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To: Frank J. Urabeck, Director, Southcentral Alaska Water Resources 
Study 

From: E. Allen Robinson, Chairman, Economic Task Force ~ 

Subject: Economic Task Force Final Report 

On behalf of the Economic Task Force I am pleased to submit to you our final 
report which is intended to provide the basis for analyzing and projecting 
future use of water and related land resources in Southcentral Alaska. This 
report, reflecting the joint effort of the Task Force, was prepared by 
Michael J. Scott, Assistant Profes~or of Economics, and other staff of the 
Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska. 

Your attention is called to the Introduction, particularly some of the con­
cerns expressed there relative to the use of the economic data and to the 
need for periodic updating of regional and subregional proj~ctions in light 
of new developments. , 

Numerous key economic decisions now pending, some to be made external to 
Alaska, will affect future employment, incomes, and population. Therefore, 
I recommend that the Task Force continue to meet at least annually to review 
events as they might relate to the regional economic forecasts prepared for 
the Level B study. An important event will be the 1980 decennial Census. 
Another will be when the proposed natural gas pipeline is actually started. 
The necessity for a periodic update is underlined by the fact that many agencies 
are keying their activities and program planning to the Level B data. 
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Introduction 

This report is a jo:int effort of several econoin:ists, planners, and 
agency experts who were members of the Economics Task Force of the South­
central.Alaska Water Resources Study (Level B) being conducted by the 
Alaska Water Study Committee. This final report of the Economics Task 
Force is the result of numerous meetings held in Anchorage over the past 
year and one-half. As the attached list·of members indicates, the Task 
Force has been composed of representatives of seven Federal agencies, 
eight state agencies, four local governments (one municipality and three 
boroughs), and four Native corporations. 

The Task Force was charged with producing an economic base study and 
set of projections for the three study subregions--Cook Inlet, Kodiak­
Shelikof, and the Gulf of Alaska. Initially, two projections were done, 
one corresponding to high economic development and one corresponding to 
low economic development. Population and employment were projected for 
these scenarios for each of the·subregions in five-yea~ intervals from 
1975 to 2025 in this report. Supplementary data are available at .a more 
aggregated level-~for Anchorage and the remainder of Southcentral--to 
the year 2000. A third, or intermediate case was done abqut six months 
after the first two and appears in an addendum to this volume. 

The projections reported relied on two long-run econometric models 
devised by economists at the University of Alaska Institute of Social and 
Economic Research (ISER) and MIT-Harvard Joint.Center for Urban Studies. 
Funding was originally provided by the National Science Foundation for 
ISER's Man :in the Arctic Program (MAP). The two specific models used 
here are modifications of the Alaska state and regional models developed 
under .that program. The models produced estimates of gross output, 
employment, income, and population for the years 1975-2000. Population 
and employment were disaggregated and extrapolated to the year 2025 by 
ISER researchers under Economics Task Force direction, and using a 
methodology developed jointly by the Task Force and ISER and described 
in Chapter 2 of the study. 

There are various strengths and limitations to using the models and 
methodology outlined in the report. Because of restrictions imposed by 
the. timetable of the study, it was. necessary to do the estimates with 
:regional and statewide econometric models which were not matched to each 
6ther because only the state model had been updated through 1976. Time 
did not permit a complete update, so a series of patching routines were 
:used to force plausible results. If the reestimate of these results is 
to b.e,coine a routine event, art updated regional model is now available' 
to run side by side with the state model, both incorporating 1976 data. 
It will still be necessary to do a careful review of the results even 
with later vers.ions of the models, however, at least partly because the 
models were built with impact analysis rather than forecasting in mind • 
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The Task Force has found that critical review and modification of assump­
tions and the models themselves is an essential part of the projection 
process. For example, it was necessary to revise the projections late 
in the study process when Alaska Petrochemical Corporation (Alpetco) 
decided to locate their petrochemical facility at Valdez rather than at 
Kenai, as had originally been anticipated. 

Because many political decisions and business decisions made out-
side of Alaska will undoubtedly affect employment, incomes, and popula­
tion in the future, the Task Force recommends that it meet ~t least once 
a year hereafter to review these developments. One important development 
occurring in a little over one year is the 1980 decennial Census which will 
provide a benchmark for new projections. The proposed Northwest natural 
gas pipeline may or may not be constructed. These and other factors will 
require a continued update. Because many Federal and state agencies will 
be using these projections in their studies and operations, it is obvi­
ously important that they be restudied annually or as major events require. 

The population projection for the year 2000 in the intermediate sce­
nario for the total Southcentral region is 543,200. The four subregions 
are then projected to have 424,900 in Anchorage (the municipality), 78,400 
in Other Cook Inlet, 14,600 in the Gulf of Alaska, and 25,300 in Kodiak­
Shelikof. If transportation facilities are improved in the coming years 
(rail, bus, or car) between Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna Valley, 
it is possible that population increases in Anchorage will be somewhat 
lower and those in Other Cook Inlet will be correspondingly higher. The 
report concludes that growth in the Southcentral region is likely to be 
substantial in any of the cas.es, with low case year 2000 population equal 
to 425 thousand and 2025 population equal to 501 thousand (compared to 
about 230 thousand in 1975), and high case year 2000 and 2025 population 
equal to 680 thousand and 963 thousand, respectively. These projections 
were intended to be used ·as control totals for projections of local and 
regional population in the planning process. The user should not become 
too dep~ndent upon the specific projections, however, since the assump­
tions which went into developing these numbers are at least as important 

. as the numbers themselves. It should also be kept in mind that the art 
of economic projection is analogous to shooting at a moving target from 
a moving platform in a dense fog--one is happy to be somewhere near the 
mark. Pl,anners and others using these numbe:r:s should therefore be alert 
for opportunities to do contingency planning rather than plan for only 
one set of possible futures. Users of this report will doubtless have 
the benefit of some additional hindsight with which to judge the plausi­
bility of these projections. As this data becomes available, it.should 
be incorporated, posthaste, into the planning process. 

• ------ ------------------ ------~ - --- - --- - ---------

Michael J. Scott 
Assistant Professor of Economics 
Principal Investigator, ISER 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The report of the economic task force of the Southcentral Alaska 

Water Study (Level B) was to provide two major pieces of information for 

water resource planners: (1) it was to provide a summary of historical 

growth of the economy and population of Southcentral Alaska, to show the 

reasons behind past economic growth and population growth in the r~gion, 

and to identify possible future trends; (2) it was to provide a set of 

control projections of the economy and population through the year 2025 

to be used by resource planners in identifying future demands for water 

and'related land resources in the Southcentral region and its three major 

subregions--Cook Inlet, Gulf of Alaska, and Kodiak-Shelikof. (See map, 

Figure A.) The base year for the projections was 1975. 

