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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION



REGION FIVE REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

AGRICULTURAL I1\fPACT STUDY

One of the major activities of Region 5 Regional Development

Commission has been the preparation of a ~egional Overall Economic

Development Program (OEDP). During the process, the citizens involved

in the development of the program have continually addr~ssed the

importance of stabilizing agricultural employment in the region. The
.$

highest priority in the OEDP document, (which has been officially

accepted by the Region 5 Commission at its December 1, 1977 meeting)

is the establishment of agricultural processing facilities in the

region.

The agricultural sector in Region 5 traditionally has been a.

cyclical-seasonal employer. However, this trait is a function of the

inherent employment patterns of Region 5, not of national employment

trends. Therefore, it is important to develop activities that would

enhance the future of this sector within the region in order to meet

the following objectives:

1. Establish dependable markets for agricultural commodities.

2. Retain agriculture as a viable economic sector in the region.

3. Increase the value added of commodities produced in the region.

4. Create year round employment opportunities.

5. Develop sound investment opportunities.

6. Increase the value of local shipments through further pro-

cessing.
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It is assumed that these objectives can best be met, to the

maximum benefit of the region, in line with the following two

policies:

1. Increase the production and introduce processing of crops

which are now normally grown in the region.

2. Provide farmers in the region an opportunity to export'a

finished product from the region rather than be providers,

of raw materials for export which is currently the case.

Because of this identification, the state of Minnesota/state

Planning Agency granted funds to more thoroughly investigate these

~bjectives.

A. AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ANALYZED

GraiI).s

*Corn

*Oats

*All Hay

Speciality Crops

*Potatoes

Livestock. and Poultry Conunodities

*Beef

*Dairy

*Turkeys

B. ISSUES TO BE INVESTIGATED

Listed below are specific issues to be investigated in the st~~v

1. Availability of raw materials for processing.
I

2. Determine if any raw materials need to be imported to

supplement existing supplies.

3. Analyze the available markets and investigate possible

future markets for processed agricultural commodities.



4. Determine the impact on the region's economy if agricultural

processing facilities were constructed.

5. Suggest specific types of processing plants.

6. Determine the effect of technological changes on agricultural

processing.

3
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CHAPTER II ANALYSIS OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION



·Si'tuationA. Current
~.-:-::~--------

Table 11-1 illustrates the major crops. grown by type and year

from 1969-1977 .for all counties in Region 5'. The crops considered

are corn, oats, all hay and potatoes. From this chart, the yearly

fl~ctuations can be traced for each crop.

TABLE 11-1

HAlOR CROPS GHOHN

BY TYPE AND YEAR

POTATOES
-yjeld/

Acre6 A~re Production
Harvested Ie",) ICWT)

76.9001.6

ALL llI\Y
Yield/

Acre Production
(8ushels) IBushels)

1.6 75,100'

49,200

Acres
H.'lrvested

46,300

29 147,900

OATS

Yie1d/
ACle Production

(B\lSh~ls) (Bushels)
38 174,800

5,100

Acres
Harvested

4,600

82,600

Production
{Bushels)
63,000

591,4001910

Planted Harvested COM
. All for Yieldl
purposes Grain Acre

____-!.("~c:-r~e",s~)c-_-:l.::".:;c::;re 5) IBu sh!, 1 s)
1909 4,100 ,$I 1,400 45

4,100

1971 4,600 l,BOO 58 104,400 7,300 35 255,500 52,000 1.5 78,200

1972 4,500 1.900 60 114,000 3.000 32 96 ,000 1.7 87,800

1973 4,800 2,800 60 168,000 3,300 42 138,600 53,000 1.4 75,200

1974 6,900 3,100 38.9 120,500 1,800 26.9 48,500 53,900 1.8 95,700

1975 .5,000 1,500 45.0 67,500 2,500 37.5 93,700 49,600 1.2 60,000

6,100 3,500 26.0 98,000 4,900 34.1 167,000 57,400 0.7 41,400

197i 8,100 3,900 60.2 2:v..900 5.700 42.1 240.000 57,400 1.1 65.600

SOURCE: Minnesota Crop and Livestock and Reporting Service
Annua{ Y~bOOR& 1971 - 197$

Hl..:JOR CROPS GROWN

eRO" WI NG COUNTY

Planted Harvested
All for

purposes Grain
(Acres) (Acres)

CORN

Yieldl
Acre

(Bushels)
Production

(Bushal.>

>'cres
Harvested

O....TS

yield/
Acre Production

(Bushelo) laushels)

Acres
Harveeted

POT....TOES
Yield!

Acre
Production

Acre
(CW"r)

1969 7,800 3,500 33 115,500 5,300 41 217,300 27,500 1.7 45,600

1970 7,800 3,300 36 118,BOO 4,000 37 148,000 27,400 1.6 43,00<;1

1971 7,900 4,500 59 265,500 4,000 42 1&8,000 29,200 1.6 46,400

1972 8,000 3,800 60 278,000 4,600 35 161,000 31,300 1.7 53.000

1973 8,400 5,000 72 360,000 .4,900 50 245,000 32,400 1.7 54,900

1974 11.100 4,700 36.4 180,500 9,500 39.6 376,000 28,300 1.8 71,400

1975 8,900 2,600 35.0 91,000 6,800 49.5 336,600 44,200 1.8 77,400

1976 13,500 7,700 28.5 219,200 6,200 32.7 203,000 38,200 0.7 28,500

818,400 6.500 52.1 338,800 33,800 46.100

'1;: Minnc::...... ota Crop .lind Live-stock. and Re;:Qrting Service
Annual Yr~\bool6 1971 - 197$
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'l'ABLE I I -1 (continued)

W>.lOR CROPS CRQ;/N

IlY TYPE liND Y:E1\!\

"]An led
"11

l'urpolllel
(}.cuo)

Harvested CORN
for Yield!

Crain Acre
(}.cro.). (RU8holoi

Production
(Ru8h.la)

I\cren
Harvested

01lTS
yielM

Acre Production
IRushe1R) (Busheh)

"LL HIIY
-yield!

ACJeB Acre Production
H&rVe6te~ (Bushels) (Bushel.)

PcrrllTOES

Ya1d!
Acre

(CWTl

Prud.l'C~

~Cl

(0-"7)

1969

1970

1971

1972

1913

1914

1975

1916

1971

41,100

~1.100

75.900

54.BOO

65,500

77,000

79.600

74.500

91.000

24.100

21,900

49,500

36,900

45,800

45,400

41.600

17 ,000

59,800

51

63

58

60

14

44.1

36.6

33.5

7~. 3

1.259.700

1,157,700

2,B11.000

2,214.000

3,389,200

2,003,000

l,521,10Q

569,400

~.~~3,800

39,200

43.600

35,300

32,400

35,200

35.100

29,800

31,100

37,500

41

43

47

44

53

35.4

40.3

32.8

62

1,607.200

1.814 .BOO

) ,659,100

1,425,600

1,B65,600

1,264,200

1,201.300

1,038,300

2,32~,600

91.300

100.000

101,400

90,100

94.500

BO,300

B8,500

102,000

95,600

2.1

2.1

2.3

2.4

2,1

2.1

2.0

1.0

1.7

20B ,400

213,000

228,n 00

214,400

191,900

)6B.200

119,500

105,600

161,000

SOURCE: Minnesota Crop and Livestock t:teporting Service
Annual Y~book4 1971 - 1970

TODD COUNTY

MAJOR CROPS CROWN

PlanLed
All

Purposes
(Acree)

}tar;e sted

for
Grain
(Acres)

CORlI
Yleld!

Acre
(Bushels)

Production
(Bushal s)

Acres
Harvested

OATS
Yield!

Acre Production
(Bushels) (Bushels)

Acres
Harvested

ALL H},Y
Yi old/ .

Acre Production
(Rushe1s) (Rushe1s)

).cres
Harvested

POTATOES

Y>eld!
Acre

(CWT)

rrOC'.JC't.100

Acre
(eft,)

1969

1910

1971

1972

1973

56.400

54.100

67,700

64,BOO

73,500

25.600

23,000

39,000

35.100

51.000

50

48

55

59

75

1,2BO,OOO

1,104,000

2.145,000

2,010.900

3.B25,OOO

58.100

63,400

60,200

45.400

53,200

44

43

53

35

51

2.582,800 92,900

2,12&.200 - 95,900

3,190,600 102,100

1,589.000 82,100

2,113,200 83.BOO

2.6

_ 2.3

2.3

2.7

2.6

245,000

216,300

23:1,200

220.000

217 ,300

700

700

700

500

:<.100

230

120

140

270

250

361.000

B~,ODO

93,'-

135.1"

525,000

1914

1915

B3.600

71. BOO

49.000

40,000

31.3

48.9

l,B27,700

1,956.600

52.000

55,600

33.8 1.757,600

46.5 2,587,200

85,300

91,100

2.1

2.3

IBl,900

205,300

1976 B6,OOO 24,300 32.8 196.700 11,000 34.6 380,500 98,000 1.2 113,100 1,600 175 280,000

1971
SOURCE:

100,000 65,300 73.2 ~,778,OOO 55,700
¥~nnesota Crop and Livestock Dnd Reporting Service
Annual YeaAbOORA 197J - J978

61.33,415,000 9~,~00 2.3 220,200 1,700 195 331,500

MAJ OR CROPS CROWN

BY TYPE lIND Y:E1\R
WllD~UNTY

Pl,antecS

"11
PurposeD

(},cres)

Harvested
for

Grain
IAcre.)

CORN

Yield!
Acre

(Aushels)
Production

(8ushel.)
,,"cree

Harvested

OATS

Yield!
Acre Production

(Bushels) (Bushels)

ALLAAY
. Yield!

~cre~ ~cre Production
Harvested (Bushels) (Bushels)

1l.eros
Hdrvested

POTI<TOES

Yield!
Acre

(cwr)

I'roo-Jc:iO:l
}o.cre

(c><,)

1969

1970

1971

1972

1913

1914

1975

191&

14,000

1&.400

22 ,100

14.900

18,600

22,300

22 ,500

~1.500

4,300

6,600

12,600

9.000

14 ,100

16,700

12.300

11,100

38

33

57

65

1l

41.9

34.6

35.3

163,400

211,800

1lB,200

585,000

1,001.000

699,700

425,400

413,400

10.600

10,700

12,200

10.bOO

12,600

10.000

10.200

11,000

42 445,200

30 321,000

51 622.200

31 328,600

48 604,BOO

32.3 323,100

40.3 411,200

34.6 380,500

34 ,bOO

31,000

38.600

34.200

3b,800

35,000

41,300

42,500

1.7

1.7

1.B

1.9

loB

1.B

1.B

0.9

57,400

63,000

67,900

66,200

65,300

61.300

73,100

37 .500

1,651,600 15,400 55,3 851,400 46,300 1.8 82.000

SOURCE: ~~nnesota Crop and Livestock and ~portin9 Service
Annudl YeaAbooto 1971 - 197£

5



TABLE II-I. (continued)
Ml'..JOR C;<OPS GROWN

. ------,

1'1anl-"d
All

purpoae.
(Acr".)

llllorve nt.e~

To'
Grain
("cro.)

