five million acres of America's best
farmlands; these acres disappear to urban growth, new highways,
and other developments. Demographers and others project that
the growing world population will require as much addltlonal
food production in the next 25 to 50 years as world humanity
has learned how to produce since cave-man days.

Wheie will that food come (tom? With such influences as
desert advances, urban expansion, growing water shortages, and
soil ciosion-all of which deplete soils productivity—Alaska's
considerable agricultural potential should be neither ignoied nor
thwarted, but thoroughly evaluated In* its potential to produce
food and fiber.

Alaskan agriculture currently produces less than 10% of
the total food consumed in the state. Alaska's long food lifeline,
dependent on long transportation routes and production in far-
away areas, places this state’s ever-growing populace in n piecoii-
ous position, considering the futuie gk.bal food outlook and
...the uncertainty Alaskans would face if military hostilities
severed lood-supply routes. An expanded agriculimnl indus-
try in Alaska can reduce dependence on distant food supplies
and provide a more diversified economic base in the state.

WM. DLIFE IN AMERICAN HISTORY

The early chaple.s of the histoiy ol European settlement
in Noith America read like an account of exploitation and deci-
mation of wildlife, Before early mistakes ‘oiced the collective
roiscirnce of the nation to take stock of those errors and the
values and limits of oui wildlife, the passenger pigeon was gone
frv ever,

As white settlers moved westward across die continent,
the vat ‘wildlife resources were look<*ri upon as inexhaustible.



Uncontrolled market hunting of the American bison, that had
totalled <0to 60 million animals, reduced them to mere scattered
remnants in less than 50 years (Alien, 954). Market hunting of
whitetail deer, pronghorn antelope, elk, passenger pigeon, and
waterfowl also decimated those soscits in America, mostly
during the last half of the nineteenth century.

These abuses of wildlife populations occurred because of
market hunting, lack of alternative food sources for a growing
human population, and absence of a conservavon ethic and the
laws and enforcement necessary to limit wildlife harvests to
tolerable levels.

A list of endangered species ar* jnd 1900 would have
included the snowy egret, trumpeter swan, whooping crane,
pronghorn antelope, and wild turkey. Conservation measures
have brought all of these species back from the brink of extinc-
tion to the extent that thousands of the laner two species are
now safely harvested each year.

AGRICULTURE ANDWILDLIFE

Early depredations of American wildlife occurred at the
time of. but very few directly because of. agricultural settlement
in the country. It has been amply csmonstrated over the last
half century that much alliance anc harmony, exists between
agriculture and a great mary wildlife soicies.

Over 200 million acres of the U.S. have been set aside,
with wildlife procjction one of the purrary aims. These include
Wildlife Refuges, National Parks, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
National Seashores, ratjrc- oreserves, wilderness areas, etc. How-
ever, in some instances, agricultural .ands of the United States
produce and sustain more wildlife than the lands specifically set
aside for wndF'n anc other natural values. Approximately one-
half of the total land area of the conterminous 48 states consists
of land in farms. Yet, this one-half of the nation’sland, devoted
by us owners to the main purpose of producing food and fiber,
succeeds peripherally in producing and sustaining an estimated
80% of the nation’s wildlife (Spencer, 1971). Could it be that
agriculture and wildlife ere compatible? Shouldn't most wildlife
thrive best where lands are set aside for wildlife alone?

FOOD FOR WILDLIFE

Many natural ecosystems are re atwely sterile and support
wildlife in surprisingly low numbers, This is csoecially true in
northern regions of the world (Elkins. 1950). In mature forests,
and in other types of climax, woody vegetation, nutrients me
tied up in organic forms poorly available as food for wildlife.
Spencer (1971) emphasizes this por.t, stating that "...the
unbroken forest, where the dosec canopy shades out the
ground cover, is almost a biological desert for game,"

A t.ch, fertile scil supporting or.'y a dense, closed stand of
to'. : mIK-r offers Ettle fooc for human or domestic animals and
htii fo* wildlife, <0’ . -utuents fere are tied up in laigoly
teC'p i, crg. n.c <or~ii, A mature, v-g n forest may represent
rn, co'ppratid abundance of runt ats inatall stand of timber
er'" it uc no avc Ichle b'owse or Lncwstoty for food, and
»*l« nc only a mocc-it an-..v.i product on ol food in the forms

f = cones or outs. Tne «ante :: ' ,ndtr agricultural pro-

cn engages n.t- t-onj trn-rt: ~ scynamic (lux within
- wa, c¢'rtz d>v ?*c . ng. p-ccucti.e c-;p» tf at are edible and
i" m*sh ft'ec* o rC '-.ctN, r.~ans, oomestic ainn.......

a1
le «ect . t'i f.c> cbc.cs: ‘arms mat can feed
- a’'**.- *s?ts ma; *-¢c - tn* .e-n and near
- T til :t-gee : cte>'l a-n e pet oheial!

j- i'a oo ct .f o'

CA 'V'vv,.:h.'v~ \Y hr'- ‘e m: e*ieee
seeds. These are a valuable and much-used food source in the*
sustenance chain of many wildlife forms. 4

To be economically viable, agriculture other than at the
subsistence level must be highly productive and competitive.
This means culturing wops on productive soils that are either
naturally very fertile in which deficient nutrient supplies are
reinforced by added animal manures and/or concentrated com-
mercial fertilizers, ft is this artificially managed concentration of
nutrients for production of crops that makes agricultural areas
so much more productive of food, domestic animals, and some
wildlife species than is afforded in natural ecosystems.

The heaviest concentration of nesting ducks in North
America is not found in the pristine parklands or wilderness
areas, but coexists with the grain-farming region of Nebraska,
the Dakotas, and the Canadian provinces of Alberts, Saskatche-
wan, and Manitoba. Approximately 13 to 15% of the ducks and
geese that migrate south in North America originate in Alaska
(USDA, 1977) and the waterfowl that do nest in arcvic and sub-
arctic areas are most concentrated in river-delta areas which con-
tain the concentrated fertility from the respective drainage
basins (Allen, 1954).

Allen (1954) reports that, in the midwestem states,
numerous forms of wildlife (rabbits, raccoons, musk.ats, wild
turkey, quail) weie more abundant, larger, healthier, and more
reproductive in areas of 'ertile agricultural soils than where soils
were infertile or where .to farming was practiced. A food-habi*
study of 497 Hungarian partridge collected throughout the year
in North Dakota showed that wheat, oats, and barley from farm
fields constitutes 56% of the total food consumed (Spencer,
1970). In Idaho, a study showed that relative jackrabbit densi-
ties, as influenced by demonstrated choice of food plants and
with counts averaged over the entire year, were: 11 jackiobbits
for barley and alfalfa, 7 for crested wheatgrass, 4 for potatoes,
and 0 6 for unplanted rangeland (Fagerstone et al., 1980). These
cxanM.es serve to illustrate a poorly appreciated principle of
agriculture/wildlife interrelationships and help explain why
many forms of wildlife in America are more abundant now,
when agriculture stretches the length of our land, than when
Euiopean explorers first reached this continent.

WILDLIFE HABITAT

Not only is food production stimulated by agricultural
development, but new habitat is created, much of it favorable to
wildlife. "Habitat" is defined as "the place or type of site where
a plant or animal naturally or normally lives and grows" (Morris,
197G). Fence-rows, the margins created between separate farm
fields, and the interface between farm fields and woodlots aie
all ideal sites for nesting and concealment of wildlife.

Biologist Or, Donald A. Spenctf has devoted over 50 years
to studying wildlife and its relathm- .ip to various environmental
and habitat influences, including those ol agriculture. Of the
neatly half of tin.1United States area that is listed as "land in
farms," Dr. Spencei (1971) relates;

Only about a thiid of this area is in cultivated fields,
the remainder m permanent pastures, in wooded areas, in
ponds and aquatic habitat, and lanes and faimsteads, To
the extent that these diffcting plant communi let occur in
association with one another, diversity is achieved that
does much to enhance game and wildlife abundt nee.

