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PURPOSES

This study is designed as a provisional but comprehensive evalu-
‘ation of the current situation and economic potential of agricultural

developmeﬁt in Alaska. IFS broad objectives are as follows;—

(1) To define the physical production capacity and agriéulture
potential in Alaska by region. |

(2) To estimate current and expected costs of production for
these fegions and respective product groups.

(3) To analyze conditions influéncing demand for its agricultural
products,; including foreign markets,‘and to eétiméte resident
levels of consumption for selected products.

(4) To delineate processing, mé}keting and logi%pic costs for

| these products.

(5) To appraise the competitive position of Alaskan Agricultural

| enterprises, present and anticipated. |

(6) To indicate, when appropriate, the logical public policies
toward agricultu?al development in Alééka, including the more

.o~

productive types of research.

The study repr;éents the combined effprfs of the University of

© Alaska, the Economic Research Service of the United States Department
of Agriculture and many cooperating federai and state aéencies; A wide
variety of experts and specialists have provided véluablg informatioﬁ.
In large part, the finished project is a situation énalysis which
depends principally upon ingormation alreadyAavailéble from public

sources. This body of information was supplemented 1iberally>by

unpublished studies available principally from the Alaska Agricultural




Experiment Station in Palmer, Alaska, and from fiéld’interviews. ‘Thé
interviews-were for the purpose of evalﬁating public policies affecting
agriculture. Discussions Qere conducted with farm managers and know-
ledgable persons concefning agriculturai development_in order to ascertain
alternati&e points of view.. Once these .activities were completed, the
major function of the study ﬁasbto.place the information in balanced
~econonic perspective, indicating the loéical conclusions and implications..
The study is organized into seven chapters, follbwed by appendixes
and bibliography. Chapter I1 summarizes the study and discusées the
conclusions. Cﬁaptef I1I covers tﬁe land resources and typeé of soil
in the state. Marketing and the current publié policy affecting the
‘producing sector is covered in Chaptgr IV. Types of farms and products,
cost and reéenue conditions are examined in Chépter Vvand VI. Iﬂ Chap—
ter VII,_the concluding chapter, Alaska's agricultural potentiél, éuﬁlic

policy, and development factors are discussed.

<
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- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The development of ggriculture in Alaské began, for all practiéal
purposes, with the establi§hment of the Alaska Agricuitufal Egperiment
Station in Palmer and the instigation of the Matanuska Coiony in 1935.
Even then, restrictive federal land;policies curtailed thé transfer of °
agricultural land to private persons. The principal method of'land. _
aéquisition hag been through homesteading, which has led directly ﬁo
'special‘problems in small averaée farm size, a large .number of ﬁon—

- commercial farmers and a significant extent of abseﬁtee‘ownership. These
: .- , . \
‘ historical conditions héve fostered several types of inefficiency.

A reviéw of the present federal and state land policies and an overall .
analysis of the suppiy of agricultural land indicate that there is no
sighificgnt and overall land shortage. Weather conditions, a poor trans-
portation network and the unclearéd condition of much of the suitabie land

. 7 )

acreage represent barriers to developing many potentially suitgble regions.
State land disposition regulations positively encourage the de&elopment

of agricultural enterprises, althdugh borough planning, zoningAaﬂd tag
policies have often been restrictive éndkunclear.

An evaluation of land cébability reveals that Alaska:ié,teéhnicglly
able to produce satisfagtory yields of large-voluﬁes of marketable'Cfops,'
and many .kinds of farmi;g could be economically profitablg.‘“HdweQér, in

1967 there were only about 100 commercial farms in the state, none .of

which compared favorably with the diversified “big business" agricultural




enterprises in other states. A broad agricultural base has not matgrialized
in Alaska, in spite of concentrated investments of both public ana.privatei
funds, becuése of severalblimiting factors: soil and climafic conditions
which affected crop feasibility; small in-state markets with active price
and marketing competition from outside producers; insufficient and expensive
finanecing; and lack of managerial training and gackgrounda

As a result, certain fypes of agriculture were never attempted in a
feasible fashion, and other types could not.have de&elopea and become self-
‘sustaining. Mgny of these types of farmingAand processing, though‘feasible,
probably will &epend upon a high degree of initial féchnical énd financial
assistance by thevfederal and étate governments.

The largest areas of accessible and productivé farm iand are found.in
the Maéanuska Valley, Tanéna Valley, Kenai area, Kodiag énd‘thé.Aleutian
Islands, and Western Alaska. The vast proportidn of commgrcial farming is
found in the Matanuska and Tanana Valleys, and these two areas represent
the nucleus for an expansion of the agricultural'secotr. In'the'past
decade, Alaskan farﬁ production increased slow1y, then declinéd ﬁore'A
recently. Farmers and processors havg virtuéi&y ceased 0perati£ns in South-~
eastern Alaska. A decline in the number of operators and value of,product
occurred in the Tanana Valley area; ranching in remotely situated areas
barely survived.

The sale of Alaskan-produced farm oufput is festricted to in-state
" urban and miiitary markets ét the present time. In thepsale.ofudéiry

Vproducts and fresh potatoes, Alaskan producers account for 40 to 50 pefcent

of local consumption, with smaller market shares in eggs, beef and fresh




VégetabIES.- Per capita consumption trends and a review Qf populatioﬁ
forecasts reveals that the present and projected demand for food is favorable
and will constitute a sufficient local market to justify an expansion in
certain types of farming and processing operatiqns; A variety-of‘new

types of farming, grazing, slaughtering and processing warrant additional
study based upon these estimates of the retail market potentiala- Sales of
agricultural products to other U. S. regions is unlikely, except for |
specialty products, suchvas grassbseed and seéd potatoes. Exports to\gther

.

countries are very real alternatives that may have a significant effectvon
livestock operéfions in the near futuré. ‘

The costg of farming and processing agricultural output in Alaska were
major areas of concern in the study. Available and simulated evidence
supports the conclusion that Alaskan agriculture has in many ways been
" placed at a competitive‘disadvantage in comparison to other U. S. regions. .
The most serioué cost problems are:

{1) Smallness of operations, limiting economies of scale.

(2) Seasonality and erratic supplies, restricting the extent of

]
]
1

annual operations.
(3) Higher relative éosts of.procuring equipment and supplies for
férmingAas compared with the costs éf shipping processéd fSOd into
the state. : ' |

(4) Inefficient and nqn~complementary transportation rates and
services by public and'private carriers within the state.

(5) Restrictive credit conditions.

(6) Inability to combine with other farmers for consolidated buying




‘and selling.

(7 Wide use of inefficient‘techniques and practices.

Notwithstanding these problems of capital and operatiﬁg ébsts.that
have inhibited growth of agriqulture in the state, some kinds of farming
and processing afe‘entirely,feasible at the presént time. A nucleus of
successful and efficlent farmers and processors does exist. In many
instances, the adopting of larger scale operations, although on a smaller
scale than observed in many competitor states, would easily permit Alaskan-
based farms to compete in local urban markets. Dependable fafm inputs for
: ;rocessiﬁg operations are occasionally lacking, but this shortcoming is -
entirely solvable. The wide use of better techniques of farm management
is mandator} and would provide sufficient profii incentives to encourage
a long term éxpansion of the agricultural sector.

Agriculturgl development efforts in Alaska must be concentrated on
feasible préjects which hold promise of loﬁg term survival.’ ItAis very
probaﬂle that by 1985 Alaskan farmers and processafs'could produce and market
60 to 80 per cent of urban in-state consumption of dairy prodﬂctg, fresh
potatoes.and eggs. There could be éignificant market share gaiﬁ;'for live-
stock, certain vegetables, forage crops and feed grains withiﬁ the decade.

However, farming and ranching in Alaska.wili not change rapidly or
by itself. Timé lags are expeéted in accomplishing detailed cost and
marketing studies, in acquiring financing for construction and in attrécting
managerial talent. All in all, the tiansformation frbm_thé.present

"primitive" small scale production system to a contemporary and competitive

compercial agriculture base should require less than 15 years. This growth




will not occur -unless the federal and state governments establish'and
carry out an inténsive? coordinated research and development program.
. Further, positive governmentai regulation, technical assistance and
financial support are neéessary to the orderly gnd efficient development .
of an agricultural ihdustry‘in Alaska. The most iﬁpgrtani required
governmental actions are:. |
(1) Investment in public transportation, storage and grading
facil'ities... |
(2) ImpFo§ement of governmental operated enterprises, such as
the Alaska Railroad and Alaska'Ferry System; where agricultural
commoditj rates, services and "exdepfion" status aré'got conducive
to development. » . R ST BN
(3) Actions which would lead to tariff reductions for in-state
tfanspbrtation, especially shipments from the more suitable farm
aréas to thé Anchorage and Fairbanks urban markets.)
(4) Financial assistance to specific kinds of agricultural enter-
prises, including corporations, on the basis of largef loan size
énd longer maturities than have prevailed historically.
(5) Funding of research, technical assistance and information
services to the agricultural sector to foster more rapid development.,
Agriqultural research should be orien£ed toward Ehe successful develop-
ment of commefcial industry,_whether utilizing prdven efficient téchﬁology.
from other regions or ﬁy experimenting with new methoas and.téchniques.
Cerfain specific types 6f rgséarch are, fherefore, absolutely necessary at

this time. " They include:




(1) Extensive cost evaluatiéﬁ of farminé'and processing in the stéte
on a product--by-product aﬁd regibnal bésis. Survéys sﬂould be deéignéd
on a basis cémparablé to projects conductedAin other states, with
.the specific purpose of supﬁlying relevant iqformation for inVestment
decisions.

(2) Where a systemé ;pproach to féfmingwprocegﬁingwmarkoﬁing might
be taken, the complete costing out of alternativeAways of implementing

'

thése proposals is eéseﬁtial. B
(3) Orgaﬁization and fﬁn&ing of a "Plant Materials Center" for basic
and appliéd reséarch are necessary, with particﬁlarAemphasis upon
‘_reducing the gap between agricultural research andicommércial
production. ,

-(4) Studies in marketing practices and transportation rates and modeé
are needed for very specific pﬁblic policy recommendations..

(5) Social and cultural research concerning farmers, their background,

‘motivations and ability to adapt to new and more modern forms of

agricultural production.
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RESOURCE ANALYSIS

Land PQ}iCV>

Federal Land Policies

There are essentially two ways in‘which public domain lands can;be‘
obtained for agricultural %roduction in Alaska. Land can be leased for
grazing purposes, or title can be obtained to 150 acre tracts by virtue.
of the Homestead Act. The Homestead Act‘ailows the trénsfer>of(land
title from puﬁlic to private ownership for agriéultural pﬁrposes only.
The'land traﬁé%er is ng_ffee in the sense that‘there are mno costs
associated w;th gainihg title. Aﬁlapplicant must meet specific requirements
with respect~to residence on fhe land, coﬁstructidn of a dwelling, and
clearing and cultivation over a spécifiea periéd, o

Regulations under the Homéstead Act and undéf the various grazing
acts provide a baéis forAthe agricultural sector ‘to inérease.the amount of
land. in production. Since the FéderalvGovernment:still owns épproximately 90
pef cent of the tremendous land areas of Alaska, it superficially would appear
that the supply of land for agriéul;ure is_ample. Howaver, muéh of the |
land within thé public domain is unsuifed for éommercial agricultural‘
production and is presently inaccessible. The time lapse-betwéen the
application for a homestead and production is "usually two or three
years."1 Finally, homestead sites are limited to 160 acres;:which is
generally considered to be too small for minimum commgrc;§l farming (where

the individual gets more than one-half his income from féiming).

Homesteading activities increased at a fast pace with the influx of

veterans following World War II. The end of the Korean éonflict witnessed

another, but somewhat smaller, ripple in homestead attempts. Many of

o T o . - ‘ ‘ ' '
Establishing a Farm in Alaska (Washington, D.C.: United States Department
of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 1961), p. 29.. '

2 . 9




_these homestead attempts failed, and large'ﬁumbers_ofAthose who did
"prove ub" discontinued active fa;ﬁ operations. 'In 1960, The Cénsus of
Agriculture reportéd only 382 farms in the state, Avmgre.detaiied.
examination of these statisticsrrevealé that ohly some 106 farms &ere»
producing cémmercial quantities of.products, while fhé remainder wefe
"agricultural homesteads" .in various stages of development.

An assessment of thelauccesses and failure§ of farming mustvtake
into account the fact that the prime avenue to land acquisition was
homesteading. It is readily aéparent that a large portion\of the home-
steaders probably were interested in agrigulture’only to the degree
necessary to ''prove up'" the land. Once patent to the land was obtainea,

agricultural activities were often discontinuéd.

State Land Policies e

Stgte Jland policieé unequivocally encourage allécation of land

to agricultural use. This is explicitly stétedvas a goal invthe

Alaska Statutes.2 Lands which have béen classified as "égricultural"
are.évailable for hoﬁestéading under state poliéies which are considerably
more lenieﬁt than federal homeéteading obligations; The potenéial home-
steader can "buy" as much as 640 aéreé»of land, enough to implemént efficient
farming techniques,3 at a public auction. The land can be purchased 7

on contract with terms of "10 per cent down and'iO years to pay."
Aihe.payment can be as little as $50 per year at 5 per cent per annum
on‘un—paid balances. The pﬁrchase'priée caﬁliater_be reduced by

as mucﬁ as 90 per cent. The homesféadef~is automatically.gféntedA

cgedits fo; improvements én the.land;—cultivation; construction of fencing,

permanent family dwellings and/or farm buildings, developmeﬁt of wells,

2Title_ll, Division 1, Chapter 1, Subchapter 3, Sect. 142 and 143.

3Ibid. Sect. 142,17.

————t

10




and construction of access roads.4 Unlike Fhe federaltﬂomesteadigg
'regulations, the state regulations do not-obligaté the homesteader to
make any of these impfovements; the credits are but incentives.

Additional evidence of the state's policy of encoﬁraging agricglture .
is found in iegislétion vhich was passed by the Fifth Legislature. This
authorized the "Commissioner of Natural Resources" to select §f¢as of state
land classified as agricﬁltural and contract for the laﬁd to belﬁleared
or drained or both at state @xPcmﬁe.S The land would then be nmarketed by
competitive lease in lots of not less thaﬁ 320 acres ea;h. Staté lands
may be écquired for agricultural use by an'"over—the—countéff salé in the
event that land placed at auction is not sold.

Most of the land area in Alaéka classified as agricultural has been
"'selected" and is under the jﬁrisdiction of the stéte. Thepefoie, state
policies will have a more pronounced effect on the-futuré>§upply of
agricultural lands than will federal policies.

Borough Policies

In addition to thevstate land claésifiéatioﬁ system,vAlaskan
bofoﬁghs also affect the particular tyﬁe'of use to whicﬂhmunh of the
potentiai agricultural land in the state will be ailocated. in the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough, little or mo re-allocation ofragricultural.
land to other economic uses has occurred throughAﬁorough'zoning.or t;xafioh
practices, .However, such practiées‘willibecome increasingly imporﬁant,
especially in relation to the orderly expansion of suburban housing inA
‘the spraﬁling Anchorage area. Newly available landé are sold in

increasing amounts for recreation purposes.6 .The North Star Borough,

41bid. Sect. 143.011

—

5House Bill 289 and amendments.

Established in large part through interviews with the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough chairman. ' . . : :
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- which includes Fairbanks and much of.thé Tanana ValieyAagriculturai
base, haé established no partieular policy concerning the trea?ment.of
agriculture. This condition may be attribdtable,:in_large part, to the
paucity of commeréial farmers and the generai absence of population

growth pressures on suburban lands in recent years..

TLand Resource Review

Alaska is unique in that it contains some 375 million acres of land
of which less than one per cent is suitable for commercial farming, and

ﬁot more than two per cent is generally considered suitable for cattle and

sheep grazing. 'The 1964 Census of Agriculture reports appioximately 0.6
- per cent of-;he total land aréa was utilized for farming. However, a
major portion of the land reported as farmland actually consisted of
grazing la;ﬂs le=sed from federal and state éovernmenfs. ~ﬁést of that
grazing land is situéted in the southwe;tern and western areas. Most of
the existing and potential farm Tands Qere cohcentrated in four major
areas of the state. (See Figure 1,) These key agricuitugél areas are

designatéd as follows--—

A. the central Tanana Valley of Interior Alaska,

B. the Matanuska-Susitna area in Southcentral Alaska, and
c. the Western Kenai lowland areas also in Southcentral Alaska.
‘D, Primary grazing areas, exclusive of reindeer, are found on

northeastern Kodiak Island, Umnak Island, Unalaska Island,

and the southern part of the Kenai 16wland.éreé. o

12
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Land Inventory
Detailed soil surveys have‘been éompléted by the Soil Conservétion
Service in most of the majof farmingvareas.' Less detailedvsurveys are
available in a feﬁ other femote scattered areas of the state. These
surveys identify the soils by name, and the areas occupied by eaéh_soil
are shown on aerial photographs. Each soil type is classified according
to its approximate agricultural "value' and assigned to one of the eight
land capability classes.
The,standard gapability classes are as followé, with aﬁhotatiqns
pertaining to Alaska—-
Class I - soils in this class have few limitations that
restrict their use. It is éignificant that there
are no class i_soils ig_Aléska because of the cliﬁatié

Te -

factor.

Class I1 & IIi - soils in these classes have limitations that
reduce the choice of érops or require special
conservation practices, but are suitable for
most crops grown in Alaska.

oy

Class IV - soils in this class have severe limitations (steepness,

shallowness, or wetness) that make them marginal for

cropping.
Class V - this classification is not used in Alaska.
Class VI & VII - soils in these classes are suitable primarily

for pasture, range, or woodland.'.

.
« ..

Class VII - soils in this class cannot be used for commercial-
plant production, i.e., field crops, and should’
remain in woodland or whatever natural cover

that exists.
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The -acreage available as farm land ih the four major areas
 described earlief is shown in Tables 1 and 2. The acreage‘in Ciassés
11, I11I, and IV has been divided into subclasses which érevuseful.in
appraising the agricultural capabilities of the region: For instance
Class IIc has primarily a climatic 1imitation (applicable to all classes)
and requires land clearing, breaking, fertilizing and érop rofation.
Class Ile requires the same improvemen;sAés Llc, b;ﬁ ét ié subject to
. erosion, Therefore, simple erosion coﬁtrol measures should be initiated.
Class IIs requires the same practices as IIc‘with ;n adéitional requirement>
oﬁ supﬁlemeptal irrigation. These gengral practices apply f;r the.subclasses
.of ITITI and IV soils, but they arefnécéséarybin a progressively higher
degree. "The subclasses IITw and IVw are wet soils which require smoothing
and/of_drainage. ' ' | . T
The amount of Class II soils in the four areas (Tanana? Matanuska-
Susitné, Kenai and Kodiak) is 420)306 acres, There are 487,290 acres of
blasé 111 and 465,401 acres of Class IV. These_three classes have a cumu-
1ati§e total qf 1,372,997 acres. if Class IV soils are gxcluded as being
éubmarginal for cropping, there aré.907,596 acres available for cropland.
‘There are othér scatﬁéred areas of'potential farm land in Alaska;
These include the Kenny Lake region (south of Copper Center), portions
of the Chitina Valley, and less acéesSiblé but apparently éktensiye land
"‘bordéfing the Kuskokwim, Yukbn, and o;ﬁer major riveré ;? Interior Alaska.
These lands are remote from‘ihtra—gtate markeﬁs énd generélly réquire vast
imﬁgovements prior to cultivation, Itrié estimated.thatfgniall theseA
other areas combinéd, thére are approximately 6%5,000 acres that could
be classes II and III, and ébouﬁ 1,500,000 ac?es that could be assignedn

to Class 1IV.

16
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o I TABLE 1

ESTIMATED ACREAGE,TECHNICALLY SUITABLE FOR PRODUCTION AND PROPORTIONATE EXTENT OF SOILS IN
. *
DESIGNATED FARMING AND RANCHING AREAS OF ALASKA BY LAND CAPABILITY CLASSES, AS OF JULY, 1967

.

Tanana Valley Matanuska-Susitna Western Kenal Lowland NT Kodiak Island
Land Class Acres Percent ‘Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent
11t 154,798 23 146,280 13 119,228 21

1T 172,616 26 213,660 18 92,825 19 8,189 3
v . 180,568 27 - 181,560 16 91,143 18 ' 12,130 4
VI 54,646 - 8 165,050 14 . 30,133 6 ' 72,281 23
VII 90,178 .13 . 375,960 32 130,785 . 26 - 92,171 30
VIIT 16,525 3 81,480 7 34,175 . 7 122,193 40
TOTAL 669,331 100 1,163,990 100 498,489 . 100 307,207 100

* .
Aréas as outlined I1n SCS reports and does not Include remote areas., Percentages listed refer to the

proportion of total land in each area.

'+Much of soll areas classified II qualified as Class I, except for only the Alaskan climate.

SOURCE: Soll Conservation Service.