CORN

YHld!
Acre

(l\~.h.leJ

Production
(BuBhcls)

Acre.
Ha:rvefllt-ed

OATS "LL IIAY POTATOES
Yield! -Yield! -Y-leld! I'roduction
~CTe Production Acre. ~cre Production Acrel ~cTe Acre

(Bu. he 10) III u.he l:.:.:..:)-..:;H~.~r~v.:.• .:.• .:.t~.. cl_:..:(Il_u__.h..:.._l_•...:'_l..:."_u_._h••__l_.:...)_H_"_,_v_"_._L_"_cl_:..:{_C_wrr-..:l. (:.:orr:.:..::..:.)

1969

no

1972

973

130,000 59,500

134,100 62.200

178,200 107,400

147,000 86~700

170,800 118,700

42.6

43.B

57.4

60.8

7.0.4

2.B8l,60Cl

6,104,100

5,211,9~0

8,743,200

118,400

126,BOO

119,000

96,000

109,200

41. 2 5,027 ,300

3&.4 5,217,900

45.6 5,895,400

35.4 3,600,200

48.8 5,567,200

29B ,600 1. 9

·309,500 1.9

323,300 1.9

2BB,200 2.1

300.500 1.9

6ll,500

612,200

653,300

641,400

610,600

700

700

700

500

2,100

2)0

120

140

270

250

161,000

84,000

98.000

135.000

525,00(')

1974

'975

.976

200,900 118,900

193,BOO 98,000

209,600 64,200

40.1

40.0

31.6

4,B31,400

4,062,200

2,096,700

109,000

104,900

64,800

35.7 3,769,400

42.8 4.630,000

33.8 2,169.300

282,800

314,700

338,100

1.9

1.8

1.0

578,500

595.900

325,500 175 280,000

lilL.__..£2~49z...,,-,,1,,,0,,,,0_-,,,1,,,,62,,,,,-,7~0,,-0 70.5 11,926,700 120,800 54.6 7,169,800 .327,500 1.7 574,900 1,700 195 331,500

;OURCE: }~nnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting Service
Annual YeaAbookh 197J - 1978

MAJOR CROPS GROWN

BY TYPE ANO YEAR

~r Grain For Grein

Plante~

>.11
J"urpoeeli

("cres)

HarJcstec5.
for

Grain
("cre.)

CORN

Yield!
Acre

(Bushels)
Production

(Bushels)
}l,.cres

Harvest.ed

OATS
Yield!

Acre Production
(Bushels) (Bushels)

ALL HAY
Yi.lcl!

AcreA Acre Production
Horv.5ted (Bushels) IBush.l.)

PQTATOES
Yi.ld!

'-cres Acre
Harvesteel (CWTI

Production
Acrt!

(orr)

IV

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

4.939,000 4,139,000

5,285,000 4,594,000

6.533,000 5,725,000

5.605,000 4,899,000

6,169,000 5,520,000

6,940,000 5,900,000

7,000,000 5,820,000

7,200,000 5,600,000

85.0

85.0

B3.0

93.0

93.0

61.0

70.0

59.0

351.815,000 3,388,000

390,490.000 3,354,000

475,175,000 3.000,000

455,607,000 2,440,000

513,360,000 2,550,000

359,900,000 2,020,000

407,400,000 2,000,000

330,400,000 2,060,000

56.0 189,728,000 3,336.000 2.5 8,401,000

50.0 167,700.000 3,231,000 2.5 8.155,000

59.0 177,000,000 3,250,000 2.6 8,336,000

51.0 124,440.000 3,020,000 2.7 8,i63,QOO

56.0 142,800,000 3,150,000 2.5 8,007,000

48.0 96,960,000 3.060,000 2.4 7,496,000

50.5 101,000,000 3.210,000 2.5 8,005,000

45.0 92,700,000 3,250.000 1.8 5,765,000

97.900

95,800

97.500

85,200

89,400

93,500

65,100

75,000

158

140

172

177

167

186

181

174

15,475,000

13,390,000

16,725,000

15,000,000

14.970,000

17,425,000

11,796,\>00

13.055,000

1977 6,900,000 6,000,000 100.0 600,000,000 2,380,000
SOURCE: Minnesota Crop and 1.J.vestock Reporting Service

Anltual Ye.Mbootu. J971 - 1975

1. Corn

68.0 161,840,000 3,140,000 2.6 8,136,000 79,500 189 15,023,000

In Cass and Crow Wing Counties, the acreage planted for all purposes

is lower in comparison to the acreages planted in the other counties.

However p the yield per acre figures are comparable with the other·

counties. Todd and Morrison Counties exhibit the highest production

figures, not nece~sarily due to extremely high yields, but due to

6



a larger number of acres planted to that crop. When regional

yields are compared with statewide yields, they are considerably

~ower. During the period from 1974-1976, the corn production

throughout throughout the State was severly reduced due to the

adverse weather conditions that existed. The 1977 crop year was

the most successful year for corn production in the region as well

as statewide, both in terms of yields and production.

2. Oats

Tqe same pattern exists here as with corn. The only exception is

in Cass County where both the acres planted and yield per acre are

low as compared to the other counties. Todd County has ,the highest·

production, but due to large number of acres planted.

Again, yield per acre on a regional basis is significantly smaller

than statewide. As with corn 1977 brought high yields and production

to farms in the region and throughout the State.

3. All Hay

Of the two counties that are basically non-agricultural in nature

(Cass and Crow 11ing), Cass County exhibits the higher production

of the two in terms of hay crops. In terms of acres harvested for

hay, Todd and Morrison Counties have a larger number of acres

harvested than the other counties. Todd and Morrison Counties have

the highest production figures based on both high yields and high

acres harvested.

7



In terms of yields, Cass, Crow Wing, and Wadena Counties have

yields per acre that are lower than Todd and Morrison Counties.

When,regional figures are compared to statewide figures, the yield

per acre again is lower, however, not as significantly as with the

other crops.

4. Potatoes

~Toad County is the only county in the region in which potatoe

planting activity is large enough to be reported. (At least until

1974 when the figures are too small to be reported to avoid disclosure

of individual operations). Generally yields per acre are higher

than statewide figures, however, the acres harvested are too small

to effect statewide production figures. This fact is substantiated

also in Table 11-2 which indicates that indeed in 1974 there is a

large nunilier of acres reported in Todd County. It also illustrates

that the other counties in the region do have acreages devoted to

potatoes, however, Todd County still accounts for over 90% of the

region 1 s potatoe production.

8



'I'ABLE I 1-2

Irish Potatoes: 1,974

form\ wl'h \olto\ of 12.500 and 0 ... ...,.

14
J

195
450

17 755

2
2
1
2

Ir1'"tQo't'd

Forms

34
572

55 78 I
14

17 162 872

8 962
71 001

615
53 003
87 764

81
379

8
244
451

1
3

312
(ZJ

Quantity horve,ltd f----------------1
kru (hvndrt-dwt>j(~ht)

105 023

Aliform'
1--- -------f---

OlJon"'y ~o"""u't'd
Form' Acff'! (hundrrdwelQhtl Forms

193 lOS 314 11 190 968 97:0.

16 S3 9 123 8
16 Jll4 11 81S 12
16 II 60S 8
19 250 53 4S-C 10
8 45.1 81 S32 5

9 2 106 5
6 3 572 6

26 328 57 205 15
8 1 35 2

M~fl(l.OtD. 10'01 .......... ~ ..

~f. _ _ .. _~ ~_

In __ _._ __

~ .
IH-Ilrom _.:. _._ ..
~IDfl _ _ ..

1"'1 5'""" •••••• _••••••••
~~ "or1h .... .. .. __ ...
~I 1 .-.--_. __ .. _ .... _-
(G n ... oO .. ~ _ .. _

(t . ( .. __ .. • .. __

281
40

3
1

-'- ..:.
---..--------~- 4- -

200 38 770

1~-f-r------3a-~~~
CD 8

,

_21',._.=~_=_:.~_J9 · .US4. .__14. 16 2921
6 - 50 3 714 6 . 5o------r774

15 14 830 6 11 557
85 14 2'10 2 220 662 76 14 276 2 211 999
18 2SO 18 026 13 240 17 630
2 1 20
4 200 38 770 4

___~L 94.- 5 59'1. 10
12 182 JO 962 8
1 (Z) 8 1

(.a.u ~~_-"':~'":.;-... -~ .....
(l'·~·.-.ewo oO. oO •

(I 90 •••• _••••• _•• _••
(! -- -_.- .------- .. ----
(I ...Q'~r •• _
{Doe.. •• • OO

(Of10fTW'ood .. __
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B. Trends

Table 11-3 illustrates the percent changes in the major crops

grown by county within Region 5 from 1969 through 1977.

Corn

The most interesting change in this crop was from 1975 to 1976.

During this time period, the acres harvested for grain decrease~

in Morrison, Todd and Wadena Counties. In Cass and Crow Wing

Counties the acres harvested for grain increased an average of

165%. Therefore, production in Cass and Crow Wing Counties

increased while in the other three counties production decreased.

Sb~tewide during that same period of time, both the acres harvested

for grain and production decreased. Ho~ever, the 1977 crop year

brought significant increases in the entire region's corn crop,

reversing the trend previously outlined. Morrison, Todd, and

Wadena counties emerged as the leaders in corn production.

TABLE 11-3
PERCE~rr CHANGES IN MAJOR CROPS GROWN

IlY TYPE AND YEAR

OATS gL HAY POlATOLS

Acr"" Yield/ l.cre. 'Yie1d/ Acre. Yl elM
Harvested Acre Production Harve. ted Acre Production HA.rVeste:6 Ac.re. Product!,",'"13l

10.9 -23.7 -15.4 6.3 a 2.4

43.1 20.7 72.8 5.7 -6.3 1.7

-58.9 -8.6 -62.4 -2.9 13.3 12.3

10.0 31. 3 44.4 5.0 -17.6 -14.4

-45.5 -36.0 -65.0 1.7 28.6 27.3

38.9 39.4 93.2 -B.O -33.3 -37.3

96.0 -9.1 78.2 15.7 -41.7 -31.0

16.3 23.5 43.7 '0 57.1 58.5

23.9 10.8 )7 .3 24.0 -31.3 -12.6

CORN

Acrf'~ Acree
Plont_d IIHv_eted
All for Yieldl
Purposes Croin Acre Production

1969-1970 0 0 31.1 31.1

19iO-1971 12.2 28.6 -1.7 26.4

1~71-1972 -2.2 5.6 3.4 9.2

1972-1973 6.7 47.4 0 47.4

1971-1974 4j.B 10.7 -35.2 -2B.3

1974-1975 -27.5' -51. 6 15.7 -44.0

1915-1976 62.0 133.3 -37.8 45.2

1976-1977 0 11. 4 115.0 139.7

1969-1977 97.6 178.6 33.8 272.9

AverAge
Chonx_

11. 3 28.31969-1971 11.9 23.2 13.9 4.7

10

23.7 2.9 0;.01 2.4



TABLE lI-3 (continued)

PERCENT CHANGES IN MAJOR CROPS CROWN

CRO~ WING COUNTY BY TYPE AND YEAR

POTATOES

ACrf'R
lIorv.oted
[or Yield!
Crnin Acre Production

Acre. Yield!
lIarve. ted Acre Production

Acres Yield!
H~rveeted Acre Frcductic~

7.9

14.2

o

6.37.2

6.6

-0.4

Acr.. Yield!
H.rvented Acre Production

._---------

13.5

-4.2

-31. 9

13.5

-9.8

-16.7

o

15.0

-24,52.9

123,5

-14.1

-5.7 9.1

36.4 63.9

-15.6 1.7

1.3

o

1.J

Acro.
Planted
All
Pu~po.e.

t 910-1911

1911-1972

1969-1910

1972-1973 5.0 31.6 20.0 6.5 42.9 52.2 3.5 o 3.6

1973-1974 32.1 -6.0 -46.7 -49.9 93.9 -20.8 53.5 -12.7 5.9 30.1

1914-1975

1915:1976

1976-1917

-19.8

51.7

33.3

-44.7 -8.9

196.2 -18,6

54.5 141.4

-49.6

140.6

273.4

-28.4

-8.8

4.8

25.0

-33.9

59.3

-10.5

-39.7

66.9

56.2

-11. 5

o

-61.1

100.0

8.4

-63.2

61, 8

1969-1977 130.8 240.0 108.5 608,6 22.6 27.1 55.9 22.9 -17.6 1,1

Average
Chonge
1969-1977 13.1 30.8 20.2 60,6 7.3 7.4 12.5 5.9 7.1

PERCENT CHANCES IN MAJOR CROPS GROWN

HORRISON COmiTY BY TYPE AND YEAR

POTATOES
Acres
Phnted
All
Purpo...