Du! forested aieas on farmlands—145 million actes-ate
oi particular significance Inr wildlife in that tli iy Sle char-
acteristically small blocks interspersed with open nicas of
croplands and pastures. Wildlife is the product of the
(orest margin—not the closed canopy within e.'iete little
food and giounr! cover exist.

lawbtiiY.ias January/1981 f7



During the first half of this century, much aquatic wildlife
habitat was eliminated where swamps and marshlands were
drained in order to develop farmlands. This practice aroused
much antipathy and adverse publicity has led to legislation pro-
tecting wetlands. However, a much less publicized but impor-
tant counteractive contribution of agricultural development in
the conterminous 48 states that has enhanced wildlife is the arti-
ficial provision of water through irrigation, impoundments, and
construction of farm ponds. There are now over two million
farm ponds in the U.S., and some 50,000 are added each year.
Many farm practices encouraged by the Soil Conservation Service
are specifically designed to foster wildlife habitat; for example,
constructing a small island in farm ponds enhances their value
for nesting of Canada geese and ducks. The U.S. Department of
Agriculture has assisted in the construction of 260,000 ponds in
North and South Dakota, Montana, and Western Minnesota, and
duck counts there reveal an average of two breeding pairs per
surface acre of water. According to data compiled by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, the number of breeding ducks per
square mile is substantially greater in North and South Dakota
thar, in the Yukon Flats of Alaska (U.S. Dept. Int., 1964). It
could be assumed from these data that agricultural development
on well-drained soils of the Yukon Flats could result in increased
duck production.

A further consideration on agriculture and wildlife habitat
invotv is a relatively recent trend, fostered by larger equipment
and la ger fields, that tends to operate to the detriment of wild-
life. Allen (1954) notes that large-scale, intensive agricultural
development that completely occupies the land leaves litile area
for wildlife ".. .when high agricultural value means laying bare
the land from one toad 10 another for production of cultivated
crops. . .there may be practically ho place at all for wildlife in
the land-use economy."

The trend to larger fields, thus fewer fence-rows, more
intensive agiiculture during recent decades in many of the vast
farming areas, especially in the midwestern staler, and the Cana-
dian prairies, has eliminated some wildlife habitat and lowered
populations of several wildlife species that foimerly benefited
from close coexistence with smaller agricultural areas. This
trend toward more intensive agriculture and sharply increased
yields on the most productive soils made possible by technologi-
cal advances, has, however, permitted a market reduction in
cropland soils required in the U.S., thus releasing land for other
uses (Borrons, 1971). The potential lor future increases It. put
acre yields probably cannot match those of the most recent half
century, howevei, and future needs for food pioduction in-
cieases likely will require more agricultural lands, such as Alaska
can provide.

Alaska does not possess broad, extensive areas conducive
to agricultural development as in the Great Plains; areas in this
state that do offer potential for agricultural development aie
ielat>vely limited in extern and are almost invariably interrupted
by wetlands, rough terrain, and stieams that will undoubtedly
remain as wildlife habitat and cover. Moreover, the total
20.000.000 acres ol Alaskan soils identified as suitable, (ot agri-
cultural production exists as several separate areas in widely
scar.srt-d localities within the state (Freeman et al., 1974).

No smglc habitat type is suitable for more than a few
- liti.es of wildlife; lor 'his reason a wide variety of habitat types

d-'irable for maximum wildlife diversity and numbers. Man-
agement for optimum wildlife popelations recognizes that other
;acto's beyond food availability and habitat abundance limit the
«umoers of a wildlife specips that will occupy a given land area.
The phenomenon called "temtorialism" (Allen, 1954) repre-
n-: a social ietclersnce within many species, the effect o'
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which is a "self-imposed," upper limit on the number of indivi-
duals or pairs that will occupy a given land area.

HUMANITY/WILDLIFE CONFLICTS IN GENERAL

Agriculture is not the sole human activity that leads to
incompatibilities with wildlife; rather, almost all human activi-
ties conflict with ceruin wild species such as the grizzly bear,
timber wolf, and mountain lion. Dahlberg and Guettinger (1956)
record the demise and disappearance with white settlement in
Wisconsin of such former native wildlife species as the cougar,
lynx, marten, fisher, wolverine, elk, moost, caribou, buffalo,
and wild turkey. Effective early limits on hunting, trapping, and
in some cases, habitat destruction would probably have perpetu-
ated there many of the species listed.

Certainly a number of conflicts exist between agriculture
and wildlife in addition to those involving large predators. Some
conflicts common in the 48 conterminous states include prairie
dogs vs. livestock; foxes, weasels, and skunks vs. poultry; eagles
and coyotes vs. sheep; rabbits, mice, and grouse vs. fruit
orchards; wild duck flocks vs. small grain farming (Burton,
'978); and some instances of competition for forage between
comestic livestock and mule deer, bighorn sheep, and pronghorn
aitelope.

AGRICULTURE AND WILDLIFE IN ALASKA
Conflicts

t Alaskan agriculture is limited in scale, some
conflict .ist between agriculture and wildlife. However,
these at. _n of great extent, and efforts arc being made to
minimize such occurrences.

Perhaps the oldest continuou: conflict between agricul-
ture and wildlife in Alaska is found on Kodiak Island, where
some livcsiock is lost or injured each year to predation by the
brown bears of the island. The bears are indigenous to the island,
and some livestock has been raised on the northeast portion of
knjiak since first introductions of cattle by ihe Russians dur |
ihe eighteenth century, and this problem will probably continue.
The p'esent range of the bears includes most of the island and
this will remain their inviolate province. Conflicts arise when the
bears move into the range areas and livestock became their prey.

Sheep ranchers on islands in southwest Alaska are free of
large predators such as wolves and bears. However, they report
frequent injury or death of lambs in their domestic shner>flocks
front smaller predators during the critical period when lambs are
immobile and defenseless immediately following birth. Ravens
sometimes blind lambs by pecking out their eyes, and eagles and
foxes often kill lambs. One ranchei reports some relief for lambs
by providing predators vaith alternative food sources at lambing
time, thoieby luring tlte predators away and sparing the helpless
lambs uri'il they become ambulatory and less suscep iblo to
harm.

Another ngricultuie-wildlile conflict involves the free-
roaming bison herd of 400-600 animals in the Dclta-Clearwatei
area. Twenty-three American bison were inti educed in this area
lioro Montana about 50 yeais ago. Agricultural development
started in the same area two to three decades ago, and mere has
been ciop damage by bison in some of the grain fields. More
recently, considerably expanded land clearing and grain farming
has been undertaken m the Delta Clearwater area. Both Depart-
ment of Fish and Game personnel and farmers are Irving to

devise methods te ieduce lutuie bison incursions and damage in
‘arm fields.



Figure 1: Pintail ducks take wing from a field of small-grain
stubble in the Matanuska Valley where the birds have been
feeding.

Compatibilities

Having take note of certain agriculture/wildlife conflicts
in Alaska, it must ue stated that there are numerous examples of
compatibility as well as enhancement of wildlife contributed by
Alaskan agriculture.

Waterfowl

The el =/ priig ration of ducks and geese through
southcentral Alaska to nesting areas in the more western and
northern portions of the state reveal an interesting affinity of
the migratory waterfowl! for agricultural lands (Figures 1, 2, and
2 . Flocks often stop for a few days of feeding in farm fields of
tne Matanuska and Tanana Valleys to glean grain left in .he
stubble from the previous growing season. Weather conditions
before or at grain harvest time often cause come grain heads to
snap off and fall to the ground, and some heads of lodged plants
also escape harvest 10 remain in the fields. Most of the feeding
in Alaskan farm fields occurs during the inward migration in
spring, /he birds' return south in autumn occurs after most of
the gra.n is harvested, resulting in little or no crop 'oss.

Winter snow melts earlier in spring from sgrit 'ltural fields
than from neighboring, wild vegetation, providing a place lor
rest and food for the migrating waterfowl as they passthrough
settled areas toward their nesting grounds. In late spring, the
migration is often held back as birds wait in areas like Matanuska
Valley fields and coastal tideflats before continuing north and
westward to nesting areas, Increased agriculture in the Fairbanks
rd 8;g Delta areas of interior Alaska has increased the spring
'-sttmg and feeding areas for the birds there also.

