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7 - AUTHORITIES CONTACTED

7.1 -« Introduction

Contained in this section is a comprehensive 1ist of government agencies
organizations, institutions, and individuals contacted to assist in the
development of this socioeconomic profile. The section is divided into
four distinct categories: 7.2-Federal Institutions; 7.3-State
Institutions; 7.4-Local Institutions; and 7.5-0ther Institutions,
Organizations, and Individuals.

7.2 - Federal Institutions

U.S DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage, AK ‘

Michael Brown

- Phone discussion with Peter Rogers; dJanuary 30, 1981; discussed
type, quality, and quantity of data available regarding the historic
use of Alaska's inland waters for travel, trade or commerce.

Bureau of Land Management, Outer Continental Shelf (SESP)

Gary Hennigh; Charlie Smythe

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 9, 1981; discussed OCS, SESP
Studies and Enclave Development Study (Louis Berger & Associates).

Charlie Smythe, Socioeconomic Specialist

- Meeting with David Davies; September 24, 1980; identify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.

Bureau of Mines

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 8, 1981; obtained information
and map on mining claim locations in Upper Susitna River Basin,

Joanne Gidlund, Public Affairs Office

- Phone discussion with David Davies; February 10, 1981; regarding
information on D-2 legislation.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Anchorage, AK

E.R. Robinson, Director

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 12, 1981; infor-
mation on housing data for Copper River Region.

Y
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Delon Brown, Chief Researcher .
- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 5, 1980; identify forecasting
models and socioeconomic data and information.

U.S. Soil Conservation Service
Anchorage, AK

Sterling E. Powell, P.E., River Basin Planning Staff

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; January 29, 1981; discussed goals,
objectives and status of river basin planning project.

ECONOMICS, AND STATISTICS SERVICE

Natural Resource Economics Division
Anchorage, AK

Paul Fuglestad, Agricultural Economist

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; January 29, 1981; discussed methods and
results of agriculture and timber potential studies for the Willow
subbasin; discussed plan of study for other subbasins; discussed
population projects for the river basin.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Railroad Administration
Alaska Railroad

Fred Hoefler, Traffic Officer

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 9, 1981; discussed freight
schedules, capacity, upgrading, employment, and payroll.

7.3 - State Institutions

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Juneau, AK

Lee Hays .
-~ Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 3, 1981; regarding
information on school districts in the Mat-Su Borough . and Valdez-

Chitina-Whittier census division. Will be sending pertinent infor-
mation.
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Valdez, AK

Rick Quiroz, Planner
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; January 27, 198l; regarding
Environmental Assessments for portions of Richardson Highway.
Sending EA's for Copper Center and Glennallen {will send EA for Mile
125 to Paxson in Spring when complete).

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Anchorage, AK

Reed Gibby, Transportation Planner

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; November 5, 1980; regarding
Mat-Su Borough Transportation Study. Presently no formal study
exists. Recommends contacting individual town offices for speci-
fic questions. Study just commencing.

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 7, 1981; discussed and
obtained data on highway and bridge conditions, road capacities and

plans for upgrading for Parks, Glenn, Denali, and Richardson
Highways.

Bi11 Humphrey, Transportation Planner I :
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; November 5, 1980; regarding

Mat-Su Borough Transportation Study {no such study completed at this
time).

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS (CRA)

Richard Spitler, Planner

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 21, 1980; discussed CRA's
activities 1in the Valdez-Chitina-Whittier census division and
obtained studies on communities in this division.

Mark Stephens, Planner VI
- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 6, 1981; discussed activities

in Valdez-Chitina-Whittier census division (Richardson Highway
corridor) and existing community profiles.

- Phone discussion with David Davies; September 25, 1980; identify
sources of socioeconomic data and information.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
Anchorage, AK

Sterling Eide, Regional Supervisor for Game Division

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; establish com-
munication and obtain data.
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- Meeting with Peter Rogers; August 19, 1980; establish com-
munication and obtain data on harvest.

Steriing Miller, Game Biologist III

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; establish com-
munication and obtain data. )

Larry Heckart, Fisheries Biologist IV

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; establish com-
munication and obtain data. '

Michael Mills, Fishery Biometrician III

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; establish com-
munication and obtain data.

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; October 14, 1980; request for answers
to questions of ADF&G's Final Preliminary Plan of Study; determine
status of ADF&G's Susitna effort; determine and establish optimal
communications channels and methods of coordination with ADF&G;
obtain socioeconomic data and information on recreational! fisheries
for Areas 2 and 5 from ADF&G; establish timetables for data and
information outputs and sharing with ADF&G.

Christopher Estes, Fisheries Biologist IT1

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; establish com-
munication.

Ron Stanek, Resource Specialist II

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; establish com-
munication.

Dennis Haanpaa, Fisheries Bjologist 1V, Commercial Fisheries

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; establish com-
munication.

Jerry Sexton, Game Biologist II
- Meeting with Peter Rogers; August 19, 1980; establish com-
munication and obtain gain harvest data.

Lee Miller, Fish and Game Technician V

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; August 19, 1980; establish com-
munication and obtain game harvest data.

Greg Bos, Game Biologist IV

-~ Phone discussion with David Davies; February 10, 1981; regarding
obtaining a copy of the Alaska Wildlife Management Plans.
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
Division of Fish and Wildlife Protection

Rodney Mills, Detachment Commander

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; Estab]ish
communication, .

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Research and Development, Land and Resources Planning

Carol Larsen, Public Information Officer

- Meeting with David Davies; September 25, 1980; identify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.

Bob Loeffler, Associate Planner
- Meeting with David Davies; September 25, 1980; identify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 19, 1980; discussed land use
planning methods, status of Willow subbasin area land use planning,
and socioeconomic implications of land use zoning.

Steve Reeves, Chief, Land Resourcer Planner; Randy Cowart, Planner

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 9, 1981; discussed time sched-
ules and collaboration regarding Regional Plan for the Upper
Susitna.

Division of Pipeline Surveillance
Fairbanks, AK

Elstun Lausen, Socioeconomic Officer _ ‘

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; January 7, 1981; regarding
community profiles and studies of Southeast Fairbanks and Valdez-
Chitina-Whittier census divisions.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
Juneau, AK

Linda Lockridge, Records and Licensing Supervisor, Fish & Game |
Licensing Division

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; August 20, 1980; obtain information on
game harvest

Bi1l Yankee, Economist II
- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 21, 1980; discussed structure
on non-petro revenue model and revenues from hydro projects.

- Phone discussion with David Davies; February 6, 1981; regarding
data on gross sales by census division.
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Hazel Nowlin, Administrative Assistant I
- Phone discussion with David Davies; February 20, 1981; regarding

Gross Business Receipts by Borough - North Start, Mat-Su, Anchorage,
1970 - 77. '

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Anchorage, AK

Heinz Noonon, Energy Economist

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 3, 1980; identify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Division of Research and Analysis

Steve Harrison, Labor Economist
- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 20, 1980; discussed population
data and LABMOD (short-run labor projections model).

Chuck Caldwell, Chief of Research and Analysis
- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 20, 1980; discussed levels of
disaggregation of employment data and employment estimates.

Chris Miller, Labor Economist
- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 20, 1980; discussed structure
of LABMOD and income and employment multipliers.

Rod Brown, Supervisor of Research

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 20, 1980; discussed income and
employment multipliers and economic base analysis.

Neil Fried, Labor Economist

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; January 30, 1981; discussed employment
data, multipliers, labor supply data, location quotients and the
availability of commuting and labor migration studies.

Cal Dauel, Administrative Officer
- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 8, 1981; discussed income and

employment multipliers; industry linkages; and consumer price index
for Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Juneau, AK
Sally Saddler, Labor Economist

- Phone discussion with David Davies; February 23 and 25; request
for labor data information,
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Division of Energy and Power Development ¥

Secretary =

- Phone discussion with David Davies; September 25, 1980; fdentify
sources of socioeconomic data and information. ’

David Reume, Economist

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 6, 1980; identify forecasting
models.