TABLE 2

ACREAGE OF LAND BY SOILS, CAPABILITY CLASSES, PORTIONS OF

MAJOR FARMING AND RANCHING AREAS OF ALASKA, AS OF 1967

Land Tanana Matanuska~  NL.E. All Major Percent of

Class ’ Valley Susitna Kenai Kodiak Regions Regions
4 | " . (ACRES) , Total
Ilc 89,?83'»A 92,156 87,036
Ile 41,795 54,124 32,192 S
IIs 23,220
Sub Total 11‘ 154,798 146,280 119,228 | 420,306 15.9
IITe 48,332 113,240 34,345 3,117
Iils 74,225 94,010 32,489 o~
) ITIw 50,059 6,410 25,991 _ 5,072
Sub Total 17T 172,616 213,660 92,825 8,189 487,290 18.5
Ive 39,725 38,128 22,786 2,027
Vs 16,251 123,460 10,937 10,103 ,
IV 124,592 19,972 57,420 | _ | _
Sub Total TV 180,568 181,560 - 91,143 12,130 465,401 17.6
VI 54,646 165,050 30,133 72,281, 322,110 12.2
VII 90,178 375,960 130,785 | 92,414 689,337 26.1
VIII 16,525 81,480 34,489 122,193 254,573 9.7
TOTAL | 669,331 1,163,990 498,489 .307,205 Aé,6391017 1100.0

All Classes II-VILI

SOURCE: Soil Conservation Service, USDA.
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Poténtial agricﬁlture production in Alaska might be considéred in
- terms of avaiiablé acreage from 1.5 to 2.9 million acres, depending up&ﬁ
whether Class IV soils are included in the acréage“for cropland. The
four major areas, making up from 907,596 to 1,372,997 acfes><depehding
whether Class IV soils are excluded), are the main concern of this study.

Yield Capabilities

In order to estimate the appréximate.yield potential for thg different
- land classes, existing data from the Soil Conservation Service were used
‘as a principal point of departure. Estimates by-kﬁowledgéable peopie of

_ the yielé poée#fial for the different crops were obtained. The results
of this effort are shown in Appendix A. |

The yiéld'estimates shown inbthe respective taBles were developed on
\ .

" the basis of t&o alternative levels of managerial performénce. _Manage—'
ment level I refers to Fheipresently observed manégément practices_which
prevail in Aléska. The yields shown in Management level IT are based on
fhe-wide adoption of the best known technology and cultural practices.

Ail in all, these yield capability estimates represent an importént

measure of the ability of Alaska to produce agricultural products in

competition with other states.

" Summary

The overéll supply-ofilaﬁd rwhich might be ufilizéd,for ag:iculture‘i
is relatively largefv Altbough soii.types &éry substantialiy from region
'tb region, ample acreage exists which might technically be capéble of
'produciné a variéty of ég;icgitural products for intra-state mafkets.'

Sufficiently high grades of land for commercial agriculture do exist in




Aléska. However, ﬁuch of the land identifiéd as suitable for agricultﬁre’
is remotely located and uncleared. Existiﬂg farm practices do not fully
indicate the agricultural éaéacity of the state, and aré poor indicators
of deveiopment possibilities.

. Public policies influencing the availability of land, whether

b3 e o H
federal or ¢

T SR A S I K IR B
21, by zondng or tion, have retavded developm

B
[R5 WS N

agricultural base in the state. In particular, the Homestead Act restricted

.farms to an unrealistically small maximum size. There has been little

serious attempt to allocate the more productive lands to agriculture,

This has also led to a significant amount of absentee ownership and has

encouraged very limited production. Borough taxation and zoning policies
e

have become important factors in and near almost every Alaskan urban

market,




v
DEMAND ANALYSTS

Most of the agricultural products consumed within Alaska are
procured from other U.S. regions, with limited re—handliﬁg and fairly
s‘;téﬂdnrdizod food retailing occuring within the state. TIn 1964, food
étores reported sales of $64.3 million, which, when combined with
commissary saies, amounts to a substantial ﬁrban market. Considering
the magnitﬁde bﬁ this situatioﬁ, fhe successful developmeﬁt ofra
tommercial agriculture base is particularly important to the region's
economic growth-—as an "import:éubstitute"‘industry.

To a large extent, private industries which havé'recenfly developed
"and prospered in the state procuré mbstfof théir factor requirements from:
outside. By implication, a full vertical system of commercial farming,
processing and integrated marketing probably will not be conseructed
su;ceésfﬁlly within the State in the foreseeable f%ture. On the other
hand, certain local market segments'for,agricultural prbducts are
expanding, and particular producté and processing may beconme feaéible on

a nation-wide scale or for sale to foreign industrial markets.

Intra-State Market

Past and current levels of consumption'for'pérticular agricultural

products are difficult to estimate, This is attributabie in large part

to the "mixed" product nature of large scale grocery retailing. Nevertheless,
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the.consumption patterns of Alaskan hoﬁsehélds have Eeen surveyéd on many
representative food items. To a considerable extent these consumption
patterﬁs were consistent with national buying propensities and trends.

. Forecasts of consumption levels for individual regions for 1970 and 1980
wvere derived directly from Population.and per capité consumption estimateg.
3o "

T‘a{xc}“ provi ded rough est

1. - g
A L
o e IS

1 product category which

of the levels of eac
would be purchased in‘future years.

For the most part, published population estimates by fedgral
agencies for Alaska'have been over optimistic in their aépraisal of growth.
trends. For‘the yeaf 1985, published population estim%tes f;r the state
vary from 400 to 500 tgouéand personsf~ A very opﬁimistic fo;ecast’of
51? thousand persons is used in this report to dem§nsE;ate the likely

.impact of a very favorable local marketing situatibn on agricuiture.
(See Table 3.)

Per Capita-Consumption

"Alaskan consumption paﬁterns différ'somewhat from other stafes in
the U.S. Per capifa consumption of certain items, such as eggs and
potatoes, is higher in Aléska than in the other states. For other items
‘such as beef; pork, and frgsh milk, Alaskans consume less éer capita
than the national average. The lower meat consumption is due very possibly
to the wide substituti@n of considerable.Quantities of wild géme for béef

and pork. The per capita consumption estimates used in the projection

of-futuré demand are shown in Tables 4 and 5. . .

Urban vs. Non-Urban Markets
For most products, marketing activites within the state are readily

divisible according to the following regions--Southeastern Alaska; served

22




TABLE 3

ALASKA POPULATION BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS,
1960 AND PROJECTIONS TO 1985

~ Crop Reporting District* 1960 - 1965 1975 19é5‘
' | | (thousands of persons)

1. (Tanana) | 51.4 | 53.6 65.2 83.9 |
2. (Matanuska) o 92,6 11.5  154.9 227.9
3. (Renal) ' 9.1 o114 16.4 26,1
4. (Southeast) 35.4 ‘ 42,1 59.2 87.6
5. (Southwest) 37.7 44,9 A.;gg;g 87.5
’ 513.0

roTAL o . 226.2 263.2 356.0

*
Shown in Figure 2.

SOURCE: Rampart Project Case I.




TABLE 4

ESTIMATED 1967 PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION OF SELECTED FOOD

PRODUCTS IN ALASKA BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS,
‘ IN UNITS NOTED PER CAPITA

Region
Tanana Matanuska South- South-
Item Unit Valley Valley Kenai east west
Milk 1b, 260 300 275 300 100
Potatoes, fresh 1b. 150 140 140 115 75
' frozen 1b. 20 20 20 15 10
chips & 1b. 12 .12 12 12 10
shoestrings e
Eggs no. 400 % 400 400 400 200
Carrots 1b. 7(0.3) 7(0.3) 7(0.3) 7(0.3) 4(0.1)
Cabbage 1b. 8 8 ‘ 7 7 4
Cauliflower 1b. 1.5(0.1) 1.5¢0.1) 1.5(0.1) 1¢0.1) 0.5
Lettuce 1b. 15 15 15 10 -5
Brussel sprouts 1b, 0.2(0.1) 0.2(0.1) 0.2(0.1) 0.3(0.1) 0.1
Peas ’ 1b. 0.3(1.5) 0.3(1.5) 0.3(1.5) 0.2(1.5) 0.1
Beets 1b. 0.6 0.6 0.6 : 0.6 0.3
Celery. 1b. 3 3 3 4 2
Green Onions 1b. 1 1 1 . 1 1
Rhubarb 1b. 0.5(.03) 0.5(.03) 0.5(.03) 0.5(.03) 0.2
Broccoli 1b. 0.5(0.5). 0.5(0.5) 0.5(0.5) 0.5(0.5) 0.2
Cucumbers 1b. 1 ' 1 S | 1 ' 0.5
Tomatoes 1b. 6 6 6 6 3
Zucchini 1b. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Rutabagas & turnips 1b, 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1
Radishes & parsnips 1b. 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1
Beef 1b. 85 85 85 90 50
Pork 1b. 35 35 35 45 25
Lamb & mutton 1b. 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5
Reindeer 1b. 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 10.0
Other meats 1b. 5 5 5 5 25
Wild game 1b. 40 35 35 20 - 35

*

Figures in parenthesis

are frozen consumption.

SOURCE: Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station.
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" TABLE 5

ESTIMATED CONSUMPTION OF SELECTED PRODUCTS IN
ALASKA, BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS, 1985

1bs.

. 8.0

1.8

‘Region
Tanana  Matanuska South- South- Total
Item Unit Valley Valley  Kenai east - west All regions
Milk ~ mil 1bs. 21.8 68.4 7.2 26.3" 8.8 132.5
Potatoes, ’ : : '
Fresh tons 6,292 15,953 1,827 5,037 3,281 32,390
Frozen tons 839. 2,279 . 261 657 438 4,474
Chips & . tons 503 1,367 156 526 438 2,990
Shoestrings ' ‘ , :
Eggs mil doz. 2.8 7.6 0.9 2,8 1.5 15.6
Carrots tons  293.6 1 797.6 91.4 306.6 175.0 1,664.2
Cabbage tons 325.6 911.6 - 91.4 ‘306.6 - 175.0 1,810.2
Cauliflower tons = 62.9 ©170.9 19.6 - 43.8 21.9 319.1
Lettuce tons 629.3 1,709.3 195.6 438.0 218.8 3,191.0
Brussel Sprouts tons 8.4 22.8 2.6 13.1 4.4 51.3
Peas tons 12.6 34,2 3.9 8. 4.4 63.9
Beets tons 25.2 68.4 7.8 26.3 13.1 140.8
Celery tons 125.9 341.8 29.7 175.2 87.5 760.1
Green Onions tons 41.9 113.9 13.2 43.8 43,8 256.6
Rhubarb tons 21.0 57.0 6.5 21.9 8.8 115.2
Broccoli tons 21.0 57.0 6.5 . 21.9 8.8 115.2
Cucumbers tons 41.9 113.9 13.1 43.8 21.9 234.6
Tomatoes tons 251.7 683.7 - 78.3 262.8 '131.3 1,407.8
Zucchini tons 4.2 11.4 1.3 4.4 4.4 25.7
" Rutabagas & tons 8.4 - 22.8 2.6 8.8 4.4 47.0
Turnips . : : S
Radishes & tons 8.4 22.8 2.6 8.8 4.4 47.0
Parsnips ' ' )
Beef mil lbs. 7.1 19.4 2.2 7.8 4.4 40.9
Pork mil 1bs. 2.9 8.0 .9 3.9 2.2 17.9
Lamb & mil 1bs. .017 .046 .005 044 044 .156
Mutton S : : R _ -
Reindeer mil lbs, .017 046 .005 .018 .075 .961
Other meat mil lbs. 1.420 1.140 .130 1.438 1.850 5.978
“Wild game mil 3.4 W9 3.0 17.1

SOURCE: Based on per capita consumption estimates in Table 4.
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principally by ocean transportation; the Anchorage and Féirbanks-urban
markets, served by mixed transportation modes with a variefy_of 1ogistical
alternatives; and the rest of the state, served largely by urban wholesaiers
in Anchorage and Fairbanks. The net result is that Anéhprage and Fairbanks
coﬁprise the gglz_feaéible urban markets aﬁd represént the largest share of

population and purchasing power, a condition apparent in Table 3,

Prodﬁct Types and Markets
There are various products which ﬁight be prodﬁcedﬁin Alaska for
which a ready local market can be found. For example,’locally producedv
potatoes are salable within the state, and an inc%egs&ng degree of com-
petition exists among producers in the Matanuska and Tanana Valleys.
Dairy prodﬁcts, eggs and poultry might maintain their market share position
in Alaska princiéally throﬁgh service proximity and freshness of the

2

local‘product. (See Chapter V.)

Industrial Markets

The military establishment, through its individual commis;aries andv
"6pen mess' procurement practices is tﬁe major industrial ?uréhaser in Alaska.
Sales of certain agricultural products, such as potatoes, are significant.
However, the pricing practices among Alaskan producersfhé§e occassionally
led to severe price competition. As a result, wholesale prices of potatoes
have at times been less than or comparable to Idaho wholéséle pricesg Outsiée of
a veryvfew product examples, knowledgé about what and how much the military
establishment buys, through what‘chaﬁnels of distribution;'anﬂ of héw
Alaskan farmers might sell to the military is undocuﬁented and poorly

understood.
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Foreign Markets

Agricultural opportunities in foreign trade are very real apd mighf'
become a most significant growth factor.in the next decade. The sale
of béef and mutton from the Aleutian Islands and the Kodiak Island group
_to Japanese purchasing groups has been regularly proposed.1 Accurate cosF
information is not available concérning the operations of the remote
ranches in Alaska, and Japanese Trading Companies rarely divulge the
details of their purchasing agreements. |

Specialty Products

« . Seed potééoes; certain seeds and specialty products for research
_usesvelsewﬁeré probably will become aﬁ. increasiﬁgiy demanded product group.
Usually, these types of products are develgped from research and then‘
"transferred to commercial growers. An. import-export market could be built
around them. Additional investigation of the specialty prdducts markets is
needed.

At the present time, reindeer meat is donsidereﬁ a specialty
pfoduct. No large and organized market is found in the United States
othe£ than some middle‘énd small-sized porthefn Alaskan communities.
However, commercial sized herds exist and are capable of proéucing
reindeer meat on a Sustai#éd'yield basis. During the ﬁext‘decade, very
dramatic improvements in the pfoceséing and handling of reindeer coula occur.,
Correspondingly, int;é;state markets might well be exﬁloited‘to imprové

living conditions of numerous rural, low-income communities.

For a current discussion, see Bureau of Reclamation, Livestock Industry

in Alaska: Possibilities for an Integrated Livestock Industry on Kenai
Peninsula, Kodiak and Adijoining Islands (Juneau, Alaska: U. S. Department
of Interior, January, 1967). , ' '

For additional details, see Mervin Freeman, "Reindeer" (College:
"Agriculture Extension Service, University of Alaska, June, 1967).

g
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Logistics

The movement of products to Alaska is of dual concern to commercial

farmers. Transportation costs and services represent an important

part of factor costs in establishing a éoing concern. This is eSpeciélly
the case in high weight-to-value commodities, such as féed and many
kinds of capital equipment: (See Chapter VI.) The present logistics of food
.distribution represents tﬂe mannerlin which competitor producers, situated
elsevhere in the U.S., compete in Alaska. |

Since s;atehpod, the logistical situation has changed rapidly; New
tariffs, repfe;enting unit pricés and éuantity breaks, havé been re-
established at regular intervals. Sevgral.longer term trends arerapparent
in terms of transportation modes and rate adjustments, andfélso'in

"requirements for in-state storage and warehousing.

Traﬁspértation

Shipments of food prodﬁcts to Alaska from food pfocessingband ware-
housing centers have become more prompt>énd certaiﬁ. Costs of transportation
héve declined across the board in almost every commodity group, with the
largest improveménts in quantity discounts, i.e., vanloads, plane-loads.

The in;roduction'of Sea-Land se;vice in Alaska provided an additional

mixed mode (sea/rail, sea/highway§Awhich also has amounted to iﬁ—transit

_ gtorage.3 _ | . L o - ER l(
favorable backhaui rates are readily obtainable. However; most products

which might be produced locglly could not be sold at competitive priceéroutSidé

of Alaska, except as noted in specialty products and im fo%eign trade.

3See R. C. Haring and c. C. Corréia, Economic Base of the Fairbanks North
Star Borough (College: University of Alaska, 1967), Chapter 7 for e
particular examples. -
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Warehousing

Over thie past seven to ten years, the grban requirements for iﬁdependent
warehoﬁsing in Alaska have changed drastically as improved légistical services
were introduced. Fairbanks, for example, has witneésedba decline in the number
of warehouses in operétion and a general downgrading of the types of étorage
uses. On the other hand, cold storage space has érown Qery rapidly; especiélly
in the Anchorage area. | } T

The fixed-based warehouse has been substantiaily bypassed by mobile
storage, such as provided by Sea-Land Vaﬁs. In additioﬁ, more rigid
schéduling of éhipmenté hasvreduced warehousing requirements in féod retailing
to the extent that storage space in retail stores has been converted té fetail

floor space in several instances. Overall, the trend in more rapid sales

-

. turnover in wholesaling and retailing signifies that Alaskan farmers probably
will encounter continued difficulties in marketing their producfs to local

food stores.

Problems in Forming Markets

In the course of the sﬁudy, several major difficulties in;forming
in-state markets becéme readily apparent. They are as folldws:<
1. Fopd retailers frequentlyvprice Alaskan aggicuitural
products higher than ;ﬁe same products’supplie& from 6utside,
even though'purchase pfices of locally producéd.commodities ocCassioﬁélly.
were comparable ‘or lo§er. In other'words;’retailefs have
occasionally maintained higher gross margins on Alaséaﬁ:products.
and thus discriminated ggainst'local producers in'the marketplace.
2. Most Alaskard farmers are small and préduée 1it£le and,’

.therefore, enter the market only now and then. Consequently,

they do not represent efficient supplier channels for retail -
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stores. The retailer has to turn to outside prodﬁcers to bev
Aassured of an adequéte and continuous supély. ~In addition,

where farmers aré unable to commit themselves in terms of a
reliable flow of output,‘dependable contracts cannot be

negotiated. . |

3. Outside farmers‘and processors assemble and sell higher
grades than labeled minimum specification. Salability of comparable
Aiaskan products could be improvéd through sizing and packagiﬁg within
‘grading standgrdsr ‘

4. | ﬁany retailers, whose financial'térmé are dictated by

outside suppliers, rep;esent slow credit turnoversin terms of
accounts receivable to farmers Qitﬁin the state. Frequéntly

open account. credit, in fact, has amounted to 90 day regular
delays.

S. Alaskan food products are not actively promoted through

"specials" or sales which would increase their market share.

Summary y
: !

A significant share of the urban Alaskan market would support an

expanded agricultural base. Regionally aggregated consumptioﬁ figures,

however, are misleading. The market shares held by commercial farmers in

other states are reinforced by distribution channels.of long standihg and

imprdved transportation costs and conditions of’deliVery. The marketing

.

position of local farmers has become more highly competitive in recent

years, and this trend probably will continue.
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Comparing the land capability (discussed in Chapter I11) with the
market segments described in this chapter, many products which could be
locally produced and sold are not. Principal factors causing this

dichotomy are farm and operating costs, a major concern of Chapter VI,

[y
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SITUATION ANALYSIS

Introduction

Agricultural activities in Alaska are at an early stage of developmént.
There are few farms and these are smaller in acreage, investment and
output than commercial operations in other states. Although some of the
.probleﬁs facing Aléskan farmers are similéf to those encountered by
small farmers iﬁ other areas of the nation, tﬁere are‘some unique dif-

ficulties due to extreme tehperature varients, long distances from
marketing centers, high transportation.costs, an&vlimgted local markets
.because of a sparce and scattered population. Overlying problems féciﬁg
many small farmers today, including thosé in Alaska, are insufficient
_acerage, lack of scale economies iﬁ production and inability to price}
: Ce

~competitively due to managerial inefficiency.

Overview of Production:

Milk, eggs and potatoeé are the three most important agricultugal'
commodities in Alaska in terms of output valﬁe and have, over the past
15 years, accounted for 85 per cent of the total ag%iéultural sales in
the staté. Milk sales surpassed the value of any othef locally proddced
agrigulturél commodity during this period. Imn 1953, @ilk‘proyiaed ébout

one-third of the value of production. From 1954 to 1966, milk accounted
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for 38 to 44 per cent of the value of output. Potétoes'are'the second
most important commodity in terms of s&atewidé production value and have
accounted for én average of about 16 fer cent of the productioé

value over the past 15 yeafs. The third most important item, eggs,
accounted for about 8.6 per cent of total production value during the
1953-67 period. 1In terms of physical'volume, egg production has fluétuated
_beggeen 298,500 dozen in léS3 and 862,506 dozen in 1966. Since a higher
portion of production is sold, in comparison to other commodities, eggs
have accounted for approximately 11 per cént of total-agriculturai sales.

In 1966, both hay and eggs surpassed potatoes in production value,
.but'it is douﬁéful that this indicates a nev trend. 'Eég sales in particular

probably will decline sinée a rather siezable farm unit ceased operations
in August, 1967. (See Tables 6 and 7;)

The Matanuska Valley is the leading agricultural area in the state
and in 1966 produced about 69 per cent of the total vaiué of agricultural
- production, as shown in Table 8. The.Tanana Valley is second, with 12

ber cent of the total pfoduction value in 1966, followed by the Southwest
area with 10 per cent and the Kenai Peniﬁsula with 8 per cent. " A
rggional breakdoyn of crop p;oduction ;nd’acreage in use is presented in
Appendixes B and C. It is noted that essentially all of the agricultural
output in the Southwest area was livestock and liveétock products, with
slightly over 50 per cent ($238,000) ;ttribﬁtable to reindeer operations.