Acren
Harvested
for Yield! Acres Yield!
Crsin Acre Production Hsrvested Acre Production

AcreB Yield!
HarveBted Acre Production

Acre. Yie1d/
Harvested Acre Productic~

1969-1970 7.1 13.0 23.5 39.5 11.2 4.9 16.7 2.8 o
'1970-1971

1971-1972

48.5

-27.8

77.4 -7.9

-25.5 3.4

63.3 -19.0

-8.2

9.3

-6.4

-11.5

-14 .1

1.4

··11.1

9.5 7.3

-6.2

1972-1973

1973-197/,

1914-1975

19.5

17.6

3.4

24.1 10.0

-0,9 -40.4

-8.4 -17.0

53,1

-40.9

-24.0

8.6

1.4

-16.5

20.5

-33.2

13.8

30.9

-32.2

-5.0

4,9

-15,0

10.2

-12.5

o

-4.8

-7.7

-15.0

1975-1976 -6.4 -59.1 -8.5 -62. 6 6.4 -18.6 15.3 -50 -41.5

1976-1977 22.1 251. 8 121. 8 680.4 18.3 89.0 123.9 -6,3 70 53.3

1969-1977 90,8 142.1 45.7 252.8 -4.3 51. 2. 44.6 -1, 7 -19.0 -e22.7

AVf'rage
Chonge
1969-1977 10.5 34.1 10.6 85.7 0.3 9.9 11.9 0.3 2.1 -0.1

II



TABLE 11-3 (continued)

PERCENT CHANCES IN KAJOR CROPS CROIIN

!SIDD COmiTY. IlY TYPE MD YEAR

. ACreli
flont.d
All
Purpo••o

Acres
HllTVf.sted
Cor Yield!
Crg!n Acre Production

Acres
Ha,veated

Yield!
Acre Production

Acreo
Harvested

Yield!
Acre Production

Acreo
Harvested

Yield!
Acre Production

1969-1970

1970-1971

1971-1972

1972-1973

1973-1974

1974-1975

1975-1976

1976-1971

1969-1977

AVf rllge
Chanr.e
1969-l971

-3.0

22.5

-4.3

13.4

13.7

-6.9

10 •.5

16.3

i'"
71.3

7.B

-10.2

69.6

-10.0

-3.9

-18.4

-39.3

168.1

155.l

25.2

-4.0

14.6

7.3

27.1

-50.3

31.1

-32.9

123.2

46.5

14.5

-13.8

94.3

-3.5

84.7

-52.2

7.1

-59.3

273.3

69.6

8.0

-.5.0

-24.6

17.2

-2.3

6.9

-80.2

406.4

-5.1

40.8

-2.3

23.3

-34.0

45.7

-33.7

37.6

-25.6

77 .2

39.3

11.0

5.6

17.0

-50.2

70.1

-35.2

47.2

-85.3

779.5

32.2

93.1

3.2

6.5

-19.6

2.1

1.8

6.8

7.7

-3.7

1.6

0.6

-11.5

o

17.4

-3.7

-19.2

9.5

-47.8

91.7

-n.5

4.6

-10.5

7.4

-5.3

-1.2

-16.3

12.9

-44.9

94.7

-10.1

4.6

o

o

-28.6

320

6.3

142.9

59.5

-47. II

16.7

92.9

-7.4

J1.4

-15.2

13.2

-47.8

16.7

37.8

288.9

105.9

62.8

WADENA COUNTY

PERCENT CHANGES IN ~~JOR CROPS CROWN

BY TYPE AND Yr:AR

POTATOES

Acres
Flanted
All
Purpo~eB

Acres
Hnrve8ted
for Yield! Acrea Yield!
Crain Acre Production Harveated Acre Production

Acrea Yield!
Harvested Acre' Production

Acrea Yie1dl
Harvested Acre Produetioo

1969-1910

1970-1971

1971-1972

1972"1973

1973-1974

1974-1975

1975-1976

1916-1917

1969-1977

Average
Change
1969-1911

17.1 53.5

34.8 90.9

-32.6 -28.6

24.8 56.7

19.9 18.4

0.9 -26.3

22.2 -4.9

16.4 86.3

128.6. 407.0

12.9 30.8

-13.2

72.7

14.0

9.2

-41.0

-17.4

2.0

114.7

99.5

17 .6

33.3

229.8

-18.5

71.1

-30.1

-39.2

-2.8

299.5

910.8

67.9

0.9

14.0

-13.1

18.9

-20.6

2.0

7.8

40.0

45.3

6.2

-28.6

70.0

-39.2

54.8

-32.7

24.6

-14.1

59.6

31.7

11.8

-27.9

93.8

-47.2

84.1

-46.6

27.3

123.8

91.2

25.0

12

6.9

4.3

-11.4

7.6

-4.9

18.0

2.9

8.9

33.8

4.0

o

5.9

5.6

-5.3

o

o

-50.0

100.0

• 7.0

9.8

-2.5

-1.4

-6.1

20.2

118.7

42.9

12.2



TABLE 11-3 (continued)

PERCEIIT CHANCES IN HAJOR CROPS CROWN

Acr..
Planted
All
Purpoleo

BY TYPE AND YEAR

Acr..
Harvested
ror Yi.1d/ Acree Yield/
Croln Acre 'roduction "orv.oted Acre 'roduction

Acre. Yield/
Hory.Bted Acr. Production

Acreo Yield!
Ilarveoted Acre 'roductlon

19,69-1970

1970-1971

1971-1972

1972-1973

1973-1974

1974-1975

1975-1976

1976-1977

1969-1977

Averag.
Change
1969-1977

32.9

-17.5

16.2

17.6

-3.5

8.2

18.8

91.6

9.5

72.7

-19.3

36.9

0.2

-17.6

-34.5

153.4

173.4

24.5

2.8

31.1

5.9

15.8

-43.0

-0.2

-21.0

123.1

65.5

14.3

67.8

-44.1

-15.9

468.8

313.9

7.1

-6.2

-19.3

13.8

-0.2

-3.8

-38.2

86.4

2.0

5.0

-11.7

25.3

-22.4

37.9

-26.8

19.9

-21.0

61.5

32.5

7.8

3.6

13.0

-36.9

54.6

-32.3

22 .8

-53.1

230.5

42.6

25.1

-10.9

4.3

-5.9

11. 3

7.4

-3'.1

9.7

1.4

o

o

10.5

o

-5.3

-44.4

10.0

-10.5

2.7

-3.1

6.7

-1.8

-4.8

-5.3

2.9

-45.4

76.6

-9.0

3.2

o

o

-26.6

320.0

6.3

1~2.9

59.5

-47.8

16.7

92.9

-7.4

11.4

-15.2

13.2

-47.8

16.7

31.8

288.9

18.4

105.9

62.8

PERCENT CHANGES IN MAJOR CROPS GROWN

BY TYPE AND YEAR

POTATOES

'Acres Actes

Planted Harv•• ted d/ } Yi Id/ Acre. Yield! Acreo YieldfAll ior Yle1 .cr"o e ,
• u,pOS 8_,o__C_r_"i_n A_c_re__P_r_o_du_c_t_i_on__H_"_TV_eo_t_e_d A_cr_e__'_r_o_d_uc_t_i_on__H_o_rv_ e 8_t_e_d__A_c_re__'_r_o_d_uc_t_i_on__H_ar_v_e_o_te_d__A_c_r_"__P_roduc t .

1969-1970

1970-1971

1971-1972

1972-1973

1973-1974

1974-1975

1975-1976

1976-1977

1969-1977

Average
Chonge
1969-1977

7.0

23.6

-14.2

10.1

12.5

0.9

2.9

-4.2

39.7

4.6

11.0

24.6

-14.4

12.7

6.9

-1.4

-3.8

7.1

45.0

5.3

o

-2.4

12.0

o

-34.4

14.8

-15.7

69.5

17.6

5.5

11.0

21.8

-4.1

12.7

-29.9

13.2

-18.9

81.6

70.5

10.9

-1.0

-10.6

-18.7

4.5

-20.8

-1.0

3.0

15.5

-29.6

-3.6

-10.7

18.0

-13.6

9.8

-14.3

5.2

-10.9

51.1

21.4

11.3

-11.6

5.5

-29.7

14.8

-32.1

4.2

-8.2

74.6

-14.7

2.2

-3.1

0.6

-7.1

4.3

-2.9

4.9

1.2

-3.4

-5.9

-0.7

o

4.0

3.8

-7.4

-4.0

4.2

-28.0

~4.4

4.0

2.1

-2.9

2.2

-2.1

-1.9

-6.4

6.8

-28.0

41.1

-3.2

1.1

-2.1

1.8

-12.6

~.9

4.6

-30.4

15.2

6.0

-18.8

-1. 6

-11.4

i2.9

2.9

-5.6

11.4

-2.7

-3.9

6.6

19.6

2.8

24.9

-10.3

-0.2

16.4

-32. 3

10.7

15.1

-2.9

1.4

2. Oats

Again during the period from 1975 to 1976 acres harvested for oats

in Cass County increased 96% and production increased 78% while

~the other counties' production decreased approximately 38% on the

average. From 1976 to 1977, all five counties in the region

experienced increases in both the acres harvested as well as production.

13



,3. All Hay

The changes in this crop have fluctuated between increases and

'decreases throughout the time period. The only trend that can be

generalized is that on a re~ional basis hay has decreased at a

faster rate than statewide.

lL rota to'es

The significant trend to note here is that from 1972 to 1973 the

acres harvested increased remarkably in Todd County~ When

compared to statewide changes, this increase becomes'even more

apparent. However, just one year later the amounts in Todd County

became too small to reportrindicating a 1narked decrease. Then again

in 1976 Todd County was back on the board, however, at levels lower'

than the previous years.

Production Percent~es

Table 11-4 indicates the percentage of region-wide production for

each of the major crops by county. It also indicates the regional

production for the same crops as a percentage of statewide

production.

This chart is a good indicator of the counties in the region !which

are highly agricultural in nature and those which are not. Todd

and Morrison Counties have generally the highest percentages

followed by Wadena, Crow Wing, and Cass County respectively.

1. Corn

'. The major production has shifted between Morrison and Todd Counties

throughout the period.