- Phone discussion with Peter Rogers; January 30,1981; discussed
availability of State's Long-Term Energy Plan.

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
Institute of Social and Economic Research

Lee Huskey, Economist
- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 6, 198l; discussed employment

and population multipliers and Valdez-Chitina-Whittier community
studies.

Scott Goldsmith, Assistant Professor of Economics

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 4, 1980; identify forecasting
models.

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; July 8, 1980; determine relevance of
ISER demographic and economic models for Work Package 4.

ARCTIC ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION AND DATA CENTER (AEIDC)

Barbara Sokolov, Director, Information Services

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 6, 1981; apprised of AEIDC
data cataloging and retrieval, especially as it pertains to
Richardson Highway corridor.

HOUSE POWER ALTERNATIVES STUDY COMMITTEE
Juneau, AK
Hugh Malone

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 6, 1980; establish communication
channels.
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GLENNALLEN STATE TROOPER POST
Glennallen, AK

Bob Cockrell, State Trooper
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 4, 1981; eegarding

trooper facilities and personnel in the Valdez-Chitina-Whittier cen-
sus divisions.

* ALASKA STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY

Bill Foster, Housing Director

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 9, 1981; discussed housing
studies/surveys 1in Matanuska and Valdez-Chitina-Whittier census
divisions.

7.4 - Local Institutions

MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
Anchorage, AK

Mike Meehan, Director of Planning
- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 4, 1980; establish contact and
identify sources of socioeconomic data and information.

Shawn Hemme, Assistant Planner
- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 4, 1980; establish contact and
identify sources of socioeconomic data and information.

Barbara Withers, Regional Economist

- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; discussion of
socioeconomic information and studies.

Chuck Becker, Economic Development Director
- Meeting with David Davies; September 23, 1980; discussion of
socioeconomic information and studies.

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH OFFICE
Palmer, AK

Rodney Schulling, Planning Director :
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 6, 1981; regarding

Borough areawide and non-areawide serv1ces, with part1cu1ar atten-
tion to Talkeetna and vicinity.

Alan Tesche, In-house Authority

- Meeting with David Davies; September 26, 1980; general discussion
of Borough.

Lee Wyatt, Acting Borough Manager

- Meeting with David Davies; September 26, 1980; discuss Borough
development objectives.
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MATANUSKA-SUSITNA SCHOOL DISTRICT
Palmer

Mr. Hotchkiss, Business Manager
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 13, 1981; capacities

and plans for expansion of public school facilities in the Mat-
Su Borough. -

FAIRBANKS BOROUGH
Fairbanks, AX

Philip Berrian, Planning Director

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 2, 1980; identify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.

VALDEZ POLICE DEPARTMENT
Valdez, AK

Police Officer ‘ ’
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 5, 1981; regarding
community and judicial facilities in the Valdez-Chitina-Whittier
census divisions.

MAGISTRATE
Glennallen, AK

Sheldon Spector, Magistrate
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 5, 1981; regarding

comunity and judicial facilities in the Valdez-Chitina-Whittier
census divisions.

COPPER RIVER SCHOOL DISTRICT
Glennallen, AKX

Dr., Krinke, Superintendent
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 5, 1981; regarding
school facilities and enrollment for the Copper River region.

7.5 - Other Institutions, Organizations, and Individuals

AHTNA, INC.
Copper Center, Ak

Lee Adler, Director
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 5, 1981; regarding
community facilities/infrastructure for the Ahtna region.

311



- Phone discussion with David Davies; February 20, 1981; to deter-
mine status of Ahtna, Inc. lands in Susitna area.

ALASKA HOSPITAL
Anchorage, AK

Head Nurse

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 4, 1981; regarding
data on facilities and capacity.

ALASKA MINER'S ASSOCIATION

- Meeting with Andy Woolford; January 7, 1981; discussed location
and number of mining claims in the Upper Susitna Basin; discussed
implications of access routes to mining activity.

COOK INLET REGION, INC.
Anchorage, AK

Marge Sagerser, Land Manager
- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 3, 1980; establish communications
channels and identify sources of socioeconomic data and information.

COPPER RIVER HOUSING AUTHORITY
Copper Center, AK

Thea Smelcher, Housing Director
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 11, 1981; housing
information in Copper River Region.

COPPER RIVER NATIVE ASSOCIATION
Copper Center, AK

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 4, 1981; regarding
community facilities in the Ahtna region.

Ms. Billy Peters, Health Director
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 20, 1981; infor-
mation on health services in Copper River Region.

COPPER VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION
Yaldez, AK

Dan Teggler

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 2, 1981; regarding
Copper Valley Electric Association rates, capacities, power require-
ments. Will be sending pertinent information.
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COPPER VALLEY VIEWS
Kenny Lake, AK

Reporter

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 2, 1981; regarding

circulation and information on other media in the 1immediate
- vicinity. :

DARBYSHIRE AND ASSOCIATES
Anchorage, AK

Ralph Darbyshire

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; January 7, 1981; regarding
socioeconomic profiles.

DOYON CORPORATION
Fairbanks, AK

Doug Williams, Land Planner
- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 3, 1980; establish communication
channel and identify sources of socioeconomic data and information.

FAIRBANKS TOWN AND VILLAGE ASSOCIATION FOR DEVELOPMENT, INC.

Art Patterson ‘
-~ Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; January 9, 1981; discussed
community profiles and other studies they have prepared for Interior

District.

GUIDE LICENSE REVIEW BOARD

- Phone discussion with David Davies; September 25, 1980; infor-
mation on guide services in Susitna River Basin area.

HIGH LAKE LODGE

John Wilson, Resident Manager
- Meeting with Peter Rogers; July 7, 1980; obtain socioeconomic data
from along the Upper Susitna River.

FAIRBANKS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Fairbanks, AK
Bob Dempsey, Business Analyst

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 2, 1980; identify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.
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FAIRBANKS BOROUGH COMMUNITY INFORMATION CENTER
Fairbanks, AK

Karen Fox, Research Analyst

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 2, 1980; identify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.

MATANUSKA ELECTRIC ASSOGCIATION, INC,
Palmer, AK

Ken Ritchey, Engineeering Services
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; November 5, 1980; requesting
Power Requirements study. Will be sending pertinent information.

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 19, 1981; infor-
mation on average electricity consumption from 1975 - 1980.

Bud Goodyear, Public Information COfficer
- Meeting with David Davies; September 26, 1980; obtain information
on electrical supply and demand and future projections.

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; dJune 6, 1980; obtain 1information
regarding power requirements study.

MATANUSKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
Palmer, AK

Don Taylor
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 10, 1981; infor-
mation on telephone service in Mat-Su Borough.

Graham Rolstad, Chief Engineer

- Meeting with David Davies; September 26, 1980; obtain information
on telephone service and projections.

N.W. ALASKAN PIPELINE COMPANY

Sue Fisson, Socioeconomic Coordinator
- Phone discussion with David Davies; January 8, 1981; discussed gas
pipeline corridor community profiles; obtained copies.

- Meeting with Frank Orth; June 16, 1980; determine .Northwest
Alaskan Pipeline Company's recent and current activities in
socioeconomics.

Virginia Manna

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 3, 1980; didentify sources of
socioeconomic data and information.
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OVERALL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM, INC.
Wasilla, AK

Don Lyon, Director

- Meeting with Irene Gendron; June 5, 1980; identify saurces of
socioeconomic data and information.

~ Meeting with David Davies; September 26, 1980; discuss socioecono-
mic data and information and obtain recent study.

- Meeting with Peter Rogers; November 19, 1980; discussed results of
Economic Program for the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

PALMER FIRE HALL
Palmer, AK

Dan Conteeni, Fire Chief
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 4, 1981; regarding
data on EMT (ambulance) and fire facilities in the Borough.