In the Matanuska Valley

The Matanuska Valley is characterized by a perdominaqce of commercial
farming operations. All but one oflﬁhe commercial Grade A.dairy farmé in
the state, more than half of the commercial potato producérs, agd.two of
the three large commercial egg{producers are located in the Valléy'at this

time. During 1966, 10,490 acres or 66.2 per cent of- the total acreage in

crops in Alaska, were located in the Matanuska.
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TABLE 6

VALUE OF PRINCIPAL AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS SOLD IN ALASKA
' 1953-1966 '

(Thousands of Dollars)

Other

Ranch "~ Reindeer Livestock Other .
Year Milk Eggs  Furs Wool Meat Products /Potatoes Vegs., Total
1953 1,016 274 57 38 NA% 161 836 235 2,617
1954 1,204 306 37 30 NA® 141 635 206 2,559
1955 1,290 292 56 L4 . NA% 177 520 172 2,551
1956 1,509 315 70 46  NA% 151 958 209 3,258
1957 1,620 334 50 59 - Nax 186 - 842 249 - 3,340
1958 1,604 375 . 20 48 138 214 680 268 3,350
1959 1,771 424 50 62 135 228 578 264 3,512
'1960 2,078 454 31 49 132 203 712 196 3,855
1961 2,318 426 - 54 . 136 184 761 199 4,076
1962 2,276 400 - 63 139 326 635 232 4,071
1963 2,218 369 - 97 137 275 582 196 ° 3,874

1964 2,129 342 - 105 180 322 1,043 204 -

1965 2,053 590 - 111 183 376 756 189 -

1966 1,881 661 - 123 - 168 457 546 200 -

.
Not available.

SOURCE: Alaska Crop and Livestock-Reporting Service: a cooperative function }
of U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service; Alaska
Division of Agriculture; Alaska Experiment Statdion. ‘
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TABLE 7

VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES PRODUCED IN ALASKA,
1955, 1960, 1965, and 1966 ‘

(Thousands of dollars)

Commodity . 1955 1960 1965 1966

 CROPS: ) . _

. Oats 43.3 118.9 41,0 42,0
Barley 27.6 190.0 86.0 - 140.0
Silage, grain 234.0 "~ 368.0 © 357.0 . 288.0

Silage, grass 33.7 108.0 < 86,0 . 72,0
Hay, grain 118.9 | 96.0 54.0 115.0
Hay, grass 214.5 536.0 T 360.0 558.0
Potatoes o 520.4 ' 723.0 799.0 546.0
Cabbage ‘ 22,6 31.0 37.0 31.0
Carrots 43.3 - 49.0 33.0 51.0
Lettuce 53.8 . 78.0 o 98.0 96.0
Other vegetables 52.0 o 39.9 29.0 __30.0

Sub Total - Crops. 1,364.1 2,337.9 - 1,980.0 1,969.0

.- LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY

PRODUCTS :
Milk : 1,374.0 ©2,162.0 ' 2,053.0 1,953.0
Eggs 322.9 . 464.0 590.0 677.0
Beef and veal E 127.2 , 144 .0 294.,0 417.0
Poultry meat 66.8 26.0 22.0 18.0

Pork , 41.8 62,0 94.0 81.0
Mutton and Lamb 5.4 = 6.2 12.0 19.0
Wool 43.8 50,0 11.0 123.0

Sub Total - Livestock 1,981.9 . 2,914.2 . 3,176.0 3,278.0

Products S : i
TOTAL ALL COMMODITIES  3,346.0 ©5,252.0 5,156.0 5,247.0

SOURCE: Alaska Aorlcultural Statlstlcs 1953 1966, USDA - SRS and Alaska
Dlvis1on of Agriculture. : . .
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TABLE 8

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE VALUE OF
*AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION IN ALASKA, 1966

'-(iﬁ percent)

All Agriculture

Region Crops , Livestock & Poultry - Production
Tanana Valley 17 9 L 12
Matanuska Valley 75 _ - 66 » A ' 69
Kenai Peninsula 7 ' 9 . 8
Southeast * 1 v % o ) 1
Southwest 1 15 . 10
Five Region Total 100 - 100 L C 100

*
Less than one half percent.

'+This percentage includes $238,000 for Reindeer meat which was not '
includes in Table . : . A -

SOURCE:
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TABLE 9

CROPLAND UTILIZATION BY AREAS - 1966

Tanana Matanuska Kenai South— South- Alaska .% of
CROPS PLANTED Valley Valley Penin. east . west- Total 1965
o T Acres’ Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres A

COMMERCIAL VEGETABLES

Potatoes 285 410 " 28 2 5 730 91
Cabbage 13 , 20 1 * 1 35 100
Carrots } 9 24 1 1 * 35 140
Lettuce 9 55 1 % * 65 108
Other Vegetables 1/ 16 21 2 % 1 40 100
FEED CROPS
All Oats , 430 900 ' 130 - 40 1,500 83
. All Barley 500 1,130 70 - - 1,700 81
Other Grains 20 30 - - - 50 50
Grain Mixtures 450 2,750 250 50 - 3,500 83
TOTAL ACRES PLANTED 1,732 5,340 483 53 47 7,655 84
. 4 ¢ : |
GRASSLAND HARVESTED
Seeded Grass 1,270 5,000 700 90 40 7,100 125
Native Grass 210 150 580 90 70 ' 1,100 92
TOTAL LAND IN CROPS 3,212 10,490 1,763 233 157 15,855 99
Percent of State Total 20.2 66.2 - . 11.1 1.5 1.0 - 100.0 -

ljlncludes radishes and celery.

Small amount, combined to avoid disclosure of individual operations.

o
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) Value‘gf farm production in the Mafanuséa.Valleé in the decade 1954
to 1964 varies from 69 to 72 per cent of the state's total;’excluding the
value of reindeer meat, furs, and greenhouse pfoduction. In 1965 the
Matanuska Vaiiey's share of the state{s farm and ranch output dropped to
66 per cent from a high of 72 per cent in 1964, due largely to a reduc-
tién-of‘12 per cent in_vaiué of milk and 20 per cent in valu; of potatoes
produced. This compafcd with a IeduciionAgi only 9 per cent for milk and
7 per.cent for potatoes in the valﬁe of the_sféte's total production of

these two commodities.

In the Tanana Valley

The Tanana Valley is the‘secqnd largest farming area in terms of
production and sales. During 1966, 3,212 acres or 20.2 per cent dfktﬁe
tqtal acreage cropped were in the Tanana areé. The area is characterized
by a mixture of commercial and part-time farmers.

Dairy farming has declined in récent years and was associated with
finaﬁcial difficulties of a non—agricultural type. At present, one
commercial Grade A dairy remains in ;he é;eé. Farming emphasis is on

potatoes, vegetables, forage and grain crops. \

The Tanana valley produced from 13 to 18 per cent of‘the vaiue of
the state's farm output during 1953;1965, rising td a high.of 18 per’cént‘
in 1965. 1In that year Tanana Valley‘farmers increased pr;ductibn of milk
and potatoes-—the two leading Eommoditiés from Aiaska's farms, while thej‘
state totals of theseftwo products declined substantially from the
previous yéar. For ghe’preceding 12 ye;rs of the pgriod'uﬁder study,
farm prodﬁction sharesvfrom the Tanana Valley va%ied'l3 to 17 per cent
of the state's agricultural outpué, an average 5F 15.6 éer cent for the |
13-year period.‘ .
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In the Kenai Area

In the Kenail Peninsulg most farms are small and are in the §ery earliest
stages of development. Much of the food produced is locally éonsumed.
There are dairy cows, beef, swine and poultry as well as smailer éfop farms.
Much of thevarea south of the Kasilof River is covered by dense native
grasses and vegetation, offering good pbtgntiéi gummer grazi;g. Winter
grazing is considered highly lmpractical due to damp cold weather, heavy
snow and low feeding value of winter vegetation. Some native graés is
cut for Vinter feed, Most farms are part~§ime opergtions and there
are no commercial dairy farmé. The number of beef raﬁches have declined
}eéently, but the number of cattlg have remained about the same.  There
is only oné small commercial egg producer.that sells little'to other Alaskan
;communitiés. A few part-time vegetable-potato farms.continue iﬁ opefation.
EkCépg for 1965, production from Kenai Peninsula farmé constituted
only from 4 to'7 per cent of the value of thé total agriculturai output
of the state. Im 1965, Kenail érea's share of the state's agricultural

. . )
value of production rose to 9 per cent. For the 13-year period, 1953-

'
H

1965, fhg Kenai area's share of the state's total output averages 5.9

per cent.

In Southeastern Alaska

| The largest gquraphic change in the state's agricultural base in
the 1953-1965 period occurred'iﬁ Southeast Alaska. Production declined
steadily from 10 per cent of the state's farm output in 1953 to only 3
pef cent in 1963-1965. Dissolutioﬁ of nearly ail of the cémmgrcial egg
production in the areé, along with reduced milk production, accountedAfor._,

the substantial decline in the agricultural base of the Southeast area.
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The sale and disposition of all commercial milking herds during 1966
caused a further reduction in the area's share of farm production. In
1966, only about 1.5 per cent of the total cropped acres in the state

were located in Southeastern.

At Kodiak and the Aleutian Island Grouos; | . %

Stock raising (sheep éné cattle) is thé leading agricultural enfer—'
prise on Kodiak and the Aleutian Islands. Natural vegetation and grasses
provide seasonal and éven year-long graziné, although supplemental feeding
is recommended. Most of the Aleutian Islands are graSS*covéred and
treeless, butlééme are unsuitable”for ghe raiéing of commercial livestock.
Herd expansion is limited not by ranéeiénd, which is ample, but by lack
of winter feed and High transportation boéts, cgubled wigh unéétisfactofy
'markéting oéportunities. Wool is successfully shipped and sold to
domestic buyers. Some béef is shipped to Anchorage;»howevef; local consumption
still provides only a small market. The Kodiak Island.group maintained
the steadiest level of Alaska's farm production, 3.1 per cent over the

period 1953-1965.

Structure of the Industry

"The comparative position of agriculture in Alaska is also represented by
the number and acreage of farms, their capital size, production charac-
teristics and managerial organization.

Number and Size of Firms

Depending upon the source, approximately 350 farms have sold

produce of commercial value during the period 1960-1966. bbny.of these
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farm units are very small, and a few are also sporadic in production and

isolated. Consequently only 100 farm enterprises were classified

commercial farming. Average farm size and related characteristics are

shown in Table 10, ' - - R
This informatién, when compared with the Pacific Nofthwesterﬁ region
of the United States, clearly indicates tHat average farm size is too
small for optimal production effiéiency. As a result, the more efficient
" or better-known t?pes of farm management and téchnology have not béen
applied.A This position is supported by the avergge revenues per farm
and apparént yiélds to invested capita}, a maffer éxplored in greater
‘detail in Chapter VI.
Employmenf in Alaskan agriculture is mostly by ownef—operatéd
“farms, which.hire seasonal workers at harvest time. Approximately 60

per cent of farm workers were reported as "family workers."

. : I
rates in Alaska during 1966 averaged well above those of any other state.

Farm wage

Alaska's farm wages in December of 1966 avefaged $400 per'month with hodse,‘$300
per month with board and room, $16 per day Qithout board and room, and $2.10

per hour’without bo;rd and room. For the moéf part, the relatiVely High costs

of farm labor reéresented a minimum wage for part-time seasonal summer embloyment
in Alaska, shown in Table 11. The'labéf cost situation is aggrévated by
seasonéi employment increases in almostAevefy-coﬁmunity at the very time when
farm lébor is needed. California's farm wagé rafgs are closest to Alaska's;
ﬁowever, in December of 1966 Hourly_wage rates in Alaskaiexceeded those in

California by 8 to 11 and 36 per cént; respectivgly.

Quasi-Acgricultural Operations
Agriculture, as it is generally viewed in the United States, is

comprised of commercial farming of diversified crops and livestock on a
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TABLE 10

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMING

(in acres, unless otherwise indicated)

Tanana Matanuska Kenai Soutbeast‘ Kodiak Alaska

Valley Valley Peninsula Area Island Total
Number of Farms 77 176 58 27 29 367
Land in Farms 13,606 39,715 6,623 2,623 804,764 867,331
Average Size of Farm 177 226 S 114 97 27,750 2,363
Cropland Harvested 2,559 10,369 569 348 497 14,342
Cropland Pasture 315 1,221 543 292 1,994 4,365
Idle Cropland 1,678 2,359 904 23 308 5,272 )
Woodland Pastured 353 2,029 . 588 211 39,105 42,286
Other Woodland 6,075 18,791 2,202 1333 40,639 68,040
Other Pasture 328 1,854 553 982 499,213 502,930
Land Clared Since 1950 3,221 5,242 737 59 379 9,638
Woodland Suitable B ‘ o ; ~

for Clearing 5,378 12,691 2,010 320 725 21,124

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau, Census of Alaskéngriculture
by Areas--1960. . . -

TABLE 11

NUMBER OF PERSONS WORKING ON ALASKAN
FARMS FOR SELECTED MONTHS 1966

Family Percent of Hired  Percent of

Total
Month Workers . Total Workers Total Workers
January 500 R "~ 100 17 600
March 500 83 100 17 600
June © 700 64 400 36 1,100
September 600 43 800 57 1,400
December 500 . 83 100 17 - 600
Annual Average 575 - 62 ‘350> 32

925

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service;

‘Alaska Division of Agriculture; Alaska Experiment Station.
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TABLE 12

VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTiON IN ALASKA

- 1953-1965
Total Commercial Value Used

Year Value of Cash in Farm

" Production Receipts and Home
1953 $3,284,000 $2,617,000 $ 667,000
1954 3,097,000 2,559,000 538,000
1955 3,402,000 2,551,000 851,060
1956 i 4,239,000 3,258,000 981,000
1957 4,398,000 3,340,000 1,058,000
1958 4,676,000 3,350,000 1,326,000
1959 5,124,000 3,512;000 1,612,000
1960 5,437,000 3,855,000 1,582,000
1961 5,704?000 4,076,000 1,6284000
1962 5,827,000 43,071,000 1,756,000
1963 5,415,000 4,039,000 1,376,000
1964 5,827,000 4,406,000 1,421,000
1965 '5,386,000 4,301,000 1,085,000
éOURCE: Aiaska Crop-and Liveétock Reporting Service: a cooperatiﬁé functioﬁ'

of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting ,
Service; Alaska Division of Agriculture; Alaska Experiment Station.

.
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large scale production basis. Although it is extremely unlikély tﬁat
production in Alaska will reaéﬁ these maghitudes in the foreseeable
future,.the state‘may be capable of "agriculture fringe' activities which
would incorPoratekthe best known use of vast land resources. Considerations

of this type are:

1) reindeer herding, processing and marketing;l and
2) processing of food products which grow "wild," i.e., natural
harvest.

From the evidence available, it is reasonab;y apparent that the
commércial reindeer harvestAcould'Be increased in two wa&s; namely, by
increasing the harvest from existing herds and by establishing érazing.
areas in pfesently underutilized sections of wesfern Alaska.  Both of
these expansion proposals are difficult to impiement. The major prbblemé'
appear to be-—-

(a) lack of profit—motivaﬁed interests among existing herd

ownérs, once a "suitable" living standard is attained,

(b) meager storage and processing faéilities, which deter regular

shipments to urban markets.

(¢) lack of trainable Native pérsoné interested in reindeer

herding, even with certain long term unemployment as an

alternative.

Farm Failures .

Since 1962, the number of commercial farm tnits in Alaska has gradually

© declined because of financial difficulties. The decrease in the number of

It is noted that, in the much longer term musk oxen might be of
commercial value in this respect. ‘ L
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fafming operations has not been associated with the growth of surviving
cdmpetitors, but instead with a new loss of productive units.,

The dispersed locations of Algska's small farm units create certain
special problems.of inefficiency usually not eﬁéountered in competitoxr
states, These problems are; an inability to coordiﬁate joint procurement

of supplies, notably feed, and dissimilar logistical problems among

I A <IN SR S SO S RN S RIS U St ARSI SR
hoeffectively pyohiblt creation of markeling cooperatives,

farmers whic
except in the Matanuska and Tanana Valley areas.,
Many of Alaska's farmers are part-time operators, and their sporadic

efforts suggest that non-farm inébme will continue to represént théir

&ajor form of employment. The commercial farmers, who are principally
kdepeﬁdent upon farming for a livelihood, face»a~difficult manangefial
.situation. Little specialization of farm work has occurréd, and each
oberator tenas to be responsible for every portionbaf the commercial
‘operations, including processing, packaging,'tranéportation, credit, etc.
"By implicatibn, "smallness" of the farm unit imposes an excessive managerial
burdeﬁ.' Coupled with other features of the occupation, this'results in
short supply of farm owners and managers. A review of the age distribution
of farm operators shows that the first generation of commercial farmers;
mostly near retirement age, have been unable to attract §6unger mahagérs
t070perate their uﬁits. Environmental conditions also have'disco;raged
in-migration of competent farmers. _Specificall&, a harsh climate,'inadéquate
access roads aﬁd public facilities, such as schools, chﬁrcheé and hospitals,
héve discouréged 1océtion in sparsely settled éféas. ‘

The feésibility of producing crops and livestock in Alaska is

definitely established in terms of fceiliﬁg" prices, in this case the’
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prices (deli%ered in Alaska) set by éutsi&e farm unifs. The receﬁt
revolution in transportation costs has worked to the net disadvantage
of Alaskan producers in this regard due prinéipallyAto declining freight
rateé. For example, in the case of milk, transportation price cuts
have appeared almost exclusively in inter—urban routes. Converéely,
most frefght costs amone (‘mﬂ%v and outlying Alaskan fznmmuﬁ-ﬂ'fieq have
not chénged materially. ARemote ranchers are competiti&ely 1éssA"weil
off" logistically. - In the case of éairy products, air freight rates
from Seattle toﬂFairbanks were reduced in 1965 té 6~3/4 cénts per pound
- on shipments in excess of 20,000 pounds. For practical purposes, this
piaced local dairies in the position of ha&ing to keep contrblling

operating costs within 6-3/4 cents of the Seattle per pound wholesale

5
.

price,
The cost conditions affecting the feasibility of various kinds of

~agriculture and size of farm units (technology) are discussed in Chapter VI.
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VI

COST OF PRODUCTION AND PROCESSING

Introduction

Information about coéts—of~doing business in Alaska is scarce and
extremely difficult to acquire. In this regard, data about Alaskam farms
and ranches are no exception. A nﬁmber_of surveys has been completed
in Specific 1ocatioﬁs and for selected crops. Of these surveys, the moét
notable are those of farmé situated in thé Matanuska Vélley concerning
déirying, hay éﬁd silage crops, and, to a limited extent, vegetables,

All in all, tﬁese surveys were not conguctgd on a highly comparable

basié, but they do represent a reaéonably thorough cross-section of
‘commercial farms. The current state of knowledge. about costs of farming

in Alaska is, therefore, exffemely iimited in certain areas. As a result,
first approximation estimatés of what "could exist" are taken from studies
conducted outside the state. Theée studies provide a considerable insight
into what kinds of farming might be feasible in Alaska. However, the in-
formation and observations are not strictly comparable and easily trans-

ferable to Alaska.

Costs in Farming

The Alaska production cost situation for seven commodity groups is
summarized in Table 13, These cost estimates are based on current farm

size, level of technology and present management practices. Farm units

were designated classes I, IT and III upon the basis of size of operations.
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'TAELE 13
AVERAGE COST OF PRODUCING SELECTED COMMODITTES IN 1965
COMPARED WITH COSTS ATTAINED BY SELECTED GOOD MANAGERS
AND ANTICIPATED COSTS THAT MIGHT BE ATTAINED BY IMPROVED

LK
FARM ORGANIZATION AND BETTER FARM PRACTICES

1965 Cosfs Cost Coa]

Commodity Average  Best _ 1980
Milk « + « + .« « .« .cwt, $8.62 $7.00 $ 6.50
Ptatoes - e . ecwt. ' 2.40 2.03 T 1.54
Barley « « « « - -« « ton 61.78  54.95 44,25
Oat-Pea Silage - « - ton 12.66  10.00 7.80
Brome Grass |
Egtablish Stand .+ .acre L, 55.79 45.01 40.00
Green Chop . « . . ton ' 7.63 - 7.00 ' 6.50
Hay « « « « « « « « ton -  42.00 35.00 30.06
Silage - - « « « - ton 17.18 12.00 7.95
Eggs « « « « » « « «doz. .69 .55 o 47
Hog§*+- « « « +1b. dressed .55 ' .49_L | .40
* Costs listed would give a full return to all resources committed Qith
the exception of return to management.
+ Cost throuéh storages |
4

Budgeted estimate. gSee, Burton, Wayne E., "Hog Production in Alaska;
Some Economic Aspects', Misc. Circ. AAES, Palmer, June 1964.

SOURCE: Note cites and professional concensus.
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Table 14 shows whatever cost economiés of scale have actually materialized
in recent years. It is especially important that‘néarly 60‘per cent of

the operating expenses, namely for feed, seed and fertilizer, V%S'Spent
for purchases from outside of Alaska. The absence of a broad-based agri-
cultural sector is feflectqd in ﬁhe small degree of épediéliéaﬁion and
trading within the farming commﬁnity. To a certain extent, dairy operations

are more self-sufficient and produce their own feed.

Cost Comparisons

Conservative and minimum(cépital peduirements for six general>
“'categories 6f farm'entefprise are éhowﬁ in Table 15, It is apparent that
many‘of the farm units reported in Table 14 érefmuch sﬁaller thén the
_épecified mipimum.size. Their costs of éperating very probably were
excessive, |

Comparisons were made of studies conducted ﬁy other states for
several farm commodigiest For example, the cost of prodﬁcing barley in
North Carolina (éxcluding land cost and éperatqfs' labor) is $27.65 per
ton, This compares to $40.89 in Aiaska; A study by tﬁe'University of
Idaho estimated the cost of producing pbtafoes at $l;2Q per hundred
weight at éO acres bf potatoes per>farn. As farm size (potato acreage)
incréased to 300 acres, production costs dropped.to $.90 per hundred

weight.1 Alaska is becoming more competitive at $2.40 per hundred weight

(30 acres), and local pr&ducers'might grow potaﬁbes in greater abundance.