14



TABLE 11-4

PERCENT OF REGION-WIDE PRODUCTION

CASS COUNTY

CORN OATS ALL HAY POTATOES

1969 2.2 3.5 11.9
1970 2.5 2.8 12.6
1971 1.7 4.3 12.0
1972 2.2 2.7 13.7
1973 1.9 2.5 12.3
1974 2.5 1.3 16.5
1975 1.7 2.0 10.1
1976 4.7 7.7 12.7
1977 2.0 3.3 11.4

CROW WING COUNTY

1969 4.0 4.3 7.2
1970 .3.6 2.8 7.0
1971 4.3 2.8 .7.1
1972 4.4 4.5 8.3
1973 4.1 4.4 9.0
1974 3.7 10.0 12.3
1975 2.2 7.3 13.0
1976 10.5 9.4 8.8
1977 6.9 4.7 8.0
MORRISON COUNTY

1969 43.7 32.0 69.8
\ . 1970 53.4 35.9 68.8

1971 L~7 . a 28.1 70.7
1972 42.5 39.6 74.4
1973 38.8 33.5 65.2
1974 41.5 33.5 59.5
1975 37.5 25.9 57.0
1976 27.2 47.9 32.3
1977 37,3 32.4 28.0
TODD COUNTY

1969 44.4 51. L~ 38.8 100
1970 33.6 '52.2 35.3 100
1971 35.1 54.1 35.5 100
1972 39.7 44.1 34.3 100
1973 43.7 48.7 35.6 100
1974 37.8 46.6 31.4
1975 48.2 i55.9 34.5
1976 38.0 17.5 34.7 100
1977 40.1 47.6 38.3, 100

15



TABLE 11-4 (con tinued)

WADENA COUNTY

1969 5.7 8.9 9.1
1970 6.6 6.2 10.3
1971· 11.8 10.6 10. L~

1972 11.2 9.1 10.3
1973 11.4 10.9 10.7
1974 14.5 8.6 10.6
1975 10.5 8.9 12.4
1976 19.7 17.5 11.5
1977 13.8 11.9 14.3

REGIONAL PRODUCTION

As Percent Of

STATEWIDE PRODUCTION

CORN OATS ALL HAY POTATOES
-----

1969 0.8 2.6 7.5 1.0

1970 0.8 3.1 7.5 0.6
1971 1.3 3.3 7.8 0.6

1972 1.1 2.9 7.9 0.9
1973 1.7 3.9 7.6 3.5

1974 1."3 3.9 7.7
1975 1.0 4.6 7.4
1976 0.6 2.3 5.6 2.1
1977 2.0 4.4 7.1 2.2
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2. Oats

Todd County has led the way in production of this crop, except

in 1976 where Morrison County had higher production.

3. All Hay

Morrison County has produced the majority of the hay in the

region, except in 1976 when Todd County had produced more.

4. Potatoes

Todd County has produced 100% of the region's potatoes. In 1974

dAta was unavailable for counties.

In terms of a comparison between regional and state\vide. production,

this chart.indicates that the region contributes very little

towards statewide production figures.

D. Cattle

Table 11-5 illustrates the inventory of cattle and calves by

county in Minnesota in 1974. Of the five counties in the region,

Morrison and Todd Counties are among the highest totals for cattle

and calves in the State. Todd and Morrison Counties account for

approximately 70% of the region's cattle and calf inventory, but

bnly 5% of the statewid~ inventory.

When beef cows are broken out of the total, Morrison County ranks

the highest in the regional totals with 29%, however, Cass County

shows' up vli th 24~~ of the region's beef cows and Todd Coun ty wi th

23%. Crow Hing and Wadena C01.mties account for 11.8% and 12.4% of

the region's beef cows respectively.
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Cattle and Calves -Inventory and Sales: 1974

Mi~r,d:;lJ 11-19
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2. Poultry - turke~

Table 11-6 indicates the inventory and sales of turkeys for

farms with sales of over $2,500 by county in Minnesota in

1974. Morrison County emerges as one of the larger turkey

producers in the State with 5% of the inventory. When the

region is compared with statewide totals, 11% of the turkey

inventory is accounted for in Region 5. In Morrison County,

$6,425,000 was obtained from turkey sa1e~ in 1974.

1~ is apparent from the table that the l"!lajority of turkeys

raised in the region are sold for slaughter and not

kept for breeding purposes. This trend is also evident at the

statewide level.

F. Dairy

Table 11-7 illustrates the inventory of milk cows by county in

Minnesota in 1974. Morrison and Todd Counties emerge as having

among the largest inventory in Minnesota. These two counties

account for approximately 79% of the region's milk cow inventory

and 7% of the state's inventory.- Table 11-7 illustrates

the inventory of milk cows and total production by county in

Minnesota in 1976 and 1977. This chart indicates that in terms

of cow inventory, Morrison and Todd Counties still account

for 80% of the region's milk cows and 8% of the State's inventory.

Therefore, no significant change has taken place since 1974.

Approximately the same pattern exists with production figures.

Morrison and Todd Counties account for 82% of the region's pro­

duction, but only 8% of the state production.
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St\trburne • _
S'Oley • _
Slt'Om.5. __ ~ _

S,~1.t ~_ .~ _
Sl~V~ni • _

5w~L.. • ._

ll~~.~,,~~?:~=-~:~~:~:
W{)bo~ho ._r_.__ .. _
~Wodt"no .:; .... :..-.,.;_~ :..:.-.-::_::..
-~~..~--~- ...--~--

lfncoln _
lyon _
Mcleod _
Mahnomen _
MorsholL _
Mertin _
M~kl!r _
Mille locs _

t~~::~~O?=_:=::::-:;.:_~=

D01>910~ _
foribovtL. _
fillmore ._._. __
frf"fOOrn _._. • ._
Gocdhu< _

~:~~~Pl~-~=!:~:=::: ==
Houslon _. __ ._. _
Hubbord _. • __ • _._.
Isonfl • _

Murray _
Nic.ollel _
NDb!!'') _

harmon _
Olmstf'd ~_

Ot1l.!r 10il _
hnnington _
Pine __ ~ ~ _
P.p-eslonr _
Polk • _

POpE' _

Ramsey _
Red lQkl! • _
hd..... ood _
Renville _
RKC _

Rock _. •
R01t-OlI ~ _

Sf Lavis •
ScaM. • _

h05CQ ._. • __ • _._w
Joc~sor'\ • _
Kono~c • • _. __
Kondlyohi _
Krtlson ~ _
Koochithing 0 _

loc Qui PorK> _
lol-.f: _
like oi the Woods _
lc S·Jp.ur _

,,"kin • • _
Aflo-ko __ ~~ ~ ~_._

B.t-cltr • .~ _
e,.,;hroml • _
BtnlOt'l • •

B'v ~lont • _
Blot £or1h _
fl,ro-wn. • •
Carlton • .'. _. __
(or.'fr ._._. ._.

W01«O • __

Wo~hin9,on ~. __
WoI,,"won ~ ~_

W,lll.,. • __ • _
Wmono_~ ~~_

V"'fl9hr _~ 0 «_

"fHow MtdtClfloe __ • _

Port 2 of 4

.. . -

~~;p~:.;o-:::::-~=-::-:~=-~::-
OIl$090 . _

(loy _._ ••••• ._
(k,orwo1er _
Cook • _. _
(Otlor'l.....ood __ •• _

i{~~~1~~~=:=-::~-=~::~-~=
D<xlge ._-- -- -- -- -- -- ---

11- 20 Minnesota 1974 Census of Agriculture - County Summary D
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TABLE II 7a

51
866

J7
31
6'
6'
80
16
91
H
69

!>III

..
l6
15
67
90
B6
9~

69
10

535

'6
lP
'6
79
40
71
61
92

150
IJS

51
80l

-~~_.!.'~--
~.'1_1.l.0~\lPld..!

11.S
10.4

10.4
II. I
B.l

10.1
9.6

11. a
11.3
10.1
11.0

9.5

10.B
10.6
10.1
10.B
10.7
10.7
ll.O
11.6
10. B
10. ,

9.2
10.6
B.l

10.1
9.5

10.7
10.6
10.0
10.0
9.0

11. S
9.a

10.5
10.6
jJ. ,

11.2
10. ,
10.7
10.9
11.0
10.0
10.8

J.600
3.300
6.000
S.900
1,100
1.100
6. JOO
S.BOO
6.'00

5J.900

•• 900
1,900
6,000
I,BOO
',.00
8,100
6.100
9.300

1'.100
1<.700

I.JOO
83.100

•• BOO
a1. 600

... (00
3.'00
6, ]00
6.000
B. '00
B,000
9,000
6,300
7,000

59.000

1.000
1.100
1.600
, .SOO
4.200
7.000
6.300
9.100

11,000
11.000

~-- _._..... ~_ ..._._--
f ±I.!'<luttlo"

(0"\ tlP! 1""""\ . ""r C~

l--1-9-76---"---!m'-' 197~.=I mt

L!1ttric. t
and

county

South.«t Dilt. PI
LottonlO'OOd

J.ckso!'\
l tnco10
lyon
Xurny
Noblu
P1pP1lol'\!
Pf'dwood
Rotl:.

10t,1

!~~h~'~LPJ!~._m
AnOI8
Car' \0"
Chl"90
Crow \11 no
Hro nn l!'p1n·
IUl'1tt
~ ~ "'I' t'l-tt
101111, l.ICf!
Ptn~

RlItmf!Y
\iHhlfl9 ton

10t,1

l5
)0
19
13

)..
1tJ.C

J3
33

Ii'
41
)7

9
28
J2
41
22
6'
lO
U

416

COWS M~D PRODUCTIQU
COUNTY

31
JZ
15
12

3
3

96

118
)8

31
9

)0
J_
JB
II
61
29
H

460

29
29

8.7
B.7

9. ,
a.8
9.5
9.3
7. S
B.O
9.0

10.1
10. I
9.0
9.0
9.)
B.9

10.2
S.8
9.1
9.1
9.e
9.6

e.6
8. ,
B. B
e.6
7.5
1.5
8.4

9.6
9. I:
7.9
B.1
B.B
a.1
9.1
B.l
B.6
S.5
9.6
9.0

MINNESOTA MILK
BY

B.3
8.3

1l.1CO
4,000

• .100
I.COO
).000
3.100
4.0CO
2.100
1.000
),300

• .BOO
H.IOO

3.800
) ,'00
2.000
1,'00

'00
SOO

11.500

) ,BOO
).eoo

3.500
3,\00

3.600
J ,900
1.700
1.'00

400
'00

11.'00

IZ .100
••000
).900
1.100
),'00
ill .000
),900
) .100
1.100
1.'00
•• 900

51.100

~i: ~i ~i£ [,_OJ..tLill
(,1\

t"u~Nl'"d

1encl
l~cI".lchI1'\9

Llllf l)( th, 'Wood,
leUl

~.'l",,\t 01'.\.0..1.11
liP'dt~

(hy
Clnl""Wtt.,.
tltHOn
JI\.I~~"""I'\

"\in",,11

~or~:~·'-t 0..lL~_.w
l~ l,
St loul'

TOt41

'll''''''' I"'t:;l tOflt
P'oH.
Ir~ lc\t
l[l1UU

lou'

N
N

~., \ (,"I _D.II_~.-W
8j~ ~to".
C--1 rpf-_II

O~""7'I'c. .. t"lt
lH Qu I l'ar1ll!'
O~al'" ittl
Port"
~tr,...,.,t

3... 1 rt
1 !"I Yl""'"
WiHl"
'P't 11 e- 1"lf'd' 'I !"It

!ilt.!ll

7.600
1.900

11.000
J.900
).700

".100
11.700

1.000
4,600
1,500
2.000
4,\00

105,500

2.l00
1.900

I9.9C>O
3.100
J.lOO

4J,600
11,700

2.000
4,400
1,100
2.000
'.500

101,600

10.4
11. 0
11. 1
11. 0
11. 6
10. I
11.6
11. 5
ILl
10. :
10.1
10.9
10.9

12.2
11. 7
11. 6
10.5
10.6
ILl
12. ,
11.0
10.9
10.0
10.0
10.7
ILl

21
31

23i
'3
43

'51
141
,3
14
16
21
'9

1.152

,e
J'

231
J9
JI

'84
14)

2'
4B
IJ
,0
!B

1,141

louth C"t. Dht. IS
-bl;e[Ht~

Brown
faribAult
Frt'eborn
t f'SUf'ur
KArt in
Nicollet
P.lce
Sl .. lt
WaHca
lIatonw!n

loto 1

• ,100
11.900
4.600
9.800
9,100
3.100
9,100

17.900
11,BOO

I,JOO
2.900

93.100

4.)00
11.300

• ,000
9.700
9.100
) .000
6.900

16.<00
11.600
6.'00
2.600

89.'00

10.9
10.'