PALMER VALLEY HOSPITAL
Palmer, AK

Ann Demmings, Nurse

- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 4, 198l1; regarding
data on facilities and capacity.

VALDEZ COMMUNITY HOSPITAL
Valdez, AK

Nurse

-~ Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 4, 1981; regarding
data on facilities and capacity.

VALDEZ VANGUARD
Valdez, AK

Reparter
- Phone discussion with Andy Woolford; February 2, 1981; regarding

circulation, service area, and existence of other publications in
the area.
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A - PROCESS FOR DEFINING SOCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES AND STUDY AREAS

A.1 - Introduction

The results of Work Package 1 will provide the groundwork for defining
the socioeconomic variables and delineating the study areas. This work
package will include the compilation of impacts from alternative socio-
economic studies with particular emphasis on hydroelectric studies, and
a review of socioeconomic data bases and relevant literature. In addi-
tion, preliminary work on Work Package 4 will yield relevant information
concerning potential variables. Also, the first stages of actual data
collection will provide information that will be used in defining
variables and study areas.

The approach in defining the variables and the study areas 1is both
theoretical and pragmatic. Based on pertinent l1iterature and in-house
expertise, the variables and areas are to be partially defined. In con-
junction with this "a priori" approach, actual variables and areas uti-
1ized in other studies or for which data definitely exists are then to
be examined and synthesized.

A.2 - Socioeconomic Varijables

Essentially four major sources will be utilized to determine the socio-
economic categories and variables. These are: 1) other socioeconomic
impact studies; 2) literature concerning socioeconomic impact assess-
ment; 3) socioeconomic data especially in terms of Susitna project spe-
cific material; and 4) in-house expertise,

A preliminary 1list of socioeconomic variables will be gleaned from
various environmental dimpact statements including Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission Exhibit W's and other socioeconomic reports and
studies. In addition, this process will yield the major categories for



the variables. These categories essentially will be subject titles or
headings under which specific variables dealing with details wild fall.
One example of a Susitna project-specific category and var{éble is
recreation. Because of the unique and important role the “natural
resources of Alaska play in the socioeconomic structure, it will be
necessary to treat it separately. This treatment dis especially
warranted in terms of the fish and wildlife resources. These con-
siderations suggest that recreation be treated discretely and that it
should be broken into two major areas; recreation utilizing fish or
wildlife resources and recreation not dependent upon these resources.

As part of this work, an economic data collection matrix is to be deve-
loped and revised as necessary. The purpose of the matrix is to clas-
sify data by socioeconomic categories and geographical area. The latter
function is employed to facilitate the allocation of data to the study
areas as these become defined. Data is also classified in the matrix
according to its currency and periodicity. This consideration insures
that the most up-to-date information will be utilized in the development
of socioeconomic profiles.

Next, from the preliminary list of categories and variables and data
collection matrix, a "wish 1ist" of variables for our study will be pre-
pared. Due to the large volume of data it is necessary to begin with
such a "wish 1ist" and reduce it as more is Tearned from the data col-
lection matrix concerning data availability. This ensures that few
variables, if any, will be overlooked in the process. This list is sub=-
ject to further refinement as more input is received. Moreover, since
the scope of the Susitna socioeconomic study is Timited to secondary
data, data availability and quality will determine which variables will
be quantitatively handled, which qualitatively regarded, and which will
not be dealt with at all. Another factor which will influence the ulti-
mate inclusion of variables is the degree of importance each will have
relative to Susitna. This selection process will occur throughout the
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course of the study. Also, during the course of the study, the 1list
will be pared down in efforts to minimize variable redundancy. #he cri-

teria for this will be quality of the data base and relevance to the
forecasting methodology.

The final 1ist of socioeconomic variables, to be called "Comprehensive
List of Socioeconomic Categories and Variables," will represent the
culmination of the selection of variables. This list will be further
defined relative to the study areas {discussed below). This process
will be similar to the process of refinement in general, i.e., variables

will be assigned to study areas based on importance, relevance, and
availabiity of data.

A.3 - Definition of Study Areas

In the event that hydroelectric development occurs in the Upper Susitna
Basin, the socioeconomic ‘impacts will be felt or occur in varying de-
grees over a considerable distance. Ideally, the impacts could be
traced by drawing a series of concentric circles emanating from the dam
site{s) which would represent a lessening degree of impact as one pro-
gressed outward. (In general, the project impacts can be expected to be
more intense the closer they are to the project site and staging areas).
However, demographic, social, and economic activity patterns do not
follow such a precise configuration. Human activity is most pronounced
along transportation corridors and population centers. More impor-
tantly, each socioeconomic category as it relates to an activity may
have a unique pattern. Nevertheless, for the sake of organization and
to facilitate analysis, it is appropriate to delineate study areas.

The process of defining the study areas for each socioeconomic category
involves analyzing sources and availability of data, socioeconomic stu-
dies and literature, other team member's study areas, plans of study and
reports, and input from various state agencies. As before with the

321



socioeconomic variables, the nature of the study requires a system which
is flexible and can accommodate a certain degree of change. ¥or this
reason, there is a propensity to have very small as well as very large
study areas. This is warranted for\two reasons. One is that substan-
tial 1impacts relative to the existing socioeconomic conditidns will
occur at the local or "micro" level. In general, it is at this level
that secondary information is hardest to find and thus it deserves to be
focused upon. The other reason for such delineation is that it makes it
possible to aggregate data across study areas. This will facilitate
analysis at the "macro" level and comparison between "micro" and “macro"
Tevels.,

In recognition of the above considerations, the following criteria are
to be applied in defining study areas:

(1) the smallest study area shall conform as closely as possible
to those of closely-related disciplines (e.g., recreation;
Tand use; cultural resources, etc.);

(2) the next smallest study area shall be at the community level
(i.e., the smallest statistical area for which relevant time-
series economic and social data are available; and the area
must be large enough to contain a population sufficient in
size to allow for the organization of social life for the
pursuit of one or several common interests and the necessary
support systems;

(3) the next larger study area shall be composed of two or more
communities (as defined above) that are most likely to be
impacted directly by hydroelectric development in the Upper
Susitna Basin. What is commonly referred to as the com-
munities that comprise the "railbelt region" may be a good
first approximation; and
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(4) the largest study area shall be the State of Alaska.

In defining the study areas, the following factors are to be taken into
consideration:

(1) proximity to project site, access routes, and staging areas;
(2) population distribution and density patterns; and

(3) political units and boundaries, especially in terms of census
divisions and municipality boundaries.
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The results of Work Package 1, Work Item D, are summarized in the following
table. These impacts or areas of concern have been extracted from profiles
of various environmental impact studies of other energy development pro-
jects. The assessment of the profiles yielded this 1list of impacts or
areas of concern which could be relevant to the proposed Susitna Project.
The 1ist is by no means exhaustive but is intended to serve as a guide for
further research and analysis. Specific items were evaluated as regards
their potential relevance to the Susitna Project in terms of degree and
geographical area of impact.



APPENDIX B

IMPACTS OF REPRESENTATIVE POWER DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS: =
POTENTIAL RELEVANCE FOR THE PROPOSED SUSITNA PROJECT

POTENTIAL
DEGREE AND
GEOGRAPHIC
AREA OF
IMPACT TYPE OF IMPACT
Land Use and Features
Total acreage required by project facilities and
right-of-ways.
Total acreage of land indirectly impacted by project facili-
ties and right-of-way.
Short-term impacts may be less substantial than the long-term
impacts.
+ L,R Patterns of ownership and induced changes.
+ L Changes in uses of land.
+ L Value of land and natural resources above and below ground
lost/gained.
2L, R Changes in potential uses of land (wilderness or roadless
areas, National Scenic River, etc.)
? L, R Potential for seismic activity.
oL Overall "productivity" of land could increase.
+ L Increased accessibility will affect land and resource values.
?7 L Opportunities for flood protection.