1W1thers, R. V., "Potato Production Costs " Bulletln 447, Idaho Aorlcultural »
Experiment Statiom. '
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TABLE 14
ANNUAL FARM OPERATING EXPENSES OF FIFTEEN DAIRY FARMS

MATANUSKA VALLEY, ALASKA - 1965

, Group - - ‘% Farm
Item ) I .o I JI1 . Mean Cash
' ’ ’ ‘ Expenses
Farms ' Ho. o d ' 5 3 . i5

Cash expenses ) ' : '
519.36 1,156.70 6,856.88 1,999.31

Hired labor . $ 6.10
Feed pulchased . $ 7 713.01 14 663.45 25,187.76 13 524.77  41.30
Seed & fertilizer . $ 245.67 929.05 13, 1864.06 263.89 16.07
Machine hire & haul . . § 926.35  1,919.57  2,728.43 1,617.84 4.94
Supplies . $ 364.62 256.37 1,557.80 567.17 1.73
Repairs, improvements . $ 1,173.35 1.142.55 3,238.82 1,576.18 4.81
‘Veterinary & breeding . $ 482.22 559.00 635.26 538.42 1.64
Gas, oil, fuel . .. $  888.28  1,698.14  1,593.03  1,299.10.  3.97
Taxes « « o « o« « o« + . $ 670.25 589.14 1,753.52 859.87 2.63
Insurance . e e oo 8 583.64 729.58 1.320.94 779.75 2.38
Interest . . .. 8 688.79 1,978.42 4,315.08 1,840.59 5.62
_ Electricity & phone . $ 823.47 885.10 1,735.88 1,026.50 3.13
Rent . . . . . + . . $ 119.29 731.60 = 2,658.33 831.20 2.54
Miscellaneous . $ 535.54 527.08 3,017.77 1,029.17 3.14
Sub-total . . . . . . $ 18,733.84 29,755.75 79,463.58 32,753.76 100.00
Unpaiﬁ expenses . $ 3,756.54 37718:.00 6,033.97" 4,183.18
Total expenses . $ 22,490.38 33,473.75 | 76,497.55 - 36,936.94
Milk produced . '. . . .cwt. 2,626 3,532 9,422 4,284
Cost per cwty . « « . . . §  8.56 . 9.48 8.12 8.62

* Cost of production per cwt. pounds of milk does not include a return to
equity or a return to ogerator s labor and management.

P

. SOURCE: AAES sur?eyt
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TABLE 15

MINIMUM SIZE, PRODUCTION AND CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS

FOR A PAYING ALASKAN FARM, AS OF 1967

Type .
Enterprise

Dairy
Poultry
Potato
. Grain

Vegetable

"Beef

Size |
40-60 cows
12,000~15,00Q hens

30~40 acres
300-500 acreé
30-40 acres

~250-300 crop acres

Volume of
Production

400,000~600,000
gallons of milk

300,000-400,000
dozen eggs

300-400 tons
300-500 tons
150-200 tons

150-200 head sold

" Approximate
Total Investment

$100,000-$125,000
$100,000-$125,000

$75,000-$100,000

© $75,000-$100,000

$50,000-$75,000

$100,000-$150,000

SOURCE: Leo M. Loll, A Study of Technical and Economic Problems - State
of Alaska. (College:
by A.A.E.S. personnel.

University of Alaska, 1967), and updated
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The inter-state differences in production costs of potatoes are probably
small enough over larger acreage units.to encourage more aggressive marketing

by. Alaskan éroducers. . -

F*hancing _
. N

A major force of production is an adequate source of low cost funds.
financihg tends to be especially expensive and in short supply in developing
regioné wvhere limited experience exists concerning what will prosper and
where funds from retained earnings are not yet available.

The financing of Alaskan farms waslegaminea in 1960‘2 Since then,
severe economic difficulties hav¢ arisen, The 1960 report indicated the
‘amount and typé:of financing which‘suppgrted commercial farming. Information
concérning subsequent developments in financing was obtained by interview.

‘Farm credit in 1960 had improved coﬁsiderably over earlier periods,
and roﬁghly corresponded to increases recorded in the outputs of the vyarious
pfoduct sectors. The forecasted funding requireﬁeﬁts of $SO0,000 and
$750,000 annually to support the Alaskan agricultural‘baée after that
time did not materialize.

Major arguments supporting more liberal credit are as fbllows:

(¢)) Loan, terms are inadequate with short maturity and |

excessive rates, . _.* S -

(2) The maximum éize of 19ans is too sméll‘for éfficient

production, andvloans are smaller>than geﬁera}iy permitted in'
other states under similar credit circumstances.

3 It is practically impossible to finance new businesses,

"or refinance a "going concern'" at a markedly increased

lJevel of new investment.

2 : ' . . : ) o
A. D. Saunders, "Financing Alaska's Farms" (Palmer: Alaska Agricultural

Experiment Station, May, 1965).
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) Financing alternatives to Alaskan'fafme£§ are now fewer and
less conducive to growth of coﬁmercial operations than
tﬁose that prevail in other states.

The major lending institutions and average loan sizevare sﬁmmariéed
in Tables 16 and 17. Since 1960, several changes have oécur;ed, notably
a reduction of commercial bank participation and an increase in funding
by the Alaska Agricultural‘Revolving Loan Fund and through Rural Electric
Cooperatives., The outstanding volume of $4.2 millién reported in the
survey for 1960 was comparatively sma%l,'and the average size of loans
suggests that oyerall fun&ing of farm qperatiqns was very small.. In the
main;-considéri;g the extent of federaliy sponsored loan participétion,.
funding appears to have been in short,suﬁply. It is readily apparent that
new farms of an efficienﬁ scale or a major capi£a1 improvement prpgfam
" could not have occurredAundér the borrowing policies which must have
prevailed.

The position of the financial institutions and government lending
agencies is defensible on several grbundsf These are-- ' e

(a) The financial risks of higﬁ~cost farm oﬁerations in

Alaska are considerably Eigher than for otﬁe; U. S. rééionsw
Accordingly, private credit, such as insurance compaﬁy'
financing, is relatively unimportant. Additionally; such
loans:require very Qlosefsupervision. |

(b) Due to the risk situation described above and the-

extremely "lax" business practices (notably poor records
gnd ;axity in contracting), some loans must'be.principally.
of a "self liqgidating" nature, or tied to real estate in

which the morégage value is a relatively small percentage'

of the anticipated resale value of the property.
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AVERAGE INDEBTEDMESS OF 93 ALASKA FARMS AND HOMESTEADS IN 1960'

TABLE 16

N

Agricultural Experiment Station,

May, 1964).

_ Homestead 4 . Commerc1al Farms .
Kind of Debt Only Dairy Vegetable 'Poultry -General All
Real estate None  $25,146 $6,409 810,970  $4,923 817,668
 Chattel $1,843 13,408 1,961 4,065 3,278 9,178
Unsecured 431 3,938 788 5,695 844 2,932
Total $2,274  $42,492 $9,158  $20,730 $9,045 $29,778
SOURCE: A. Dale Saunders, "Financing Alaska's Farms, »(Palmer: Alaska
Agricultural Experiment Station, May, 1964).
TABLE 17
PRINCIPAL SOURCES OF FARM CREDIT IN ALASKA IN 1960
~ Volume Share
Source (in $1000s) (Per Cent)
Farmers Home Administration 906, . 21.4
Alaska Rural Rehabilitation Corporatlon 594 -14.0
Alaska Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund 582 13.8
Federal Land Bank Association 675 15.9
Commeyical Banks 824 19.5
Other - - 650 : 15.4
" Total 84,231 100.0
E3
Estimated
SOURCE: A. Dale Saunders, "Financing Alaska's Farms," (Palmer:. Alaska
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(¢) Since Alaska has been a highly cbnfined, if not nearly
closéd, region for locél productionVpossibilities, an
ove;expamsi&n of credit would be economically self-defeating.
" Alternatively stated, the fpnding of too many producers
merély aliows them tO’COmpete witﬁ one another, and this'fesults
@ A 4
in a decline in local selling prices. Therefore, lenders ought
to "protect' existing borrowersiand accounts by not financing
new entry and expansion. |
- On balénce,.the arguments supporting liberai’credit and those
‘defending the;r;étrictive practices are only partially applicable  and
valid. In this-regard, credit conditions are both a COntributor to and
a result of the present "plight" in the agriculture sector. The Alaska
'Agricﬁltural Revolving Fund did begin lending in longer term ma%urifies
and larger loan sizes. Although it wéuld have been difficult to forecast,
the recent risk experience of this fund is unsatisfactory and cannot
continue. The loan policy changes were entirely appropriate, alfhough
difficult to implement in an investment portfolio so small (a mere $1.5
‘million in 1967), X
Larger long term loans are neceséary for Alaskan producérs to become
effective competitors. By implications, this tjpe of funding also is a
prerequiéite to gro?th in the processing industf?. fﬁblicly suppofﬁed
investment portfolios must, of course, be p;dtecfed in terms of financial
risks L'mdertaken.3 Protection of ;he public‘interest coﬁld and shouldbbe

established through the quality of the portfolio rather than new restrictions

in maturity and amount,

3 . . . o

The question 1is especially pertinent due to a recent provision which
allows the Teachers Retirement Fund to invest in agricultural credit
through the Alaska Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund. '
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Processing

At present, processing of agricultural producté in Alaska is éxtremély'
limited. (Milk proéessing is an exception. 1In spite of recent econonic
difficulties, a favorable price-cost situation exists for itg lontherm
survival.) Feasibility studieé for each potgntiall& significant type.

‘of processing plant in Alaska would be highly useful. The prospects and
outlook for processing presented in this report were obtained in large
paft by utilizing'cost studies from otﬁer_statgs. To a c&nsiderable
extent, comparative cost conditions in cémpetitor agricultural regions
will govern éeiiing prices in Aiéska.

Agricultural processing involves rather heavy initial inves?mentfin
buildings and equipment, Therefore, less than full utilizatioﬁ of the
;plant capacity résults in strong uéward pressures on cost per unit of
output.- OVerbréleyant volumes, unit costs decliné as output expands.

Any potential Alaskan processor wéuld faée serious problems of production
séhedpling in this regard. The short growing season, particuiarly for
vegetables, would allow only a very short operating season. The extent

Aof the local market (rate of con;umption) places limits on the réte of
outpﬁt. Of course, plants in other states are affected by.peak seasgons
also, and many of them shift froonne crop to another throughout the year.

Similarly, in Alaska, plant flexibility is necessary in order to
“utilize slack time. Sales of these "finished goods" to export markets
and other states would pérﬁit larger operations and épcourége mofe advanced
technology and additional economies of size. To the extent that intra-
state marketing permits, larger capacigy plants arebbo:h necessar;‘ahd
desirable. ‘

There are only a few detailed studies with partiéular emphasis on

farming pertaining to factor cost differences between Alaska and the
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‘other states. Consulting engineers and construction company personnel

indicated that comstruction costs of prdcessing plants would be approxi-

mately 40 to 50 per cent more in Alaska than in the Seattle area. In
addition, agricultural and non-agricultural labor costs are 40 to 50 per‘
cent higher in Alaska than in other states. However; a more ¢ritiéal
devélopment problem‘exists in terms of a regional shortage of skilled
manpover.

The types of processing plants which meet Alaskan needs were
simulated throﬁgh studies of processing costs in other states, The
magnitude of the local market wés used to forecast the size of économies of
scaie which might be realized in Aiaska. Resulting cost éstimateé were
not.édjﬁsted to Alaskan factor price ievels, ané such an adjustment would

‘merely shifﬁ overhead and operating‘cost estimates upward.4 In the main,
the preliminary examination of market economies and éorréspoﬁding size in
processiﬁg provided a realistic view of the prospects for successfﬁl

Q;océSSing within the state. |

‘ The one agricultural commodity which'ié processed iniAlaské is milk.

~Processing planté which had operatéd in the Southeast, Tanana Valley, Kenai
Peninsﬁlé and Kodiak have gone out of.business. The industry-has "shaken
down" to two operations of significance, both situated in Anchorége. As
of November, 1967, these plants operated at nearly 80,000 pounds per eight-
hour day. - At thatirate, they utilize available local milk and significant

‘e

bulk shipments from out of state.5

For a wofking out of the cost imbaét on Alaskan businesses, see R. C.
Haring, Prices and Costs in the North Star Borough, Alaska (College:
University of Alaska, 1965). '

Cf. W. E. Snyder, "A 60-Day Survey of Milk Production and Milk and
Dairy Products Marketing in Alaska,' Mimeo. Report, Alaska Department
of Natural Resources, 1964, o '

5
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The cﬁrrent cost situation, including the crops utilized as inputs,
is depicted in Tables 18 to 23. The large processing capacity in relation
to local production suggests that additional local supplies might be
procured in lieu of shipments in bulk. A greater utilization of processing
plants could be established by acquiring a larger sﬁare of the in-state
retail CODQUWDf%OWC

In examining a New England study of dairies,'ﬁhe cost per'quart
"dropped from $.057 in a plant with 6,000 quarts pe% hour capacity to
$:029 in 5’100,000 quart per hour plant.  This is a differential of
.$.028 per quarg (or about $l.30'pef huﬁdrea weight), a matter shown in
‘Table 19, Total milk production in Alaska in 1965 was 20.5 million
:pounAS, and ppbjected consumption for 1985 amounts to 132.5 million
pounds of milk, If loc%l processors ére able to maintain or expand the
current share of the market, then 1985 production would_jdstify'largerbl
and more efficient processing, although still not as large as ﬁhatj
"observed in support 6f other major metropolitan %reés.

Tfansportatiop developments rep;esentlavmajor uncertaiﬁty, and have
aggfavated price competition in the local market. Fér ekample: bulk tanks
containing about 38,000 pounds of milk each have been shipped to Anchorage
at a freight rate of $2,79 per hundred ¥eight. |

Eges and'Stewers

Most of Aiaskan egé production, amounting to 766,600 dozen in
1965, was gradéd and packed by individual smali growerg.-.ﬁSee»Chapter Iv.)
This production represented about 10 per cent of.tﬂe anguél conSumﬁtion,
which is estimated at 15.6 millibn_ddzen annually by 1985,

Economies in produétion are most apéarentbin the full utiiization of
broducéion faéilities. The relationship between the size of tﬁe'grading

. and packing operation and costs per case is shown in Table 24. In
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TABLE 18
CAPITAL INVESTMENT, FIFTEEN DAIRY FARMS,

MATANUSKA VALLEY AREA, ALASKA - 1965

Per cwt. Percent
Item B Per Farm -  Per Cow of milk of total

(dollars) (dollars) (dollars) (percent)

Land & buildings . . . 78.988.51 1,744.83 18.44 64.67
Machinery & equipment . 15,468.27 341.69 3.61 12.67
Livestock . . .. . . . . 18,524.73 409.21 4,32 15.17
Other . . . . . . . .. 9,152.93 . 202.19 2.14 7.49
Total . + « « . « . . . 122,134.44  2,697.92 28.51  100.00

SOURCE: Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station.

TABLE -19
MILK: TBE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PLANT SIZE

PROCESSING COSTS (NEW ENGLAND AREA)

Plant Capacity*- . Annualeutput+ . Total Cost
(Quarts/day) ‘ (mil. qts.) ($/qt.)_.
6,000 1.6 - .057
20,000 5.4 .039
50,000 13.5 .032
100,000 27.0 029
" —

Assuming 2.15 pounds per quart, the daily volumes in thousands of poundé
would be 12.9, 43.0, 107.5, and 215.0 respectively and’ the annual outputs
in million pounds would be 3.4, 11.6, 29.0, and 58.1, respectively.

* Based on five day per week.

SOURCE: Webster, Fred, et al, "Economies of Size in Fluid Milk-Processing

Plants," Bulletin 636, Aorlcultural Experiment Statlon University
of Vermont, Burllnoton, June 1963.
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TABLE 20

TRENDS IN ALASKA'S DAIRY INDUSTRY, 1954-1966
WITH PROJECTED MARKET, EFFICIENCY AND PRODUCTION GOALS
FOR 1975 AND 1985

N

Mean for period-- Projection

Items compared ' 1954-56  1964-66 "1975 1958 Note
Market projection ) . - :
Population & estimates . . . thousands - 176.0 237.6 299.2 2
Increase in population . . . per cent . -- 100 - 135 170 1
Milk consumption, trends and goalé. : o
Per capita goals . . . . . . per cent = -- 100 110 120 3
Produced and required. ... . 1000 cwt 130.6 208.0  308.9 424.3 4
Land and cattle input trends and goals = . A
Crop yield goals . . . . . . per cent 96 100 115 130 5
Tilled land utilized e " acres 8,450 12,850 16,608 20,109 6
Milk per acre. . . . + « . . ewt  15.5 ©16.2 18.6 21.1 7
. Cow production goals . . . . per cent 81 100 112 120 8
Cows 2 years and over. . . . number 1,833 2,367 3,139 4,022 9
Per cow per year . . .« o« o+ ewt - 71.2 87.9 - 98.4 105.5 10

Feed base per cow. . + + . . "acres 4.6 - 5.3 © 5.2 4.9 11

a

(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)
(N
(8)

(9)
(10)

(11).

Population trend develoPed and publlshed in 1964 by Alaska Department

of Labor.

1965 Railbelt population x Line 1 values :

Assumes improved competitive production and market status for local milk.
1964-66 mean production divided by 1965 population times value in Line 3.
Represents total disappearance, not quantltles sold which will be some

5 per cent less.

Arbitrary goals based on assumed adopLion of better crop varieties, A
better fertilizer manaoement, and innovations such as feeding fermented
barley. :

Projection is Line 4/Line 7. :

Historical trend is Line 4/Line 6. Projection is 1964-66 base x goals
in Line 5.

Represents assumed 1mprovement in proauctlon per cow per year, rate’
diminishing with time. .

Projected cow population is Line 4/Line 10. L

Total production (Line 4/Line 9) for hlstorlcal perlods Projection is
1964 base x goals (Line 8).

1954-56 feed base was not adequate to supply all roughaoe, about a fourth
being imported in that period. Values are Line 4/Line 6.
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TABLE 21
AVERAGE COST PER HEIFER RAISED AND

*
PLACED IN MILKING HERD, MATANUSKA VALLEY, 1966

-

vCost Item _ Co Weighted Ave. for All
' Calves in Sample

First 2 Months

Milk Replacer : . $ 12.12
Whole Mil ' . 4.68
16% Dairy Ration .- _ : 1.85
Calf Starter & Manna : B 4.73
Hay o . 2.50
TOTAL for 2 Months : $ 25.88

2 Months'— 6 Months

Calf Starter . ' ) $ 3.31

16% Dairy Ration : ' 22.68
Hay . : o : 18.42
$ 44.41

. 6 Months - Freshening

16% Dairy Ration ) - $ 82.20
Hay 108.55
Silage . " : . 68.70
Pasture = - o _24.90

’ B $284.35
TOTAL Feed Costs A . $354.64

Other Costs

Labor .3156.16

Buildings ' : 20.58
Bedding S o 16.71
Vet. & Medicine ' T 1.04
‘Breeding . B 9.10
Insurance R - 2.59
Interest ' \ - ’ 26.27
Misc. Cost o . 3.92

' $236.37
Adjustment for Culled Heifers . - $ 5.19
TOTAL Costs Per Heifer - : .. $585.82

. _ . . .
Purposefully selected sample of dairy farms where replacement heifers are
raised. Sample included over 20 per cent of current-dairy producers.

SOURCE: Alaska Agricultural Experihent Station.
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TABLE 22
AVERAGE TOTAY. COSTS PER ACRE FOR PRODUCING OAT-PEA

SILAGE ON EIGHT DAIRY FARMS, MATANUSKA VALLEY, 1966

| Item ' ~ Average
Oat-Pea acres per farm 54
Production per acre (tomns) ; 5.95

_ Land and Materials

Seed ~ Qats , $5.90

Peas ' » 3.74
Vetch ) , .84
Fertilizer 7 E 19.01
Charge for land ' 12.09
Sub-Total: ‘ ‘ $41.58

Raising Crop

Plow . 0 $3.93
Disk-Harrow . ' 2.8
Cultipack-Drill-Fertilize . 5.03

Sub-Total: o ' $11.77

Harvestineg Crop

Chopping ' S X $ 8.95
Hauling - . _7.04
Sub-Total: $15.99
Return to Cabital . $5.94
Total Cost of Prod&ction _ $75.28
Total Cost Per Ton . | . - $§12.66

SOURCE: Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station.
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TABLE 23
AVERAGE TOTAL COSTS PER ACRE FOR PRODUCING

BARLEY ON NINE DAIRY FARMS, MATANUSKA VALLEY, 1966

Item Average
Barley acres per farm 70.28
Production per acre (tons)v : - 1.328

Land and Materials

Seed Fertilizer ° _ $ 8.22

Spray Materials : 19.75
Land (per acre) X 2.51
Return to Capital ’ , 11.89

. : 4.87
Sub~Total: ' 847,24

Raising Crop

Plowing ‘ ; $ 4.49

Disk-Harrow : : 2,46

Cultipack-Drill-Fertilize B v 3.49 -
Spraying : : 1.25

Sub-Total: | S $11.69

Harvesting Crop

Combine or Bind & Thrash : , $14.27

Hauling C 2.71

Drying . ‘ 6.14
Sub-Total: | S $23.12

Total Cost of Production , : $82.05'

Total Cost Per Ton . . $61.78

4

SOURCE: Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station.
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that example, the cost differential bétwéen tﬁe small and large plant
oéerating at full capacity is $.57 per case, or 1.9 cents per ddzeg.
The differential between 80 per cent capacity and full capaciti‘ranges
from $.22 to $.38 per case (or .7 to 1.27 cents per dozen).
"If Alaskan producers captured an increasing market share, the 1985
. consumption requirements of 15.6 million dozen (520,000 cases) would permit

processing capacity growth to larger

1
& i oY -

plants and new entyy into this avea
of local poultry farming. However, it is unlikély that'the very largest plants,
depicted in Table 24, would appear in the foreseeable future.