Chapter 1 traces the regional economy during the years 1965 to 1975, 

a period of rapid growth for both the State of Alaska and the region. 

Total employment in Alaska grew by over 100 percent, while Southcentral 

employment grew by 130 percent. Total real income-increased. at three 

times the U.S. rate in Alaska, and per capita incomes rose at twice the 

U.S. rate, bringing Alaska from among the "poor" states to among the 

wealthier in per capita terms. The Alaskan economy, which had been quite 

seasonal in the past, became significantly less so aver the period, 

largely as a result of increased employment in ~he so-called support 

sector--trade and services, finance, insurance, real estate, transporta­

tion, communications, and utilities. Part of the impetus for this growth 

came from major oil and gas development on the Kenai Peninsula and the 

North Slope, and from the associated construction projects such as the 

Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline Project. Much of the rest of the support 

- --- - - - - --sec for- growth -was a result: -of- -eb:e- grcrwth--o-f-state and lo-cal-government, 

which was funded heavily by taxes and other revenues of the oil and gas 

industry. 
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Southcentral Alaska went through three distinct phases of growth 

between 1965 and 1975, distinguished by the primary causal factor. 

Between 1965 and about 1970, a major driving force in the economy was 

the development of the Kenai Peninsula and Upper Cook Inlet oil fields. 
< 

During this period, wage and salary employment grew at a rate of 6.3 per­

cent per year·, population at a rate of 4.3 percent, income at 8.3 percent. 

Nineteen sixty-nine marked the beginning of a new period of growth. A 
$900 million mineral lease sale of lands at Prudhoe Bay, and a subsequent 

rapid increase in state budgets supplied much of the impetus for growth 

between 1970 and 1973. During this period, employment grew at 6.7 percent 

per year, population at 4.8 percent, and income at 7.0 percent. Finally, 

beginning in 1974, the construction of the.Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline 

took place, superimposing a large construction boom on top of an economy 

already expanding fairly rapidly. The average annual 1973-1975 growth 

rate in employment was 18.4 percent per year; population, 10.3 percent 

per year; and income, 18.0 percent. 

There are at least four distinct but interlinked economies in the 

Southcentral region, and each of the·four grew at a different rate, 

largely because of the major influences creating economic growth in 

Alaska over the period 1965 to 1975. The Cook Inlet subregion is dom­

inated by Anchorage which, as the major trade, transportation, and 

financial center of the state, grew fairly rapidly in each of the three 

subperiods. The remainder of Cook Inlet grew rapidly during the 1965-

1970 period, and during the expansion between 1973 and 1975, the latter 

a result of the suburbanization of Anchorage and the pipeline project. 

Gulf of Alaska showed hardly any growth until the pipeline, and rapid 

growth thereafter. Kodiak-Shelikof was relatively untouched by major 

development activity and maintained a low rate of growth in employment. 

Figure B summarizes the employment growth process in the regional econo­

mies for the period 1965-1975. 
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Chapter 2 deals with the m~thodologyand data US:eci toproject· the · 

g"li"owth of the Southcentral economy between 1975 and ·2025 for two scenarios--:­

high development and low development--while the methodology and assumptions 

for the intermediate case appear in the first section ·of the intermediate 

case addendum to the report. Those not interested in the details of the 

econometric models which were used may wish to skip the discussion of 

these models on pages 46 to 56 in the text. The procedure foilowed to 

the year 2000 was to estimate the highest., lowest, and an intermediate 

range of employment and/or output which could be expected for ·each of 

the basic industries for the state, Anchorage, and the remainder of 

Southcentral Alaska and to use the models to estimate nonhasic· (support 

sector) employment and population. The combination of all high-range 

projections gave the high development scenario, the combination of all 

the low-range projections gave the low range scenario, and the combination 

of all intermediate-range projections, the intermediate scenario. The 

future total basic industry employment,. is shown in five-year increments 

in Tables A, B, and C on pages xxv, xxvii, and xxix for the high, low, 

and intermediate cases and is summarized in Figure C. The methodology 
. . 

used to disaggregate the assumptions and results for the subregional 

level can be found on pages 69 to 72 in the text, and pages AD~8 to 

AD-10 in the addendum. 

The resulting output for civilian employment and population appears 

in Chapter 3, and in the third section of the intermediate case addendum. 

Briefly, the results are as follows: . In ~nchorage, the total populatton 

in the high case reaches 501 thousand in the year 2000, and 660 thousand 

by 2025. The corresponding levels in the intermediat.e case are 425 thousand 

and 534 thousand, and they are 375 thousand and 421 thousand in the low 

case. Anchorage population is shown in Figure D. A model run was also 

done to test the effect of removing the Northwest Alaska gas pipeline 

from the list of development projects in the intermediate case (pp. AD-26 

to AD-28). Since Anchorage population depends upon economic development 

- ~ ~ ---- ~~ ---atl-over~tlre--s-ta-te-;-tlre~growt:h---rates-are~substant±a:l:--±n~sptte~o£--the--fuc+-~~~~~~ 
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Figure D 

Population Projections, Anchorage, 
1975-2025 

Population for: 

ANCHORAGE 

X = High Case 

+ ::::; Intermediate Case, 

• = Low Case 
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that very little of the projected development other than government growth 

occurs in Anchorage. Removing the gas line makes little difference. 

The remainder of Cook Inlet is illustrated in Figure E. Several 

large projects, including the Pacific LNG plant, oil development in 

Lower Cook Inlet~ coal development at Beluga, the state capital move; 

and agricultural and fisheries development are tentatively planned for 

this region. Consequently,_ there is considerable disparity among the 

three cases, depending upon th~ level of development. The chief differ­

ences between the high and intermediate cases are the level of government 

growth, which is much lower in the intermediate case, and the fact that 

only about half the fisheries and agricultural development programmed for 

the high case takes place in the intermediate case. The low case features 

still lower government growth (no capital move), essentially no fisheries 

and agricultural development, and reduced employment associate~ with oil 

and gas. Although not shown here, some of the population estimated for 

Anchorage may actually appear in this region because of increasing sub­

urbanization of the Anchorage metropolitan area into the Matanuska­

Susitna Borough. The entire region outside of Anchorage is relatively 

insensitive to the Northwest gas project, showing about 1,300 fewer 

people without the project by the year 2000, so no-attempt was made to 

disaggregate the impact of the sensitivity run to the three subregions. 

_ Sensitivity estimates for the Southcentral economy are shown in Table AD.8 

on page AD-27 of the addendum. 