Degree of impact: + is relatively large;

o is relatively small.
? is uncertain.

Geographic area of impact: L is the Upper Susitna area (Study Area 1 and 2)

R is the railbelt and the state (Study Area 3
and 4)
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POTENTIAL

DEGREE AND
GEOGRAPHIC -
AREA OF '
IMPACT TYPE OF IMPACT -
i Socioeconomic Categories
1. Population
Temporary versus permanent impacts.
+ L Number of workers, families, and other inhabitants expected
to relocate.
+ R Population may grow with or without project, and coupled
‘ with other projects (e.g. the gas pipeline.)
+ L Project may induce secondary population growth.
2. Housing
Impacts to region may depend on percentage of workers re-
cruited from outside region.
+ L Availability or tightness of housing market determines scale
of impact.
Demand for housing many be determined independently of pro-
ject and in part by other major construction proijects.
7L Most workers will be housed in temporary construction camps;
commuting is unlikely.
+1l,0R Rents and market values in the closer residential areas may
rise.
3. Tax Base and Revenues
Taxes on construction property may accrue to certain govern-
ment entities.
+ L, R Depending on workers' spending habits, various communities
may experience an increase in revenues from sales tax.
+ L Appreciated land values may lead to an increase in tax base.
+ L Participants and/or governments may agree to offset certain
costs incurred by various governments.
oR Revenues will accrue to the Federal government via income

taxes on construction and operating personnel income.
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POTENTIAL

DEGREE AND

GEOGRAPHIC p

AREA OF

IMPACT TYPE OF IMPACT =

+ L Revenues may increase over time due to appreciation of land
values relating to increased opportunities for development
(secondary impact).

+ L Changes in land use will alter value of tax base.
4, Employment
Number of employees required during operation and mainte-
nance. ‘
Income figures for workers (total annual, average per worker,
timing, etc.) ‘

+ L, R Secondary employment may occur in economic infrastructure due
to multiplier effects.

+ L Number of construction workers and t1m1nq of work force
loading.

+ L, R Percentage of work force hired locally and regionally.

+ L Seasonal variations in employment.

oL Number of workers employed by transmission 1ine construction.

+ L, 0R Effect on other industries and sectors of economy created by

project's demand for labor.

Impacts of laws related to number of state residents required
to be employed.

Breakdown of work force by trade and function.
5. Economy

Increased accessibility to area could encourage deve]opment
associated with recreational opportunities.

Multiplier effect on local and regfona] economy.

Incentives for industrial development created by stable
energy availability.

Impacts on communities from increased economic activity
associated with project.
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POTENTIAL

DEGREE AND
GEOGRAPHIC _ #
AREA OF
IMPACT TYPE OF IMPACT &
-? L, R Percentage of work force income spent Tocally or in region.
T+ L Impact on personal income of area residents.
+ L Various sectors of the economy would benefit.
6. Public Services
+ L Demand for educational services.
+ L Demand for police and fire protection services.
+Ll, R Effects on existing services and transportation facilities.
+ L Demand for sewer and water facilities.
+ L How costs for public services will be incurred and funded.
+ L Demand for judicial and health services.
+L, R Need for planning at various levels.
Energy
Hydropower is a relatively pollution-free, renewahle
resource. Its use prevents impacts of alternatives.
+L, R Project could reduce and/or replace dependence on fossil-fuel
based power,
+ R Project may add over 1000 MW of generating capacity to
region.
+ R Large shortages of electrical energy could have a serious eco-
nomic and social impact.
+L, R Could provide a stable, long-term, lower-price supply of
electricity.
Community Attitudes
+ L, 0R Tensions could exist between residents and immigrants project
may attract.
+ L Lack of recreation, social isolation, and close quarters may

place stress on workers.
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POTENTIAL
DEGREE AND
GEOGRAPHIC =
AREA OF .
IMPACT TYPE OF IMPACT =
-+ L,0R Present social structure would be altered permanently.
4 L, oR A new or modified set of values and standards may arise.
Cultural Resources
Value of archeological and/or historical sites lost or made
accessible.
Recreation
+ L Project may increase accessibility of area for recreational
pursuits.
? L Project area availability for public use.
? L Value of recreation opportunities gained/ lost (e.g., hiking,
hunting, fishing, kayaking}.
? L Transmission line corridor may increase accessibility of

areas for recreational pursuits.
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APPENDIX C -

COMPREHENSIVE LIST OF

SOCIOECONOMIC CATEGORIES AND VARIABLES1

1. POPULATION

A. Population levels

1. Historical
2. Present

3. Projected
4,

Component of Change (births, deaths,
in-out migration)

B. Ethnicity, Culture, Religion

C. Population Distribution {city, borough,
state) by:

Age

Sex

Race

Occupation {general)

. Education

a. Retired, wage, salary
b. Sector, activity

c. Employment

O WM =
. L] . .

D. Population Density

E. Family/Household Characteristics
1. Extent
2. Marital Status
3. Migration patterns
a. mobility/stability
b. point of origin
€. out/in migration
4, Length of Residence
&. 1in house
b. in community
c. 1in state
5. Place of work {commuting distance)

F. Attitudes Toward Change/Economic Development

G. Projections

1 Each of these categories and variables will be addressed to the extent

that data and information allow and to the extent that they are relevant
for the purposes of this analysis.



IT. COMMUNITY
A. General Description/Facilities
B. Organizations (clubs, churches, veteran groups)
C. Political Involvement
D. Information/Media
E.. Social Interaction
F.  Entertainment

G. Projections
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ITI.

HOUSING
A. Historical Info (growth rate)
B. Type
1. Single family
2. Multi-family
3. Mobile home
4, Recreation Facilities
5. Transient Facilities
* Variables to be considered for above
a. number of units
b. quality
c. cost/prices
d. vacancy rate
C. Vacancy Rate
D. Status
1. Renting
2. Buying
3. Own
4. Other
E. Land availability
F. Zoning/Building Regulations (& patterns)
G. Financial Climate (incentives/disincentives)
H. Real Estate Activity
1. Sales
2. Construction
3. Plans
I. Projections
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IV. PUBLIC SERVICES & GOVERNMENT REVENUE

A.

Government Structure/Organization

1.
2.
3.

Towns
Cities
Boroughs

Government Services

PWMNEROWOSNIOYO B WM
L[] L) - . L] [ ] . .

*

Tax

Water Supply and Treatment

Waste Water Treatment

Solid Waste Disposal

Police Protection

Legal System (courts, retention facilities)
Fire Protection

Health Care (including Social Services)
Parks and Recreation

Libraries ;

Education (day care, vocational, others)
Public Transportation

Roads and Highway System

Telephone Service/Communication
Electric Power Service

Variables to be considered for- above

a. Service area

b. Usage figures

c. Deployment patterns (distances/response
times)

d. Capacity figures
e. Condition/quality
f. Relevant standards
g. Occurrence rates
h. Plans for expansion
i. Government expenditures
Base and Revenues
Taxes
a. personal
i. rates

ii. base

b. industry

i. rates

ii. base
c. Sales

i. rates

ii. base
d. other
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IV.

(cont.)
2. Other revenue sources
3. Government debt (borrowing capacity)

Projections
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V. ECONOMIC BASE

A. General Description (History and Area Trends)
B. Total Work Force

cC. Employment Multiplier

D. = Output Multiplier

E. Major Basic Industry Description

1. Construction
2. Mining
3. Agriculture
4. Timber and related products
5. Manufacturing
6. Fishery
7. 011 and gas
8. Transportation
i. Rail
ii. Air

iii. Motor transport
iv. Marine

9. Public Utilities

10. Communications

11. Wholesale trade

12. Retail trade

13. Finance, insurance, real estate
14. Services

15. Public Administration {Federal, State, Local)
16. Tourism

* Variables to be considered for above

a. history : .
b. statistics (present sales, prod., etc.)
c. employment

1. labor force

2. percent of total work force
3. payroll

4. average wage rate

resource base (land use)
service area

usage figures

capacity

condition/quality

product value

marketing patterns

relative to state and U.S.
future outlook

_— e, =Ty —h A
*« s 8 ® & »
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(cont.)
F. Conclusions
G. Projettions
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VI.