By and la;ge, poultry feed i; shiéped to Alaskan processors. The
;ossibility of an Aiaska—ﬁased feed supply is very réal; and feed prgcessing
facilities now exist within the state. Transportation costs from Seattle
to Anchorage are $1.64 per hundred weight for feed. By imélicatidﬁ, it
réquifes 4.3 pounds of feed to prodﬁce a dozen eggs. Transportation value
“embodied in those 4.3 pounds is 7.1.Eents.‘ However, the p?esent cost
of shipping a dozen eggs is 6.6 cents. Obviously, this places loéal éroducers
at a very real logistical disgdvantage. Moreover, it costs appréximately
$1.00 more to Purchéée a five-month old bird delivered in Alaskg than 1t
does in other states. The net result of these logistic expenseé is approximately
a $.05 per dozen comparative cost disadvantége of locally produced eggs.
Conversely, local eggs are usually more'fresh. However, there is an
important question as to Qhetﬁer consumérs will contiﬁqe to pay a premium
for local brand eggs.

%

, 0ld hens are culled from the 1aying flocké, and represent the.only'
p&ultry meat of any significance which is précessed in Alaska;  This by-
product is a necessity of poultry farming, and the slaughter of overmature
hens, sold as stéwers; eﬁcounters no transgortation cost disadvantages.
of courée, small flock size limits efficiency in slaughtering. The 1985

_projeéted demand of 25.7 million pouﬁds would require a slaughter of only

6.9 million birds, and would justify very meager economies of size,
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TABLE 24
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EGG PLANT CAPACILTY AND ' -

COST OF GRADING AND PACKING OPERATIONS, 1966

Plant Annual Output - '~ Total Cost

Capacity Full cap. 907% cap. 80% cap. Full cap. 90% cap. 80% cap.
(cases/hour) (thousand cases) ' , (dol/case)
20 33.7 30.4 27.0 2.52 2.69 2.50
40 67.5 60.8 54.0 2.21 2.34 2.50
80 135.0 121.6 108.0 2.08 - 2.20 2.35
160 270.0 234,72 216.0 1.99 2.10 2.25
320 540.0 486.4 432.0 1.95 2.05 2.17

SOURCE: Peeler; R. J. Jr., and R. A. King, "In-Plant Costs of Grading and
Packing Eggs." A. E. Series No. 166. Department of Agricultural
Economics, -North Carolina State University, August 1963.

" TABLE 25

SELECTED ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN FEEDLOT CAPACITY
TOTAL INVESTMENT COST AND TOTAL NONFEED COST OF DRY-LOT
CATTLE FEEDING OPERATIONS, SOUTHWEST UNITED STATES, 1965

Feedlot Capacity Investment Cost Total Nonfeed Cost
(head) , (thous. dol.) N (dol./head)
300 22.5 58.56
600 - 44,4 50.41
1,000 60.3 43.34
2,000 104.3 41.96
5,000 : 196.8 38.10
10,000 310.1 36.60
8 . - 36.04

15,000 426,

SOURCE: Williams, Willard F., and J. I. McDowéll, "Costs and.Efficiency
in Commercial Dry-lot Cattle Feeding." Processed Series P-509,
Oklahoma State University, 1965. ' ’
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Feedlot and Commercial Slaughtering

Until very recently, the beef processing situation in Alaska involved

slaughter and marketing by individual small ranchers who produced only

about 3 per cent of annual consumption in 1965. Thefe is no integrated
~livéstock marketing and feédlot‘slaugﬁter system in the stafe, but Very

" real improvements appeared in 1966-1967, placing the likeligood of such a
surplus well_beyond the feasibility study stage of development,

R EE TP S |

I [ -2 DR ST JUNE B NP . N D U,
The pI nspects for establishin ete Livestooxk Industyy on
2 b

the Kenai Peninsula was examined in depth by the Bureau of ﬁeclamatioﬁ
in a January, 1967 report.6 This report estimated very marginal'prospects
for growing, feeding and slaughtering.ﬁeef in the Kenai-Kodiak area. In
spite of that<ponclusion? a diversified fishery aﬁa animal processing.
plant was constructed on Kodiak. Preliminéry_reports indicate success,
‘The usual effects of feedlot size on cost of feeding afe shown in
Tabié 25, Since the scale of production specified in Tables 25 and 26 are
in excess of state-wide consumption estimatés, much smallér slaughter house
operations are éppropriate. At th%g time, such operations aré feasible.
At Aléskan prices, the construction costs woﬁld probably amount to an
additional 40 to 50 per cent initial investment. Uﬁit operating costs of
slaughtering are not as responsive to output rate as the feedlot operations,
a mafter shown in Table 27, However, the 6.42 cents per bound shipping
charge for a beef carcass between Seattle and Anchorage does not allow
much of a differential with which to compensate for high factor prices
in Alaska,
Certain areas of the Kenéi Peninsula and Kodiag Island, idenfified
in Chapter III, have good graziﬁg lands, The projécted demand for 1985

indicates a need for about 75,500 beef carcasses (550 pounds each).

6. . . . ~
Livestock Industry in Alaska, Possibilities for an Intecrated Live-
Stock Industrv on Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak and Adjoining Islands
(Juneau: U.S. Department of Interior, January, 1967).
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TABLE 26
INVESTMENT COST OF SIX MODEL CATTLE SLAUGHTERING

PLANTS, SOUTHWEST UNITED STATES, 1966

Plant Building Land ’ Equipment Total Annual
Size Costs - Costs Cost Investment Cost
(head/hr.) (thous.dol.) (thous.dol.) (thous.dol,). (thous.dol.) (thous.dol.)

20 154.0 3.1 146.9 304.0  22.4

40 240.1 5.6.V 265.2 ' 510.9 37.7

60 333.3 8.1 326.1 . 667.5 49.2

75 4011 9.8 426.7. 837.6 61.8

90 | 484.2 1.9 413 037.6 1.7
120 658.3 15.7 6331 1,307.1 96.2
.SOURCE: Frangmann; John R. and B. T. Kuntz. . "Ecoﬁo&ics of Size in South-

western Beef Slaughter Plants." Bulletin B-648 Oklahoma State
University, April 1966. : .

TABLE 27
INFLUENCE OF PLANT SIZE AND CAPACITY OF OPERATIONS ON

SLAUGHTER COST FOR SIX MODEL PLANTS, SOUTHWEST UNITED STATES

"~ Plant Size Annual Output* Percent of Capacity
- ' 90 : . 100
- (head/hr.) , “(thous. head) . (dol-./head)
20 ' 40.8 7.52 7.23
40 - 81.6 v 7.47 A 7.16
60 : : 122.4 - 7.02 6.74
75 : 153.0 - 7.14 : 6.84
90 183.6 . 7.18 ’ 6.89
8

120 244.8 o 7.29 6.9

" Assumes 255 éight hour days per year.

° SOURCE: Frangmann, John R. and B. T. Kuntz. "Economics of Size in South-
western Beef Slaughter Plants." Bulletin B-648 Oklahoma State
University, April 1966. :
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Problems of producticn, assembly, processing and distribution w&ll
make it difficult for Alaska to produce a significant share of prine
and choice beef for local markets. However, the production potential fo;
"good" grades of beef is favorable, and the development of larger slaughter
facilities imminent.
‘yggetablg§".

. Several recent proposals to organize a vegetable processiﬁg facility
remain dormant due principally to a lack of ﬂecessary investment capital.
The vegetable production statistics, reflecting 905'acres planted in 1966,‘
reveal a major reason why Alaska has failed to attract investments in
yeéetable processing. A very reliable scheduled source of raw product
in rather large quantities is the bverriding determinant of plant feasibility.
Perhaps, production and processing opergtﬁbns could expand together,
‘However, a production-processing feasibility analysis of considerable
depth ané detail would be necessary.

'For example, a study of broducingNand proceséing vegetables inva
seven county area of southeastern North Carolina indicated that 2;OOO—f
3,000‘acres of vegetables annually would Ee requi%edrfovmake either a
canning or fregzing operation gconomically feasibie.8 Current Alaskan
production is inédequate.to support a processing plant of that type. On

the other hand, there is sufficient local consumption to utilize the’

7However, the following unpublished reports represent an important research
effort on this topic: A. D. Saunders, "Feasibility of Processing Potatoes,"
(Palmer: Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station, 1966-1967); C. L.
Wellington, "A Brief Look at Processing Peas' (Palmer: Alaska Agricultural
Experiment Station, 1962); and L. C. Martin, "Report on Processing
Possibility for Potatoes" (Palmer: U.S.D.A.-A.M.A., 1964).
Leigh H. Hammond, et al., "The Feasibility of Producing and Processing
Certain Vegetables in Southeastern North Carolina'" (Raleigh: North
Carolina State University, 1967). »
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entire output of a vegetable processing operation, A multiple product
plant is still another processing alternative, but it is one which

requires original study.

Conclusions

liThe cost of productién, processing and marketing locally produced
égricultural products represent the major factors controlling the
development of an agricultural base in the state., From the information
gathered and pfesented earlier, the following conclusions are readily
apparent. For summary purposes, they_are'as follows—-

(1)  fn almost every crop and livestock category examined, factor
costs (as reported to exist or simulated) were higher in Alaska
than in competing fafm regions. Fér the most paft, the high
factor costs situation=waé attributable to shérp seasonal

~restrictions imposed by the climate,.reiatively expensive
imported factors of production, and smallness of operations.

The cost spread setween Alaskan and competitor operations in

certain product categories is small enough to justify an
immediate examination. In others, the sPréad is lérge

enough to discourage serious additional study. Continued
feasibility is apparent on a cost-wise basis in dairying,
pétato farﬁing, eggs, and,in certain instances and locations,
ranchiné. Vegetable farming will contiﬁue.to prosper on a
highly seasonal basig, and the poténtiaiAbf ce;tainbcrops,

. notably peaé; might justify a significant processing indﬁstry.

(2) . Specialty areas; such as commercial reindeer herding, are
potentially very important,and>crude cost estim;tes indicate

they could survive on a greatly expanded prodﬁction schedule

by selling to intra-state markets. Serious obstacles exist
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(3)

()

in expanding production. Howevef, a favorable production-
markétihg opportunity will continue to exist.

In farming, but particularly in processing, the smallness of
output has resulted in extremely inefficient practices, high
operating costs and low returns to farmers. The principal
causes of inefficiency are probably seasonality (low anngal

rate of utilization), and smallness of scale (lack of size

economies). These conditions have been the major proximate

causes of industry—wide declines in farm receipts and the
recently observed éeduction in the number of farm units.
Léréer farm units and proceséing facilities, properly financed
and managed, could profitably survive ser?ing,Alaskan urban
markefs. These commercial-sized operétions should not be.
constructed at the "optimal very large écale” of production.
The logistical situation in Alaska recenﬁly has operated ﬁo
the regular detriment of ifs agriculturai sector. First and

foremost, more efficient transportation has been introduced

between metropolitan areas of the U.S. and Anchorage

'
HE |
r

and Fairbanks, Intra-state improvements in transpoftation have

been relatively fewer and less important. Thus, rate changes

caused a worsening of comparative costs to local producers.

in this regard, Delta JunctionAis, in a "iogistic Sgnse,".
as distant from the Anchorage and Fairbanks markets as
Seatﬁle. Remotely situated farms and ranches are at still
grgatervcost disadvantages which are not overcome byv "free"
land or low-grazing prices,

70 ' .




(5)  Geographic dispersion of farm units has discouraged both
procureﬁént and marketing conbinations‘(including cooperatives)
which might otherwise have effectivély imprerd price~ |
cost positions,

(6) Farm financing by non-govermental financial institutions has
been meager, very short term and expensive. In a developing
region, these conditions are not unﬁsual, but they definitely
have restricted growth of the more successful oberators.
Governmentally supported financing simpiy does not exist on
a scale comparable to other U.S. regions. This is readily
atf;ibutabie to poor financial risk egperience and iack of
information on most ésbectquf opergtiﬁg business in Alaské.

(7) The types of agricultural fin;ncing presently available in
Alaska aré conducive to non-corporate forms of farm enterprise.
Repeated instances have arisen of financial discrimination
favbring non-corporate farming, and the condition has
materially discouragea growvth of larger scale, corporate

operations. This situation represents a serious barrier to

the development of efficient commercial farming in the state.

(8) Management techniques in use, even considering farm size
and plant limitations, have resulted in higher overhead and

operating costs than need have occurred,

‘Certain other conclusions were apparent although published evidence

supporting them is meager or non-existent, These are summarized as

follows~—




(a)

(b)

A "management gap' exists in which few young and talented

persons have been attracted to agriculture in Alaska. It

is more profitable for these persons to enter agriculturé in
other'U.S; regions.

It often has been suggested that the present~group of farmers,
with a few notable exceptions, are not interestedyin
profitable farming, demoﬁstrate‘limited proficiency and
knowledge and have come to possess attitudes (including their
motivétions in coming to Alaska) which are not conducivé to
economic development. This type of criticism 1s substantially
aﬁpiicablé to more than one-half of the some 300 farms listed
in the recent Census. Considerable paution sbould'be exércised
in appraising this condition fér it'is more likely to be a

symptomatic result of the '"marginal' nature of many Alaskan

" farming operations than its proximate cause.
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VII

AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL, PUBLIC POLICY
AND DEVELOPMENT FACTORS

Introduction

Tr previous chapteors, the deve askan agriculture was dis-
cussed. Major problems and particular new avenués of expansion were explored.
However, certain overriding questions remain substantially untouched. :Is an
expanding agricultpral base necessary foF growth,éf the region? If reason-~
able growth might be attained, what.would it cost? Are there any major
secondary benefits of agriéultural research and deVe;opment to the state

anﬂ national economy? In this chapter, those questions are explored. The

region's potential is stated, along with recommendations for public policy

and direction of research.

Potential of Agriculture in Alaska

-

From the evidence available it is apparent that the harsh climate and,
soil conditions limit the types of crops which can be grown at competitive
prices. New products and methods df farming which might be suitable to the
unusual environment have not beenvintroducéd or have prodﬁced nothing of
long term importance. In some 30 years of development, the amount of till-
able land has expanded slowly. Land clearing is delayed by slow drying;:
-short, cool growing seasons and slow bacterial action in the soil. The
economic performance of farms and existing processors, while édmiréﬁle in
certain respects, is largely disappointing in terms of’cqntributing to a

viable and balanced growth of the state-wide economy. All in all, many types

of agriculture simply will not develop and become self-sustaining, and even
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those that might prosper may depend upon an initially higﬁ degree of technical
and financial assisfance. Those éommegcial projects and geographic areas
whiéhvmight prosper are the overriding concern of this section of the.report.

The following are some of the prospects and conditions for agricultural
de?elopment:

(1) FExcept for remoteiy csituated herding based principally upon rural
village sales, demand for agricultural land will be restricted to the very
highest soil classes. Forestry and recreational uses and even "no use' may
be the "best useﬁ'for the less productive soil types.

) (2) Férms aﬁd rariches which succeed will be situated neaf rapid;
dependable transportation for receiving inputs in economic lot sizes and

for selling to in;state urban markets. Farmers and small processors locatéd
_at remote places with uncertain logistic support will‘continug to be "mar-
ginally" successful.

(3) Larger sized commercial farms and the introduction of édditional
.processing plants will evolve within a limited But viable agricultural
sector. These will develop along a fairly narrow range ofAcrops and live-
stock when dependable volumes.ofvgufput can be assured. |

(4)' The industry will continue to import ﬁany factors of production,
such as capital goods and particulér tyﬁes of chemical fertilizers. Thergf
fore, many processed goods will not be prOduced4Wifhin the region. In this
respect, additional forward vertical integration 1Is anticipated in serving
in-state markets, specifically progessing, assorting and packaging systemé.

(5) Certain specialty products and small firms will‘coﬁtinue.to exist
as in the past, with little improvement in techniqﬁes of productionvbr iﬁ—

_centive to change. This "fringe" of firms will remain substantially immune

to whatever occurs in the commercial side of the industry..

»
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(6) Farming will need to be so organized as to adapt to ever changing
and mofe competitive conditions.

In dairy products, potatoes and eggs, Alaskan farmers and pfocessors
could eventually produce and market 60 to 80 per cent of urban in-state
consumption. This goal is reasonably attainable Ey 1985. In livestock,
certain vegetables, grasscs and feed grains, significant markel share gains
ére expected within the decade.

Local markets for the key product groups surveyed are now 1érge/enough
to juéﬁify an e%paysion of output. Existing Alaskénvproduce;s have been
unable to accomplish this due to an inability to reduce prqduction costs
to a levél that is competitive with other U.S. fegions; Farming and
ranching in Aléska will not chénge rapidly or by itself. Time lags are
expected in accomplishing detailed cost and marketing studies, iq acquir-
ing financing for construction and.in attracting managerial talent, All
in all, a transformation from a "pfimitive” small scale production system
to a contemporary and'compefitive coﬁmercial agriculture base should be
accomplished expeditiously, certainly in less than 15 years. Forcing growth
-rapidly and skipping traditional "stages" of growth, new problems may arise.
However, by adapting the techniques of farming and processing from other
regions, and impgrting critical manpowef, a feaéible’transition can be made.

" No growth prospect will be fulfilied at all uniess the federal and
state go&ernments-implement anq coofdinaté an intensive research and:
development program. A small,nucieus of progréssive fafmers‘@ave survived

economically in Alaska, some of them reporting substantial earnings from

1Seé Karl A. Fox, Farming, Farmers and Markets for Farm Goods: Essavs
on the Problems and Potentials of American Agriculture (New York: Committee
for Economic Development, Supplementary Paper No. 15, 1962).
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commercial farming. Other farmers represent, for the most part, the back-
ward technology and obsolete farming which is the facet of Alaskan agricul-~

"gap" in development. In recommending a rapid

ture that represents a major
or "forced" transition to modern and competitive commercial farming, some

rather drastic policy changes and economic measures are prescribed.

Public Policies Conducive to Growth

Establishing a conducive environment for the orderly and efficient
development of an agricultural indhstry at this time requires special and
- positive governmental regulation, technical assistance and financial support.
- The governmental policies and underlying philosophy in this matter have
been aptly stated:

The government has the primary responsibility for providing

the essential elements of the infrastructure required for an

efficient marketing system: a good transport system, particu-—

larly a network of arterial and 'feeder roads; public storage to

supplement private storage; a market information system; and a

commodity grading system. 2 _ :

As a relatively new developing region of the United States, the State
of Alaska lacks many kinds of social overhead capital that are conducive to
economic development  in private industry. In large part, this lack of
public institutions and facilities supporting agriculture stems directly
from the unique land ownership situation which existed prior to statehood.
Vast areas of reasonable quality farm land remain uncleared and inaccessible.
Although this type of land is evidently not in short supply at this time,
investments of this type are necessary prior to the introductign of process-
ing plants, which require volumes of farm output much larger than currently

available.

2 : ’
“David Hapgood (ed.), Policies for Promoting Agricultural Development
(Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, January, 1965), p. 80.
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Investment in public transportation, storage and grading facilities and
technical assistance are necessary for the development of a broad range 6f
private industries, including agriculture.

When made in the past, federal investment has not been fully effective.
Thus, while the Alaska Railroad apparently was‘designed to "help" open up
and develop Interior Alaska, in fact its rates on agricultural proauotg
élmost always déter the marketing of farm output within the state. As a
‘consequence, tfdcking acquires almost all of the meager volume of trans-
actions which occur annually.

Similaf.criticism is applicable to the intra-state costs of shipping
agricultural products on the Alaska Ferry System, i{e., especially the
Kodiak-Seward route. At present, Alaské is the only state without express
sfatutes providing at least partial rate exemptions for agricultural com-
modities, The state and federal gqvefnments,_by the very nature of owning
and operating facilities of this type, in'factArepréSent "government in
_business" to a degree much greater than Sbserved in other states. Accord-
ingly; their pricing practices, naﬁure of fgcilities and extent of services
sﬁouldbbe thoroughly examined in térms‘of influgncing the orderly gnd
successful development of private industryt Correé?onding and»compléhentary
changes in their reguiatory controls over industfy are appropriate as well.

The state and federal governménts éan achieve drastic changes'through
their powers to Fegulate industries, especially thosé concerned With.procesé—
ing costs and logistics. An uﬁrealistic'barrier to development exists in thé
form of transportation costs within the state. For praétical.pufposes,
interstate traffic is handled oygf vast distances at a much éméller cost

per pound than for in-state traffic at much shorter distances. Although
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economies of scale in transportation obviouély exist, rate feductions are
long overdue in this area. Voluntary tariffs, of the type prevailing in
Alaska, will not bring about the needed changes. Occasionally, opportu- -
‘ﬁities for agricultural sales within tﬁe state are stifled byAunrealistic
local rates.

Public policy éhanges are needed in land disposjtioﬁ3 especially by
increasing the maximum acreage size for land sales and leasing, to encourage
the deQelopment of farming units on larger tracts of suitable agricultural
‘land. However, a special tax treétment is not recommended.