Gulf of Alaska is featured in Figure F. In the high case, the 

major driving forces in th~ economy are the Alpetco petrochemical refinery, 

employing about 1,900 people, plus fisheries and government and oil and 

gas development in the Gulf of Alaska. In the intermediate case, there 

is an Alpetco ~roject, but it is a fuels refinery which employs only about 

400 people. In addition, there is less fisheries development, and oil 

and g13.s is no~ found in the Gulf of Alaska-. The low case features only 

a little government and support sector growth and no oii -ancrgas~~ r:Lslieries·; 

or Alpetco project. 
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Figure E 

Population Projections, Other Cook Inlet 
1975-2025 
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Figure F 

Population-Projections, Gulf of Alaska, 
1975-2025 
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Finally, Kodiak-Shelikof population is depicted in Figure G. In 

the high case, there are two major driving forces--fisheries development 

and Western Gulf of Alaska oil and gas. In the intermediate case, there 

is no discovery of oil and gas in the Western Gulf and the level of 

bottomfish development and additional development of current fisheries 

is cut in half. In the low case, there is no development of either oil· 

and gas or fisheries, and the major source of growth is government 

employment. 

The following tables summarize the economic task projections for 

the high, intermediate, and low case. They are repeated in the text of 

the report. 



u)B 
Persons Figure G 

·· · 'Population Projections, Kodiak-Shelikof, 
.. . 1975-2025 

/ 
.( 

/ 
/ 

.... 
+" 

./ ~ 

. ¥ -·--/ . _ .... .--
/ / . -·- . / . _.--/ ?"*--- _.._ ...... -- -·--

.· 'tl.~ • 
!,.,...cw;T" 

a~1'5 l9iO 1985 •990 199S 2000 t.oos 2.010 2.0./S" ~ao 2-o£5 

Population for:~ 

. KODIAK-SHELIKOF 

X = High Case 
+ = Int.ermediate Case· 
• = Low Case 

• I 



( 

XXV 

Table A t 
Southcentral Water Study 

High Case Projections (HIGHSC3) 

(Thousands)· 

.C 
Other- Gulf of Kodiak-

Anchorage Cook Inlet Alaska Shelikof Total 

Resident Population: t 
1975 177.8 31.2 11.7 8.8 229.5 

80 206.0 39.0 10.8 9.7 265.5 
85 255.2 61.1 15.8 17.6 349.8 
90 324.1 79.2 17.4 22.7 443.4 
95 391.9 103.1 16.5 25.8 537.4 ! 

c 
2000 500.6 145.6 19.7 34.0 699.8 

05 525.5 162.1 21.9 37.9 747 •. 3 
10 557.5 179.6 24.2 41.9 803.2 
15 589.3 199.5 26.9 46.6 862.3 
20 625.1 218.2 29.4 51.0 923.7 t 

2025 659.5 236.1 31.9 55.1 982.6 

'. 
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High Case Projections (continued) 

Other Gulf of Kodiak-· 
Anchorage Cook Inlet Alaska Sheliko.f 

Non-Basic Sector Civilian Employmen.t: · 

197~ 46.406 4.285 1.819 1.426 
80 59.421 8.920 2.048 1.828 
85 82.925 15.901 3.726 3.237 
90 114.826 21.858 4.;1..94 4.315 

. 95 145.947 . 30.809 4.036 5.007 

2000 . 199.482 48.221 4.867 . 6.864 
05 209.356 53.739 5.424 7.649 
10 221.726 59.592 6.015 8.483 . 
15 234.155 66.234 6.685 9.428 
20 248.049 72.425 7.310 10.309 

2025 261.648 78.310 7-904 11.147 

Total Civilian Employment (Excludes Self-Employed:. except 
Fishing and Agriculture, and Nilitary): 

Non-Ag. Wage & Salary Employment: 
1975 (69.645) (8.745) 

Total Civilian Employment: 
1975 69.645 
. 80 84.600 

85 109.494 
. 90 143.659 

95 176.946-

2000 
05 
10 
15 
.20 

2025 

232.846 
244.933 
260.588 
276.083 
293.531 
.310.229 

9.186 
16.795 
28.682 
36.775 
48.300 

70.208 
78.241 
86.-763. 
96.433 

105.447 
114.016 

(5.598) (3.802) 

5.953 4.614 
6.146 5.628 
9.458 9.498 

10.185 . 12.076 
9.417. 13.380 

10.951 17.523 
12.204 19.528 
13.533 21.655 

. 15.041 24.068 
16.447 26.318 
17.784 28.457 

·• 
·'total· 

53.936 
72.218 

105.789 
145.193 
185.799 

259.434 
276.168 
295.816 
316.502 
338.093 
359.008 

(87.790) 

89.398 
113~169 
157.132. 
202.695 
248.043 

. 331.528 
354.905 
382.538 

. 411.626 
441.743 
470.485 

----.~----·-



··.·.·::-·:· .. ·.··. 

xxvii 

Table B 

·southcentral \Yater Study 
Intermediate Case Projections (INTSClO) 

(Thousands) 

Anchorage 

Resident· Population: 

1975 .. 177.8 
80 205.2 
85 . 232.0 
90 276.0 
95 ·. 334.2 

2000 425.0 
05 444.5 
10 465.1 
15 486.5 
20 509.4 

2025 534.2 

Other 
Cook Inlet 

31.2 
35.6 
42.6 
49.5 
59.3 

75.5 
84.2 
90.8 
98 .. 0 

106.1 
115.1 

Basic Sector Civilian Employment 
. Employment in Parentheses): 

Non-Ag. Wage & Salary 
1975 (23.239). (4.460) 

Civilian 
1975 23.239 4.901 

80 24.611 7.401 
85 25.683 8.427 
90 27.203 9.438 
95 28.879 10.379 

Gulf of 
Alaska 

11.7 
10.0 

9.5 
9.8 

11.8 

14.6 
15.7 
16.9 
18.2 
19.8 
21.4 

(1975 Wage and 

(3. 779) . 