HUMAN RESOQURCES (Labor & Income)

A. Historical Labor Changes

B. Employment
1. Present Profile (employment by sector)
a. absolute
b. percentage

i

2. Multipliers
a. basic industry to non-basic industry
b. export trade sector
C. services

3. Length of work week

4. Seasonality

C. Occupational Staffing Patterns by

1. Sector/Industry

2. Ethnicity

3. Sex

4. Unemployment

5. Percentage of work force

6. Wages (selected occupations)

D. Working Conditions and Absenteeism
E. Union Presence

F. Unemployment for Area

1. Age
2. Sex
3. Race

G. Income
1. History
2. Per Capita Income
a. General

b. Sex
¢. Ethnicity
3. Source

a. Wages/salaries

b. Social Security
4. Subsistence income {moderate standard of Tiving)
5. Consumer Price Index (CPI)

H. Projections
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VII.

LAND USE
A. Historical/General
B. Land Tenure (ownership)
€. Existing
1. Forestry
2. Agriculture
3. Mining
4, Timber
5. Native Lands
6. Federal
7. State
8. Parks
9. 0il and Gas
10. Unexploited Natural Resources
11. Industry/Commercial
12. Urban
13. Rural
14. Residential
15. Military
16. Transportation
* Variables to be considered for above
a. acres
b. wvalue
c. ownership
d. management plans
e. historical trends
f. percentage of total
D. Population Density
E. Land Use Plans and Control
1. Public
2. Private
3. Municipalities
4. Borough
5. Flood plains
F. Projections
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VIITI. RECREATION

A. Utilizing Fish & Wildlife Resources

1. Sport Fishery )
a. A1l species N
2. Wildlife -
a. Caribou
b. Moose
¢. Black Bear
d. Brown Bear
e. Mountain Goats
f. Sheep
g. Wolverine
i. Waterfowl, Birds
j. Other Furbearers
*  Variables to be considered for ahove
1. Historical
2. Present
a. area {acres and Tocation)
b. effort (visitor days/# of visitors)
c. Success {harvest) _
d. Resident (pt. of origin/% of total)
e. Non-Resident {gen. geo. pt. of origin/
% of total)
f. Species (stats relative to State)
g. Subsistence {personal consumption/
business)
h. Trophy
i. Management Plans
i. Regulations
ii. Revenues (total/relative to
state/flow of money)
iii. Enforcement {ways/numbers/capacity)
B. Not Related to Fish & Wildlife Reserves
1. Water Sports (canoe, kayak, rafting)
d. Historical
b. Area
1. effort
2. resident/non-resident pt. of origin
2. Land Sports (hiking, picnicing, ¢limbing)
a. Historical
b. Area
1. effort
2. resident/non-resident pt. of origin
C. Other
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VIII.

(cont.)

DI

Related Busfness
1. Guides (#/%)

Air Taxi Operators (#/%)

2.
3. Lodge Owners (#/%)
4. Land Owners (#)

Projections
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D - PROBABILITY AND DEGREE OF IMPACT FOR POTENTIALLY IMPACTED VARIABLES
BY STUDY AREA =

The purpose of Work Package 2 is to collect and compile datq on the
socioeconomic conditions for the development of a socioeconomic profile
that can then be utilized in the preliminary impact studies (Work
Package 3), and the forecasting of socioeconomic conditions (Work
Package 4). For the purposes of this project, socioeconomic conditions
have been broken down into socioeconomic variables. To this point, the
selection criteria for the variables have been described in general or
generic terms, and their relevance to the study areas have been
explicated. Table D is both a refinement of this process in that it
lists the various components of the selection criteria, paying par-
ticular attention to the needs of the Susitna Project, and is an initial
assessment of the probability and degree of impact for those variables
Tikely to be impacted. The format of the table is such that it is
divided into four major groupings: categories and variables; selection
criteria; study areas; and disqualifying factors. The function of the
table is to illustrate the following:

(1) selection criteria relevant to individual variables;

(2) socioeconomic conditions, described by variables, that are
considered to be susceptible to change as a result of con-
struction and/or operation of a Susitna Project;

(3) the probability of a variable being impacted (either high or
Tow) and the degree of impact, if an impact were to occur as
a result of construction and/or operation, for each of the
four study areas; and

(4) variables that will not be examined, regardless of merited
worth, due to either contractual constraints or unavailabi-
lity of data.

A more detailed explanation and discussion of the major groupings
follows.
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D.1 - Selection Criteria

As discussed in previous sections, the categories and variables listed
in Table D were initially selected from: (1) other socioeconomip impact
studies; (2) literature concerning socioeconomic impact assessment; (3)
socioeconomic data pertinent to the Susitna Project; and (4) in-house
expertise. The various components of the selection criteria listed in
the table delineate the specific reason{s) whay a variable will be
addressed. For example, present population figures (Table D, Item IAZ)
are of importance because: (1) such information is required for the
implementation of the forecasting methodology (the criteria for the
selection of a methodology are discussed in Subsection 2.5); (2) it is
necessary for the development of a comprehensive socioeconomic profile;
and (3) it is a variable that could potentially be impacted due to the
construction and/or operation of the Susitna dam. These are all indi-
cated by an "X" in their respective columns. A variable that has been
identified as being potentially impacted has been deemed so based on:
(1) an extensive literature reveiw of other hydroelectric projects in
Alaska and the Lower-48 (Work Package 1, Work Items a, b, and d); (2)
interviews and discussions with knowledgeable officials and personnel;
and (3) in-house expertise.

The remaining two columns, "Project Specific" and "Expressed Public
Concern" are not pertinent to the variable, "present population levels,"
but are so for other variables. For definition purposes, "Project
Specific" is a term used to identify those variables that warrant con-
sideration because of their unique and important role in Alaska, and to
the Susitna Project in particular. This selection criteria is espe-
cially pertinent to variables related to fish, wildlife, natural
resources, and land ownership. Such variables are ordinarily not the
primary responsibility of a socioeconomic assessment, but due to the
potential social and economic implications, they are included. An
example of such a variable is a phenomenon unique to Alaska, and there-
fore is an jssue that merits consideration.
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Variables that reflect public concerns expressed through either APA
public participation meetings or newspapers have been indicated<as such
in the last column "Expressed Public Concern”. =

fvery effort has been made to ensure that all variables pertinent to the
Susitna project will be addressed, without being over inclusive.

D.2 - Study Areas

Based on the same criteria used to determine if a variable will be
potentially impacted, FO&A, Inc. has completed a preliminary assessment
of impact probability and degree for each of the variables likely to be
impacted in relation to the four study areas. If and when an impact
occurs, it will have differing effects in each of the study areas. For
this reason, the probability and degree vary from.one study area to the
next. Table D illustrates our knowledge to date of both probability
and degree. "H" and "L" refer to probability of impact, with "H"
meaning that a particular variable has a high probability of being
impacted as a result of the Susitna Project, and "L" meaning a low
probability. It should be understood that probability of impact is in
no way an attempt at making value judgments, impacts could have either a
positive or negative implications depending on one's outlook.

Degree of impact refers to the magnitude, with a "+" signifying relati-
vely large, and a "0" relatively small. Again, the positiveness or
negativeness associated with a Targe or small magnitude is left to the
discretion of the individual.