Private fiﬁaﬁcial institutions hé§e been unéble to underwrite and
féoordinate the financing of large-écgle agriculture in Ala;ké. A signifi-
cant group of farm operators is now sériously underfinanced and, therefore,
-uﬂable to expand éo an efficient scale of production because of admini-
stratively dictated "loan limits." Most of these samé»enterprises would
qualify for an expansion on the basis'oﬁ demonstrated maﬁagerial capacity
and economic feasibility of their expénsion programs. Commercial farming
operations of the type proposed will require sizable permanent financing.
Loans at less than the prevailing market rates, with maturities in excess
of 20 years, are necessary to stimulate the initial development of process-
ing induétries; On short and intérmed%étevterm credit, private lenders‘would
be expected to accept a position of "oan participation," especially when
placed in the pogition of preferréd risk. In addition, inventory financing
and substantial wgfking capitai loans are appropriate for farm énterprises
throughout each verticaliy integrate& farm and processing system.

The approval of more libéral.credit ghould be predicted'upon and re~’
étricted to those enterprises which qualify in terms of manageriéi capacity.
These loans must fall well within the purview of the gﬁidelines for develop~

ment established earlier in terms of soil classes and locations, feasible

- product groups and a necessary scale of operations.
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The absence of marketing intermediaries in Alaskan agriculturé_is even
more serious than the presént paucity of legitimate proéessors. Food whole-
saling and warehousing exists almost exclusively in support of sales between
outside farmers and local stores. Selling groups serving local producers
appeared in the last several years in éﬂe Matanuska Valley and prpbably

will expand their marketing influences. As larger scale processing systems

develop, complementary i

o

appeay to distribute the
output efficiently. Research on marketing channels, including military
procurement, and the types of logistical assistance needed to support a

growing industry.remain, for the most part, neglected areas of study.

Direction of Research and Development

Few arcas of'éotential aevelopment require the directed and concentrated
research éupport of the federal government to the degree warfantea in Alagkan
1agriculture. The économic plight of farming in Alaska is widesbread in
every mgjor comnodity-producing grouﬁ. Land tenufe ahd government agency
poiicy qﬁestions appear at every tﬁrnvané cast cbnsiderable doubt upoqu
whether thebagriculture sector could‘have been highly éuccessful in the
past.

Improvements iﬁ farming and agricuitural processing would complementA
allied privatelindustries thioughoutvthe state, many ovahich.haVe encountered
similar cost problems. However;’siénificant amounts of new research are
required at each stage of implementation. The jﬁstification for government
"spending in this particular aresa, as oppbsed to ptivate’industry research,

is well set forth in the following analysis: -

-
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Investment by the federal government in research and
development has certain features which distinguish it in degree
and perhaps in kind from most other investment activities. One
is the pervasive influence of uncertainty...(R)esearch and
development programs attempting to create what has never been
contrived before for adaptation to an ever-changing environment
face uncertainties of exceptional magnitude. A second dis-
tinguishing variable is the degree to which governmental research
and development programs has as a primary objective political
and other intangible benefits difficult to translate.into the
convenient terms of a monetary common denominator...The real
difficulty is that in most areas of government research and
development there exists no actual or potential market to
fwpute through the price mechanlsu...Sowe kind of non—-market
system of benefit imputation or estimated is required. Third,
research and development investment decisions often encompass
important "tradeoffs! that have few close parallels in non-
‘research activities,

. Within these policies, agricultural research should be oriented

largely toward the successful development of commercial industry, whether

by transfer of technology from other regions or experimenting with new

" method and techniques. In this regard, the following position is appropriate:
The research program should have as its main focus the

‘solution of problems and the development of new scientific

and technological information that would have an -immediate

bearing on agricultural production. With such a focus of

objectives no distinction need be made between fundamental

and applied research. The scientists should have the free-

dom and encouragement to probe into the fundamentals of a

question when necessary, but the program gcnerally would

be heavily fleld and .problem oriented. :

In reviewing the production problems confronting commercial agriculture,

certain specific types of research are absolutely necessary at this time.

They are as follows-

Frederick M. Scherer, "Government Research and Development 'Programs," in
Robert Dorfman (ed.), Measuring Benefits of Government IHVEotﬂenLS (Kashington:
Brookings Institution, 1963), pp. 12-13. S :

4David Hapgood, op. cit., p. 97.
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(1) Surveys of particular farmioperations, such as potato p§oduction
and processing, must‘be madeion a basis comparable to similaf brojepts
accomplished in other states and their subregions. The surveys

would possess a high value for managerial decisions, especially in
attracting new investment.

(2) Farming should be considered in more broad economic perspective
and as a part df an overall production—proéessing—consumervsystem.
Feasibility projects should be traced out in terms of "costing"

each alternati&e, especially those pertaining'to different levels

of prodﬁéfion and technology. Experimentation.and exploration with
new techniques of production represent one of the mQét seriously
needed kinds of research. Of pérticﬁlar benefit would be a "Piants
Materials Center," which could examine such current proposals as the
éupply and manufacturing aspects of‘fish'protéin production or the
potential impact of limestone supplies that could be available to
.agriculture as a by-product with the introduction of a cement manu-
facturing plant in the Anchorage area. Experimentation is eépecially
appropriatg in range management on vast areas of séecial soil sub-
classes and in low cost forage production. Such a "Center" is the
llogical organization and vehicle which would réduce the "gap Between
agricultural research and commercial production, R

(3) Management and record sérVices‘and.mﬁch of the bésic accounﬁing

' .

data on agricultural enterprises are dificient. Alaskan farmers

receive limited information pertaining to the economic environment
in which they operate,

(4)  Marketing and logistics research are required, especially in

the areas of transportation and consumer preferences for Alaskan-
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.processed food prodﬁcts. The entire's;bjept’of efficient techniques
of marketing to Alaskan distribution channels warrants extensive
examinatioﬁ.

(5) To a large extént, earlier dispussion ignpred the possible
transition of existing farmers into a more advanced form of

‘commercial agriculture., The transition would involve important and

fundamental changes in attitudes and values and yeord

~ farmers and those who work with themn,

- Public spending in research and development must, of course, yield
benefits in due time. Whether readily quantifiable or not, every attémpt
should be méde to estimate the indirect benefits.attributable to aAregional
research progfam in agriculture, »If.ag;iculture ﬁill not develop on an
“expanding commercial.scale without large and active research and dé&elopment
programs, then by implication the pace of actual development in the next

-

twvo decades will be the major indicator of program effectiveness.
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APPENDIX A

ESTIMATED YIELD POTENTIALS
BY LAND CAPABILITY CLASS
FOR TWO LEVELS OF MANAGEMENT

TABLE 1.
TABLE 2.
TABLE 3.

"~ TABLE 4.

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA
TANANA VALLEY
WESTERN KENAI LOWLANDS

NORTHEAST KODTAK ISLAND




TWO LEVELS OF

TABLE

1

ESTIMATED YIELD POTENTTAL BY LAND CAPABILITY CLASS FOR
MANAGEMENT ,

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA AREA OF ALASKA, 1967

-
Perennlal Forage

. Barley QOats

Mgt. I  Mgt. IT  Mgt. I Mgt. IT ~ Mgt. I Mgt. 1T
Land Class (cwt/a) (cwt/a) (tons/a-dry)
IIc 19-22 29-30 21-22 29-32 2-3 3.5-4.,5
1le 19-22  29-30 21-22  29-32 2-3 3.5-4.5
IIs (no class II's land in the area)
Subtotal
I1Ie 17-19 26-28 19-21  28-32 2.0-2.5 3.5-4.0
111s 17-19 26-28 i 18—19‘ 26-30 2.0-2.3 3.0-3.3
I11w -2,0-2.,5 3.0-3.5
Subtotal
IVe 14-17  20-22 17-19 = 24-26 1.5-2.0 2.5-3.0
IVs 12-14 16-18 14--17 16-20 .7-1.5 2.5-3.0
IVw ~ «7-15 2,5-3.0
Subtotal
1v
VIT

VIII

Total
%

Management level I is conparablé—to current levels of attainment while .

Management level IT assumes utilization of currently avallab]e technology
and cultural practices. : .

Yield estimates for forage crops are stated on a dry matter basis and can be

converted as follows:

DM x 2.0.

hay - DM x 1.22,

Silage - DM x 4.0, and haylage -




TABLE 1 (continued)

Land Oat/Oer. Forage Rye Grass Forage Potatoes-Fresh Potatoes-Process

Class Mgt. I Mgt. IT Mgt., I  Mgt: II  Mgt. I  Mgt. II Mgt, I Mgt. II
(tons/a-dry) (tons/a-dry) ' (cwt/a) (cwt/a)
Ite 1-2 45 4-5 300 480 250 400
TTe 1.9 7.5 is 00 480 25 400
IIs
‘IIle 1-2 4-5 "~ 4-5 180 260 160 240
IITs =15 3-4 3-4 150 170 100 130
Iy .7-1.5  3-4 3-4 100 100 60 60
Ive  .7-1.5 2.5-3.5 2.5-3 2.5~3.5
Ivs .5-1.0  2,0-3 2.3
IVw | )
VI
vViI . . o //
VITT '




TABLE 1 (coutinuedj

Cabbage-Process

VIII

Land Carrots Lettuce Cabbage~Fresh

Class Mgt. I Mgt. II Mgt. T  Mgt., II  Mgt. I  Mgt. IT Mgt. I Mgt, II
(cwt/a) (cwt/a) (cwt/a) (cwt/a)

IIc 180 300 270 360 400 600 500 800

ITe 150 | 280 200 250 400 500 450 600

I1s |

Ille 150 175 360 420 360 420

I11s 50 0 100 250 330 250 330

IITw |

IVe

-IVs

IV

VI4

VII .

A-4




© TABLE 1 (continued)

Barley
Land (high moisture) Green Peas-Process Spinach ' ~ Summer Squash
Class Mgt. I  Mgt. II Mgt I Mgt. II Mgt. I Mgt., IT  Mgt., I Mgt., II
(cwt/a-day) (cwt/a) (cwt/a) (cwt/a)
Iic 38-40 40 60 100 140 200 400
Ite 38-40 40 60 80 120 200 400
IIé
I1le 32-34 35 40 | ;/, 180 300
IIls - o 32-34 25 30 . 180 300
I1Tw - |
IVe 28-30 20 | 30" o | © 150 250
Ivs | 20-22 | |
IVW
VI
VII
VITI




TABLE 1 (continued)

VIII

Land Rhubard _ ‘ .
Class Mgt, I Mgt. II =~ Mgt. I  DMgt., II Mgt. I Mgt. II Mgt., I Mgt. I1
(cwt/a) ’ .
Ile 500 700
TTe 400 600
IIs
ITle 450 600
- I11s 150 BQO
111w 100 ZCO
1ve 100 200
IVs 50 lOOV
IVw | AlOO 200
VI
V1T




TABLE 2

ESTIMATED YIELD POTENTIAL BY LAND CAPABILITY CLASS
FOR TWO LEVELS OF MANAGEMENT,
TANANA VALLEY AREA OF ALASKA, 1967

Barley »

Land Barley Oats - Perennial Forage (high moisture)
Class . ° Mgt. I Mgt. IT  Mgt. I  Mgt. II Mgt. I  Mgt, IT Mgt., I Mgt., II

(cwt/2) (cwt/2a) (tons/a-dry) (cwt/a-dry)
Ile 17-20 26-27  ©19-20  38-32 2-3 3-4 . 38-40
I1e 17-20  26-27 19220 _ 28-32 2-3 3-4 38-40
Is 17-20  26-27  19-20  28-32 2-3 34 3840
ITTe 1518 2325 17419 2632 2-2.3  3-3.5 32-34
IITs 15-18  23-25  16-17  26-30  -2-2.3  2.5-3.0 32-34
IItw 22,5 2.5-3.0 -
Ive 13-16  20-22  15-17  24-26  1.5-2  2.0-2.5 28-30
IVs 11-13 15-17 13-16  16-20 .§u1.54 2.0-2.5 - 20-22
IVw , .7-1.5 2.0-2.5
VI ‘
VII
VIIT




" TABLE 2 (continued)

— —

Land 0at/Pea Foragé Rye Grass Forage Potatoes-Fresh | Potatoes-Process
Class Mgt. I  Mgt. IT  Mgt., I  Mgt. II Mgt. I Mgt., IT Mgt, I  Mgt. II
(ton/a-dry) (tons/a-dry) (cwt/a) (cwt/a)
IIc 12 3.2-4.0 3.2-4.0 210 340 175 280
ile, 1-2 3.2-4.0 | 3.2-4,0 210 340 175 280
s 12 3.2-4.0 3.2-4.0 210 340 175 280
 Illc 1-2 3.2-4.0 | 3.2-4.,0 126 180 - 110 170
Ils  .7-1.5 2.5-3.5 2.5-3.5 110 120 70 90
IIlw - .7-1.5 2.5-3.,5 2.5-3.5 70 © 70 45 45
1ve o .7F15 2.0-3.0 2.0-3.0
s .5-1.0 1.5-2.5 1.5-2.5
IVw
VI
—_
VIII

A-8




T

© TABLE 2 {(continued)

Land Carrots Lettuce Cabbagé~Fresh Cabbeage-Process

Class . Mgt., I Mgt. II Mgt, I Mgt, IT Mgt. I Mgt, II Mgt., I  Mgt. II
' (cwt/a) (cut/a) (cw;/a) (cwt/a)

‘Ilc 160 270 220 310 340 510 425 680

Ile 135 250 170 215 340 425 380 510

I EEE 250 170 310 340 425 380 510

I1lie 125 150 310 360 310 360

IIIs . 45_ .85 215 280 215 1280

I1Tw |

Ive

IVs

IVw

Vi

VII

VIII




" TABLE 2 (continued)

Rhurbarb

Land Green Peas-Process Spinach Summer Squash
Class Mgt., I Mgt. II Mgt. I Mgt. II  Mgt. I Mgt. II Mgt. I Mgt. II
(cut/a) (cwt/a) (cwt/a) (cwt/a)
IIc 32 48 100 140 22Q 440 425 595
ITe 32 48 80 120 220 440 340 510
IIs 32 48 220 440 340 510
IITe 28 32 1200 '330 380 510
Iils 20 24 200 330 130 255
IIIw . | 85 170
Ive . 16 2 165 275 85 170
IVs | 42 85
IVw 85 170
VI
VII

VITL
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ESTIMATED YIELD POTENTIAL BY LAND CAPABILITY CLASS

TABLE 3

FOR TWO LEVELS OF MANAGEMENT,

WESTERN KENAI LOWLANDS, ALASKA, 1967

Barley .
- (high moisture) Oat Forage Timothy Forage Oat/Pea Forage
Class Mgt. I Mgt, II Mgt. I Met., II  Mgt, I Mgt. II Mgt. I  Mgt. IT
(cut/2) (ton/a-dry) (tons/a-dry) (tons/a~dry)
ITe. 15 30 5-1.5 2-3 12 2-4 4-6
ITe 15 30. 5-1.5  2-3 .1~2 2-4 4-6
11s No Ii's in this area
nie 15 30 .5-1.5  2-3 1-2  2-4 46
II1s 15 30 .5-1.5  2-3 .75-1.5 1.5-3.0 3-5
I1Iw 10 20 1.5-3.0 3—5
Ive .5-1.0  1.5-2.5  ,75-1.5 2.0-3.0 2.5-3.5
IYW 10 20
VI
VII
VIIT

S A-11




TABLE 3 (continued)

Land Native Grass Forage Potatoes-Fresh Potatoes-Process Lettuce

Class Mgt. I Mgt. IT Mgt. I  Mgt., II  Mgt. I Mgt. II Mgt. I Mgt.
(tons/a~-dry) (cwt/a) A (cwt/a) (cwt/a)

Ilc .75-1.5 1.5-2.5 150 300 110 250 270 360

Ile .75-1.5 1.5-2.5 150 300 110~ 250 200 250

ITs _  No IL's in this area

TITe 75-1.5 1.5-2.5 200 250 150 180

ITIs  .75-1.5 1.5-2.5 200 230 150 180

Iin‘ |

IVe  ,75-1,5 1.2-2.5

Ivs  .75-1.5 1.5-2.5

IVwAA

VI

VII

VIIT

A-12 -




. TABLE 3 (continued)

Land Carrots

Cabbage-Fresh

Cabbage-Process

G. Peas-Process

Class Mgt. I Mgt. II Mgt. I Mgt. IT  Mgt. I Mgt. IT Mgt. I . Mgt. II

’ (cwt/a) (cwt/a) (cwt/a) (cwt/a) '
itTc. 100 200 400 600 500 800 20 50
IIe 75 180 400 500 450 600 20 © 50
II$ No I1's in this area

Ille 360 420 360 420 15 20
I11s 250 330 250 330
‘IIIw

ivVe

IVs

IVw>.

Vi

VII

VIII ,
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“TABLE 4
ESTIMATED YIELD POTENTIAL BY LAND CAPABILITY CLASS
FOR THO LEVELS OF MANAGEMENT, .
NORTHEAST KODIAK ISLAND, ALASKA, 1967

v Barleyv _ Perennial | ' Native
Land (high moisture) Forage ' Grass Forage Potatoes
Class Mgt. I  Mgt, IT  Mgt. I  Mgt, II Mgt., I Mgt. IT  Mgt. I  Mgt.
{tons/a-dry) (tons/a~dry) A {tons/a-dry) {ewi/a)
IT ) - ’ » ﬁo class II land in the area
ITTe 10-12  15-20 ' 1.5-2.5 .5-1,0 1-2 100 200
I1Ts ' = . No III's in this area
ITw . 1.0-2,0  .5-1.0 1-2
Ive 10-12 15-20 | 1.5-2.0 .5-1.0 1;2
e 1012 15-20 1.0-2,0  ,5-1.0 1-2
IVw . : No IVw's in this area
Vi
VII

VIII

A-14




APPENDIX B

“TABLE 1. PRICE INDEXES FOR AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES IN ALASKA, 1959 BASE YEAR

TABLE 2. AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY
: PRICES IN ALASKA




Milk
Tanana
‘Matanuska
" Kenail
S.E.

S.W. & W.

Eges
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai
S.E.
S.W., & W,
Beef
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai
S.E.
S.W.

& W.

Pork
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenal
S.W. & W.

'Poultrz‘

Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai
S.E.

S.W. & W,

~Wool
Kenal
S.W.

& W.
LamB

Kenal#®
S.W. & W.

PRICE INDEXES FOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES IN ALASKA, 1959 BASE YEAXR

1962

1965

1966

“1958 Base Year

B-2

1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1963 1964
100.4 97.4 100.6 99.9 103.9 97.6 . 100.0 129.3 108.4 119.4 123.3 98.9 103.3 91.4
95.5 97.6 98.1 95.5 95.8 93.3 100.0 101.0 101.8 90.9 39.3 84.2 86.6 90.8
120.0 120.0 109.5 126.5 128.4 100.0 100.0.. 106.%4 102.4 108.9 105.0 93.3 92.7 140.0
91.5 01.6 80.0 87.1 102.2 99.6 100.0 110.1 106.0 100.0 93.9 90.1 92.9 110.1
169.3 171.4 171.0 168.8 168.8 96.7 100.0 . 171.7 161.8 190.4 n.a n.a. n.a. n.a.
147.2 123.6 118.0 113.5 103.4 106.7 100.0 106.7 96.6 98.9 97.8 J96.6  95.5 96.6
103.5 98.8  100.0 103.5 103.5 100.0 100.0 102.4 91.8 94 .1 92.9 91.8 88.2 88.2
117.6 ° 117.6 110.6 117.6 .103.5 117.6 100.0 102.4 90.6 94,1 94.1 85.3 80.6 92.9
123.8 125.0 107.5 113.8 112.5 106.2 100.0 100.0 91.2 93.8 91.2 292.5 95.0 93.8
100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.0 87.0 38.0 93.0 96.0 - 95.0
92.7 88.9 . '98.2' 77.8 81.8 88.9 100.0 95.1 106.9 115.8 103.8 4.2 88.0 104.2
100.8 96.5 90.8 99.8 77.5 100.0 100.0, 97.2 114.2 117.0 03.8 94.8 94.8 93.8
122.5 115.0 107.5 92.5 82.5 100.0 100.0 98.2 112.5 113.2 110.5 102.0 108.0 115.5
112.5 125.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 87.5 100.0 97.8 105.8 107.0 201.2 100.0 95.5 n.a.
100.0 100.0 95.0 115.2 102.5 100.0 100.0 104.2 119.5 108.0 210.8 101.0 104.5 111.8
136.4 . 138.2 104.6 117.3 155.5 138.2 100.0 103.7 103.2 113.6 103.7 99.8 115.2 126.3
98.5 72.4 73.5 119.8 100.8 89.5 100.0 100.5 99.5 104.8 37.8 97.2 111.8 130.0
116.0 100.0- 84.0 76.0  72.0 100.0 100.0 86.4 . 80.0 83.6 82.4 83.6 104.4 113.0
66.7 78.7 83.3 83.3 86.7 100.0 100.0 © 166.7 166.7 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. - n.a.
-135.8 124.7 104.0 93.6 83.8 116.8 100.0 116.2 299.6 165.3 96.2 87;7 64.9 59.4
122.9 .125.9 ° 105.4 94,2 73.1 104.8 100.0 88.2 29.6 94,4 72.7 60.2 49.4 . 52.6
133.2 115.1 128.7 117.2 117.4 110.4 100.0 105.6 93.9 101.1 86.2 74.9 56.4 45,4
187.5 187.5 155.0 137.5 115.0 100.2 100.0 105.5 107.0 n.a. 91.0 92.5 70.0 65.8
100.0 lOOﬂOT 94,0 100.0 80.0 90.5 100.0 ° 100.0 111,2 114.2 12,4 3.4 60.0 “66.6
'h;a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a 100.0 69.7 69.4 20.6 81.5 108.7 . 94.9 101.8
90.9 75.8  89.6 90.7  109.1 100.0 100.0 72.7 72.5 87.1 105.8 110.5 96.5 104.0
98.0 100.0 98,4  100.0 100.0 100.0 n.a. 130.0 111.8 120.0 166.6 123.0 106.6 120.0
100.0 100.0 94.0 100.0 80.0 94.0 100.0 100.8 111.0 109.2 107.2 99.0 84.6




Table 1. =

Reindeer
S.W. & W,

Potatoes
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai
S.E.