9.3
9 .•

11.3
9 .•

10.9
10.1
10.7
10••
9. ,

10.~

10.6
10.1
10.5
10.5
11. 4
10.3
l!. J
11.2
1l.1
10. ,
11.2
II. C

t'"I·.l DltL (5)
6l"nttH\

c.. r",,1"
t:.b 1'\t11 y01'l 1
":l.oo
~f"t"\?r

J't,c.,..i"'\ to.,
Jl t'''' ... 111 t
Scott
SI'-rorburn.
S !bl f)'

~t~a 1"/'\'5

rOOd
W,1f' 1"1'
Wrl ;",l

Totl'

17 .000
14.000
11,100
12.900
17,900

13,'.600
6.000

I' .)00
'.100

1&.700
11, \00
B.OCO
e.000

2).900
)06.100

11.600
1'.100
I!. 900
11.000
15,500
)1,600

5.100
Il.500
• .100

16.100
70.100
)3.700

9.000
2t .'Joe

):0. '00

9.9
10.S

• 11.0
ILl
11.0
10.0
II.J
12.2
10.1
11.1
10.0
10.•
9.6

J
10.8

_ try 6

10. ,
11.2
II. 9
12.0
12.0
10. I
11.5
11. 9
12.1
11.)
10.7
II. 1
9. i

II. 0
ILl

169
259
152
26)
197
315

6B
11'

41
185
711
364

71
211

3.,53

ISO
210
1'2
754
199
349

60
161

II
IS3
151
J7<
86

21>1
3.334

South,,,! Dht. (9)
-V,lou

Dodgl!'
rnlmrE'
(,(jodhue
Hovs lon
M"""r
01~s t~d

lJabuha
Wlnon$

Tot.l

ITin TOTAL

9 .~oo

13.'00
16.000
30.000
16, I DO
10.300
16,000
IS ,BOO
26.100

166.100

61B.000

9.BOO
11,300
27.500
30.000
11.600
10.~00

11.100
19,600
,7.<00

172 .JOO

866.000

12.1
11.5
10.6
11.0
I!. 0
I!.)
11..
10.6
ILl
ILl

10.5

12.9
11.1
11. 0
11.2
11. 0
I!. 3
11.6
1I. 1
11.'
11.4

11.0

115
154
215
J31
177
116
lBl
199
229

1.6J7

'.239

176
1"
~O)

316

I'"
IJB
lC~

,IP
312

1.9S6

SOURCE: 1978 Minnesota Agricultural Statistics
Minnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting Service
St. Paul, MN.



G. REGIONAL SUMlvIARY

Table 11-8 is a breakdown by Regi~nal ~evelopment Commission

of milk product~on, numbers of turkeys, beef cows and potatoe

production. It is an iridication of the position of Region 5 in

the statewide picture.

1. Milk Production

Region 5 is the fourth largest milk producing area in

the State. In 1977, 884,000,000 lbs. of milk was

produced in the region.

2. Turkeys

Region 5 ranks fifth in the State in fa~ms where turkeys are

sold for slaughter. The region appears to be special­

izing in light breeds for slaughter.

3. Beef Cows

T~e region is not among the major beef cow producing.

regions in the State.

4. Potatoes

The same trend exists for potatoes as with beef cows.

The quantities harvested are relatively high, but not

when compared to other regions in the State.

Table 11-9 indicates the percent change in major agricultural

activities by county in Region 5 in comparison to State averages.

Milk production in t~e region is the only sector which grew at a

rate higher than that of the State of Minnesota. The other sectors,

namely beef cattle and turkeys, grew at rates slower than the State,

even though healthy increases were experienced in each sector.
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TABLE 11-8

BRF-AKI::CW\I OF MJT.1K PRODu::::;rIQ'J, TURKEY, BEEF CCWS, AND POl:AI0ES
BY :REX;ImA1J DEVEIDPMENr C(1\-MlSSICN

"1)=Datll withel.d to avoid disclosing infDrr.ation for inCivi..dual farn-G.

C~:YS FOR FAR~ "''I'm . (0,'$ J...'ID m::.Lnfu- lRPil1 f'(r.cAJU:S~-

__ J'>"J}~-.-2:~~E.L~~__-------. _______!2¥-T HAD CAL~--_._----
H""V)' br"ods :Light bI"Oldli :Hen" kept fo I \lUlI-oi ty

t-'JlY. P}<:OJ:TJa~ f'c,r ~1"u9hler :[or ul11ughtur :br .. edin9 f<"c! CO'ol1il I HArvest&d

ROC (m~>ound..!... lnu".},... ) : lnurr.}>ex:_)__~--d.~J__.(nu:--l,or) "cr"l1 : (n~.ber)
--+-------'--

I I I
I I I

1 245 28 I 0 (D) I 1900 71,066 59,731 :9,352,086, I
I I I

--~ i
1----.......-

I I

.lbS
I I I

235,4412 123 I 0 (D) I 8719 35,333 _1,531:I I
I I

~ l ....---
II

I I I
J09,0273 150 224,918 I 142,304 I 1,100 26,401 745 I

I I .
I I I

I , I
I I I

.c 1120 1,739,990 , 922,608 I 481,833 69,249 £4,1361 3 ,798,727I I
I I

I I I
I I I

5 884 770,641 I 1,387,525 I 27,300 41,495 2,7.0: 356,502
I I
I I

I I I
I I

C)Ji6E 665 2,713,233 I 0 (D) I 0 (D) 1B,267 6il
I I
I I - I

I
--

l
I I
I I t:

6W 193 2,317,nO I 0 (D) I 0 (D) 38,982 4,257
I I S1 :I I

i --------.-
I I

I I I

7E M9 94,008 I 0 I 0 28,975 682 : 142,038
I I
I I I

I I I
I I I

7\-1 U46 2,569,138 - I 747,436 I 0 (D) 28,042 5,339 :1,213,443I I
I I

: :
m~

I I

8 585 50 I 360 I 0 (D) 97,BUI I
I I

I
,

I I
i i "

728 250,8l.l I 3]5,800 I 2300 37,873 I
1,766S I I 169 I

I . I
I I I

I \

i i I I).0 1955 623,646 I 0 (D) I 52,800 ' II I 142,897 7,034 j1,294,3-49
I :I

~:-l 728 I
i :

19,~LJ=::J
I
I I
I I

84,671 I 21 I 37,810, I
L.-._~---

l"rn }'.~-e);o.r county less than half of t.he units reported.
f-ln Lac 'i,\U PlUle lU1d YellO"J Hedicine counUen lel>lil t.han h.blf of tile units reportcd.
3.ln Dcxigl' and 01Jr.sted counties leu t.han half of tile: units reported.

SOURCE: 1974 CENSUS Of AGRICL~TURE

1978 ~L\~[SDTA AGRICUL1LffiAL STATISTICS
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TABLE 11-9

COMPARISON OF REGION 5 COUNTIES AND MINNESOTA

FOR

MILK PRODUCTION, BEEF, COWS, AND TURKEYS

CASS

Milk Production(l)
(million pounds)

CROW ~\TING MORRISON TODD HADENA HIKXESOTA

1969
1977
% Change

Beef Cows(2)

1970
1977
% Change

41
30

-26.8

7,500
10,300

37.3

43
45

4.7

2,800
2,300

-17.9

277
349

26.0

7,600
8,200

7.9

313
374
19.5

6,600
9,600

45.5 .

70
86
22~8

3,200
4,600

43.8

9,727
9,483

-2.6

1+93,000
640,000

29.8

Turkeys (for farms with
sales over $2,500)(3)

1969
1974
% Change

27,021
50

-99.8

23,331
65,406

180.3

232,620
464,117

99.5

75,982
113,461

49.3

(D)
42,643

2,106,800 ,
4,518,068

114.5

SOURCE

(1) and (2) - 1971 and 1978 - Minnesota Agricultural Statistics
Minnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting Services
St. Paul, lvlN.

(3) 1974 Census of Agriculture
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Table II-IO,outlines the feed purch~ses for farms in Region 5 with

sales exceeding $2,500 and the average investment per farm for

1974.

TABLE 11-10

PURCHASES FOR FARMS

With Sales Over $2,500

197"
Ll...L.Q

Number and % Comrnerc i (11 Feed Whole Averagl.'
of farms in Mix Ingrerlients Grains Other COfTTo1€' rci II 1 Inves l""ent

County this class
~oo

Tons ($1 000 Tons(Sl,OOOL.I9.D.S ($1 ~ :.e~~O" Pl" r fa rf'l

I
Cass county! 432 65% 6,779 961 829 147 3,411 299 2,403 82 410 $ ~ • ;96

Crow Wi n9 348 60% 4,303 601 2,008 343 4,980 483 2,949 56 194 $ ~ ,819

~'orrison 1,603 82t 42,593 6,462 8,855 1,571 9.966 ',028 11,446 332 1.595 $6,85S

Todd 1,698 82t 28,530 4,289 9,363 l,60B 13,753 ',324 I 11 ,750 330 1,507 $5.335

Wadena 538 75% 27,406 4,'48 2,115 377 4.274 405 2,806 80 487 S10.217

Region 5 4,619 77'1. 109 .611 l16. 461 23,170 4,046 36,384 3,539 31,354 880 4, '93 $(,.30~

Minnesota 83,743 887: .fi6L992 271,891 340,701 57,250 684,738 70,220 398,626 11 , 086 254.999 Si. 91.(,

~---l

Source: 1974 Census of Agriculture

.*Defini tions

Commercial Nix: concentrates and protein supplements.

Feed Ingredients: extra ingredients to be added to cownercial mix

(molasses, salt, etc.). Does not include. any g~ain.

Whole grains: Corn, oats, etc., to be combined with other ingredients

and protein supplements.

Morrison and Todd Counties have the highest percentage of farms in

the category of sales greater than $2,500, followed by Wadena, Cass

and Crow Wing Counties, respectively.

~ still lower than statewide averages.
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The table is broken into two sections.