4.134 
3.635 
3.369 
3.296 
3.707 

Kodiak­
Shelikof 

8.8 
9·3 

12~4 

15.9 
. 19.3 

25.3 
27.2 
29.3 
31.6 
34.2 
37.2 

Salary 

(2.376) 

3.188 . 
3.458 
4.282 
4.251 
5.132 

Total 

229.5 
260.1 
296.5 
351.2 
424.6 

540.4 
571.6' 
602.1 
634.3 
669.5 
707.9 

(33.854) 

35.462 
39.105 
41.761 
44.188 
48.097 

2000 30.634 12.242 4.374 6.842 54.092 
05 32.124 12.890 4.606 7.204 56.824 
10 33.701 .13.635 '.4.872 7.620 59.828 
15 35.365 14.441 5~160 8.071 63~037 
20 37.143 15.348 5.484 8.578 66.553 

! 
I 
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Intermediate Case Projections (continued) 

Anchorage 
Other 

Cook Inlet 

Non-Basic Sector Civilian Employment: 

1975 46.406 4.285 
80 54.418 8.153 
85 71.833 10.124 
90 91.332 13.147 
95 119.551 16.958 

2000 166.544 23.581 
OS 174.586 25.584 
10 182.996 27.864 
15 191.774 30.381 
~0 200.989 33.194 

2025 211.000 36.370 

Gulf of 
Alaska 

1.819 
1.812 
2.189 
2.307 
2.780 

3.499 
3.796 
4.134 
4.508 
4.925 
5.397 

·Kodiak­
Shelikof 

1.426 
1.663 
2.214 
2.364 
3.069 

4.406 
4.780 
5.206 
5.677 
6.202 
6.796 

Total Civilian Employment (Excludes Self-Employed, Except 
Fishing and Agriculture, and Military): 

Non~Ag. Wage ~ Salary Employment 
+915 (69. 645) (8. 745) 

Total.Civi1ian Employment 
1975 69.645 

80 79.029 
85 97.516 
90 118.535. 
95 148.430 

2000 197.178 
05 206.710 
10 2;1.6.697 
15 227.139 
20 238.132 

------------- 2Q~,2_-- ___ , __ ~_2.Q~Q~~-

9.186 
15.554 
18.551 
22.585 
27.337 

35.823 
38.474 
41.499 
44.822 
48.542 
52.742 

(5.598) (3.802) 

5.953 4.614 
5.447 5.121 
5.558 . 6.496 
5.603 6.615 
6.487 8.201 

7.873 11.248 
8.402 11.984 
9.006 12.826 
9.668 13.748 

10.409 14.780 
11.247. 15.946 

Total 

53.936 
66.046 
86.360 

109 .. 150 
142.358 

. 198.030 
208.746 
220.200 
232.340 
245 .. 310 
259.563 

(87.790) 

89.398 
105.151 
128.121 
153.338 
190.455 

252.122 
265.570 
280.028· 
295.377 
311.863 
330.004 



1975 
80 
85 
90 
95 

2000 
05 
10 
15 
20 

2025 

Anchorage 

xxix 

Table C 

Southcentral Hater Study 
Low Case Projections (LOWSC6) 

(Thousands) 

· Other 
Cook Inlet 

Gulf of 
Alaska 

Resident Population: 

177.8 31.2 11.7 
205.0 34.2 8.6 
226.7 34.2 8.8 
261.1 38.1 8.4 
309.7 43.3 8.6 

375.2 49.2 8.9 
383.7 53.1 9.6 
392.4 57.3 10.4 
401.3 61.5 11.1 
410.5 65.9 11.9 
420.7 70.4 12.7 

Kodiak­
Shelikof 

8.8 
8.8 

12.0 
11.1 
11.5 

11.8 
12.7 
13.8 
14.8 
15.8 
16.9 

Basic Sector Civilian Employment (1975 Wage and Salary 
Employment in Parentheses): 

c 
I 

c 

t 
229.5 
256 .. 6 
281.7 
318.7 
373.1 c 
445.1 
459.1 
473.9 
488.7 
504.1 c 520.7 

c 
' 

Non-Ag. Wage & Salary 
1975 (23.239) (4.460) (3.779) (2.376) (33.854) 

Civilian 
b 1975 23.239 4.901 4.134 3.188 35.462 

80 24.964 7.133 2.659 3.221 37.977 
85 25.238 6.640 2.679 .3. 791 38.348 
90 25.900 6.456 2.361 3.286 38.003 
95 26.,631 6.573 2.377 ·3.310 38.891 

I I 

2000 27.331 6.747 2.393 3.337 39.808 'o 
05 28.101 7.256 2.573 3.589 41.519 
10 28.893 7.812 2. 771 3.864 43.340 . ! 

' 
15 29.708 8.345 2.960 4.127 45.140 i 

20 30.546 8.884 3.151 4.394 . 46.975 . t 
2025 31.459 9.426 3.343 4.662 48.890 

··~--~-~---·~--~~----.. -~-

. I 



Lmv Case Projections (continued) 

Other Gulf of Kodiak-
Anchorage Cook Inlet Alaska Shelikof Total 

-. 

Non-Basic Sector Civilian Employment: 

19-75 46.406 4.285 1.819 1.426 53.936 
80 59.522 7.836 1.170 1.440 69.968 
85 68.451 8.362 1.179 l. 695 79.687 

. 90 83.114 9.947 1.039 1.469 95.569 
95 107.071 12.089 1.046 1.480 . 121.686 

2000 141.162 14.709 1.053 1.492 158.416 
05 144.131 15.820 1.133 1.605 162.689 
10 147.131 17.033 1.219 1. 728 167.111 
15 150.164 ·. 18.19/l 1.302 1.846 171.506 
20 153.229 19.369 1.387 1.965 175.950 

2025 156.669 20.551 1.471 2.085 180.776 

Total Civilian Employment (Excludes Self-Employed, except 
Fishing and Agriculture, and 'Hilitary): 

Non-Ag. \-lage & Salary Employment: 
1975 (69.645) (8.745) (5.598) (3 .802) (87.790) 

Total Civilian Employment: 
1975 69.645 9.186 5.953 4.614 89.398 

80 84.486 14.969 3.829 4.661 107.945 
. 85 93.689 15.002 3.858 5.486 118.035 
90 109.014 16.403 3.400 4.755 133.572 
95 133.702 18.662 3.423 4.790 160.577 

2000 168.493 21.456 3.446 4.829 198.224 
OS 172.232 23.076 3.706 5.194 , 204.208 
10 17Q.024 24.845 3.990 5.592 210.451 

-------- - - -r5 . 179.872 26.539 4.262 . 5. 973 216.646 
20 183.775 28.253 4.538 6.359 . 222.925 

2025 188.128 29.977 4.814 6. 747 229.666 



CHAPTER 1 

SOUTHCENTRAL ALASKA'S ECONOMY 1965-75 

Between 1965 and 1975, Alaska's economy grew quite rapidly, and 

one of the fastest growing areas was Southcentral Alaska. There is 

no single summary measure of growth which is useful for all purposes, 

because economic growth is a multi-dimensional process. Therefore, this 

chapter presents several measures which together describe the general 

growth of Southc~ntral Alaska's economy and many of the changes which 

occurred in it during the ten-year period 1965 to 1975. 