S.W. & W.

Cabbage
~Tanana

Matanuska

Kenal

Lettuce
Tanana
Matanuska

Carrots
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenail

Other Veg,

Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai
S.E.

S.W. & W.*

contd.

1958

1959

%1960 Base Year

Qats
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai®

#1958 Base Year

~ Lettuce
Kenai
- S.E.

1953 1954 1955 1956 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 - 1965 1966
n.a. n.a., n.a, n.a. n.a. 87.5 100.0 . 100.0 93.2 94.5 99.5 108.2 102.0 85.0
99.8 293.6 83,6 130.7 94,4 59.1 100.0 91.2 79.2 76.0 75.7 - 109.1 88.5 69.6
97.9 83.0 64.6 99.2 99.2 73.0  100.0- Q4,4 99.6 86.1 75.6 139.1 104.5 91.0
130.2 131.3 71.2 108.2 104.4 99.6 100.0 123.3 114.1 100.8 86.1 145.0 146.0 145.6
91.5 98.3 63.5 65.2 . 73.5 "70.0 100.0 . 100.0 75.0 58.3 70.0 n.a. n.a. 100.0
n.a. n.a n.a. n.a nia 70.0 100.0 100.0 75.0 58.8 52.8 80.0 80.0 70.0
85.0 70.0 73.7 . 90.0 90,0 40,0 100.0 121.6 77.8 95.6 n.a. 100.0 117.8 123.1
64,7 56,4 34,7 55.7 55.8 83.3 100.0 59,7 71.9 75.8 65.0 72.9 . 107.7 87.8
69.4 75.0 63.5 50.0 66,7 80.6 100.0 83.3 62.5 33.3 66.7 83,3 116.7 11x.1
222.8 148,.2 185.1 125,0 110.2 208.3 100.0 129.2 108.6 121.4 77.3 118.1 134.4 134,11
100.6 - 83.8 61.8 90.0 83.2 “183.1 100.0 86.5 87.4 97.7 62.4 92.1 103.3 104.6
81.6 82.1 78.8 78.6 176.1 86.6 100.0 - 58.9 59.5 84.2 71.9 73.7 104.8 106.0
80.0 67.4 . '87.7 60.3 76.9 108.5 100.0 57.3 104.2 98.2 77.6 95.3 118.2 116.1
56.6 45.0 -51.8 47 .2 50.0 103.4 100.0 n.a. 62.5 58.4 43.8 58.4 83.4 75.0
878.0' 1557.9 2731.7 73,4 272.0 147.5 100.0 111.7 121.2 149.9 104.2 110.2 123.6 149.2
204.7 52.2 52,4 . 46,0 125.,9 104.3 100.0 77 .4 70.7  77.1% 53.5 - 62.4 67.7 76.3
- 37.7 -314.9 41,2 75,7 80.0 98.9 100.0 L42.4 42.4 44,0 40.2 45,2 52.8 60.3
n.a. n.a n.a. n.a. 48.5 96.2 100.0 45.8 45.8 45,8 45,8 n.a. n.a. n.a.
‘n.a. n.a n.a. n.a. n.a. 75.9 n.a. 100.0 100.0 150.0 115.0 125.0 150.0 150.0
111,10 111,10 100.0 110.0 122.2 100.0 100.0 lll.l. 111.1 104.9  116.4 ) 234.7 100.0 93.3
146.7 133.3 133.3 107.1 119.0 107.1 100.0 109.8 114.3 106.9 . 105.0 101.4 97.6 . 96.9
123.0 89.6 123.0 90.4 102.2 100.0 n.a. 90.6 94,4 80.5 100.0 100.0 n.a. 100.0
62.5 104.7 84,4 80.0 62.5 94,0 100.0 n.a. n.a 66.6 37.5 62.5 75.0 83.4
909.1 1152.3 562.7 568.2 431.8 909.1 100.0 n.a. n.a n.a. n.a. n.a n.a n.a
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Barley
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai*

#1960 Base Year

Grain_ﬂgX.
Tanana
Matanuska
Kenai

S.W. & W.

Grass Hay

Tanana
Matanuska
Kenad®
S.E.

S.W. & W.

%1958 Base Year

Grain Silage

Tanana
Matanuska
Kenad
S.E. .
" 8.W. & W.

Grass Silage

Tanana
Matanuska -
Xenai

S.E.

S.W. & W.

Straw
"Tanana

SOURCE:

Washington, D, C., 1967.

U. S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistical Tables, by Crop Reporting Distriect, 1953-1966,

B-4

'1953 1954 1955 - 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 *1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
116.0 116.7 110.7 111.6 122.2 105.3 100.0 108.0; 112.0 98.9 104.2 93.8 93.3 91.1
116:7 117.0 116.3 116.5 104.6 104.6 100.0 103.2 113.7 98.8 94,2 - 92.3 91.9 93.2
n.a. 108.1 63.1 90.1 112.6 n.a. n.a. 100.0. 112.6 126.1 96.8 98.6 101.4 99.1
75.0  81.2 62.5 62.5 . 81.2 lC0.0 100.0 93.8 68.8 67.7 85.9. 63.9 64,5 55.0
91.6 83.3 83.3 ..83.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 108.3 92.5 86.8 81.1 89.0 80.0 82.0
133.8 133.8 133.8 121.6. 133.8 ° 124.5 100.0 178.9. 158.1 158.1 145.9 ° 134.7 - 126.5 145.9
n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 100.0 100.0 111.1 114.3 100.0 100.0 3.3, n.a. n.a.
94.3. n.a. 87.0 94.3 120.2 101.2 100.0  120.3 105.8 98.4'v 90.3 87.0 91.5 87.0
83.8 n.a. ..99.8 83.8 84.0 100.2 100.0  125.7 114.8 109.3 97.1 100.6 106.1 98.6
83.0 . n.a. 83.0 75.5 83.0 100.0 26.9 113.3 105.7 = 98.0 88.6 89.4 96.3 112.8
85.5 n.a. 776.0 n.a. n.a. 102.6 100.0 114.0 . 123.5 114.0 105.2 101.3 n.a. n.a.
n.a. n.a. n.a. 97.9 n.a. " n.a. 100.0 137.1 137.1 . 137.1 127.3 137.1% n.a. n.a.
80.0 82,1 . 80.0 80.0 80.0 100.0 100.0 92.6 88.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 77.2
109.7 100.0° -103.0 100.0 93.9 100.0 100.0 100.8 105.4 94,8 97.5 91.6 94.8 89.4 -
100.0  100.0 90.0 100.0 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.0 87.7 85.0 87.5 - 92.0 90.0
100.0 133.3 100.0 133.3 133.3 100.0 100.0 111.1 114.6 110.5 106.7 106.7 110.3 133.3
n.a. n.a n.a. 100.0 100.0 .100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 n.a.
n.a. n.a. 80.0 80.0 80.0 100.0 100.0 88.0 88.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 77.0
100.0 n.a. 100.0 100.0 93.7 100.0 - 100.0 102.4 107.6 96.6 93.0° -92.2 95.0 89.4
125.0 n.a. 100.0 100.0  90.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 96.4 88.3 82.3  87.5 - 91.8 90.6
133.3 n.a. n.a. 133.3 133.3 100.0 100.0 115.5 115.1 109.3 104.3 106.7 116.3 106.7
n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0
n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. -99.6 100.0 112.,1 103.2 99.6 92.5 87.7 n.a. n.a




MILK

1953

1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963

1964

1965

1966

EGGS

1953

1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
" 1966

APPENDIX B - TABLE 2

Agricultural Commodity Prices in Alaska

(dollars per hundred pounds)

Tanana

11.
10.
11,
10.
11,
10
1.
14,
11,
13.
13,
10,
11.
10.

04
71
07
99
43

74

00
22
92
14
56
88
36
05

~ (dollars per

Tanana

1.
1.
1.
1.

coocooco0O0O0O0O

31
10
05
01

O
Do

.95
.89
.95
.86
.88
.87
.86
.85
.86

‘Matanuska

10.
10.
11.
10.
10.
10.
1L,
11.
11.
10.
10.

9.

9.
10.

dozen)

"HatanuSka

.

OCOO0OOODOOCODOO0OO0OOOCOCO
NN N S 00N 0D 0000 000000 O
DLW OO N WL oo Uy

75
99
05
75
79
51
25
37
46
24
06
48

75

23

Kenai

- 12,00

12.00
10.95
12.65
12.84
10.00
10.00
10.64
10.24
10.89
10.50

9.33

9.27

14,00

‘Kenai .

.

CODOCOOOOHOHOMI
NN O OOV O0D0 OO
ON H OO Y ULTONOEOD

9.97
9.98
8.72

9.49
11.14
10.86
10.90
12.00

11.56

10.90
10.24

9.82
10.13
12.00

OO0 ODODODOOOOHO
o]
w

S8 W,

11.85
12,00




Table 2. -~ contd.

* Tanana
1953 0.417
1954 0.400
1955 0.442
1956 0.350
1957 0.368
1958 0.400
1959 0,450
1960 ' 0.428
1961 0.481
1962 _ -~ 0.521
1963 0.467
1964 0.424
1965 ‘ 0.396
1966 . 0.469

" PORK (dollars per pound)

Tanana
1953 0.592
1954 0.600
1955 0.454
1956 0.509
1957 0.675
1958 0.600
1959 0.434
1960 " 0.450
1961 0.448
1962 0.493
1963 0.450
1964 0.433
1965 0.500
1966 £ 0.548

Matanuska

0,403
0.386
0.363
0.399
0.310
0.400
0.400
0.389
0.457
- 0.468
0.415
0.379
0.363
0.375

" ‘Matanuska

0.394
0.314
0.294
0.479
0.403
0.358
0.400
0.402
0.398
0.419
0.351
0.389
0.447
0.520

Kenad

0.490
0.460

0.430

0.370
0.330

0.400

0.400
0.393
0.450

0.453

0.442
0.408
0.432
0.462

‘Kenai

[=NeNoleNoNoeNolNalNoNolNolNo N

0.580
.500
420
.380

.500
.500
432
400
418
412
418
.522
.565

.360 -

450
.500
.400
400
.350
.350
L400
0.391
0.423
0.428
0.405
0.400

DO OO0 O

0.382 .

n.a.

S.W. & W.

I~
(@]
(@]

.

400
.380
461
410
400
400
AV
478
0.432
0.443
- 0.404
"0.418
0.447

OC OO0 OO OOO0O

S & WL

0.400
0.472
0.500
‘0.500
0.520
0. 600
0.600
1.000
1.000
3.

oI~ B = I~ R
oo omop




Table 2.. -~ . contd.

. LAMB & MUTTON (dollars per pound)

Tanana "~ Matanuska Kenai S.E. TSLW. & WL
1953 0.473 ~ 0.644 0.490 n.a. 0.500
1954 0.470 n.a. 0.500 n.a,. 0.500
1955 - 0,467 n.a. 0.492 ~ mn.a, 0.470
1956 0.422 n.a. 0.500 n.a. 0.500
1957 0.428 n-a. 0.500 n.a. 0.400
1958 n.a. n.a. 0.500 n.a. 0.500
1959 .4 0.4, . n.a, n.a. n.a.
1960 n.a n.a. 0.650 n.a. 0.504
1961 n.a n.a. 0.559 . n.a. 0.555
1962 n.a n.a. 0.600 n.a. 0.545
1963 n.a n.a. .0.833 n.a. "0.534
1964 n.a n.a. 0.615 = n.a. 0.495
1965 n.a n.a. 0.533 n,a. 0.423.
1966 n.a n.a.. 0.600 . n.a. Lo
~ POULTRY ‘(dollars per pound)
Tanana. Matanuska " Kerai "S.E. US.W. & W,
1953 0.653 0.617 0.590 0.750 0.500
1954 0.600 - 0.632 . 0.510 0.750 . 0.500
1955 0.500 0.529 0.570 0.620 . 0.470
1956 0.450 0.473 0.519 10.550 0.500
1957 0.403 0.367 0.520 0.460 0.400
1958 0.562 0.526 0.489 0.401 , 0.452
1959 - 0.481 0.502 0.443 0.400 0.500
1960 0.559 0.443 0.468 0.422 0.500
1961 0,479 0.500 - ) 0.416 0.428 0.556
1962 0.795 0.474 0.448 .n,a., o 0.571
1963 0.463 0.365 10.382 0.364 " .0.562
1964 ' 0.422 0.302 0.332 0.370 0.417
1965 0.312 0.248 . 0.250 - - 0.280 . 0.300
1966 0.286 0.264 0.201 0.263 0.333




Table'Z. - contd.

WOOL (dollars per pcund)

Tanana Matanuska Kenai S.E. C8.WL & WL
1953 n.a. n.a. ‘n.a n.a. 0.500
1954 n.a, n.a. n.a n.a. - 0.417
1955 n.a. " n.a. n.a n.a. 0.493
1956 n.a. n.a. n.a n.a. 0.499
1957 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.600
1958 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.550
1959 Tied. U.550 0.552 n.a. 0.550
1960 n.a. 0.500 0.385 n.a. 0.400
1961 n.a. © n.a, 0.383 n.a, 0.399
1962 n.a. n.a.: 0.500 n.a, 0.479
1963 n.a. n.a. 0.450 n.a. 0.582
1964 n.a. _mn.a. 0,600 n.a. 0.608
1965 - n.a,. . n.a. 0.524 n.a, 0.531
1966 n.a. n.a. 0.562 n.a. 0.572
REINDEER (dollars per pound)
" Tanana " Matanuska ‘Kenai 'S.E, LS W&,

1953 n.a. n.a. . n.a. n.a. . n.a.
1954 n.a. n.a. _* mn.a. . n.a.  n.a.
1955 n.a. “mn.a. ’ n.a. n.a. ¢ n.a.
1956 n.a. n.a. " mn.a. n.a. n.a.
1957 . n.a. n.a. n.a, n.a. - mn.a.
1958 n.a. n.a, n.a. n.a. 0.350
1959 n.a. n.a. o n.a. n.a. 0.400
1960 n.a, ‘n.a. N n.a. n.a. 0.400
1961 n.a. n.a, , n.a. n.a, 0.373
1962 n.a. n.a. ’ n.a.. ; ‘n.a. 0.378
1963 - n.a. n.a, ' n.a. n.a. 0.398
1964 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.433
1965 ‘n.a. n.a. " n.a. . n.a. 0.408
1966 n.a.

n.a. - . n.a. _ n.a. ' 0.340

B-8




Table 2. - contd.

POTATOES (dollars per hundred pounds)

 Tanana Matanuska Kenai S.E. COSWLEW.
1953 6.77 5.23 6.20 5.49 n.a.
1954 6.35 4,43 6.25 5.90 n.a.
1955 5.67 3,45 3.39 3.81 n.a.
1956 8.86 5.30 5.15 3.91 n,a.
1957 6.40 5.30 : 4,97 4,41 n.a.
1958 4,01 3.90 474 4,20 "7.00
1959 6.78 5.34 L.76 6,00 16.00
1960 6.18 5.04 5.87 6.00 10.00
1961 5.37 5.32 5.43 4.50 7.50
1962 5.15 4,60 4,80 3.50 ) 5.88
1963 5.13 4,04 4.10 4,20 5,28
1964 7.40 7.43 . 6,90 ‘n.a. . . 8.Nn0
1965 6.00 5.58 6.95. n.a. 8.00
1966 4,72 " 4.86 6.93 - - 6.00 7.00

CABBAGE (dollars per hundred pounds)

" Tanana Matanuska “'Kenai . " S.E. U8.WL & W,
1953 - 8.50 7.76 8.33 7.20 -7 n.a.
1954 7.00 , 6.77 - - 9.00 9.65 " n.a.
1955 7.37 4.16 7.62 © 8,00 n.a.
1956 9.00 - 6.68 6.00 : 8.00 n.a.
1957 9.00 6.69 8.00 7.00 n.a.
1958 4,00 ‘ 10.00 9.67 10.21 n.a.
1959 10,00 12,00 - 12,00 n.a. n.a.
1960 12,16 7.16 - 10.00 n.a. , n.a.
1961 7.78 8.63 7.50 n.a.. . n.a.
1962 9.56 9.10 10,00 n.a. n.a.
1963 ‘n.a 7.80 8.00 n.a. ' 79.00
1964 10.00 . 8.75 ’ 10.00 n.a. 710.00
1965 11.78 12.92 14.00 - n.a. 14.28

1966 12.31 10.54 ~113.33 n.a. 14.28

B-9
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Table 2..=. contd.

CARROTS. (dollars per hundred pounds)

1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965

1966 |

" ‘Tanana

11.42
11.50
11.04
11.00
24,66

12.12-

14.00
8.25

8.33

11.79
10.07
10.32
14.67
14.84

‘Matanuska

8.86
7.47
9.72 .
6.68
8.52
12.02
11.08
6.35
11.55
10.88
. 8.60 .
- 10.56
13.10
12.86

LETTUCE (dollars per hundred pounds)

1953

1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
© 1961
1962
. 1963
1964

1965

1966

) '_'I;énane{

26,74
17.78
22,21
15.00
13.23
25,00
12.00
15.50
13.03
14.57

9.28
14.17
16.13
16.09

" ‘Matanuska

14.50
12.09
8.91
12.98
12.00
26.40
14.42
12.48
12.60
14.09
9.00
13.28
14.90
15.09

- 12.
20.
16.
l6.
12,

- 18,
.00

[x:m

B-10

11.
.00
10.
.50
10.
20.

26,

Kenai

32
35
00
67

00

n.a.

12,
11.
8.
T 11,
16.
15.

20

13.

15

50
67

75

67
67
00

‘Keénai

50
94

88

00
50
80

50

67

33

- 7.50
- 12,
.00
16.

NN = i I < R <

-
[o) W]

n.a.

n.a. .

N.a.

\

S.W. & W.

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n:a.
‘n.a,
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
. n.a.
n.a.
n.a,

TSW. & WL

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
~ n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.




Table 2. - contd. .

OTHER VEGETABLES (dollars per hundred pounds)

1953
1954
1955
1956
1957

1958 .

1059
1960
1961
1962

1963
1964
1965
1966

OATS

© 1953

1954°

1955
1956

1957

11958
1959
1960
1961
1962

- 1963
1964

1965 -

1966

‘Tanana

‘n<a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

30.85
16.73
11.3%4
12.67
13.75
17.00
11,82
12.50
14.02
16.92

" ‘Matanuska

41.10%
10.49
10.52
9.23
25,28
20.95
20.08
15.54
14.20
15.48
10.74
12.52
13.60
15.32

(dollars per hundred pounds)

©5.00
5.00
4,50
4.95
5.50
4.50
4.50
5.00
5.00
4.72
5.24

n.a.’

4.50
4.20

6.16
5.60
5.60
4.50
5.00
- 4,50
4,20
4.61
4.80
4.49
4,41
4.26
4.10
4,07

' Keniai

110.00

n.a.
10.94
20.10
21.24
26,25
26,54
11.25
11.25

.11.67

B-11

5,00

10.67
12.00
14,00

16.00- -

6.15
4.48
6.15
4,52
5.11

-

n.a.
4.53
4,72

4025
5.00
5,00
n.at
5.00

10.

R}

HERBRPpPBOBRDIIBOSS

.59
.98
.82
.00
.00

00

.00

a.

.

SIS I A I R T

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n,a.
n.a.
- 7.59
n.a.
10.00
10.00
15.00
11.50
12.50
15.00

" 15.00

oo Ji = B o B o R
s I

.

oM

n.a.




Table 2. —~ conid,

EABLEX (dollars per hundred pounds)

1953 -

. 1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
15960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966

‘GRAIN HAY (dollérs per ton)

1953

1954
1955

"1956°

1957
1958

1959

1960
.1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966

" Tanana

5.22
5.25
4.98
.02
.50
74
.50
.86
.04
45
.69
22
.20

SIS ISNSUTSS SO

Tanana

60.00
65.00
50,00
50,00
65.00

80.00 .

80.00
75.00
55.00
54.17
68.75
51.11
51.58
44,00

L1000

Matanuska

5.02
.03
.00
.01
.50
.50
.30
b4
.89
.25
.05.
.97
.95
.01

SLwLSNSESDNEDSSDSNSU T

Matanuska

54,95
"50.00
50.00
" 50.00
60.00
60.00
60.00

65.00

55.48
. 52.06
48.64 -
53.43
48.00
49.17

'B-12

‘Kenail

.80
.00
.00

[ BN E TN SN RN o

b

i

5.00
5.60
4,30
4,38
4.50
4,40

.80

n.a.
n.a.
Nea.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.\

n.a.,

n.a.

45,00
50.00
45,00

-
s8]

mowom™®LMmML” L OD

o))

O .

o .
pRr OBl OB

-

O .

S.W. &,

n.a.
mn.a.
n.a,
n.a.
n.,a,
n.a.
T c
n,a,
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

. m.a. -




Table 2. — contd.

GRASS HAY (dollars per ton).