In terms of investments per farm, Wadena County has an extremely

high cost due mainly to the high 'amounts purchased and also to

the relatively small number of farms.

All of the counties except for Wadena County have an average

investment that is lower than the statewide average.

TABLE II-II

CHARACTERISTICS OF

FARH OPERATORS

BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE DAYS WORKED OFF FARM
In a rural In a City, IOU LUU

Farm On Farm On Another area not Town or Less than to +
County Ooerators Opera ted Farm on a farro Urban Area' Any Days 100 days 199 days days

llumbe r % NunJber % Number % Number % Number % 1umber ,; tlumber % Number %

Cass 686 547 79.7 10 1.5 10 1.5 18 2.6 316 46.1 59 8.6 78 11.4 179 Cl6.1

ere", Wi ng 599 488 81.5 10 1.7 14 2.3 6 1.0 362 60.4. 47 7.8 65 10.9 250 41. 7

~lorri son 2,022 1,601 79.2 40 2.0 14 0.7 ' 29 1.4 703 34.8 129 6.4 167 8.3 407 70.1

Todd 2,142 1.694 79.1 43 2.0 12 0.6 41 1.9 702 32.8 145 6.8 143 6.7 414 19.3

Wadena 740 566 76.5 3 0.4 12 1.6 25 3.4 295 39.Q 68 9.2 72 9.7 155 20.9

Region 5 6,189 4,896 79.1 106 1.7 62 1.0 119 1.9 2,378 38.4 448 7.2 525 8.5 1,405 22.7

Minnesota 97,693 73,990 ~5. 7 3,525 3.6 849 0.9 3,904 4.0 32,260 33.C 9,193 9.4 ~,884 6.0 17,183 17.6

Source: 1974 Census of Agriculture

Table II-II illustrates the characteristics of farm operators by

county within the region.

First, the place of residence is analyzed and secondly, the number

of days spent working off the farm is presented.

5. Place of Residence

The vast majority of farms in the region are owner operated, which

is to say that the individual farmer lives where the farm is

~ operated. These percentages are higher than statewide averages.

27



6. Days Off Farm

This is an indication of how intensely the farms are operated

during the year. In the two principally non-agricultural oriented

counties (Cass and Crow Wing) 46% and 60% of the respective falTIerS

worked part o£ the time off the farm at another job. In the oth~r

three counties, this percentage is considerably less. W11en the

number of days is broken dO\Vll, it is interesting to note that in

almost all of the counties, as the number of days worked off the

farm increases, so does the percentage in that category. These

~
p~rcentages are also higher than statewide averages.
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TABLE 11-12

SPRIlli<LER IRRIGATED ACREAGE

19741 , 1976 & 19772

BY COUNTY

ACRES---

COUNTY 1974 1976

Cass 249 887

Crow Wing 131 366

Morrison 12 5,766

.~

Tode! 3,703 8,073

Wadena. 1,845 9,692

Region 5 5,940 24,784

l'Iinnesota 111,233 221,521

1977

2,427

799

11,559

12,892

15,671

27,677

387,000

~ERCENT OF TOTAL

AGRICULTURAL LAND3

COUNTY 1974 1976 1977

Cass 0.3 0.4 1.1

Crow Wing 0.2 0.2 0.5

Harrison 0.005 1.2 2.3

Todd 1.4 1.6 2.5

Wadena 1.9 4.6 7.3

Region 5 0.8 1.6 1.7

Minnesota 0.5 0.7 1.3

SOURCE: 1) 1974 Ce.n5U-6 ofJ AgJtic.LLUuJl.e.
2) U.1A..VeJr.))Uy ofJ ~Unl1ebO,ta, Ag!tJ..c.uUu!T.it.t Ex-te..u10n SeJLV~c-e.

3) Bct.6e.d on data {/Lom 7974 Ce.YL6U-6 on AgJU.c.l1LtuJi.e. and the. J-KHH(!.J.>Ow..
CJwp and LiVebtOC.R R(l_po.tr.Ung SeAvic.e.



7. Irrigation

Table 11-12 and 11-13 illustrate the acreage by county devoted

to sprinkler irrigation from 197L~ ,to 1977. There are two observations

to be made from this table. First, the number of acres devoted

to sprinkler irrigation techniques within the counties

of the region has risen drastically from 1974. The rate of growth

for counties in Region '5 is significantly higher than the statewide

average. However, when comparing the number of acres in irrigation

to the total number of acres in agriculture, an increase has taken

place. This increase, though larger than the statewide average,

stjll represents a very small proportion of the region's agricultural

'land. A potential exists for increased use of irrigation within the

region to assist in the production of the major crops.

TABLE 11-13

IRRIGATION

1974

4
FARMS WI TIl SALES OVER $2,500

Farms Land in Land 10 Harvested Land
\lith Land Irrigated Land Irrigated Cropland Irrigated by

County Irrigation Irrigated FanIL9 In! ated Farms IrrilZsted Sorinklera
Number % Acres % Acres % 'anns % AcrEB % Acres 7. ~'arms % Acres f,t Fanna % Acres %

C,BBS 9 1.4 679 .8 3,691 4.1 8 1.9 669 .9 3,611 4.8 7 1.7 549 1.2 5 1. 2 249 .3

Crw Wing 6 1.0 143 .2 1,378 2.0 4 1.1 141 .2 1,370 2.4 4 1.2 141 .4 3 .9 131 , .2

lHorrisoo 4 .2 49 .02 232 .Oc 3 .2 12 .0 112 .05 3 .2 12 .0 3 .2 12 .00'

Todd 26 1.2 4,249 1.7 11,831 4.6 25 1.5 4,248 11.8 11,756 5.0 25 1.5 4,248 2.3 21 1.2 3,703 1.4

~adena 38 5.3 1,871 1.9 13,287 113.7 36 6.7 1,857 2.2 12,967 15.3 36 6.9 1.847 3.0 35 6.5 1,845 1.9

lRegion 5 83 1.4 6,991 .9 30.419 4.0 76 1.6 6,927 1.3 29,816 4.4 75 1.7 6,797 1.4 61 1.5 5,9'10 .8

ki.nnesotli 853 .9 77,823 .4 335,567 1.6 755 .8 tn ,112 .4 325,371 1.6 746 .974,769 .4 647 .8 6li ,981 .5

SOURCE: 1974 Census of Agriculture
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MAP 11-1

SPRINKLER IRRIGATED ACREAGE
MINNESOTA
'977 DATA

.. '
. '.

IRRIGATED ACRES

More than 30,000

10,000 - 30,000 .
;. ......

II
,.

5,000 - 10,000

ffil] 2,000 - 5,000
..

0 500 - 2,000

0 o - 500
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A. Beef Processing Alternatives

Chapter II of this report has identified that Morrison and

Todd Counties have one of the highest production totals for cattle

and calves in the State. Although Todd and Morrison Counties

account for approxima tely 70% of the :t~egion' s ca ttle and calf

inventory, they only account for 5% of the statewide inventory.

Due to the small amount of cattle and calf inventory actually

produced in Region 5, the report has not investigated alternatives

in cattle and calf processing.

B. Da1TY Process~~ Alternatives

Hinnesota: has ranked first nationally in non-fat. dry milk and

creamery butter production. Differing consumer trends are

affecting this sector in various ways. Processing volumes of non­

fat dry milk and butter have been declining in response to reduced

consumer demand. Butter production has declined by 35% between

1965 and 1974 while non-fat dry milk production has declined by

54% during the same time period. Cheese and ice cream production

has steadily increased in Minnesota, this has produced guarded

optimism in a somewhat troubled industry.

Analysis of milk processing was, therefore, limited to the productio~

of. cheese.

1. Cheese Processing Centers

Since the introduction of refrigerated semi-trailer milk trucks~ the

location of milk processing has not been limited to the area of pro­

duction. An example of the extent of transportation involved in mil~

processing can be made with the Mid-America Dairyr:p.ent Cooperative Pl_~-:.... :

located in Bertha, Minnesota. This plant collects four to six semi­

truck loads of bulk milk per day and hauls the product to a plant in
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Fergus Falls, Minnesota. The Fergus F~lls plant then processes

the milk into cheese and the whey by-product is then shipped back

to the Bertha, Minnesota plant for drying. The examples of the

transportation distances readily identifies the ability of milk

processing to be located either at the source of production or

the market area.

Cheese processors were contacted throughout the State and Chart 111-1

identifies parameters of their operations. A great variety exists

in .the actual minimum requirements of raw milk. This results from

apparent rerrmants of creameries which continue to operate and

market their products regiona1~y within the Stat~ to the National

Cooperatives which market their products on a worldwide scale ..

A majority of the processors who responded to the survey indicated

that a minimum of one million pounds of raw milk is necessary for

production of cheese.

CHART 111- 1

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM FOR MILK PROCESSING

Raw Materials--
Maximum Peak Minimum Input Necessary

Company Output of Plant Requirements for Best Operation

A 110,000 1bs/day 1,100,000 Ibs/day 1,500,000 lbs/day

B 150,000 lbs/day 1,100,000 lbs/day 1,000,000 Ibs/day
cheese -

..

C 108,500 lbs/day 1,085,000 Ibs/day 980,000 lbs/day

D 775,000 lbs/day 5,000,000 Ibs/day 775,000 Ibs/day
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CHART 111-1 (continued)

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF MIU< PRODUCTION
BY REGION

Nort.hwe&t

Hebd....·al.erli

"'rrol.-,'h~ad

\o;'est. Cent-Till
N9ion rive
six East
six West.

r:ast Cent.ral
Cen'tral V.innes::"C&
s.outh\Jest
F.Pgi on l~in.

Soutne2:lSlern
Metro;.x:>J1t.an C":"..;...,cll

2. Future Potential £or Development of Ch~es~ Pro~essing

The unique nature of cheese processing:does n?t necessarily lend

itself to maximizing output at the los$ of product taste and

consistency. Maximizing cheese production can best be accomplished

today and in the foreseeable future by co?rdinating the talents of

the cheesemaker with modern processing techr.igues.

3. §tatus. of Existing Plants

Chart 111-2 points out that expansion of cheese processing

facilities in Minnesota is not presently a promising possibility.

Many of the plants are not operating at a break even level. Many

small cooperative creameries remain in operation having a negative

effect on both the producers and consumers in the market area. On

the other hand, many of the larger plants were designed for large

production amounts and have not been able to obtain the necessary

raw materials' to operate at a good level.
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CHART 111-6

POTENTIAL FOR EXPANSION IN MILK PROCESSING

Present $ Amount to
Company Operation level Expansion Point Duplicate Plant

A 750,000 lbs/week none planned at $10 - $12 million
cheese present

B 105,000 lbs/day none planned at $9 - $12 million
present

C 1,000,000 lbs/day d' . $1,300,000expan 1.ng at
present

D 750,000 lbs/ day none planned at $10,000,000
present

."

LOCATIoN OF BILK PROCESSING PLANTS SURVEYED

. .
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5. Transportation Impact

Significant quantities of raw milk are transported around the

State. When energy costs begin to escalate, these massive ship­

ments may become too expensive and the raw milk will have to be

processed locally, therefore reducing the overall weight and

transportation costs ..

C. Turkey ProcessinLAlternatives

There is one major trend in turkey processing both in Minnesota

and the United States that can be clearly identified: there

h~s been a rapid decline in the number of turkey processors, and

an associated increase in the growth of integrated processing

organizations. The result of this integration is the emergence

of very large producers. In the State of Minnesota the observa­

tion can be made that approximately 30% of the birds needed for

processing. are currently raised by the producers .who have also

developed their own marketing skills. The' increase in turkey

processing has primarily occurred because of new products developed

in addition to the standard frozen, canned and fresh products.