The first section of this chapter discusses the economy of South­

central Alaska as a single unit and relates economic growth in South­

central to growth in the entire Alaska economy and to growth in the 

United States as a whole. The second section discusses the growth of 

individual sectors of the Southcentral economy, and the third section 

compares and contrasts economic growth in three principal subregions 

of Southcentral Alaska: the Cook Inlet subregion, the Gulf of Alaska 

subregion, and the Kodiak-Shelikof subregion. These region·s roughly 

correspond to the following Census Divisions from the 1970 Census of 

Population: 

Southcentral Alaska 

• Cook Inlet: Anchorage, Kenai-Cook Inlet, Matanuska­
Susitna, Seward 

e Gulf of Alaska: Cordova-McCarthy,.Valdez-Chitina-Whittier 

• Kodiak-Shelikof: Kodiak 

A map from the 1970 Census of Population appears as Figure 1, which allows 

the reader to identify the study region. In order to make the text more 

___ ~-. --·~ ~~~~a_b).~~_()_n_!y~s\lnnn~EY_!Ci~:I-~s~_py~~E_~n_!~_te~~---~or_e_.'!~~ai!~cl_~~ta ----~-~--~~-

appear in the Appendix. 
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Growth of Southcentral Economy 

The growth of the Alaska economy can.be conveniently summarized by 

examining changes in the value of economic output, employment, incomes, 

population, and prices brought about through the growth process. All 

five measures increased substantially during the period 1965 to 1975. 

The real (inflation adjusted) value of output in Alaska went up at about 

three times the average U.S. rate, while Southcentral Alaska rose even 

faster. Employment in Alaska increa~ed by over 100 percent during these 

years, and Southcentral employment grew 130 percent. There was also a 

marked reduction in the seasonality of employment dur:j.ng much of the 

period.. Real incomes of Alaskans rose much faster than those of most 

Americans between 1965 and 1975: total real income increased at almost 

three ~imes the U.S. rate, while per capita income increased at almost 

t~ic~ the U.S. rate. Partly as a result of the rapid grow.th of the econo­

my, the population of the state rose about 53 percent between 1965 and 

1975, while the Southcentral region's population grew about 73 percent. 

Prices, as measured by the Consumer Price Index, increased at a rate one 

to two percent less than the U.S. average, with the exception of the pipe­

line construction years. 

One of the more useful measures of economic growth is gross product, 

which is the total value at final sale of the goods and services p~oduced 

by an economy. The Institute of Social and Economic Research has pro­

duced annual estimates of Alaska gross product since 1974. The Institute 

also has constructed historical series on a statewide level back to 1961 

and regional series as far back as 1965.
1 

These series are comparable 

to similar estimates provided on a national scale by the U.S. Department 

of Commerce. Since the Institute began preparing these estimates, the 

U.S. series has been converted to 1972 constant dollars. The Alaska 

l d · t• th d 1 . 1· d . K d Gross pro uct est1ma 1on me o o ogy 1s out 1ne 1n resge an 
Thomas [1] and Thomas and Goodwin [2]. 
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series has been adjusted in Table 1 to account for this change, while the 

original Alaska series by detailed industry group appears as Table A.l 

in the appendix. As can be seen from the table, the value of real out­

put produced by the Alaska economy grew at a substantially faster rate 

than that of the U.S. as a whole. The Southcentral economy grew even 

faster over the ten-year period, while the pipeline construction years 

1974 and 1975 show faster growth in the state than in Southcentral. 

In 1965, Southcentral produced 53.1 percent of all goods and services 

produced in Alaska. By 1973, the ratio had risen to 63.3 percent, and 

it was still 57.2 percent in 1975, even though the rest of the state had 

begun to overtake the Southcentral region. (The latter probably was a 

transitory phenomenon caused by pipeline construction.) 

Economic growth offers increased opportunities for employment. 

Table 2 shows the rate of growth in nonagricultural wage and salary , 

employment for Southcentral Alaska and the State of Alaska, which is the 

most consis:tent indicator of growth in total employment available in the 

state. Estimates of other types of emplo.yment--self-employed, unpaid 

family workers, and agricultural workers and fishermen--are troublesome, 

particularly because of changing coverage for fishermen under the state's 

unemployment insurance laws. Separate estimates of persons.employed state­

wide (mostly Southcentral) in agriculture and in Southcentral region fish­

ing are presented in Table 3. Since the reporting source and area covered 

is different in each case, and the definitions of who is employed vary,. 

the reader is cautioned against adding the figures in Tables 2 and 3 to 

obtain an estirnate of total employment. Finally, it should be noted 

that employment in Alaska has been quite seasonal in the past, so that 

the estimated annual average employment shown in these tables tells only 

part of the story. Accordingly, in Table 2 the ratio of average employ­

ment in the highest quarter to average employment in the lowest quarter 

of the year is reported to show how seasonality in employment has varied, 

both over time and between Southcentral Alaska and the state as a whole. 
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Year 

1965 
66 
67 

68 
69 
70 

71 
72 
73 

74 
75 

-5 

Table 1 

Comparison of the Growth in Constant Dollar 
Real Output: Southcentral Alaska, 

Alaska, and United States 1965-1975 

(Millions of 1972 Dollars) 

Southcentral Alaska Gross u.s. Gross 
Gross Productl State Productl . National Product 

666.6 1,256.3 925,900 
753.7 1,369.3 981,000 
906.1 1,513.7 1,007,700 

1,10L3 1,759.0 1,051,800 
1,177.3 1,975.9 1,078,800 
1,264.3 2,075.5 1,075,300 

1,330.4 2,106.6 1,107,500 
1,283.4 2,032.5 1,171,100 
1,338.4 2,115.1 1,235,000 

1,546.4 2,508.2 1,217,800 
1,838.3 3,214.8 1,202,100 

Average Annual 
Rate of Growth 10.7% 9.9% 2.6% 

1965-1975 

!Adjustment Factor = L514, the ratio of 1958 GNP in 1972 dollars 
to 1958 GNP in 1958 dollars. 
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Table 2 

Civilian Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment 
and Seasonality Coefficients: Southcentral 

Alaska and State of Alaska 1965-1975 

(Number of Persons) 

---- ------ -------~------
------------------~1------------- -- --------

Ratio of average employment in highest quarter (usually, the third 
quarter) to employment in lowest quarter (usually, the first quarter). 

c 
I 



1965 
66 
67 

68 
69 
70 

71 
72 
73 

74 
75 

7 

Table 3 

State Agricultural Employment and Southcentral Fisheries 
Employment and Measures of Seasonality, 1965-1975 