A speed.c example that demonstrates agriculture/water-
fc-.vi compatibility involves fields of n several hundred-acre for-
r-'ji cciry farm just north of the city of Fairbanks. For many
.-ass, Fa 'banks res.dents enjoyed seeing large flocks of migrat-

- ¢ ducks, gtGSv. and cranes in the farm fields r.ach spring.

th* farm was to hr sold for real estate development, a
-Cel crc..p organized to ant jrage the purchase of the open
4j o area oy the Afijka Department of Fish and Game for tine
.c-'in”ec use oy ..sterfe.vt. However, following the purchase
"e fielc: net ¢ antec to crops as had been done when the

ori .- act.d, fa’med iJc—n-on, 19781. Asa result, the geese

v 'Mw e d not stup ;lee me next sear, but went instead a
m P« a'ay :mer -'a-m ‘laic; Wat hao been planted to
-ei **-s mri’ :.'d  “-ere the m.voterfowl could find

f :ea- c:p a oanted the next yeai on

Figure 2: Geese stop in an Alaskan stubble field in spring to
glean grain missed during previous summer's harvest.

the farm fields that had been purchased for waterfowl use, the
geese and ducks then returned to those fields in great numbers
the following year.

Wildlife, like all other living creatures, requires an adequate
foci supply. They piefer, and thrive best in, areas in which food
io abjndantly available. Not infrequently, this is where agricul-
ture is practiced.

Cranes

Early settlers in the Susitna River Valley report that the
lesser sandhill (little brown) crane (Figure 4) was unknown in
that area when the valley was covered by unbroken forest
(Saunders, 1979). Since the advent of land clearing and agricul-
tural development there, however, flocks of these migratory
cranes, that winter in New Mexico and west Texas, are common-
ly seen in grain lie.os throughout the summer. They now fre-
quently visit most cropland areas of southcentral and interior
Alaska.

Matanuska-Susitna Valley Moose

Chatelain (1951) icports that while a great many species
of food plants are generally available during the summer, the
availabiM', of browse, principally willow, determines whether
moose can survive the winter and what the cnirying capacity of
a winter range will be. He icportcd that winter aerial surveys in
undisturbed forested areas of the Susitna Valley showed average
moose population densities o( 0.G1 per square mile. In other
areas where the virgin lorest cover had been disturbed by natural
or unnatural causes (changes in rivci channels, heaver activity,
tires) increased food availability resulted in moose populations
ranging Irom 5.2 to 57.5 pci squaie mile. He states:

The largest and most important of the moose winter
ranges lies adjacent to the Alaska Railroad between the
towns uf Palmer and Talkeetna. Here, fires occur red during
the ra.lroad construction and afterward, destroying much
of the oiigmnl foiest. A gre * amount of second growth
willow and other loot) plar s came in and created an
excellent moose winter lange.

When the first white sett. arrived, Alaska's Matanuska
Valley was coveted by dense birch spmcc-coitonwood forest.
Moose were virtually nonexistent here when the mature, unbro-
ken, climax loiest provided little in tne way cl desirable habitat,
especially browse for food (Chatelain, 1951, Elkins, 1950).

The rnial farming activities of ihe 1930s arid 1940s, with
tre clearing, wood cutting and range-management activities,
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Figure 4: Linle brown (sandhill) cranes nest during summer
near farming areas and often seek food in farm fields.

:EL-ed moose browse to flourish in the periphery of man's activ-
:;8s. Moose numbers expanded so much that game counts of
vie Palmer a-ea in 1967 (ADF&G, 1972) were higher than ever
iously recorded. (See Figure 5).

It is informative that about 60,250 moose were killed in
1976 in Sweden (National Board of Forestry, 1977), a subarctic
reentry one-third as large as Alaska, buT where agriculture and
s'orsstry are relatively much more exiensive than in Alaska; in
Alaska the moose harvest for the same year was only about
4500 (ADF&G. 1980).

Midwest Whitetail Deer

Increased moose populations in the Matanuska Valley, as
"esult of agriculturally induced habitat alterations are not
oiaut; the.- follow somewhat the population trends of the

em.retail deer in the northern part of the midwest states. That
roecies, the most widespread big-game animal in the U.S,, is also
« uch influenced by habitat change and relative food abundance
Danlijerc and Guetlinger, 1956; Taylor, 1969; Trefethen, 1970).

In the .ate nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, major

?: nc eVerts removed the great mature forests across northern
‘’icnigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota. Prior to the logging, white-
:a;| deer hac been scarce in the mature, heavily shaded forests,
«<.ith opening of the forests, followed by the subsequent genera-
t on of new, lower-growing browse, the deer populations grew

mamaticcllv.

With creation of large national forests, rigid control of

m m inc. consequent rc-iurn of tall, heavily canopied forests,
ec.vse plants have become more scarce and deer populations in
eeral areas have declined. Areas repeatedly cut tor pulp wood
"C areas where farmsteads provide both food and a break in

uniform forest cover retain better deer numbers.

A few hundred miles to the south, other habiiat changes,
w* cirect'v affected by agriculture, also have had a dramatic

<, ch the whitetail deer and other wildlife. Before the
«al f wSte settlers in the undulating area that is now south-
teens n and Minnesota and northern lowa and lllinois,
of the area was corr posed of open prairie giassinnd and

"a It -ad been kept in that state by greal sweeps of perio-

m  “"actively preventing forest cover on the land. With

*of£-* :"ti agricultural use of the relatively level areas, the

"'i: M 'i stopped and unfarmab'.e steep slopes formerly

“e“'j " prairie grasses now support dense forest cover of

e " c- and red cedar.

= catch work of de®se woodlands, alternating with farm
.. m c-esents an arrsv of diversified habitat which sup-

Figure 5: Two moose are photographed on an Alaskan farm as
they forage lor food.

ports increased wilolife numbers. Whitetail deer, raccoon, ring-
neck pheasant, ruffed grouse, opossum, Hungarian partridge,
and many other species formerly unknown, or present in low
numbers, are now plentiful in the area. Cropland food available
to wildlife in felds adjacent to the unfarmed woodlots and
marshlands provide an area supporting such an abundance and
diversity of wildli fe that numbers must be kept in check through
annual harvests by hunters and trappers.

Agriculture fivers many forms of wildlife, but the reverse
is true, also. For example, such wildlife as hawks, owls, foxes,
coyotes, and bobcats oreying on destructive rodents th; i damage
crops is an instance o' wildlife's contributing direct benefits to
agricultuie. Moreover, many birds con-ume insects harmful to
crops anc livestock.

WILD, IFE IN BALANCE

In natural ecosystems, such as wilderness areas, predator
and prey usually maintain an effective balance, but with fluctua-
tions common in both types of populations. With suppression
of many natural predators through human activities, wildlife
populations must be monitored and kept in balance witr their
fooa supplier and other limiting factors of their environment,
and to prevent excessive crop damage. This is most effectively
achieved through harvest of surpl isanimals and birds by hunting.

Hunting, both for recreation and for the meat provided by
game birds and animals, is much in demand in America, Foi
example, fiom 4 to 1G million a rcks are harvested for food
annually in the U.S. (USDA, 1977). and in a single year it was
estimated that 54,000,000 pounds of dressed meat, principally
deer, was harvested from American forests (Taylor, 1969). The
recreational values anti load supplies at forded by wild-game har-
vest also benefits the wildlife itself. Left to multiply unchecked,
wildlife populations can rapidly outstretch food supplies, result-
ing in weakened, staiving animals and wildly fluctuating popula-
tions,

The recent, justified national concern for a certain few
threatened and endangoied species, resulting in much-publicized
cases should not obscure the much broader, t.ut les.-publcizetl,
general status of wildlife in North America; cirrent populations
and the outlook for a gio.it many wildlife species m North
America are bet’et now than at any time during this ceivury. To
illustrate, the surplus numbers of a few of the wildlife snocies
that must be harvester) annually in orcf-r to ke'p remaining
numbers healthy and in balance with foea supply and habitat
increased during the 20 year peiiod, '948-1968, Th ¢ int..ode
whitetail deer, mule deer, elk, pronghorn re telope, fi«* e< black-
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cb >deer, black bear, peccary, wild boar, fox, nutria, raccoon,
moose, mountain goat, and bighorn sheep-the first five by a
factor of 2 or more, the last three by a factor of 10 or more
(U.S. DeDt. Int., 1970).

Excessive wildlife inroads into croplands can also be con-
trolled by the provision of "lure crops." The pothole regions
encompassing the prairie provinces of Canada, the Dakotas,
Montane, and Minnesota represents the largest and most produc-
tive breeding ground for ducks in North America. However, it is
also one of the world's greatest small-grain producing areas.
Occasionally, extremes such as wet field conditions slow grain
harvest, allowing fall-feeding ducks to consume millions of dol-
lars worth of grain. Provision of large grain acreages as lure
crops, intended for duck feeding, and compensation payments
to hard-hit farmers, are being used there with some success to
offset these losses (Burton, 1978).