We find that today over 50% of all turkeys produced are proc~ssed

into cut-up products; whereas, in 1960 over 80% of all turkeys

produced were marketed in the form of whole birds. The impressive

rate of turkey production growth in Minnesota can be shown in the

period from 1961 to 1971 where the industry grew by over 39%, while

in the entire United States the industry grew by just 19%. With

this increase in production the average producer in Minnesota
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handles approximately 40,000 turkeys per year, whereas ten

years ago the average may have been only 10,000 birds. With

this increase in production, it is very doubtful there will be

a significant increase in the number of producers. In 1971,

six counties in Minnesota continued to top producers and

accounted for over 50% of the total cash receipts for turkey

production. As production increased '.significantly by 1974, the

same six counties produced 40% of total production in the

State.

1: Production Centers in the Central Minnesota Area

The six counties with highest production are clustered in

central Minnesota and are also near the center of processing

facilities. Map 111-1 identifies the distribution of turkey

production by regions in Minnesota.

MAP 111-1

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF TURKEY PRODUCTION

BY REGION

X':G) a;AL U:V':I.o."1'L-:'
Wi~-SSlm K('IE,-------
1 1'lort..h\Je5t

2: }h~luh ..al-er.

J Arro'l....he ad
4 ~e5t Cent Tal

5 T'II'9ion rive
6I: 5i" lAst
6W six We£t.
7£ Last Cen~rAl

7W CentrAl p.innt:~-:UJ.

B SOutl......e5t

):...o.gipn }:inll
SoutlH~.5\.... rn I
P,e.-trc;..oOllt.a..n C::\.~f'lC'1) I

•• Oau. lnsuf f i clent Far ~ysi.a
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2. !lEes of Processing Available

The trend noted in the previous section identified the increasing

number of speciality products rather than processing of whole

turkeys. In the speciality category there has also been a market

shift to frozen products rather than canned products. USDA in

1970 estimated the per capita turkey consumption would increase

by 40% during the 70's. Comparing cash receipts in turkey pro­

duction from 1971 to 1974, there was a 231% gain within a three

.year period. Turkey speciality products appear to be gaining very

rapid consumer acceptance especially on. a year around basis.
}

Another important factor to note is that turkey consumption will

also benefit from its relative price position to beef and pork.

As beef and pork prices continue to esculate relative to poultry

prices, turkey consumption should continue to grow at a rapid

rate.

3. Volumes necessary for break even in Turkey Production Processing

Mr. Keith Barnes, Vice President of poultry division for Land-O-

Lakes, responded. to an inquiry from Region 5 requesting information

on the nurnber of birds required for a processing operation. Major

points identified in his letter included a need for minimum of

1,300,000 heavy bred turkeys to support a plant. This plant would

produce app~oximately 20,000,000 Ibs. of eviscerated turkeys. Pro­

cessing the 1,300,000 birds would bring the cost to approximately

l4¢ per pound for procuring the birds at the farm, processing,

free~ing, marketing and distribution. By reducing the scale of the

operation, the cost would escalate sharply. On the other hand, if

the operation were significantly larger, costs could be reduced

slightly, but processing is extremely labor intensive and the

greatest share of expenses are of such a variable type it is
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difficult to determine whether cost increase would increase the

volume of production.

4. Future Potential for New Technology in Turkey Processing

The previous section has identified that turkey processing is

ext~emely labor intensive and the greatest share of expenses· are

of variable type and would increase with volume. The problem

faced by producers today is the proportionate increase in

disease which accompanies increase in production. About half

~he turkey losses are presently caused by disease. Short range

savings will most likely occur, therefore, in the form of disease

control rather than new processing tecpnology.

5. Status of Existing Plants

The respon~e to the survey by turkey processors was not large

enough to report without disclosing information about individual

operations. However, Land-O-Lakes is discussed as a reference

point. It appears that most of the plants are operating at or

below initial construction capacities. Turkey production signifi­

cantly increased after the plants were initially constructed, even

though turdey processing was primarily seasonal in nature.

Processing subsequently shifted to complete. year around production.

Responses by companies shows that no expansion is anticipated in

t1).e near future.
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D. Processing Alternatives For Potatoes

During the last two decades, there have been major changes in

the potatoe industry similar to those identified in the turkey

business in Minnesota and in the United $tates. Overall acreages

have declined very slowly in Minnesota and the Red River Valley.

This decline in acreage has had a reverse impact on the production·

figure. Minnesota has continued to decrease in overall prod~ction

figures in the entire United States. With that decline, potatoe

production in Minnesota 'has become more concentrated in the Red

River Valley. This geographical region: accounted ·for 77% of the

tbtal production in 1970. It is expected that this geographical

concentration is likely to continue.

1. Locp.tions In The State W11ere Potatoe Products Are Processed

Map 111-2 identifies the concentrations of potatoe production by

Region.
MAP 111-2

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF POTATOtpRODUCTION
BY REGION

RE:Gl G·'AL !EVELCf>Hl:N]'
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m SouUI'~,c .. t

5) ~9ion Nine
10 SoutJH'.fl ... t~r:n

11 H.tropo11tkn Council
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2. Type of Processing Currently Being Done in Minnesota

CHART 111-4

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM FOR POTATOE PROCESSING

Raw Materials
Maximum Peak Minimum Input Necessary

~ompany Output of Plant Requirements for Best Operation

A 27L~,000 1bs/day 608,200 1bs/day 1,000,000 1bs/day

.13 60,000 1bs/day 240,000 1bs/day 80,000-90,000 1bs/day

C 14,000 1bs/day 51,200 1bs/day 51,200 1bs/day

D. 80,000 lbs/day 320,000 1bs/day 320,000 Ibs/day

. LOCATION OF POTATO PROCESSING PLANTS SURVEYED

1 Northwest
:2 Hea.dwater.
3 Arrovhead
.. West Cent.ral
S )l,,\lion Tiv.
6E six lAst.
6W Six ~eBt.

7£ Last Cent.ral
7M Central Min:.e sota
8 So",U)W~5t

9 R.rgion .,in.
10 wutJ-.e a. tilt rD

11 H<tropo}1tc: Councl1
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3. Volume Necessary for Break Even in Potatoe Production

CHART 111-5

POTENTIAL FOR EXP~~SION IN POTATOE PROCESSING

I
I
t

'I,
nl
-I

j

~
i
t .

-
Present $ Amount to

Company Operation level Expansion Point Duplicate Plant

A 205,500 lbs/day none planned at $5,000,000
present

f---.

B 22,000-24,000 none planned at $2.5 to $3 millio
Ibs/day present

-
C 14,000 Ibs/day none planned at unknown

present
r---'---

D 80~OOO Ibs/day none plann.ed at unknown
present

-
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4. future Potentials fOF New Technology ,in Potatoe Processing

Information received from dehydration processors indicates that

the potatoe industry is on the threshoid of technological improve­

ments which sho~ld have a positive impac~ on the total market for

potatoe flakes, slices, and other new products becoming more

fleasibl'e with innovations. In 1962, three types of potatoe

processing accounted for 22% of the total potatoe consumption:

potatoe chips, frozen potatoes, and dehydrated potatoes. By 1970,

this consumption increased to 42%. By 1980, the above mentioned

new speciality products consumption will increase to 58% of total

potatoe consumption. Of the three speciality products, frozen

potatoes have shown the greatest gain ,in per capita consumption

due to increasing demands placed by the institutional market.

Dehydrated potatoe products have also sho~m impressive gains

during the last decade because of retail market demands. Potatoe

chip and dehydrated potatoe markets are expected 'to maintain retail

orientation and the institutional markets demand for dehydrated

potatoe flakes and slices will grow.
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CHAPTER IV POTENTIALS OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND PROCESSING



At Recommendations for Agricultural Processing by Sector

I.Potatoes

Todd County is the only county in Region 5 in which potatoe

'production activity is currently large enough to be reported~

Yields in Todd County are higher than statewide figures,

however, the acres actually harvested are too small to effect

statewide production. The Minnesota Crop and Livestock

Reporting Service Annual Yearbook of 1978 identified that

Todd County produced only 2.2% of the total potatoe production

in the State.

Although the trend identified in the Crop and Livestock

Re~orting Service data for potatoe yield per acre in Todd

County shows growth potential, it is not likely that the

increased potatoe production will. carry any significant grovlth

relationship to overall production in the State.

Data obtained from the survey sent out to potatoe processors

in August of 1978 indicates that processing is normally done

in two areas of the State: one is the area of actual pot~toe

production, the other is the location of high urban population

densities. Therefore it does not seem practical for Region 5,

or Todd County specifically, to consider potatoe processing

as a viable processing alternative.
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2. Cattle Processing Recommendations

Chapter II of this report has identified Morrison and Todd

Counties as locations of highest production totals for cattle

and calves in the State. Although Todd and Morrison Counties

account for approximately 70% of the Region's cattle and calf

inventory, they only account for 5% of the statewide inventory.

Due to the small amount of cattle and calf inventory actually

produced in Region 5, the report has not investigated alter-

'natives in cattle and calf processing.

3. P9ultry Processing Recommendations

At first glance poultry production appears to have one of the

greatest potentials for processing in Region 5. Minnesota Crop

and Livestock Reporting Service estimates that the growth in

turkey production from 1969 to 1974 was almost 100%. Turkey

producers in the Swanville area also have indicated possibility

for doubling production from 1978 to 1980. This data appears to

be a favorable indicator for the need fo~ additional turkey

processing facilities.

Data supplied from turkey processors in the central Minnesota' area

. shows that the turkey production data may be misleading as to

need for additional processing facilities. Processors contacted

in the survey indicated that they are not operating at maximum

capacity and any additional production contemplated could easily

be handled with existing facilities. It ~s feasible_for turkey

process~to become a .I?0tential in the long range in Region 5,

but for the next three to five years any increase in turkey

Eroduction c~n be handled by existing plants as identified in

Chapter III.
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4. Dairy Processing Recommendations

Dairy production in Region 5 has been one of the most stable

agricultural activities. Minnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting
j I " ,I I" I'; ) I II

Service estimated in 1978 that almost 10% of total milk production

came from Region 5. Information obtained from the agricultural

survey completed in August of 1978 indicates that most of this

milk was exported outside of the region. Only two centers of

dairy production in Region 5 actually process milk. Several other

communities in Region 5 are collection points for over one million

pounds of milk per day. These communities could be identified as

pbtential sites for milk processing.

With the constant escalation of energy costs, one could expect

that the continued trucking of bulk milk will become far more

expensive than processing at a collection point. As an example,

the City of Bertha, Minnesota, now collects over a million pounds

of milk per day. The City has a creamery with the necessary space

available for the production of cheese. Treatment of effluent

from the processing facility could be accommodated by the existing

treatment plant. Farmers are not currently being paid top dollar

for milk produced in the area. Payments for bulk milk to the

producers seem to be lower. The major commodity missing in this

City seems to be the entrepreneurial desire or financial commit­

ment and managerial commitment for the production of cheese.

5. Summary

Potatoes - Processing not recommended in Region 5 due to small

production amounts in comparison to statewide figures.