(Number of Persdns) 

State Southcentral 
Agricultural 

Seasonality2 
Fishing. 3 High Month/ · 

4 Employment! Employment 'Annual Average Ratio 

900 2.333 NA NA 
925 2.333 NA NA 
900 2.333 NA NA 

2.200 
/ 

800 NA NA 
750 2.000 NA NA 
800 1.660 · .. 2' 193 3.340 

900 1.833 2,052 3.540 
1,000 2.333 f,853 3.460 

700 2.000 2,235 3.270 

750 1.666 1,998 3~080 

750 1.500 2,031 3.100 

1Includes farm operators and other members. of household who work on 
the farm during the survey week for 15 hours or more without receiving 
cash wages, plus hired workers who received pay for one or more hours of 
work on the farm in the survey week. Source: U.S.D.A., Alaska Crop and 
Livestock Reporting Service, Alaska Agricultural Statistics. Separate 
figures for Southcentral were not available. 

2High month survey week employment divided by low month surveyweek 
employment. Survey months are March, June, September, and December. 

3Data from special employment estimates made from Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game fish ticket data by George W. Rogers and Richard F. 
Listowski, 1978. Includes Aleutian Islands. 

4 July average divided by annual average. 
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Table 3 reports the ratio of high quarter to low quarter state agri­

cultural employment, and high month to annual average employment for 

fisheries in Southcentral Alaska. A declining ratio means reduced 

seasonality, while an increasing ratio means increased seasonality. 

As can be seen from Table 2, nonagricultural wage and salary employ­

ment increased substantially during the ten-year period 1965 to 1975 in 

poth the Southcentral region and in Alaska as a whole, while seasonality· 

declined between 1965 and 1973. (Additional employment detail appears 

in Appendix Table A.2.) The decline in seasonality came from two sources. 

In the first place, as will be shown in the next section, much of the 

growth in employment occurred in the support sectors, such as government, 

traqe, and services, which tend to be less seasonal than the traditional 

Alaska employ!fient base in seafood processing, construction, and some 

111ining. Second, there have been some technological innovations, such 

as year-round construction techniques, which have tended to reduce sea­

sonality in traditionally seasonal industries. The sharp increase in 

seasonali,ty in 1974 and 1975 was mainly due to the very large-scale 

;ii;easonal pattern of employment on the Tr~~s-Alaska Oil Pipeline project, 

forwhich statewide employment varied between five thousand in the low 
.' . 

quarter to in6're than twenty thousand in the high quarter. Other evi­

dence suggests that seasonality has continued to decline, apart from 

this project. 

Table. 3 shows a fairly constant or slightly declining employment base 

in agriculture, with very marked seasonality·. Most of this seasonality 
I 

.is a result of the hiring and laying off of part-time or seasonal help, 

~hile family help remains employed the whole year. Fisheries employment 

pas increased substantially, while seasonality remains high. Table 2 

shows that, because of its larger base in the relatively nonseasonal 

support sectors, the Southcentral economy has grown faster and tended 

to remain less seasonal than the economy of the state as a whole. 

J 
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I 

I 
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I 
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Besides the employment opportunities afforded by economic growth, 

another significant impact on individuals is the incomes earned in pro­

duction. Table 4 shows the U.S. Department of Commerce estimates of 

residence-adjusted constant dollar personal income (real income) for 

Southcentral Alaska, Alaska as a whole, and the United States, reported 

in 1967 dollars. Additional detail appears in Table A.3 in the appendix. 

The Alaska data is reported in 1967 Anchorage dollars and the United 

States data in 1967 U.S. dollars. This data is useful for estimating 

the aggregate increase in purchasing power of persons living in each 

location; however, because of differences in prices between Alaska and 

the Lower 48 contiguous states (about 42 percent in the fall of 1975), 

Alaska real per capita incomes are not strictly comparable to U.S. 

figures. Per capita income for the Alaska locations is obtained by 

dividing real personal income by the Alaska Department of·Labor estimate 

of population, which varies from the U.S. Bureau of the Census estimate 

for Alaska, and which is probably more accurate for 1975 than the Census 

estimate. 

The table indicates that real income and real per capita income 

have been growing more rapidly in Alaska than in the United States as 

a whole. This was particularly true during the 1974-75 U.S. recession,. 

during which income in the United States fell slightly, while Alaska 

income rose substantially as a result of the pipeline project even when 

increases in prices at;e taken into'account. The. overall income increase 

masks a very uneven distribution in income gains among the various popu­

lation groups; however, it does fairly reflect an increase in overall 

purchasing power in the Alaska economy and iricreasing.demanq for goods 

and services. 

The rapid economic growth in Southcentral Alaska anci in Alaska as a 

whole has resulted in substantial in-migration of people seeking jobs in 

the Alaska economy. Table 5 summarizes population growth in the region 



Table 4 

Real Personal Income and Per Capita Income: 
Southcentral Alaska, Alaska, and the 

United States 1965-19751 

(1967 Dollars) 

Soutlicentral Alaska Rest of State State of Alaska United 

I Per Capita Real Income Per Capita Real Income Per Capita Real Income Real Incqme 
{103 2~: Income ~103 22 Income (103 22 Income (106 22 

I 

I 

1965 $489,55~ $3,693 $421,269 $3,177 $910,828 $3,435 $562,988 
66 496,71~ 3,638 429,284 3,181 926,000 3,411 595,845 
67 572,572 4,083 444,428 3,228 1,017,000 3,660 620,023 

I 

68 608,28Jt 4,163 473,597 3,413 1,081,878 3,798 650,469 
69 686,24:11 4,520 488,452 3,422 1,174,693 3 '9'88 672,348 
70 730 364 4,459 556,132 4,014 1,286,496 4,255 682,279 

, I 

71 783,92~ 4,516 600,483 4,367 1,384,410 4,450 702,351 
72 829,73~ 4,566 635,323 4,526 1,465,056 4,548 746,579 
73 894,841 4,742 765,754 5,405 1,660,596 5,027 785,198 

74 1,022,75~ 5,257 791,284 5,053 1,814,040 5,166 778,329 
75 1,246,72~ 5,433 1,013,944 5,789· 2,260,670 5,587 773,264 

I 
Average Annua] Rate of Growth: 1965-1975 

9.8% 3.9% 9.2% 6.2% 9.5% 5.0% 3.2% 

1Income data used to compile this table are from computer printouts provided by the U.S. Department 
of Comme~ce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economics Information System. Population data for 

- Alaska at1
1

e from Alaska Department of Labor, Current Population Estimates by Census Division. 
I 

I 
.I 

I, 

I 
I 
I 

! 