D.3 - Disqualifying Factors

Disqualifying factors are those factors that would eliminate a variable
from inclusion in the socioeconomic profile either because it is not
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within the scope of our work (designated by a "x"), or because data
appears to be unavailable for particular study areas (designated numeri-
cally according to study area). 3
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d. Capacity figures
e. Condition/quality
f. Relevant standards
g. Occurrence rates
h. Plans for expansion
i. Government expenditures
Tax Base and Revenues
1. Taxes
a. personal X | X H+ JLO |LO
b. industry X [ X H+ BLO [LO
c. sales X | X H+ §LO |LO
d. property X | X H+ JLO |LO
e. other X | X H+ gLO |LO
2. Other revenue sources X |X H+ JLO jLO
3. Government Debt (borrowing
capacity) X
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ECONOMIC BASE
A. General Description (History and
Area Trends) X
B. Total Work Force X X X LO HO
C. Employment Multiplier X X HO
D. Output Multiplier X X X HO
E. Major Basic Industry Description
1. Construction X X| X X LO H+
2. Mining X X] X X LO HO
3. Agriculture X X | X X LO HO
4, Timber and related products X X1 X X LO HO
5. Manufacturing X X| X X LO HO
6. Fishery X X X | X X LO LO
7. 0il1 and gas X X | X X LO HO
8. Transportation
i. Rail X X | X X H+ HO
ii. Air X X | X X H+ HO
iii. Motor transport X X ] X X H+ HO
iv. Marine X X1 X X LO HO
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9. Public Utilities X X1 X X LO| H HO| L
10. Communications X X| X X H+| H+§ HO| LO
Wholesale trade X X| X X LO| H+§ HO| LO
Retail trade X X| X X LO| H+§ HO| LO
Finance, insurance, real estatef] X X{ X X HO| H+§ HO| LO
Services X X| X X LO HO{ LO
Public Administration (Federal,
State, Local) X L0 LO| LO
Tourism X H+ HO| HO
Variables to be considered for
above
a. history
b. statistics (present sales,
prod., etc.)
c. employment
1. labor force "o
2. percent of total work
force
3. payroll
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4, average wage rate

d. resource base (land use)

e. service area

f. usage figures

g. capacity

h. condition/quality

i. product value

j. marketing patterns

k. relative to state and U.S.

1. future outlook

VI. HUMAN RESOURCES (Labor & Income)
A. Historical Labor Changes X|] X
B. Employment ,
1. Present Profile (employment by

sector) X| X X LO '

a. absolute

b. percentage

2. Multipliers
a. basic industry X|] X1 X LO
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b. export trade sector X X [ X [X LO |H+
c. services X X | X (X LO [H+

3. Length of work week X | X X

4. Seasonality X | X iX

Occupational Staffing Patterns by

1. Sector/Industry X | X X LO [H+

2. Ethnicity X |X X LO |H+

3. Sex X {X X LO |H+

4. Unemployment X |X X LO |H+

5. Percentage of work force X X

6. Wages (selected occupations) X |X X LO [H+

Working Conditions and Absenteeism X

Union Presence X |X LO |+

Unemployment for Area

1. Age X X L0 H+

2. Sex X X L0 H+

3. Race X JLO H+

Income

1. History X IX
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2. Per Capita Income
a. General
b. Sex
c. Ethnicity
3. Source
a. Wages/salaries
b. Social Security
4, Subsistence income (moderate
standard of 1living) X X
5. Consumer Price Index (CPI)
VII. LAND USE
A. Historical/General X | X
B. Land Tenure (ownership) X X | X X
C. Existing
1. Forestry X X !
2. Agriculture X X
3. Mining X X
4. Timber X X
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5. Native Lands X X1 X H+| H+f LO
6., Federal X X1 X H+] H+Q LO
7. State X X| X H+]| H+§ LO
8., Parks X | X
9, 0il and Gas X X L0O| LOY LO
10. Unexploited Natural Resources X X H+ | H+§ HO
11. Industry/Commercial X X LO | H+
12. Urban X X Lo Lo
13. Rural X X LO | HO
14, Residential X X Lo | Lo
15. Military X X | L0 | LO
16. Transportation X X | X L+ | H+
* Variables to be considered for aboge
a. acres
b. value
c. ownership 1
d. management plans
e. historical trends .
f. percentage of total
L 3 3 3 3 } 3 3 H 1 L §
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D. Population Density X X L+ L0
E. Land Use Plans and Control
1. Public X LO
2. Private X LO
3. Municipalities X LO
4. Borough X LO
5. Flood plains X LO
VIII. RECREATION
A. Utilizing Fish & Wildlife Resources
1. Sport Fishery
a. All species X X LO
2. Wildlife
a. Caribou X X LO
b. Moose X X LO
c. Black Bear X X LO J
d. Brown Bear X X LO
e. Mountain Goats
f. Sheep X X LO
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g. Wolverine X X X H+ jH+ § LO | LO
i. Waterfowl, Birds X X X HO |HO B LO|{LO
Jj. Other Furbearers X X X H+ (H+ R LO | LO
Variables to be considered for
above
1. Historical
2. Present
a. area (acres and
location)
b. effort (visitor
days/# of visitors)
¢. Success (harvest)
d. Resident (point of
origin/% of total)
e. Non-Resident (gen. ,
geo. pt. of origin/
% of total)
f. Species (stats
relative to State)
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g. Subsistence (persona
consumption/business
h. Trophy
i.. Management Plans
i. Regulations
ii. Revenues
(total rela-
tive to state)
iii. Enforcement
(effort/costs)

Not Related to Fish & Wildlife
Reserves
1. Water Sports (canoe, kayak,

rafting) X X X X LO |LO
a. Historical
b. Area

1. effort

2. resident/non-resident
pt. of origin
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2. Land Sports (hiking, picnicing,
climbing) X X |X X
a. Historical
b. Area
1. effort
2. resident/non-resident
w * .
& pt. of origin
Other
Related Business
1. Guides (#/%) X X | X
2, Air Taxi Operators (#/%) X X X
3. Lodge Owners (#/%) X X |x
4. Land Owners (#) X X | X
Probability of Impact Degree of Impact
H = High L = Low + = relatively larg
0 = relatively small
1Necessary for projections methodology
2As expressed through APA Public Participation
Program
3Numbers correspond to study areas where data
may be dificult to obtain at disaggregated leve
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APPENDIX E

This appendix presents a chapter of a report prepared by the Overall
Economic Development Programs, Inc. This is a nonprofit corporation "whose
purpose is to develop and strengthen the Matanuska-Susitna Borough
economy." The report from which this chapter is extracted was prepard as an
account of work sponsored by the Farmers Home Administration and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Published in July, 1980, the report consists of
three volumes: Annual Report (Volume I), Economic Conditions, Development
Options, and Projections (Volume II), and Appendices (Volume III).

Chapter 2 of Volume I, "Changes in the Economy", -has been included in this
report because it provides a good synopsis of the economic conditions and
problems facing the Borough today.

371




CHANGES IN THE ECONOMY
LOCATION
The Matanuska-Susitna Borough is located in Southcentral Alaska. It covers a
23,000 square-mile area, approximately the same size as the combined New
England States of Vermont, New Hampshire and Connecticut.

Palmer, the seat of Matanuska-Susitna Borough government, is about 40 miles
north of the City of Anchorage.
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HISTORICAL BRIEF

AGRICULTURAL DOMINANT ECONOMIC FORCE UP TO THE 1960's.

In 1935, two hundred families relocated here from the depression and drought-
stricken Midwest. The purpose of the Matanuska Valley Colonization was not to
develop commercial agriculture, but to determine the feasibility of settling
potentially self-sustaining vregions of Alaska. The highly structured
community has a colorful history as the "Matanuska Valley Colony," replete
with picturesque farms worked by hardy families of Scandinavian stock. At the
time of colonization, each of the 200 families was awarded a 40 to 80 acre
tract of land in the Federal Government sponsored program. Most of these 40
or 80 acre parcels were turned into individual farms.