Beef Cattle - Processing not recommended in Region 5 due to

small production amounts in comparison to statewide figures.
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Poultry

Dairy

It is feasible for turkey processing to become a

potential in the long range in Region 5, but for

the next three to five years' any increase in turkey

production can be handled by existing plants as

identified in Chapter III.

Milk processing could be accomplished at collection

points in Region 5 if trarisportation costs become

prohibitively high to deter shipemnts of the raw

material to processing facilities.
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CHAPTER V PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN DATA ANALYSIS



A. Validity of Existing Data

In the development of this study several major stumbling blocks

were encountered which at first glance did not seem to be a

problem. Volumes and volumes of agricultural production data

was available in various census documents and in publications

available from the Minnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting Service.

However, it must be recognized that all of the data presented in

the tables and charts is the result of actual producers (farmers

tq~mselves) responding to surveys. Often times the farmers are

reluctant to return the data to either the Federal Census of

Agriculture or the 'Minnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting Service.

This apprehension on the part of producers needs to be overcome

before an adequate assessment can be made of the agricultural

situation in Minnesota. Many times when an agricultural producer

responds to the survey this data can not be presented because it

would identify the farmer as the chief producer of a particular

crop. For instance, this has happened in Todd County with potatoes.

This inability, to obtain conclusive data, represents a critical

problem when one desires to investigate perhaps the most important

industry in the State of Minnesota and the most significant industry

in Region 5. Therefore sectors of agricultural production which

represent over 1070 of the regi.on' s output are not presented in the

data.

B. Lack of Coordination Between Data Sources

Another problem encountered in agricultural pro9uction data surfaces

from two different data sources. One, the u.S. Census of Agriculture
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and the other a federally subsidized agency in the State of

Minnesota: Minnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting Service. The

Minnesota Crop and Livestock Reporting Service provides data on

a yearly basis and the u.S. Census of Agriculture provides data

on four-year basis. Very little data provided by the Minnesota

Crop and Livestock Reporting Service is supplied by county.

However, the u.S. Census of Agriculture.supplies just about all

of its data by county. Each of the above agencies seems to

'survey different farmers. Many times production data supplied by

t~ese surveyors cannot be compared. As the data was analyzed,

it was difficult to determine what data was actually relevant

to the report and which source could be depended upon for

providing satisfactory information in Region 5.

C, Conclusion

The data and recommendations presented in this study will as.sist

local entrepreneurs and elected officials in the development of

future agricultural processing facilities. in Region 5. This

study will also serve as the foundation on which future agri­

cultural development studies can be built upon.
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CORN FOR
GRAIN OATS ALL HAY POTATOES----

HIGH .COUNTY

1971 Todd Todd Todd Todd
40,765 56,083 78,317 819

1974 Todd Todd Todd Todd
35,977 49,562 79,231 1,896

LOW COUNTY

1971 Cass Cass Wadena Morrison
1,935 4,215 29,905 9

1974 Cass Cass Crow Wing Morrison
1,693 2,360 21,207 0

AVERAGE COUNTY

1971

1974

AVERAGE COUNTY ACREAGE

IN MINNESOTA(1)

CORN OATS ALL HAY POTATOES

1971 75,092 34,483 37,356 3,611

1974 79,770 24,713 35,172 3,944

(1) 1971: Acreage Harvested, for all crops
1974: Acreage Planted for corn, oats and potatoes;

Acreage cut for hay
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CASS COUNTY

Hi Township (acres
planted)

1971

1974

CROW WING COUNTY

Hi Township (acres
planted)

CORN FOR
GRAIN

Becker
417
Becker
579

May
621
May
414

ALL HAY

Hay
4605

May
4020

POTATOES.

Hilkinson
15

Turtle Lake
26

1971
it!

1974

MORRISON COUNTY

Hi Township (acres
planted)

1971

1974

TODD COUNTY

Hi Townshin (acres
planted)

1971

1974·

WADENA COUNTY

Hi TO\¥nship (acres
planted)

1971

1974

St. Mathias
480
Dagget Brook
960

Buckman
3304

Buckman
3421

Hartford
2670

Ward
2236

Aldrich
2324

Wadena
2396

2a

St. Mathias
1200

Dagget Brook·
2800

Elmdale
2603
Elmdale
24·52

West Union
5158
West Union
3864

Aldrich
1869
Wadena
1764

Platte Lake
3151
Platte Lake
2811

Buckman
6050

Buckman
5086

Bertha
4347

Bertha
4679

Aldrich
3454

Rockwood
4083

Maple Grove
8

Haple Grove
8

S"\van Rive~

8
Swan River

5

Long Prairie
546

Hartford
866

Wing River
40

Wing River
25



CASS COUNTY

La Township (acres
planted)

1971

1974

CROW WING COUNTY

La .Township (acres
planted)

1971.

1974

MORRISON COUNTY

La Township (acres
planted)

1971

1974

TODD COUNTY

CORN FOR
GRAIN

Fairview
2

Maple
2

Lake Edward
13

Pelican
3

Motley
13

Motley
37

OATS

Rogers
4

Bay Lake
4

Jenkins
12

Jenkins
12

Clough
70

Rosing
15

ALL HAY

Fairview
60

Unorg. Dis t .1f4
25

Mission
137

Mission
117

Rosing
73

Rosing
137

POTATOES

Lee.ch Lake
& McKin1ev

1 -'
Becker

24

Platte L,,3..ke
2

Platte Lcke
2

Scandia Val1.e~'

1

o

La Township (acres
planted)

1971

1974

WADENA COUNTY

La Township (acr~s

planted)

1971

1974

Villard
243

-. Villard
390

Lyons
14

Huntervi.lle
. 10

Little Elk
532

Villard
310

Huntervi11e
43

Huntervil1e
10

3a

Turtle Creek
716

Villard
1355

Hunterville
548

Huntervi11e
504

Burnhamvi.l1e
13

Turtle Creek
5

Rockwood
1

o
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~l-.-t. ••_ ••~
COOK ~.11~

- 700
$.18

300

$.17

CARLTOI1

50Cl

$ .10

PlJiE Ji$l

I.
~" ..

......,~---"j
l.

!-__-j CHISAGO')

MORRiSON

800

$.14

CROW WING

700

$.14

300
$.04

17,.500

$3.53

. """"OTTUlT.......

CLAY

1.5,300

$3.08

.•...&-.--C . --.q,_ . .............. -- ..

fAAIBAUlT fR£LJlORtl

7,200

$2.49

FIGURE 6-4

Potato Acreago and Cash Receipts by County, 1-971

SOURCE: Minnesota Agricultural Statistics. Minn. Dept. of Agriculture
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1969 State Tota! !
Cash Receipts,

$60.9 Million

..
I
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ST'lOU~. '_',

~ ·0
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BHTRA.WI

• f'II'£' ,"URAAY w>Sr.CA ST£E.l£ [)()()GEI STOHE 130.1
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13.9 129.1
$.05 $.47·.-e... __ _.-

(

8£CKUl

409.3 "JTI'ON
12.5 $1.49

$.05
WAD€..... 324.4

CROW WING C>.RLTOM
OTTtJ( TM.

263.6 $1.18 24.6
\WtlJ(J~

1,462.0 $.96 $.09..
$5.20

"
PINE .

TOOO I.
\ S03.4

Co'W<T DOUGlAS $1.84 ~
-.~ 118.6

665.0
/",

... J
$.43 $2.43• .

./ )
ST£V£/I$ I'Of"£ S,EARt<S

ISANTITRAV£RS[
35.1 1,613.5 195.0

$.13 $ 5.89 $.08

KANDnOHI

IOO5£AU

19.2
574.6

$.07
$2.10

~

140.2
$.51

I'OU\.
\,- •
\
•

• hOR>lAH lV.H/IOWEN

I

FIGURE 44

Number of Turkeys Sold and Cash Receipts by County, 1969
SOURCE: Minnesota Agricultural Statistics, Minnpo;nlq Dept~ of Agriculture, 1970-72
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•t

.,
5.6 i
O-l

.'....,."

1970 State Tolal

$507,724,641

:$ 9.94.58.2

$.1

$.3
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$.4

$ 5.B

$1.1
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$1.0

""= 3.9 $.11 \
$'2.3 .>JTI<lll I

1
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$.3
Pl/i[ .

\
T()(;;) '" I.

\
(;MIlT

1.9 rlOO\JGI.M

3.5 2.0 $1.5 $1.0./.

)

t
ST£V[NS $TUJl'tS

9.1 3.2 $ 5.1
l.

1.0 ~ IO'.ISAlJO.

><.mDiYOHI I
6.1

.... - .. P ..........

• YUl..OW M(.01CH1[

~B_,2~
• lJ.NCOlN LYON

$~.2·
I-+------'--r--..\
• PlI'(' WUltAAy

I UON£

$-9.7 11.1
,.;x:;x """"-U ~ loU.ln",·$h.o 13.0 $ 1.3 $ 15.0

.-a.-._ -.- _o_a

I

• N<:lR1oW<

1$2.6
•
I ClAY

•
l'3.3

•
I

FIGURE 4-2

Beef CO$n Receiph by County, 1970
(OOO'~ of Dollar$)

SOURCE: Minnesota Agricultural Statistics, Minnesota Dept. of Agriculture. 1970
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CASS COUNTY OATS PRODUCTION'
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CROW WING COUNTY CORN PRODUCTION
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CROW WING COUNTY OATS PRODUCTION

10s

+
203,000

-

6

376~OOO

336,600
+

245,000

t

4

161,000

..
-168,000

+
•

+
1.48,000

•

217,300
+

PRODUCTION
leT',

1,
1
r, .,,

8},,,,
T',,

. ,
() ,

T'
1,,,
r

1
, ,
4'T,,,

1
T',,,

2 'r,,,,
T,,,
W----L----~----L----L----2 L L L L L

2

YEAR
1969 1970 1971. 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

lla



PRODUCTION

CROW WING COUNTY HAY PRODUCTION
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MORRISON COUNTY CORN PRODUCTION
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MORRISON COUNTY OATS PRODUCTION
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TODD COUNTY OATS PRODUCT I 0>1
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TODD COUNTY POTATOES PRODUCTION
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WADENA COUNTY CORN PRODUcTION
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WADENA COUNTY HAY PRODUCTION

PRODUCTION

-l
37,500

73,700

+

6~,200 65,30?
+ .. .61, ]1)o. .

+'

67,900
+

• •
63,000

1J ,.,,,,,.,
•,
~,,,

1,..
1
1
I

6 '..,
,-f
, 57,iaOO
•,.,.,,,

4 '.,
•,,
1.,,,,

2~.
t
1
t,
'r,,, - .-

i) It----- .1 1._ -- _.1,,:,_- _.!_. .1 .1 2 ...!. .1 1.

2 4 6 t ])
"YENR

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

22a



. .
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MINNESOTA CO~~ PRODUCTION
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MINNESOTA OATS PRODUCTION

PRODUCTION
)')..,.

, 189,728,000
, +, .,

....,,,

177,000,000
;

+.
101,000,000

+­
96,960,000

124,400,000

,,,,
....,,,

~ ,0,,,,,,,,,
4 v

T,,,,,,,,
'\ t'-- .,,,,,-.,,,
o tt--- - .J__ -_.!.- -- - .J 1 -- -- .J. ._.! ..1 1' .J .1'

2 4 6 f 1J
YEAR

~969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

28a



MINNESOTA HAY PRODUCTION
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