SUMMARY

The foregoing discussion presents some viewpoints on
agriculture/wildlife interrelationships often overlooked in deli-
berations on land-use planning for Alaska. Inasmuch as whole
volumes are compiled on wildlife, its habitat and food cor bder-
ations and the interrelationships of wildlife and various human
uses of land, this discussion is necessarily less than comprehen-
sive in scope and depth.

Agriculture is rot only compatible with agreat many wild-
life species, it clearly enhances the existence of many (orms of
wildlife. Wildlife must have food—and one of agriculture's prime
objectives is the production of food. And, coincident with agri-

. R

culture's main objective ' food production is the inadvertent or
planned creation of habitat beneficial to wildlife.

Are agriculture and wildlife compatible in Alaska? Because
the term "wildlife" encompasses so many species, there is no
clear 'yes' or 'no' answer. Some wildlife species are clearly
incompatible with agriculture. However, only a small portion of
Alaska's total area possesses soils and climatic conditions suit-
able for cropland farming and ranching. Alaska currently pro-
duces less than 10% of the food required to feed itself and the
remainder must be imported from other areas over lengthy
transportation routes at increasing transport costs. The critical
importance of agriculturally produced food to the future well-
being of an increasing human population here and worldwide
suggests that most of the roughly 5% of Alaska's area that is
suited to agriculture should be reserved fo. that purpose. This
will leave the vast majority of Alaska's landscape for other land
uses, including parks, mineral extraction, wilderness, industry,
forestry, communities, etc. Wilderness wildlife will have abun-
dant areas within which to exist apart from agricultural lands.
Moreover, many forms of nonwilderness wildlife will not only
be compatible with and coexist with agriculture, but many
species will be enhanced in health and numbers by the existence
of agriculture in Alaska.

Without healthy agriculture, transportation, manufactur-
ing, processing and other industries that provide jobs, taxes, and
other underpinnings to propel an economically healthy nation
and society, there can be no public funas to be used for wilder-
ness preservation and wildlife protection, managemeri*, and con-
servation. Human economic well-being and viable public pro-
grams for wildlife are inextricably linked.O
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INGREDIENTS COST OF INGREDIENTS OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3

1/81 market at the N"SOYBEAN BASE FISH BASE CRAB-FISH.BASF
RR yard in Fairbanks* Total Total Total
1b/7100 Cost 1b/7100 Cost 1b/7100 Cost
SOYBEAN MEAL $ 400/ton 11.6 $ 2.32 none none -
FISH MEAL $ 420/ton none 6.5 $ 1.37 4.0 8
CRAB MEAL $ 200/ton none none 6.3 $ 0.63
BARLEY $ 130/ton 85.4 $ 5.51 91.0 $ 5.92 88.7 $ 5.77
LIMESTONE $ 5.77/100 Ib 1.0 $ 0.58 1.0 $ 0.58 none
DICALCIUM PHOSPHATE $25.82/100 1Ib 1.0 $ 0.26 .5 $ 0.13 none
T. M. SALT $31.20/100 1Ib ) $ 0.16 .5 $ 0.16 ) $0.16
VITAMIN PREMIX $51.00/100 1b .5 $ 0.26 5 $ 0.26" .5 $ 0.26
ToTALS : (100 bs.  $9.09 ) 100 Ibs $ 8.42( 100 Ubs. $ 7.66

* Excludes RR handling fees and any other handling charges.
NOTE: It takes 630 Ibs. of mixed ration to raise a pig for market. Using the crab meal substitute results in
savings of $ 9.01 per hog/year. A farm of 3000 hogs could save about $ 27,000/year using the crab meal

mix (OPTION 3).



Recognizing that most USDA programs are designed to support the well-developed
agriculture of the lower A3 states ana not at all designed to assist either
in earicultural development, per se or agriculture as related tc high latitudinal
conditions of daylight, temperature, permafrost, etc., conditions existing
nowhere else under the American flag except Alaska, reality dictates that
unique program approaches are necessary to provide the assistance USDA is
mandated to provide to each state that will be useful, helpful, cost-effective,
and in the National interest. The following suggestions are provided to
assist in implementing a new USDA program in Alaska that would have these
aforementioned characteristics.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A NEW USDA PROGRAM IN ALASKA

1. 1Instruct all USDA agencies in Alaska to adopt a polic\ which says that
development of a new agricultural industry in Alaska in line with Alaska“s
stated goals and objectives 1is in the national interest.

2. Designate Alaska as a separate region of the US for purposes of agricultural
development.

3. Create a Special USDA Board comprised of all USDA agency heads in Alaska
under the direction of and responsible to the Secretary of Agriculture through
the Secretary®"s Program Representative in Alaska.

A. This Special USDA Board will cooperate with the Alaska Agricultural Action
Council to help achieve the goals and objectives in agricultural development
as officially adopted by the State of Alaska.

3. The USDAandthe State of Alaska will cooperatively staff the various
Service Centers listed in the report as need and dollars dictate.

6. Develop a cooperative agreement between the Slate and the USDA which will
allow interagency personnel transfers between slate and federal positions
with funding for salaries to come from either Stale or federal funding during
the temporary transfer with staff benefits hours of duty, vacation and leave,
etc. to be determined by the agency of original hire.

\ it

Charles F.
Consult sot
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Why 500,000 acres?

50,000/year - 10 years

Priorities

a. Export elevator, transfer facility, Delta Expansion
b. Red meat processing facility

Nenana

Unimak Island

Kenai

Kodiak

Aleutian Islands

c. Farm development projects, at:

Point Mackenzie Expansion

Galena - Yukon Flats

Kuskokwim & Yukon River Valleys

d. Village Gardening & Marketing Programs

While we have not been asked to assist in this program,

we're very willing to help in any way that we can.

Why hurry on elevator?

1. We have discussed this for three years and emphasized
its necessity as an essential key to the whoie project.
But not needed 'til 1981.

2. Last year, there was a verytight cap on thecapital
budget. Since this was an item that could wait until
this year, it was delayed.

3. We had the initial sales drawings and prices a year ago.

4. Co-op
13 carloads
16.000 acres
20.000 tons
No place for surplus

Markets

Domestic - 6,000 tons
World - 15,000 tons
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SE rfFENACTED EY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

THE ACT FOLLOWS OK PACE 1, LINE 9

Approved by the Governor: Ma% 31, 1979
Actual Effective Date: July ) 1979



AN ACT

Relating to agricultural development, and providing for an

effective date.

e Section 1. AS AA)) denied by .ddloj ,,,, ..cclon.'to reed,

ARTICLE 9. ALASKA AGRICULTURAL ACTIOH COUKCIL. _ o
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[Chapter 75 I

end travel expenses iron council funds.

Sec. 44.32.410. MEETINGS. The council shall schedule regular
ceet-.oga during thn year, and may hold special meetings upon the call of
the chairman or four members of the council.

Sec. 44.33.415. QUORUM. Three members of the council constitute e
quorum. An affirmative vote of at least hrec member* it necessary to
approve any action of the council.

Sec. 44.33.420. POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE COU1CIL. (@) The coun—
cil has the power to

(1) adopt and amend bylaws for the management and regulation
of its affairs, and

(2) maintain an office et any place or places in the state.

() The council has the duty to

(1) hold public hearings in areas of the state considered for
agricultural development,

(2) evaluate the need for farm conservation plans for land
under agricultural production in the state,

(11 serve as coordinator for gathering information and data
relar to agriculture,

f4) recocmend appropriate activities for the promotion of
agriculture in the state,

(5) provide technical Information end make recommendations to

the commissioner of natural resources regarding the clnneiilcttlon of

state land having a potential for agricultural use,

(6> act as administrator of the Delta agricultural develop—
ment project i<id any other agricultural development project authorised
under AS 4a.J3.425,

(7) contract for the clearing, draining and breaking of

agricultu: "and located in the Delta agrlc< “tural development project,

-7- FCCSSB 14
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c)

7!