A farmers cooperative was formed at the time of colonization, and served as a
central political, social, and economic enterprise until the 196Q0's, when it
gradually faded out of existence. During the first 20 years, the "co-op"
operated a creamery, grocery store, dry goods store, feed and garden supply
store, service station, auto parts house, farm equ1pment sales, and a bureau-
cracy of several well-staffed offices.

In 1948, the Alaska Agricultural Experiment Station was established at Palmer.
The advent of World War II and the consequent military build up in the
Anchorage area created a market for commercial agriculture. With the tech-
nical expertise offered by the University of Alaska Experiment Station to the
local farmers, commercial agriculture grew and reached a peak in 1961-1962,

with 47 dairy farms and 22 vegetable-potato farms in operation within the
Matanuska Valley.

In the late 1960's, commercial agriculture fell steadily to a few operating
farms. Today, less than a dozen farms are in operation, and commercial
farming is relatively unimportant from . an economic point of view. The
important qualities of prime farm land now are speculation and subdivision
development potential.

In 1964, the Matanuska-Susitna Borough was incorporated, forming a second-
class Borough. The primary functions being education,. planning and zoning,
and assessment and tax collection.

The military complex in Anchorage purchased coal mined north of Palmer until
the 1960's, when they converted from coal to natural gas from Kenai. This

" produced a sharp decline of employment in the Valley and an exodus of many

miners, and adding to the general economic Tull of the late 1960's.
RAPID SUBURBAN GROWTH DURING MOST OF THE 1970's - THEN DECLINE.

During the pipeline boom of the 70's, real estate and construction became a
major industry in the Matanuska Valley. Growth was doubling every five years -
the highest in the State. In this period, many new small businesses were
started though many only lasted a few years. In the last year-and-a-half,

over 100 businesses in the Valley have collapsed.

Statistics released by the Department of Labor show that by the winter of
1979-1980, unemployment in Alaska was around 10 percent; Fairbanks was the
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second highest with around 13%, and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough was first in
the State with an official unemployment rate of around 20%.

State officials concede that the actual unemployment rate in the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough is much higher because the Department of Labor statistics
represent only those people who are currently receiving unemployment insurance
benefits. Not included in the Department of lLabor figures are those persons
with expired eligibility for unemployment insurance and those persons who are
not actively seeking employment. These individuals are described as "dis-
couraged job seekers," all of whom remain as Borough residents (some unable to
leave because of the poor home sale market).

The Matanuska-Susitna Borough business community has been hard hit by the
slump in economic conditions, blamed chiefly on the high unemployment rate
among the Borough's some 20,000 residents.

ACTIONS TO COUNTER ECONOMIC DECLINE,

Early in March 1980, Matanuska-Susitna Borough officials and executives of
“utility cooperatives joined a group of local business people in an organized
effort to solicit emergency State economic assistance for the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough. Approximately 60 members of the organized group flew to
Juneau to lobby for recognition of the Matanuska-Susitna area as an economic
disaster area by the Legislature. The delegation presented some suggestions
they felt the State could take (these were an extension of unemployment
benefits, retirement of debts accumulated by the local government for school
construction, increased revenue sharing by the State,, and the deferment of
some business loan payments. Little real relief has come to the Valley as the
summer of 1980 begins.

Prospects of Point MacKenzie development, Willow Capital Site development,
Susitna Dam Project, and natural resource development in the area remain only
as prospects and no Tlonger produce major speculative development in antici-
pation of their occurrence.

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH NEEDS/PROBLEMS

The problems are complex and based upon a number of forces impacting the
Borough. The Matanuska-Susitna Borough has enormous recreational and
industrial potential, but has serious problems; residents of the Valley are
engulfed in what may be the most serious economic recession in the State.

THE BOROUGH'S PROXIMITY TO ANCHORAGE PRESENTS A UNIQUE PROBLEM.

With a population of 200,000, Anchorage is not only Alaska's Tlargest city by
far (Fairbanks is next at 45,000, the capital, Juneau, is third at 30,000),
but also the third fastest growing area in the United States. The region
around Anchorage contains about 75% of the State's entire population.
Anchorage's ability to expand is hindered by its combined geographic location
and building limitations, therefore, much of its excess growth is overflowing
into the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Any additional growth, which is requisite
to the economic viability of the southcentral region, will further impact the
Valley, whether from Anchorage or specific industrial or commercial activity
within the Borough.
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Land speculation in the Borough caused by the prospect of moving the present
capital from Juneau to a 100-square-mile site near the Borough community of
Willow is one important factor lending to the economic instability of the
Matanuska-Susitna Valley. Many Valley businessmen mortgaged their homes to
expand their businesses in anticipation of bustling commercial activity, after
voters chose in 1974 to move the State Capital.

Equally disconcerting is the high rate of business failures, particularly in
Wasilla, with a commercial vacancy rate of 40%, and other areas close to
Willow. The anticipated demand in housing construction and retail trade
created many new capital project and retail trade establishments with low
dollar business volumes. Demand was not there. This situation has led to

~many businesses closing their doors or only maintaining minimum staffing,

resulting in a mass transfer of residents who must work outside the Borough.
Sixty businesses have failed in Wasilla alone in the past 18 months, and 15
firms in Houston.

THE MAJORITY OF ECONOMIC PROBLEMS FACING THE BOROUGH ARE CAUSED BY THE PAR-
TICULAR KIND OF POPULATION GROWTH WHICH IS TAKING PLACE.

Despite the absence of employment, the population of the area has continued
the growth pattern that started briskly in the early 1970's. Between 1970 and
1976, the population expanded 138%. The annual growth rate has been 20% since
1970. MWhile this has leveled off in 1979, it is anticipated_to rise again now
that the state-wide economy is beginning to improve.

Realtors and developers report that the Borough's available housing is slowly
being filled by newcomers, and they speculate that new home construction--at a
virtual standstill the past two years--will start up modestly again in the
spring. Anchorage residents and others continue to move to the Valley in
search of "a different style of 1iving."

PRESENT GROWTH DOES NOT PAY FOR ITSELF.

The Borough growth is anticipated to continue at a moderately high rate. This
residential increase will continue to strain the ability of the Borough to
provide such basic services as education, fire protection and road main-
tenance. As the demand for services increases with population, the Borough's
tax base continues to run a deficit. Normally, the local property tax is the
major source of local revenue; however, in terms of income, the Borough is
unusually dependent upon the Federal and State funds to pay for services:

0 Federal and State Government provides nearly 2/3
of the revenue (State 58%, Federal 5%)

) Property tax 27%
Miscellaneous local revenue 9%
Service areas 1%
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Approximate Borough expenditures are:

Schools 80%

General government 15%
Non-areawide services 3%
Service areas 2%

Ordinarily, "lower 48" schools absorb about 60% of the local budget. The
widespread nature of the Borough's school population and other factors unique
to Alaska result in higher education costs. The net result is that there are
less funds for other services. The very high service costs are due to the
widely spread residential nature of the growth.

The great majority of expansion in the Borough continues to be generally of
the type which does not pay for itself, since it is mostly residential. There
is 1ittle industry to provide a diversified tax base. Approximately 90% of
the growth is residential; only 10% is commercial or business related.

The average home does not pay taxes in an amount equal to the services it
receives. For example, using the one predominant service, schools:

(] It costs about $1,500 on the average to send one child to
: school each tax year.
0 Taxes from an average home costing about $60,000 amounts
to approximately $570.
e  The average home has about 1.0 to 1.5 children. There-
fore, it costs about $1,000 to $1,500 more per year to
provide education than the average home returns in taxes.

THE BOROUGH HAS CHRONIC UNEMPLOYMENT; IT FLUCTUATES MONTHLY BETWEEN THE FIRST
AND THIRD HIGHEST AREA IN THE STATE, AVERAGING ANNUALLY ABOUT 15%.