--r --A·--·-------rn------~-----A-----·--;-...--------~--· ----.ri--------·-··--~ ---

States 

Per Capita 
Income 

$2,947 
3,087 
3,188 

3,318 
3,400 
3,410 

3,406 
3,586 
3,742 

3,682 
3,630 

2.1% 
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Table 5 

Population Growth: Southcentral Region 
and Alaska 1965-1975 

(Number of Persons) 

South'central 
Region State 

1965 132,572 265,192 
66 136,549 271,505 
67 140,223 277 '906 

68 146,100 284,880 . 
69 151,810 294,560 
70 163,792 302,361 

71 173,573 311,070 
72 181,736 322,115 
73 188,698 330,;'365 

74 194,569 351,159 
75 229,492 404,634 

Average Annual 
Rate of Growth 5.6% 4.3% 

1965-1975 
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and in the state as a whole. (Geographic detail appears in Appendix 

Table A.4.) Two major economic motivating factors explain the large 

population increase. One is that real per capita incomes have been 

rising in Alaska faster than in the United States as a whole, indicat­

ing that Alaska has been a region of improving wage scales compared to 

the rest of the United States. In addition, employment growth provides 

additional job opportunities for individuals. Some migrant job seekers 

also bring families. The Alaska Department of Labor estimates that net 

migration accounted for 73 thousand of the 103 thousand increase in 

resident population between 1970 and 1975, about 72 percent of the in­

crease, while natural increase accounted for only 29 thousand, or about 

28 percent of the total. 

Growing economies often are characterized by growing demand and 

supply bottlenecks which add to pressures for rising prices. Offsetting 

this is the fact that growth provides opportunities for economies- of 

scale in the distribution of goods and services and provides opportuni­

ties for import substitution, which may reduce consumer prices. Alaska's 

prices are closely linked to U.S. prices, largely because Alaska pro­

duces very few consumer goods, but rather imports most of them from the 

Lower 48. Table 6 indicates that the rate of growth of Alaska consumer 

prices, as measured by the Anchorage Consumer Price Index, was generally 

lower than that of the United States as a whole between 1965 and 1973, 

probably as a result of transportation savings, competition, and econo­

mies in distribution in growing Alaska markets. During the pipeline 

construction period, however, which was also a period of business reces­

sion_ in the Lower 48, Alaska prices grew at a rate faster than in the 

country as a whole. Table A.5 in the appendix shows the distribution of 

Alaska price increases among the major categories of goods and services 

purchased by consumers. 
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Anchorage and U.S. Consumer Price Index, 
Percentage Change, and Difference 
in Percentage Change, 1965-1975 

(1967 = 100.0) 

Index Percent Change 

Anchorage u.s. Anchorage u.s. 

94.2 94.5 NA NA 
100.0 97.2 6.2 2.9 
100.0 100.0 o.o 2i. 9 

102.6 104.2 2.6 4~2 
105.9 109.8 3.2 5.4 
109.6 116.3 3.5 5.9 

112.9 121.3 3.0 4.3 
115.9 125.3 2.7 3.3 
120.8 133.1 4.2 6.2 

133.9 147.4 10.8 10.7 
152.3 161.2 13.7 9.4 

Difference 

NA 
+ 3.3 
- 2.9 

- 1.6 
- 2.2 
- 2.4 

- 1.3 
- 0.6 
...;, 2.0 

+ 0.1 
+ 4.3 
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Distribution of. Economic Grm.;rth Among 
ndustries and Areas, SouthcentraL.Region 

The growth which took place in the Southcentral economy between 

1965 and 1975 was not uniform across industries. Table 7 and Figure 2 

demonstrate this fact in percentage growth terms for.two subperiods: 

1965 to 1973 (pre-pipeline) and 1974 and 1975 (pipeline construction). 

Both the figure and the table also show that the rate of growth in 

nearly all industries accelerated appreciably with the advent of pipe­

line construction in 1974. Industry-by-industry causes of growth are 

discussed below, divided into basic industries (solid lines in Figure 2) 

and support sector (dashed lines in Figure 2). For purposes of this. 

discussion, basic industries are mining, manufacturing, construction, 

agriculture-forestry-fisheries, and federal government. Support sec­

tor industries are transportation-communications-public utilities, 

. wholesale and retail trade, finance-insurance-real estate, services, 

and state and local government. 

Basic Industries 

Growth in these sectors was led by two industries: mining (including 

petro~eum) and construction. The main cause of growth in the mining 

sect~r was the production of oil and gas from the Kenai Peninsula and 

Cook Inlet fields. Oil was discovered at Swanson River in 1957, but 

production never amounted to more than 1 million barrels per month until 

1966, which inaugurated a steady five-year increase that peaked in 1970 

at 7.5 million barrels per month. Prior to 1966, total cumulative value 

of oil and gas production from Alaska was about $156 million. The 

annual value in 1966 alone was $47 million, and the estimated annual 

gross sales accelerated from there to $407 million by 1975. Employment 

in production, specialized drilling and construction, field services, 

and headquarters grew at an annual rate of about 40 percent in the late 

sixties, causing nearly a tripling of mining employment from 694 to 1,913 

in the Cook Inlet subregion between 1965 and 1969. As production in the 
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Annual Percent Increase in Real Gross Output, 
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11.3 38.3 7.3 48.0 
8.9 18.6 6.4 49.3 

. 9.0 15.8 6.2 31.7 
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2~4 3.6 1.2 0.8 
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Upper Cook Inlet fields first.stabilized and then began to fall off, 

·2L ____ --~-----~and_w.i_th_thi'LCQrnple_tiQn_o_LIDQ_S_t_~~P~l_Qt"ca_t_;i,Qn__gng_g_~v-~_lQPJI!~D_Li!Lil-l:ii!K, _____ ~ ____ · __ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

employment shrank to 1,343 in 1972. The modest growth in this sector_ 

after 1973 seems to have come from three sources. In spite of steady 

or declining production of oil, the Arab oil embargo and OPEC price 

increases caused over a 50 percent rise in-the nominal value of Upper 

Cook Inlet production (and some increase in real value) between 1973 

and 1975. Second, largely in response to a burgeoning Anchorage market, 

natural gas production increased sharply in 1975. Finally, Anchorage 

headquarters and other mining industry employment increased by 69 percent 

between 1973 and 1975 to 1,300, about 36 p~rcent more than the previous 

peak year of 1970. Slight increases in oil field employment occurred on 

the Kenai Peninsula as a result of Tesoro refinery and Collier Carbon 

and Chemical petrochemical expansion, although neither facility employs 

people in mining directly. 