(6) contract with the owners of land prepared foe agricul —

tural use under (7) of this subsection for reimbursement to the str e of
the cost of the clearing, draining and breaking of the landi

(9) contract for the construction of access roads in tV
Delta agricultural development projecti

(10) conduct studlea and carry out experimental and pilot
projects to develop markets for agricultural products produced in the
statei and

(11) recommend legislation to the governor to Improve agri-—
cultural development in the state.

Sec. 44.33.425. AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS. (a) Eefore”
January 15 of each year the council shall report to the governor end the
legislature concerning the activities of the council during the cunent
fiscal year. The report shall centals recommendations for the develop—
ment cf agriculture in the state during the next fiscal year.

(b) Aw. agricultural development project recommended under (a) of
thi6é section cay not be implemented unless authorized by lav The
report recul®xo by (a) of this section shall include recommended legis—
lation _ftich

(1) sets out the type of agricultural development to b«
acccolished and, if state land Is tn be developed for agricultural
produf*on. describes the oundaries of the land to be developedi

(2) defines specific tasks to be performed by appropriate
state agencies to the extent the tasks are identifiable at that tlmei
ar.d

(3) grants to the council sufficient authority to Insur*_

cooperation jof all state agencies™involve” in the implementation, of-the
agricultural development project.

Sec. 44,33.450.
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(1) “"council” means the Alaska Agricultural Action Council

) "Delta agricultural development project” means the state-
funded program to develop agricultural land located in the Big Delta,
Tenana Loop region for the production of small grains and other related
agricultural produces.

* Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the terms rf office specified for members of
the AlaskaAgricultural Action Council in AS 44.33.400(c). enacted 1in sec. 1
of thisAct. the term, of the first appointees shall be one nenber se. g a
term ending June 30, 1960, one member serving a term ending June 30, 1981,
one member aerving a term ending June 30, 1982, one member serving a term
tnd.ng June 30, 1983, and one member serving t term ending June 30, 1984.

. 3. AS 39.50.200(9) la amended by adding a new subparagraph to
I "read
(QQ) Alaska Agricultural Action Council.
Sec. Thia Act tcrminatea July 1, 1984.

Sec. This Act t,kea effect July 1, 1979.






DELTA EXPANSION PROJECT

The Agricultural Action Council is recommending to the legislature that the
Delta Expansion Project lottery be held September 1, 1981. It will encompass
approximately 55,000 acres total, with 45,000 acres of the land located on the north
and east boundaries of the established Delta Agricultural Project. An additional
10,000 acres is west of Delta Junction and located on the west bank of the Delta River.
As with the original Delta Project, only tract sizes capable of supporting economically
viable operations will be considered and detailed farm plans with development
schedules will be required to qualify for the lottery.

In order to promote the best usage of natural resources all tracts with identifiable
stands of commercial value added to the price of the land. The tract owner will then

become responsible for the management or harvest of those timber stands.

FEATURE OF THE MONTH

The Alaska Agricultural Action Council is
proud to introduce Mike Gilleland, Planning Coordi—
nator. In addition to his other qualifications,

Mike adds a special touch to his duties as a

staff member because he"s actually been a farmer

in Wauseon, Ohio. Like® many people, his first

visit to Alaska was courtesy of the United States
Air Force. After serving in the military, Mike
returned to Ohio to manage a fertilizer plant

for Sohio and to concentrate on his dream - farming

Mike started farming part-time with 40 acres
of land and milking 25 cows. Three years later,
in 1970, he expanded his herd to 60 cows, leased
another 610 acres, and went full time farming. In 1976, "due to escalating land costs
and the high cost of expansion, "Mike sold his farm, moved to a new ag-..cultural
frontier, and started a new dream - Farming in Alaska.

Since coming to Alaska, Mike has contributed so much to Alaska®"s agricultural
development. He knows how hard it is to farm because he"s actually farmed at Delta
Junction. Ho knows how critical the infrastructure is and how important it is to
work together because for a short time, he managed the Alaska Farmers Cooperative, Inc.
Presently, as an employee of the Alaska AgriculturalActionCouncil, Mike coordinates
the State®s grain marketing, works with various farmerorganizations, and advises to
the Ag. Council in many areas. IT Alaska agriculture can attract people like Mike

Gilleland to our state, it is already a success!



CONGRATULATIONS TO ALASKA FARMERS COOPERATIVE, INC.!
FERTILIZER PLANT

On December 8, 1980, Cenex Construction
turned over the keys for a new 6,000 ton
fertilizer plant to Alaska Farmers Cooperative,
Inc. in Delta Junction. This facility has an
eight hour through-put capacity of 80 tons bagged
material and 400 tons bulk. The ability tc move
this amount of fertilizer will substantially
reduce the waiting time that interior farmers
have experienced in past years.

fr'JVThe construction contract for this plant was
sigﬁgd in Augu;t with a promised completion
i|schedule of 120 days. The facility was actually
jfinished in just 100 days. Cenex Construction
Division", %he érime contractor on the job, g-ive
much credit for the speedy completion to the*iocally hired contractors and laborers iho
c i most of the actual work. j”

The opening of this neWLTagjlipﬁ‘fstgst«the first step in providing high quality
plant foods at the lowest possibleunit cost to the farmer. The many problems involved
ip the transportation network a[e the next targets.

In order to provide aJ econgmgcal link between the railroad shipmer Zs of bulk
fertilizer and the plant in Delta Junction, a transfer facility will need to be built.
This unit will have the capability to receive and store several rail cars of material
which will then be loaded onto bulk trucks, as available, for the final leg of the
trip to Delta.

One more aspect of fertilizer economics that must be addressed is lime. Witn the
inherent acidity of Alaskan soils lime is needed toraise the phup to a level that
provides the most efficient use of appli*. fertilization. There have been several deposits
of suitable materials identified in Alaska and work will have toproceed soon ongetting

those made available for use and obtaining the necessaryequipment forprocessing and

application.



LEGISLATION

It*s still early for the 1981 legislative process, but it appears this will
be a very crucial year for Alaskan Agriculture. Production from the first phase
of the Delta Project is to the point that the critical infrastructure segments of
transportation, processing, and export capability must be dealt with. In addition
to requesting funding for a livestock processing facility and a grain export terminal,
the Agricultural Action Council also intends to support the expansion of the Delta
Project and the creation of a state 1ide grain marketing system.

An interesting point to ponder - Of all the major agricultural appropriations
since 1977, greater than 86 percent have been loan monies which will be returned to
the State with interest! The direct appropriations were for roads, environmental

studies, administration, and several grants for village gardening projects.

TEST CLEARING ON POINT MACKENZIE

The economic development of Alaska®s renewable resources, including forests, is a
major goal of the Agricultural Action Council. This has not been an easy task when
considering the complexity of multiple resources, the lack of qualified information, and
the controversial nature of this emotional issue.

In an attempt to determine the most efficient land clearing methods which will
benefit both agriculturalist and utilize the wood, the Ag. Council has undertaken a
toot clearing operation on the Point MacKcnzie Project. Upon completion, chain-down will
have been effective on 720 acres, raking and stacking on 425 (at varying push-intervals
to determine cost efficiencies) and 60 to 80 acres will have been sheared without chaining
Forty (40) acres have also been left tc complete in the spring of 1981 to compare spring
costs vs. winter costs. Additionally, some land will be left in a chained-down
condition to determine the feasibility of salvaging logs for utilization by several
local timber operations.

Homcsiten and wood lots of 40 acres each have been left standing on each parcel
as well has natural-forest windbreaks at 660 feet intervals. Contrary to a grossly
erroneous report published by the Anchorage Times, this test clearing work is not being
done on parcels where salvageable timber exists.

With the test clearing near completion, it appears that clearing can be accomplished
at a cost of $240 - $300 per acre as compared to earlier quotes as high as $2,200 per

acre. Thi3 will amount to a considerable savings for both the State and farmers.
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House of Representatives

Committee on Resources

Terry Gardiner, Co-Chairman Pouch V
Fred F. Zharoff, Co-Chairman State Capitol
465-3715 Juneau, Alaska 99811
MEMO
TO: House R iree Committee Members
FROM: Rep. Terry Gardinern~.n =
Rep. Fred Zharoff
DATE: March 2, 1981
RE: Agriculture hearings.

Attached 1is information regarding the Resource Committee"s
Agriculture overview hearings. Please review these materials
prior to our 3PM meeting and bring this packet with you to
the hearing. Today"s hearing will be held in the Court
Building, Court Room A.