In January 1980, it had the highest rate of unemployment among all the
Boroughs, at 19.9% (Fairbanks was second at 13.5%). Research by State Represen-
tative Pat Carney estimates the true total unemployment rate is between 46 and
51%. OEDP figures indicate a 26% unemployment rate. Whatever the rate, the
shortage of work is clearly one of the most pressing problems; the Borough
doubtlessly has one of the highest rates of unemployment in the nation.

The rate of unemployment would be even higher if an dincreasing number of
Borough residents did not commute at great expense to Anchorage for work. In
1970, about 20% of the Borough work force drove to Anchorage; by 1876, the
number had risen to 32%. OEDP estimates, derived from the recently completed
housing and eocnomic study, indicate that the current percentage is 36% (24%
work in Anchorage, 12% use Anchorage as a transportation hub). Additionally,
data indicates that less than 1.1 adults per family are employed as compared
to the 1.5 Anchorage figure; in other words, because of location and other
factors, only one adult family member is able to find employment. A greater
variety and number of jobs must be created in the Borough.
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The State Division of Economic Enterprise figures indicate that the ratio of
1978 Matanuska-Susitna Census Divison per capita personal income to U.S. per
capita income is only 1.13. The State total is 1.39 and Anchorage ratio is
1.56. Further, the family budget required in the Matanuska-Susitna Census
Division (1978} for a moderate standard of living is $27,374 compared with the
average U.S. family budget of $18,622. This indicates it costs approximately
47% more than the average U.S. family of four for the same standard of living.
The Alaska and Anchorage family budget required for a moderate standard of
1iving (1978) is $28,942 and $26,329, respectively. The Anchorage Census
Division costs are 41% more than the national average.

The average monthly wage per worker in 1978 for the Matanuska-Susitna Census
Divison was $1,377, as compared to the State average of $1,595 and Anchorage's
average of $1,599. The average unemployment rate (1978) for the Matanuska-
Susitna was 18.2%, compared to the State annual average total of 11.1% and
Anchorage's average total of 8.3%.

Matanuska-Susitna per capita income comparison to Anchorage indicate that the
family budget requirements for a moderate standard of living are 4% higher in
the Matanuska-Susitna. Data compiled by Economic Enterprise indicate the
purchasing power of persons living within the Matanuska-Susitna Borough is 31%
less than those persons 1living in Anchorage. The cost for maintaining a
moderate standard of living in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough are high, income
levels are Tlow, and employment opportunities in the Valley remain poor.

While the rate of growth is very high, having risen from a Matanuska-Susitna
Borough population of 6,500 in 1970 to an estimated 18,536 in 1980, the
Borough is basically rural, open, and the population is dispersed. None of
its three municipalities has a population over 3,000. Wasilla, the population
of which has doubled every two years for the past six years, had an estimated
1979 population of 2,148. Palmer, the only city with zoning, had a 1979 esti-
mated population of 2,056. Houston is the smallest incorporated city at about
440 persons in 1979,

Much of the population is spread out, living on one acre or larger unzoned
lots. Past subdivision activity has been rampant. Between January, 1977, and
November, 1977, a total of 460 subdivision plats had been either recorded or
filed with the Borough. The average size of the plats is 2 acres. Thus, some
25,521 acres, comprising 12,824 separate parcels, have been subdivided in less
than a four-year time frame. Although subdivision activity has stabilized,

there are enough unoccupied parcels to satisfy the population growth for the
next four to six years.

It is this widely dispersed population which is endangering, not only the

rural qualities of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, but the natural resources
and natural beauty, which are fundamental to its economic vitality. The loss
of farm land and fish and wildlife habitat continues.

Another issue is the rapid Toss of some of Alaska's finest agricultural land.
Most of the State's produce farms are located in the Matanuska-Susitna
Borough. In 1979 the Borough produced approximately 70% of the State's crops,
79% of the livestock and poultry, and 50% of the State's milk.
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Agricultural activity has been declining, however, because of increasing
costs, limited markets, price competition, aging farmers and rising taxes. In
spite of State efforts to help through a differential farmland assessment
rate, the number of full-time Matanuska-Susitna farmers has dropped from 70 in
1965 to 30-40 in 1979.

For some of the farmers and homesteaders, speculative land purchasers and
subdividers have offered a financially attractive "retirement fund" in place
of their land. A number of these farms had been uneconomic in size and rising
-land prices in the area prohibited expansion.

The most suitable areas for agriculture are around Palmer and the Matanuska
River Valley, and to the west along the Susitna River, the Kahiltna River, and
the Yentna River. Within the Palmer-Butte area, approximately 30 farms have
been subdivided within the last four years. Much of the good farm land abut-
ting the Parks Highway between Willow and Talkeetna is in the path of sub-
division growth.

Other problems continue to persist. Welfare rolls have shown a marked
jncrease, property tax delinquencies are up over last year, and office
buildings and shopping centers are reporting higher vacancy rates. Stores are
offering closeout sales, and the local newspapers are filled with foreclosure
notices.

A recently completed report by Northern Consultants, “A Study of The Economic
Needs of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough", March 1980, supported OEDP findings
and, although implied 1in the above text, several facts are worthwhile
mentioning.

(] Many businesses are construction related. Housing construction
virtually halted when availability of funds for housing from State
Yeteran's Administration and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation was
ended.

° There is a mismatch in the supply and demand for labor skill between
Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.

° Work in Anchorage is not an option for many persons because of the
distance (time, economics, safety, etc.).

. Bank credit has tightened up, interest rates have gone up and
accounts receivable have soared.

° Businesses have the lack of operating capital even if jobs become
available or demand increases.

° The Matanuska-Susitna Borough's tax revenues are not increasing
because of the public's inability to meet its tax obligations.

RECAP

A key economic factor causing hardship to the Borough remains the particular
kind of growth with its unbalanced residential emphasis.
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Residences do not fully repay in taxes for the services that they require.
The Borough's consistently high rate of unemployment, partly a result of
growth in response to the cyclical construction industry, is further compli-
cated by the large work force having to seek employment outside the Borough.
Wages in the Borough are lower than for Anchorage or Juneau.

With the population doubling nearly every five years; coupled with business
instability, lack of employment opportunities, lower family incomes, and a
lower standard of 1iving, much information needs to be collected and analyzed
to adequately understand this complicated situation. Sound economic decisions
on how to approach these problems in a T1imited time frame cannot be made
without adequate and appropriate information.

The economic program's thrust is to remedy these problems by diversifying the
economic base. At the moment, business comprises just 10% of the tax base,
with residences filling the remaining 90%. One objective of the program is to
increase the percentage and variety of businesses in the Borough. Through
these measures, it is hoped that employment will increase and that the tax
base will become more sound.

To help accomplish the strengthening and diversification of the Borough's
economic base, the first of a multi-year program was established in 1979. The
coordinated Matanuska-Susitna Borough/0EDP, Inc. program has begun to build a
data bank of important planning information which will be used in the compre-
hensive planning efforts. This is an important step in the efforts of meeting
program needs designed specifically to gather complete and accurate economic
data to be used in job-creating projects.

The efforts of the Overall Economic Development Program provide the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough new information to answer many important questions necessary
to promote economic development. The data gaps are being identified. Infor-
mation from the Housing Study conducted this year may result in communities
being eligible to seek Farmers Home Administration grant assistance, HUD Block
Grant assistance, or other aid. Several million dollars could easily be
brought into the community. Although the amount of public funds which might
be expected to be invested in the Borough is difficult to define, an estimated
7.7 year-round jobs would be created for every $1,000,000 worth of single-
family dwelling investments. Since construction is seasonal, this would
equate to approximately 15.4 six-month jobs. These figures were based upon
calculations done by Jim Sullivan, Divison of Economic Enterprise, using 1969
data.

The second-year program, in concert with the first year's development
strategy, will continue to emphasize economic revitalization strategies,
update inventories, fill data gaps, strengthen community .participation,
institute promotion programs, complete economic profiles, and add specific
projects to achieve the goals and objectives.
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