"‘Tanana

1953 ‘ 65.00
1954 n.a.
1955 : 60.00
. 1956 : 65.00
1957 82.81
1958 69.74
1959 638.92
1960 8§2.93
1961 72.94
1962 - 67.83
1963 62.22
1964 . 60.00
1965 63.08

1966 © 60.00

‘Matanuska

50.00
n.a.
59.52
50.00
50,08
59.78
59,565
74.96
68,50
65.21
57.92
60.00
63.29
58.79

GRAIN SILAGE (dollars per ton)

Tanana

1953 ‘ 20,00

1954 20.52

-1955 20.00
- 1956 20.00
1957 . 20,00

1958 - 25,00

1959 © 25,00

. 1960 . 23.14
1961 22.00
1962 20.00

1963 20.00

1964 20.00

1965 20.00

1966 19.30

Matanuska

21,94
20.00
20.99
20,00
18.78
© 20,00
20,00
20.17
21.07
18.96
19,50
18.33
18.96
17.89

55
n

55.
"50.
55.
66.
n.

75

74

20

20
18
20
17
20
20
20
19
17

- 17

17
18

- 18

B-13

‘Kenail

.00
o
00
00
00
24

00
93
67
23
81
74

Kenai

.00
.00

.00

.00
.50
.00
.00
.00
.49
.54
.00
.50
40
.00

a.
.08

70,
64.
. 58.
59.
63.

W& W,

s

50.00

©51.05
70.00
70.00
70.00

65.00
70.00
n.a.
n.a.

TSIV & W

n.a,
n.a.
. n.a.
.20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
©20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
n.a.




Table 2. - contd.

' GRASS SILAGE (dollars per ton)

- Tanena
1953 n.a.
1954 n,a.
1955 20.00
1956 - 20.00
1957 20.00
1958 25,00
1959 25.00
1960 22.00
1961 . 22.00
1962 : 20,00
1963 20.00
1964 20,00
1965 20,00
1966 19,25

Matanuska

20,00
n.a..
20.00
20,00
18.74
20,00
20.00
20,40
21,52
19,32
18.60
18.43
19.00
17.88

B-14

‘Kenai

25.00

n.a.
20.00
20,00
18.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
19.28
17.66
16.46
17.50
18.35
18,12

20.00
n.a,
n.a.

20.00

20.00

15.00

15.00

17.33

17.27

16.40

15.64

16.00.

17.44
16.00

SUW. & W,

n.a.
n.a.
‘n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
© 20,00 -
20.00
20,00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00
20.00




APPENDIX C

PRODUCTION FIGURES FOR SELECTED ALASKAN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

1953-1966

(Figures are based on data obtained

from the Alaska Agricultural Experiment
Station, Palmer, Alaska, and are drawn

by crop and livestock reporting districts
as shown in Figure 2 on page 14.)




1170

1105 ¢
1040

975

910

845

780

715

650

585

455

390

325

260
195
130

65

 OATS HARVESTED

planted acres

1 ! !

"BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in acres)

! !

!

1-0 H4n91d4

1953%*

1954

1955% 1956% . 1957%

1958%*

19509+

1960 1961

10

ST

62

1965

1966




20400 |

19200

18000

16800

15600

14400

13200
12000
iOSOO
.9600

8400

7200 !

6000

4800

3600

2400

1200

OATS PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in hundreds of pounds)

|

!

w—’”’fj—~_“‘“ﬁ~'-*"‘1~—-~\_L/"//7r\\‘\\‘r"’/’/:\\\\\\T‘“““"T“~%-~4,--’7 3

1

1953

1954

1955

1956

1957

1958

1959

1960 -

1961

. 1962

1963

1964

1965

1966 .

-0 d¥ADTA




]

1620 T N |
' o BARLEY HARVESTED »Y ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
1530 : . {in acres) o

1440 ™

T

planted acres

1350 +
1260
1170
1080
990 |-
900 i~

810

€-0 HINO9Id

720 —

630 |~

540 —

450
360 —
270

180 —

! b | T | i ‘ ! } . - (_.»—'“15

1953% 1954* 1955%  1956* 1957% 1958% 1959% 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966




32300

30400

28500

26600

24700

22800
20900
19000
17100
15200
13300
11400

9500

- 7600

5700

3800 *

1900

BARLEY PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966

(in hundreds of pounds)

i

!

!

!

Wﬂ””’T’/””T\\\\\\T

!

L

1

3

1953

1954

1955

1956

1957

1958

13859

1960 .

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966

-0 H4INO1A




90

85

80
75

70

65

60 -

- 55 ¢

50

45

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

* planted acres

(in acres)

+ District 2 planted acres

31 2 r [ 1 ! !

! ! 13

~ e OTHER GRAINS HARVESTED BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966

. 90 H4nHI1d

1953% 1954%  1955% 1956% 1957% 1958% 1959% 1960+ 1961+ 1962+ 1963+

1964T 1965 1966




850 T

800

750 ~

700

650

600

550

500 —

450

400

. 350

300
250
200
150

100

50

]

!

!

|

!

!

!

OTHER GRAIN PRODUCTION BY ALASKA) DISTRICT 1953-1966

\

]

(in hundreds of pounds)

]

2

[

]

A

1953

1954

1955

1956

1957

1958

1959

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966

| 9-D MNOTd




3780
;3570
3360
3150.
2940

2730

2520

2310

2100

1890

1680

1470

1260 |

1050

840

630

420

210

GRAIN MIXTURES HARVESTED BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953 1966

*

planted acres

}

(in acres)

!

2"——-—-——-—’.\\

1

R /”“\\14

[-D TENO1A

1
195

3%

1954%

1955%

1956%*

1957%*

1958%*

1959%

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

1966




GRAIN HAY HARVESTED BY ALASYXAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in acres) _ :

1615 —

1520

1425 ~ 2 * planted acres

1330 [~
1235 -
| 1140
1045'-—
956 ~
855 |-
760
665 .
570 =
075 -
380 —
285 — B
190 —

95 L

0 3’4£‘===::¥”“::; A | 1,/’///7\\\\\\\L}—-*1”/’//j*‘--‘r_\-“ﬁ**“~——4-»w— ! (&

3~0 HYNOTL

1953# 1954% 1955% 1956% 1957%  1958% 1959% 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966




2550

2400

2250

2100

'1950

- 1800

1650

1500

1350

1200

1050

900

750

600

450

300

150

GRAIN HAY PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in tons)

.

) /\,,_..—-4/\-\

L4

1953

1954

1955

1956

1957

1958

1959

1960

196

L

1962

1963

1964

965

1966

6-0 440914




3780 ‘ : '_ ’ GRAIN SILAGE HARVESTED BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
‘ (in acres) ) :
3570 :

3360 +

. -
planted acres

3150 —
2940 -
2730 -

2520

.2310
2100
1890 —

1680 —

1470
1260
1050 [~
840 |—
630 -
420 -

210 |-

. o ‘_A T e — — - /',\_\wﬁ\dw/-
%Tz:"“*4=======f"723==ﬁ‘"’“ ! i ! 1 I L I | i

01-0 F¥ndid

1953%  1954% 1955% 1956% 1957*% 1958* 1959% 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966




20400 L; . GRAIN SILAGE PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
: (in tons)

19200
- 18000
16800

15600

14400

13200

12000

10800.’
9600
8400‘

7200

6000
4800

3600 —

2400

1200 = . ‘
/-\
O %: M [‘L’S_

I [ e — ~i‘~ *‘—“7" = L f 1._ i i

1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 . 1959 1960 1961 1962 - 1963 1964 1965 1966

IT-0 9L



. Z . :
850 , . T2 STRAW PRODUCTION BY ALASXAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
: . ) (in tomns)

|

800
750 -
200 - | | .‘ S
650 -
600
550
500
450
400
350 -

300 +

-1

250
200 - .
150
100 | N . ' : |
50 = L - ‘ ‘ . o
0 —13 L1 L ! ] 1 ! 1/1\ 1 13 - |

1953 1954 1955 1956‘ 1957 1958 1959 1960 . 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

¢T-D0 TINdO1d



765

720
675

630
585

540

495.

450

405

360

. 315

270

225

180

135

50

45

!

NATIVE GRASS HAY HARVESTED BY ALASKAN
DISTRICT 1957-1966
(in acres)

!

1956. 1957

1859 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 - 1965 1966

€1-0 44NoI1d



255
240
225
210
195
180
165
150
135
120
1105

90

75 -

60.
45
30

15

I R

NATIVE GRASS SILAGE HARVESTED BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1958-1966
(in acres) ‘

| SV

2

| N i K ! | | | | L [

PT-0 TYNOLL

(5

1953 1954 1955 1956 . 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966




1275

1200

1125

1050

975

900

825

1750
675
600
525

450
375
/300
225
150

75

1

ACRES OF SEEDED GRASS SILAGE HARVESTED

2

47"3"-‘“’-':-‘-'_.::

BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966

///\M

A ! ! 3! SL I l 1 T {5

/k

/ Th~— 4

ST-0 AT

€

1953

1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 163 1964 1965 1966




SEEDED GRASSlﬁAY HARVESTED EY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in acres)

5270 —

4960 -~

v
4650 =" planted acres

* Districts 1 and 2 include éilage
4340 —
4030 —
3720 —
. 3410 —.

3100 -

2790 —

91~ HANOIL

2480

2170
1860
1550 /S - o
1240 — - L o ‘ S
930 — o o , \/
620 — ' '

310 |—

l l/z ! IWY‘ S N I

3
4
1.
9

1953*% 1954% 1955%  1956* 1957% 1958% 1959%+ 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966




. 6800

6400

6000

5600

5200

4800

4400

4000

3600

3200

2800

2400

2000,

1600

1200

800

400

GRASS HAY PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966

(in tons)
;
* no estimate made

 —

2
) /l‘
_.? . |

5 , \" ! /"L\.\"} ) T 1 ! N ’4.5

1953 1954 1955 1957 1958 1959 1962 1964 1965 1966

1956

1960 - 1961

1963

LT-0 HdNI14




GRASS SILAGE PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
‘ (in tons)

4250 —

4000 —
3750
35’00,5—
3250 —
12000 —
2750 +—
2500 |
2250
2000
1750
1500 —
1250 —
1000 -
750 —
'5Qo —

250 =~

1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 . 1959 1960 - 1961 -1962 1963 .. 1964 1965 . 1966

8T+0 TANODIA




97600
191500
85400

79300

73200

167100

61000

54900

48800
42700
36600

30500

24400
18300 1

12200

6100

?_-——.“\_“’/l/" . | Y 1 ! ’, !

!

S WhdAd W LA WAL A WL WL AALAL ARLILY MW AAVALW A ded WS A

(in hundreds of pounds)

l/:

N

1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964

1965

1966

6T—0 dINOIA




630
595
- 560
. 525
490
455
420
385
350

315

280

245

210

175

140

105

70

35

! ! ! ! ! | 5 fuy ! —t ' foms ;7

POTATOES HARVESTED BY ALASKAN DISTRiCT 1953-1966

0¢-0 HINdI1Id

X
(in acres) :
* planted acres
“-\\/////// ©
1
3—

1953% 1954% 1955% 1956% 1957% 1958%  1959% 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966




5100 -

CABBAGE PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in hundreds of pounds)

4800
4500 =
4200
3900
3600 -
13300 &
3000 |-
2700 |-

2400 |-

2100 -~
1800 ~
1500 =
1200 |~
900

. 600 |~

300 k- _ |
3,4 L f ! 3

TZ-0 Hy¥NdIL

{ . =
1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 .13964 1965 1968




7650
7200
6750
6300
5850
5400

4950

4500
4050
3600
3150
2700
2250
1800

1350

900

450

Y

LETTUCE PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966 .
: (in hundreds of pounds)

-

|-

jo—

-

L

L1

. ‘ N\ 4 3
%r***-=====r“‘> <, i el | s - ! ! ) e + t . 4 7, !

1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 - 1960 1961 . 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966

¢¢~-0 WNOTL




CARROT PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in hundreds of pounds)'

-

6400 —
6000 ™~
5600
5200 R
4800 —
4400 —

4000 —

3600 —

03200 —
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OTHER VEGETABLES HARVESTED BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966

204 —~
(in acres)

192 — .
180 - planted acres
168 —
156 —
144 —
132
120 —~

108 —

%2-0 TdNOIA

84 [—
72 |-
60
48 -
36 |—.

24 L

12 - Z
: . , 3
0 ] ) 1 ! ! ! ! i — ! ! ! : | 4

e —

1953;* 1954% 1955% 1956% 1957% ‘1958* 195¢* 1960 1961 1962 + 1963 1964 1965 1966




5100

4800

4500

4200

3900

3600

3300

3000

2700

2400

2100
1800

1500

1200
900
600

300

; OTHER VEGETABLE PRODUCTTON *V ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953~ 1966
- (in hundréds of pounds)
| .
L g
=
£
- o
(
N
w .
-
- 2
- T
. /\ 1
I~ : 3 |
oA | B— i 14 ]

1954, 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 . 1961 .. 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966




EE-AV REC B4

179741

169168

158595

148022

137449

126876

116303

105730

95157

84584

74011

63438
52865
42292
31719
21146

10573

| &Y

I

MILK PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-19656
(in hundreds of pounds)
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POULTRY PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
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1768 ™ BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966
(in hundreds of pounds)
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272 = LAMB AND MUTTON PRODUCTION BY ALASKAN DISTRICT 1953-1966 : / \
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APPENDIX D

AVERAGE TOTAIL COSTS PER ACRE
FOR PRODUCING BROMEGRASS ON EIGHT
DATIRY FARMS, MATANUSKA VALLEY
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AVERAGE TOTAL COSTS PER ACRE FOR PRODUCING

BROMEGRASS ON EIGHT DAIRY FARMS, MATANUSKA- VALLEY

APPENDIX p

Budget A ' Cost of Establishing Stand

Jtem
Bromegrass Acres Per Farm
Production Per Acre (tons)

Land & Materials

‘Establishing stand (seed)
Fertilizer

Spray -

Charge for land

Raising Crop

Plow

Disk-Harrow

Cultipack-Drill-Fertilize
Spraying

Return to Capital Investment

Total Cost of Production
Average Life of Stand (yrs.)

Average Cost Per Year

Sub-total:

Sub-total:

Average

106.3

$ 5.97
22,24

.38
12.55
$41.14

$ 3.23
3.95
4.29

.12
$11.59

3.06
$55.79
4.94

$11.30




Budget B
Bromegrass Acres Per Farm
éfoduction Per Acre (toné)

Land & Materials

Establishing stand

Fertilizer

Fence
Spray
Charge for Land

. Raising Croé

Fertilizing

Harvesting Crop

Chopping:

Return to Capital Investment
Total Cost of Production

Average Cost Per Tomn

‘J Green Chop

Sub~total:

Sub-total:

Sub-total:

D-3

Average
106.3

10.88

$10.38
45.15




Budget C

Item

Bromegrass Acres Per Farm

Production Per Acre

" Land & Materials

Establishing Stand

Fertilizer

Fence
Spray

Charge for land

Raising Crop

Clip
Fertilizing

Return to Capital Investment

Total Cost of Pfoduction

Permanent Pasture

Sub-total:

Sub;totai:

Average

106.3

$11.50
34,34
3.10

12.25
$61.19




Budget D Hay & Silage

1. Hay

dtem Average
Eromegrass Acres Per Farm . ' 106.3
Production Ppr Acre (tons) ' o S 3.255

Land &_yateriéls

‘Establishing Stand . $ 7.88

Fertilizer : L 25.23
Charge for land - 8.37
Sub-total: $41.48

Raising Crop

Fertilizing - - ‘ $ 1.68
. : Sub-total: $1.68

Harvesting Costs

" Mowing-Conditioning o ;v- g ' $ 3.65
Rake Lo 1.84
Bale g : - 15.90
Hauling » ) 8.33

Sub-total: $29.72

" Return to Capital Investment . >.. - $ 4.19
Total Cost of Production ' IR | C . - 8§77.07
Average Cost Per Ton » o . 834,17




Budget D
2. Silage

ltem
Bromegrass Per Farm

Production Per Acre (tons)

Land & Materiéls

‘Establishing Stand

Fertilizer
Charge for Land

Raising Crop

Fertilizing

Harvesting Costs
Mow & Chop

Hay Bind or Windrow
Hauling

Return to Capital Investment

" Total Cost of Production

Average Cost Per Ton

Hay & Silage

Sub-total:

Sub-total:

Sub-total:

Average

106.3

3.67

$ 8.25
25.54

8.94
$42.73

$ 5.92
2.04
6.70

$14.66

$-4.10
$63.Q7

$17.18
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- FOREWORD

Agriculture occupies a relatively minor position in the Alaskan
economy-today. Its total value of production, slightly over $5 million,
isAsmall compafed to that of other industries of the state: fisheriés -
$170 million, mineral brodﬁction‘~ $80 million, forest products - $70
million. The extent of agriculturgl employment and value of sales com~
pares mare‘dirgctly with trapping and furs, $5 million, and coal pro-

duction, $6 million. -Local produéefé consistently account for less than

'8 per cent of the consumption in food products grown and processed. In-

fluencing this average, of course, areifhe many‘producté not grown in
Alaska at all, while bthers, such as milk and ffesh potatoes, account
for 40 to 50 per cent of the state's aﬁnual consumption.

In view of this agficultural experiencé in Alaska, it is'éppropriate
to inquire what pbtential, if any; this sector has in the future economy

of the state. 1If there is no potential, future investment in Alaskan

.
-

agriculture becomes of questionable value, particularly in view of the

many alternative investment opportunities. On the other hand, if there

.

" are opportunities for developing and expanding agriculture, these need

to be defined, so that policy, investments, research and other -efforts

can be channeled into areas, products and activipies that promise éppro~

_priate<pay6ffs.

It is to these issues that this réport'is'directed. And it is hoped
that it will contribute, even if only as a poiﬁtvof departuré; towvard a

more effective approach to agriculture in Alaska.’




The report was prepared over a period of less than six months under
a éooperaﬁi&e agreement between the Uﬁivéréity of Alaska énd the U. S.
Department of Agriculture. While the Institute of Social, Economic and
Government Research has held the key coordinating and directing function,
this réport is éruly theAfésult of a cooperative effort., On the federal
side, maximum support was provided by practically evefy branch of the

United States Department of Agriculture actively concerned with agfi—

culture in Alaska; John 0. Gerald of the Economic Research Service acted

' as project léaaer for U.S.D.A. The Federal Field Committee for Develop-

ment Planning in Alaska coordinated participation of the many federal

agencies that were concerned with the study. State of Alaska participa-

"tion was primarily through the Department of Economic Development (Commis—

sioner Frank Murkowski and Deputy Commissioner Everett Buness) and the

Department of Natural Resources, Division of Agriculture (Sigmuhd Restad,

Dirquor). Study liaison with the GoVérnor's Office was maintained ‘
through Everett Buness. Key support for the project was pfovided by-the-

Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station with the aid of Alan H. Mick and

Horace F. Drury, its former and present directof, respectively.

Professor Robert C. Haring, of this ‘Institute, exércised pfimary

responsibility for organizing and directing‘the étddy and for preparing
the report. Key contributions were made By Professors Charles Marsh

and Wayne Burton of-the Alaska Agricultural Expériment'Station;'Df.

Leigh Hammond, consultant to U.5.D.A. for this project; Mr. H. P. Gazaway,

Bureau of Indian Affairs; Mr. Mervin Freeman of the University's Coopera-

tive Extension Service. The following research assistants from the

‘Institute of Social, Economic and Government Research contributed their
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Its broad objectives are listed as follows.....
interviews were conducted for the purpose of.....
Digcussions were held with farm.....

Commercial farmers and a significant degree of.....
policies have often been restrictive or unclear,
funds, because of several limiting factors:

the nucleus for an expansion of the agricultural
sector.

forecasts reveal that the present.....

agricultural products to other U.S. regions are
unlikelvevsa.

commodity rates, services and “exemption” status....

authorized the "Commissioner of Natural Resources
tob...'

or drained or both at state expensa."5
are no Class I soils in Alaska.....

These lands are remote from intra-state markets
and generally require improvements.....

the magnitude of sales, the successful,....

Intra-State Markets

1
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2
9
Table 3
6
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12
1

Table 9
10

para 2
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representative food items. To a considerable extent,
agencies for Alaska have been over-ontimistic.....
remove parentheses in district desienations.

However, the pricing practices amone Alastan
producers have occasionally

Seed protatoes, certain orass seedsS.....

For a current discussion of livestock canahility.
see Bureau of FeclamatiGl,.ees.

even though purchase nrices of locallv nroduced
commodities occasionally

stores. The retailer must turn.....

nrobably will decline since a rather sizable farm
unit..'!h

Source: Tahle 7 and Alasla 2orlicultural Fxreriment
Station.

Source: as in Tables 7 and 8,
still provides only an insufficientlv small market.

delete 3 lines revresentineg item (¢) and renlace
with (¢) lack of a credit and cash economy in these
areas, as oprosed to nrevailine quasi-barter business
arrangements,

comnetition, but instead with a net loss.....

most freieht costs between Anchorace and Tairbanks
and amone smaller outlvine.....

placed local dairies in the vnosition of havine to
control

first aporoximation estimates of what "could exist'
were taken from studies

A majoy factor of nroduction.....

The major areuments sunporting more liheral credit
are listed as follows:

A. D, Saunders, "Financino Alaska's Farms," (Palmer:
effective competitors, By imnlication, this tvre.....
outlook..,...obtained, in large

part, by.....

In Dairving

containing.....each are heine shinned.....

In Eegs and Stewers

about 3 rercent.....1965,

svstem well bevond.....develonment,
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Table 25. Since.....Tables 25 and 26 ig
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apparent. For summary.....are listed as follows.....
changes in.....anpropriate as well,3

3Cf. Morris Chertkov, Federal Rerculations of
Transportation in Alaska, (Anchorage: Tederal Field
Committee for Development Planning in Alaska, August,
1967). ch. 1-3

The approval.....should be predicated unon.....
They are listed as follows-

logical oreanization.....the "pan" between

Add page numbers in sequence to Aonnendix A
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