A packet of information will be given each committee member
prior to each hearing. I hope you will review each day"s
materials prior to the hearing.

MW



House of Representatives

Committee on Resources

Terry Gardiner, Co-Chairman Pouch V
Fred F. Zharoff, Co-Chairman State Capitol
465-3715 Juneau, Alaska 99811

AGRICULTURE HEARINGS

House Resources Committee

Monday; March 2, 1981 3PM Court Room A

Schedulled Speakers: Rep. Pappy Moss

Bob Palmer - Coordinator Special
Projects, Covernor®s Office;
Alaska Agricultural Action Council

Bob Pollock - Executive Director
Alaska Agricultural Council

Nick Carney - Director, Division of
Agriculture, Dept, of Nat. Resources

Art. Davidson - Agricultural Land
Plainer, Dept, of Nat. Resources

James Fisher - U.S. Dept, of Agriculture

Doug McClain - S & K Farms, Delta Junction

Rep. Brain Rogers

Bill Ward - Vice President, Kenai
Peninsula Stockcrowers Association

Tuesday; March 3, 1981 3PM House Resources
Issues which will be addressed:
Financing

Research and Education
Red Meat Industry



House .of Representatives
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I(:I’;yFGa;:;:e;: Cg'cchha'ir;nma”n AGRICULTURE HEARINGS Pouch V
ed ort, Lo-khatrma Proposed schedule State Capitol
465-3715 Juneau, Alaska 99811
MONDAY MARCH 2, (3-5 pm)* Court Rm. A
"OVERVIEW -Bob Palmer, Governor®*s Office

-Bob Pollock, AK Ag. Action Council
-Nick Carney, Art Davidson, DNR, Div. of Ag.
-James Fisher, USDA, Coop Ext. Service

TUESDAY MARCH 3 (3-5 pm)
FINANCING -ARRC
-CFAB

-DNR Ag Revolving Loan Fund
-Gregg Engellant, AK Grain Exchange, farmer

RESEARCH & EDUCATION
-Dr. James Drew, U of A
Wildlife/Fish & Game

RED MEAT INDUSTRY
-DNR
-Bob Pollock, Ag Action Council

WEDNESDAY MARCH 4 (3-5 pm) TELECONFERENCE

DELTA I & 11 -DNR
-Ag Action Council
-Rep. Pappy Moss
-Adrian Fredrich, Ak Farmer®s Coop.
-Don Quarberg, Coop Ext agent in Delta
.Bison problems/Fires
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PT. MCKENZIE -DNR
-Ag Action Council

dNENANA-TOTCHAKET
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- Mayor Jack Coghill, Jerry Smetzer, Nenana
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VILLAGE AGRICULTURE
-Jimmie Farmer, Koyukon Develop. Corp.

-Penelope Horter, Kuskokvim Native Assoc.

SMALL SCALE AGRICULTURE
-Rep. Brian Rogers .

*?acific Standard Time

Location of Hearings; House Resources Committee Rm., Juneau unless otherwise Tosted.
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Orexport marketing

The Japanese Food Agency has given verbal
approval for shipments of Alaska barley lo
Japan as long as the project is competitive
in price and quality. No such approval is
necessary for Alaska rapcseed.

There is no question Japan is the prime
Oriental market for Alaska agricultural
products with Korea and Taiwan a distant
second or third, respectively. The Japanese
market for all the various crops on which
Alaska will concentrate—barley, rapcseed,
forage, and buckwheat—are such that mar-
ket size will not be restricted to future
growth. Percentages of those markets which
Alaska can foreseeably capture will not he
of such a magnitude as to cause present
large producers in other regions much concert.
The Japanese market Is firm enough to he
used as a basis for establishing an industry,
llr forecasted increase in barley ‘.onsumplion
is sufficient, for a new supplier to capture
iliis trend market yet avoid eroding Cana-
dian and Australian quotas.

Growth in Japanese demand for rapeseed
will probably not he as rapid as that fur
barley. However. Alaska has one major

advantage with this crop. Canada is Japan’s
only major supplier and the Japanese will
benefit from the ertry of new competi-
tion into the rapeseed market. The small
quality of rapeseed lo be produced in Alaska
from the Delta project should have very
little, if any, impact on wo.dd price.

To operate at best advantage in the Japanese
market, the design of the marketing system
for both barley and rapeseed should consider
the following:

(1) This is a new project in an area
with no past history of production. To
build credibility in a market discussion,
it is necessary to foster confidence that the
project will enjoy government support and,
therefore, will stand a sound chance of
providing the desired consistent supply of
quality product. Government control and
backing in marketing is one way of convinc-
ing buyers of the sincerity of our efforts.
This is especially important in the first few
years until we reach the point where we have
established a level of production and a track
record.

(2) Much of Japan’s present negotiations
for grain and oilseed arc with government
agencies in the exporting countries.

(3) The Japanese buyer could work

through a private trader, cooperative, or
pool.

(4) Quantity and quality must he main-
tained.

(5) Price must he competitive.

(6) An effective market can only he
developed slowly, and must begin years
ahead of large-scale production. We were
able to discuss market possibilities with the
highest levels of government officials, prin-
cipally due to contacts made by the hired
consultant.! 1 It is precisely this type of
information, contacts, and track record we
must continue to develop.

(7) The grain export business is highly
competitive. Care must he taken that Alaska
obtain and develop the best expertise avail-
able.

(8) Small marketing volumes do not
appear to he a restrictive factor.

I'1Agritrade International, Inc.-Janies Hutchinson.



The Korean market for Alaska products,

in contrast to that of Japan, is not substan-

tial. A substantial Korean market should
develop in the future, and there will certainly
he sporadic Korean markets which Alaska
could satisfy. To ignore Korea as a market
because of the relatively poor immediate
outlook would be shortsighted. Prudence
dictates that the State needs to keep in-
formed, to achieve and maintain possible
market contacts, and to be alert to the
possibility of taking advantage of any sudden
Korean buying needs.

The significant points regarding the Korean
market as it relates to Alaska's export market
potentials arc:

(1) The intermittent and sporadic nature
of the Korean market makes it unwise to
base development of an Alaskan agricultural
industry to satisfy that market.

(2) Alaska, as part of United States,
would have an inside track lo such markets
when they do exist because of the historical
Korean reliance on the U.S.

(3) The type of marketing structure
will not he a major factor in sales to Korea.

Q) The Koreans suffer from a lack
handling (docksidc) and storage capabilities.
Much of their grain is handled hy the most
rudimentary of methods.

Because of the extreme distance, Ihe bar-

ley marketing agreement which presently is
in effect and the Taiwanese lack of interest

in rapeseed, it appears Taiwan can only be-

come a market for a developed, proven,
unique product such as hulless or high-pro-
tein barley.

recommendations

The major objective of a marketing struc-

ture is to create a mechanism so crops can
lie marketed to Ihe best advantage of farmers.
For the Delta project, a case can he made
for government involvement at least in tlx*
beginning years of th'ldevelopment effort.
Why is a government board preferred to

private sector marketing? In our opinion,
private sector marketing is less desirable in
the early years of the project because it does
not provide for a guaranteed market, may
not offer for sale identified Alaska barley or
rapeseed to foreign markets, and may require
substantial effort by project farmers to
establish the marketing system. These would
be provided by a Slate marketing board.

To organize a board, Delta farmers should
petition the State legislature lo enact a
statute allowing for a quasi-government agency
(public corporation) to be formed to pur-
chase all grain not used on the producer’s
farm and to be responsible for handling,
storage, transport, and selling of the crops.
After this has been enacted into law, the
affected farmers should be given the right to
vote lo accept the board concept. A statu-
tory requirement should also be included in
the legislation which would provide for the
farmers to reconsider the marketing board
approach every three to five years. Such a
provision would provide the vehicle for the
farmers to take over the marketing aspect
as they gain expertise and confidence in

of their ability and as their production problems

arc resolved.

Governmental involvement in marketing
has already begun. In the fall of 1977, a
State government mission was sent to the
Orient to ascertain possible lcceptance
of Alaska grain and oilseed crops and if
possible, to arrange for test marketing for
the 1970 and 1979 crop seasons. That mission
resulted in a verbal agreement to test market
up to 9,000 tons of Alaska barley and rape-
seed in Japan from the 1978 crop. The test
marketing should benefit both buyers and
sellers. It establishes a marke* for production
from both small and large farmers. This
market is based on world market conditions.
The mo t obvious major benefit of this
State action is that Alaska farmers do not
have lo vorry about marketing their crop
once it his been produced. My 1980, when
as many as 22 new full-time large-scale
farmers associated with the Delta project
begin producing grain and oilseed, a State

16



marketing effort might serve to reduce
concern Ol finding markets for the crops.
Test marketing also establishes Alaska as a

source of supply and will identify transporta-

tion and other market difficulties before

larger quantities of grain and oilseed are

marketed.
After the mission,

return of the trade

farmers in Alaska (primarily in the Delta '

area) were made aware thatlthey could
receive the world market price for barley
and rapeseed in 1978. We recommend that
the Stale buy the two crops and organize
transport, handling, and marketing. The
Japanese purchaser would he able to procure
the two commodities at specified Alaska
tidewater ports. Further, we recommend a
grain pool be organized so that each farmer
is paid according to quality and quantity
delivered.

These recommendations imply that the
State of Alaska will he functioning as a
marketing board for 1978 lesi marketing.
The 1979 test marketing should operate in
the same manner. The formal transition to
a State marketing board by 10 later than
1980 would be necessary to legalize the
test markcts-markcting board approach lo
grain and oilseed
reign.

After its creation, the board could work
with a private grain-trading firm lo sell the
crops. In this manner, it could obtain access
to world market information arid still provide
a guaranteed market for Alaska farmers.

Who will pay Ihe, marketing coy|? Under
any system, the price the farmers received
would lie a combination of domestic and

foreign market prices less the cost of mar-

keting and transportation. Unless and until
the volume is large enough to enable the
farmer lo absorb the marketing costs, these
costs may prove to he prohibitive. A partial

State subsidy for marketing and transporta-

tion costs may be. necessary in tlx* first few
years of the Delta project to reduce marketing
costs if they are substantially above industry
standard.-. It is Ol belief that the hoard

1/

sales—domestic and fo-

concept, by maximizing volume through the
system, would minimize the required sub-
sidy and hasten the arrival of that time when
volume would permit such a subsidy to
become unnecessary.

some final thoughts.

If a marketing board concept is used for
the Della project, a major effort must be
made lo develop marketing expertise in the
Stale. This effort should have four facets.
First is tin- organization of an intelligence
network and personnel-training program aimed
at becoming knowledgeable about the grain
trading business throughout the world. This
should include studying supply and demand
fluctuations and price and market trends
as well as the mechanics and intricacies of
international trailing. The second step toward
this goal, and a vital part of it, is retention of
a consulting firm to give advice on interna-
tional grain  marketing. Third, the State
should adopt a policy of sending representa-
tives on at least one annual visit to Japan
and other buying countries in order to main-
tain contacts and develop expertise in nego-
tiating with those governments. Fourth, a
continuing effort must also be made to
explore the possibility of future arrangements
with private grain traders to sell crops, to
gain information, or lo acquire expertise.
As the first step in this direction, we suggest
representatives of leading international grain-
trading firms be. invited to Alaska in the fall
of 1'178, after the test marketing is com-
pleted, for the purpose of discussing possible
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SUMMARY AND OUTLINE

In 1976, Governor Hammond announced that a ma&jorgoal of State government was to encourage the
economic development of renewable resources, including agriculture. He set up the following goals;

‘broadening tho economic base of the Stfxte throu,?h agricultural production;
stabilizing Teal food costs by mcre,a,smgz ocal foQ. ,

jFrowdlng alternative joh opPor,tunmes hrough expanded agriculture;

mproving, rural life {/d,eve oplnq an economic base through agricutture;
"assisting in meeting national goals of Increased food production for world needs.

In 1977, the Alaska State Legislature allocated the first fundln(r] toward ihe goals of develo,?,mg a self-

sustaining commercial agricultural industry. Since that time, each fegislature has approved additional fund-

Ing, several lma{or projects have been started and more are glanne , Deginning inrastructure facilities are

under cons.'uction, and many other activities have been t

marize many <f those actmtuis, analyze rPJast events, and locus both on the r[])resent and the futuro.
Agriculture is t tremendously diverse in ,u,strly,,b,ut yet Vtally interdepende

centrate on any one individual sector, but initial ¢

ment. It js not only important to i'o a good job ofhplannlng Individual elements of the systom but to plan

how each separaté element will coordinate with the entiré system.

This report'is dividod inéo several sections, each conflsng of a summary discu?sion, outline of past pro-

gress, curront status, and recommendations of the Alaska Agricultural Council for tho future.

Alaska Agricultural Action Council Pago
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980 ACHIVIEIES..convrrvrvrcrrs g,
981 L?g|slat|ve Recommendations for Agriculture..
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3. Transportation

ol

o, Livestock Processing...

b. % sqlon

1 NOD= PIOJOCE FAIMIANUS ....vrseeeeeeeeesseeresseesssssssseesssesesssssssessssesessessssssesssssssssessessssssessssssssssssssssessssree
g

4. Groin ond Fertilizer.... .
Research ond Exten
Aglricultural Activities not undor jurisrli lion of Agricultural Action Council
oy

king place.”This Yeport will attempt to sum-

\dent. It wuuld be easy to con-
itIs critical to maintain on “overall approach” to'develop-

MAJOR 1980 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

A. Delta Agricultural Project
1. Land clearing
a. 54,000 acres of timber knocked down
b. 37.000 acres of timber piled
2. Land in production
a. 9,000 project acres, 4,000 non-project acres—the total doubled the
1979 production (new State recordl|
3. Entire 1979 grain production sold in-state
4. Barley feed trials with reindeer started
5. Exported 15 tons barley for Japanese feeding trial
6. Major world-class fertilizer plant completed
7. Utility road improvement completed (Hanson Road)
8. Farmer owned and controlled grain marketing system established
9. First major swine operation started
10. Two doiries bogan operation
11. Beef cattle population doubled
12. Major grass-seed operation started

B. Point MacKenzie Agricultural Project
1. Entire project surveyed and plattod
2. Accoss rood systom connecting all farms complotod
3. Qualification and disposal process complotod

C. Delia Agricultural Projoct Expansion
1. Projoct area identified ond survey started

D. Nonana
1. Initial feasibility studios for transportation, livestock and vogotnblo produc-
tion woro implemented.



As directed by the State Legislature, the Alaska Agricultural Action Council is involved in
many areas of the State's agricultural development. Following is not only 8 summary of the
Council's 1980 activities, but an indication o' the complexity of this type of development:

1

10.

11.

Marketing—Research and coordination of test marketing programs and any

other areas of state agriculture marketing involvement.

a. Assist in organizino a state-wide marketing system and related functions
(processing and transportation);

b. Investigate r aw markets for Alaskan agricultural products;

c. Maintain contact with "Lower 48" and world markets to remain informed of
pricing direction and market trends.

Transportation

a. Promote and coordinate State's efforts to set up an agricultural transporta-
tion system;

b. Work with all modes of transportation (truck, rail, air) and the facilities to
complement the system.

Research and Extension—Promote and review agricultural research and exten-

sion.

Financial —Maintain contact with various agricultural financial institutions and

encourage tho development of private financing.

Livostock—Coordinate efforts to expand State livestock industry in processing,

transportation and marketing.

Energy Coordination

a. Investigate and encourage alternate energy programs for agriculture,
especially tho best use of the biomass to be cleared from tho farm tracts.

Farmer Contact

a. Provide assistance to vorious farmer organizations.

Public Rotations-Coordinate a detailed plonnod program aimed ot informing and

educating the general public about agriculture in general and Alaskan agriculture

specifically.

Contracts Administration-Administor contracts involving projoct implementa-

tion, land cloarlng, road construction, transportation system, marketing pro-

grams, state oquipment and facility construction.

Intorgovornmental Coordination - Maintain communication botwoen various

Fodornl und Stoto agricultural doportmonts, i.e., SCS, ASCS, USDA, AMS, CES, etc.

Legislation

a. Mako recommendations on oxisting and propcsod legislation;

b. Provido assistance on agricultural legislation;

c. Maintain contact with "Lowor 48" ngricjiturol groups, both Fodorol und
Stato

MEETINGS

The Council had 21 scheduled meetings during 1980. The dates and locations were as

follows:

DATE

January 14, 1980
January 29, 1980
February 8, 1980
February 22, 1980
March 13, 1980
March 28, 1980
April 10, 1980
April 24, 1980
May 12, 1980
June 6,1980

June 27, 1980
July 11, 1980

July 25, 1980
August 13, 1980
August 14, 1980
September 12, 1980
September 29, 1980
Octobor 16, 1980
Octobor 31,1 980
Docember 8, 1980
Docombor 2.1, 1980

LOCATIOfJ
Juneau
Anchorage
Juneau
".nchorage

Delta Junction

Anchorage
Juneau

Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorago
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorago
Palmer

Anchorago
Anchorcge
Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorago
Anchorage
Anchorage

PUBLIC HEARINGS

In addition, thoro woro six public hoarings hold on vorious projocts undor consideration by tho

Agricultural Action Council.

DATE LOCATION
March 13, 1980 Dolta Junction
August 13, 1980 Palntor
August 14, 1980 Anchorago
August 29, 1980 Nenana
Octohor 6, 1980 Fairbanks
Octobor 8, 1980 Soldotno

r 30JECT UNDER CONSIDERATION

Dolta Expansion
Point MacKonzio
Point MacKonzio

Nonana Agricultural Duvulopmont

Point MacKonzio
Point MacKonzio



MISCELLANEQUS ACTIVITIES ACCOMPLISHED IN 1980*

1. Appointment of Export-Transportation Committee

2. Consultant Services of George Figdor (Develop a documentary slide presentation
of agricultural development)

3. Consultation Services of Ray Fendenheim (Transportation)

4, Chairman's Trip to Australia and New Zealand

5. Participation of AAAC in Deltana Fair in Delta Junction

6. Participation of AAAC in Tanana Fair in Fairbanks

7. Invitation to (and acceptance by) the State Board of Forestry to serve as an

Advisory Committee to determine the best use of tho biomass growing on lands
scheduled to be put into agricultural production
8. Visit of three agricultural consultants to Delta to organize Alaska
Grain Exchange
9. Participation with Pacific Northwest Grain and Feed Dealers

10. Participation with Canadian Institute of Agriculture

11. Marketing Symposium

12. Met with Nicholson, Incorporated on Wood Utilization

13. Feeding Trails in Hokkaido

14. Reindeer Feeding

15. Interior Development Conference in Fairbanks

16. Governor's Visit to Delta Ag Project

17. Lieutenant Governor's Visit to Delta Ag Project

18. Argentina Attache's Visit to Delta Ag Projoct

19. Denmark Attache's Visit to Delta Ag Project

20. Various Tours of agricultural projects
a. Successful Farming magazine
b. Time-Life

21. Donated grain to Future Formers of America

22. Donated grain to Fairbanks Kiwonas for Waterfowl Projoct

REIMBURSABLE SERVICES AGREEMENTS

Univorsity of Alaska for hydrologicnl/motoorological studios at Point MacKonzio, Nonona ond
Dolta.

DNR for Point MccKonzio Projoct Planning Costs.

DNR for Preliminary Survoy of Ag Lands in Nonona Area.

DNR for Codastral Survey of Point MacKonzio.

Contract with Matanuska-Susitna Bcrough for Point MacKonzio Road Construction.

Offico of tho Govornor for Dolta Ag Dovolopmont Documontary.

DCED for Preparation of Proposal to DOE to Fund n Phased Progrom to Continuo Biomass
mtllizctlon Study.

DNR to Fund Collocting Ag St ristics from 1979 Crop Year.

Univorsity of Alaska for Policy Info motion Noods.

Hanson Road Construction.

concerning to livnlu*. activities evatleMe upon reriueit

1981 AGRICULTURAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The Alaska Agricultural Action Council was created by Chapter 75, SLA 1979, First Ses-
sion, Eleventh Alaska Legislature. AS44.33.425 (a) states

"Before January 15 of each year the council shall report to the governor and the legislature
concerning the activities of the council during tha current fiscal year.

The report shall contain recommendations for the development of agriculture in the state dur
ing the next fiscal year."

The Council's dutios as charged by the legislature range from coordination of agricultural
data collection, recommendation of agricultural promotion activities and land classification to
the administration of the Delta Agricultural Project and any other agricultural development pro-
jects as authorized. In addition, the council is charged with the clearing, draining, and breaking
of land located in the Delta Agricultural Project and any other project authorized under
AS44.33.425.

The Council is mandated to report to the Legislature annu.- , v..m recommendations for one
or more agricultural projects; to propose legislation identifying the tasks of various state agen-
cies necessary to accomplish the development project; and to propose legislation granting to
the Council sufficient authority to insure cooperation of all state agencies involved in the im-
plementation of tho agricultural development project.

Considering the critical timeliness and need for orderly progression of agricultural develop-
ment, tho Alaska Agricultural Action Council recommends to the governor and the legislature
the following itoms.

1. Appropriation forfinal phase of land clearing cn Dolta Agricultural Project

2. Appropriation to continue administration and provide two Items of specialized
land preparation equipment for Point MacKenzie Agricultural Project

Expansion of the Dolta Agricultural Projoct

Construction of alivestock slaughter and processing facility
Construction of aGrain Export Terminal

Implementation of a stato-wldo groin marketing systom

Reenactment of tho Stato’s Homesteading Credit

© N o o A~ W

Continuation of Nenana feasibility, environmental baseline studies, ond pro-
joct development

9. Implementation of a program to compensate farmers for bison damage,



IN TERMS OF DOLLARS: The Alaska State Legislature has earmarked several mil,'ion dollars
to begin the development of expanded agriculture in the Delta and Point MacKenzie Projects.
Over the next several years, private and State sources are expected to invest as much as 100
million dollars in a statewide development program. Most of the state funding will be loan
money.

IN TERMS OF LAND: Right now, there are about 34,000 acres of land in agricultural produc-
tion in Alaska compared to only 7,000 acres in 1978. By contrast, the State of Rhode Island
has 23,000 acres. The Delta Project will put 50,000 acres of new land into production by
1983. By 1990, the timetable calls for at least 500,000 acres to be in cultivation. And for long
term thinkers—out of Alaska's 378,165,760 acres, 20 million acres have been identified for
potential cropland production.

IN TERMS OF JOBS: Agriculture doesn't have the glamour of gold or oil, but neither does it
have the boom and bust cycle 've've experienced in both. It offers steady, long term jobs for
Aleskans, not only in direct agricultural employment, but in the support businesses as well that
will grow up around agriculture on a local level; direct jobs such as farmers and farm hands,
mechanics and elevator operators, and secondary support jobs such as grocery stores, hard-
ware stores, and barber shops.

IN TERMS OF SELF-SUFFICIENCY: Right now, we import about 95 percent of all our food.
It's high priced and oftentimes less than Grade "A" quality. A basic competitive feed grain in-
dustry will encourage a competitive livestock industry within the State. Once the basic support
systems are set up, other forms of agriculture will be competitive such as vegetables, potatoes,
and milk. Locally produced agricultural commodities will dampen the upward spiral of prices
and wi" insure fresher meat and produce. Currently, it is estimated that Alaska has a four-day
supply of food. Can Alaska afford to be so dependent on such a fragile supply system?

IN TERMS OF PEOPLE: Alaska has been buffeted by a boom and bust economy since the gold
rush Agriculture, properly organized on a competitive scale, can do a great deal to smooth out
that chaotic cycle by introducing long term stable economic benefits in jobs, increased self-
sufficiency, ond in stabilized prices.

.t's not going to be done by magic. It will be people who will build the now homes and till tho
soil. It will be people who will plan and organize the complex management and logistics system
that modern agriculturo requires, it will be people who will work tho support jobs in Alaskan
communities. It's people, with o lot of dreams, doing a whole lot of hard work, that will make
expanded agriculture a positive force in Alaska's economy—How big a deal is that? Wo think
it's a pretty big deal. Wo believe agriculture will become tho dominant industry in Interior
Alasko.

PEOPLE

ADMINISTRATION

INFRASTRUCTURE
EXTENSION
REGULATION
RESEARCH
ENERGY LAND
FINANCING
MARKETING
SUBSISTENCE
FARMING LIVESTOCK
VEGETABLES PRODUCTION

THE BEGINNING OF A STABLE ECONOMIC BASE PROVIDING JOBS
AND FOOD FOR ALASKANS
BY ALASKANS