Recent development trends in the Cook Inlet-area indicate a con­

tinuation of growth in mining, at least for the near future. No~th 

Slope development and increased exploration elsewhere in the state 

suggest that Anchorage mining sector employment and output will continue 

to grow, while exploratory activity in Lower Cook Inlet, the Northern 

Gulf of Alaska, and the Kodiak shelf will lead to greatly expanded 

employment and output elsewhere in the region, if exploration efforts 

are successful. In any case, there will be some short-term employment 

~ncreases associated with exploration efforts. 

Construction output remained fairly flat between 1965 and 1973, and 

then increased rapidly in response to demands arising both directly and 

indirectly from the Trans-Alaska Oil-Pipeline and_other oil and gas de­

velopments. As can be seen in the top, half of Figure 3, ·constant dollar 

construction output declines in Anchorage in the late 1960s were-about 

offset by inc_reases elsewhere in the region (chiefly, the Kenai Peninsula). 

Both areas remained about flat between 1970 and 1973, then both grew rapidly 
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in· response to Trans-Alaska Pipeline development.· The bottom half of 
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The Cook Inlet subregion pattern was a result of the Kenai Peninsula 

boom in the late 1960s, followed by a smaller construction expansion in 

the 1973 to 1975 period .. The underlying causes were 'expansions of oil 

and gas processing facilities and related construction, combined-with- -

uneven but continuous employment increases in Anchorage after 1970~ 

culminating in a construction boom in 1975. Gulf of Alaska ·subregion 

employment was influenced primarily by the construction boom in Valdez, 

resulting from the building of the pipeline terminal and facilities. 

Kodiak-Shelikof experienced contraction of its construction sector in 

the late 1960s, apparently due to declining Kodiak Naval Station employ-

ment, stable population, and declining fisheries, but has experienced 

increases since about 1970, partly in response to increased fish proces­

sing and in anticipation of offshore oil development. 

Overall, recent trends suggest that construction employment and output 

correspond with major construction decisions by outside agencies and firms 

(an example being the pipeline, or projects such as Pacific LNG's gas 

liquefaction facility), and.responses of local communit;y facilities to 

overall increase in population and demand for goods and services. There 

currently are several large projects pending or being discussed which .. will 

mean substantial direct construction employment, and which will probably 

lead to some overall increase in the size of .Southcentral's economy, im­

plying a secondary construction response. The likeliest subregion for 

the increase is the Cook Inlet subregion, since several major projects 

(Pacific LNG, capital move, Beluga coal, Susitna hydro) are proposed for 

· this subregion, ~nd because the subregion contains Anchorage which, as 

the major fina~cial, trade, and government center, grows in response to 

business and government developments all over the state. The outlook 

for construction employment in the other two subregions is more likely 

to be tied to specific projects and-be of a more cyclical nature. 



20 

The other basic sectors were less important to overall economic growth. 

-------.Agr-~cul-tu"t"e--f'ol.'@St-~y~-f-i-she-r-ies-see-~e-r---,----fe1:'-e*am!)±e--,-showecl-io~s-eye-l~ie-a-l------­

nature and did not show substantial increases in real value of output. 

Table 8 shows the nominal value of agricultural production (not neces-

sarily sales), value of catch to fishermen,- and inflation-adjusted 

output generated by this sector between 1965 and 1975. This sector 

accounted for about one percent of output in 1975, although it figures 

quite pro~inently in the local economies of Kodiak, Cordova, Homer, and 

Seward and provides raw materials for food manufacturing, which added 

another 2.8 percent.of the value of 1975 Southcentral output. Forestry 

and lumber and wood products play only a very minor role in the South-

central economy at present, contributing only about three-tenths of one 

percent of- 1975 output and employing 426 people, about three-fourths of 

them in Anchorage. The prospects for growth in the agriculture-forestry-

fisheries sector and related processing depend on the ability of American 

fishermen and processors to take advantage of rising prices for their 

output, the new 200-mile fisheries conservation zone established in 

1976, and the ability of the State of Alaska to enhance the very low 

salmon runs of recent years. It should be pointed out that even a 

doubling of outp~t in agriculture-forestry-fisheries would result in 

very modest increases in the overall output of the Southcentral economy, 

though it may be important for the employment base of several communities. 

Other manufacturing, principally petroleum refining, petrochemicals, 

and printing and publishing, has been playing an increasingly important 

role within the manufacturing sector, historically dominated by fish 

processing. In 1965, other manufacturing accounted for 27.2 percent of 

manufacturing output in the Southcentral economy and 33.5 percent of 

manufacturing employment (about 53.6 percent of manufacturing employment 

in the Cook Inlet subregion). By 1974, output had increased to 33.9 per­

cent of total manufacturing, with an increase of employment to 34.1 per­

cent of the total (1974 is compared to 1965 in order to compare two "down" 

years in the salmon cycle). Prospects for growth in other manufacturing 
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Table 8 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries 
Output Statistics, Southcentral 

Alaska, 1965-1975 

Value of Value of Catch Real Gross Product 
Agricultural Output to Fishermen 

(Millions of Dollars)l (Millions of Dollars)2 (Millions of 1958 

1965 $ 3.9 $ 22.3 $ 11.1 
66 4.2 33._4 16.5 
67 4.2 21.7 10.0 

68 4.0 39.7 13.5 
69 3.5 30.9 12.5 
70 4.2 40.7 15.6 

71 4.1 36.7 13.1 
72 4.6 44.8 12.4 
73 5.4 73.5 7.4 

74 6.4 65.9 11.0 
75 7.2 61.0 13.0 

1source: Alaska Agricultural Statistics, various issues • 

. 
2
source: Alaska,Department of Fish and Game, Commercial Fisheries 

Division, Alaska Catch and Production, various issues. 

Dollars) 
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depend mostly on the ability of the region to attract chemical facilit:i,es 

~--hased~on~_oil~and~gas_._The~prooposed~ALEETCO~ref"in~~-.~Eor~example",~would-~-· _· ___ ._. ~-

employ more than double the number of per:;;ons_ employed ·in other manufac-

turing in So1,1thcentral in 1975. 

Federal government output, .ev:aluated as the wages and salaries paid 

to federal employees, stayed just about constant over the entire period,· 

as did federal civilian employment. There has been an increase in 'federal 

civilian ~mployrnent of about six percent since· 1970, or about 600 persons. 

While there is some reason to believe the number of federal positions in 

Southcentral Alaska will increase over time, as this part of Alaska becomes 

more urbanized and requires more government ·services, and func'tions currently 

provided in Juneau and Seattle are provided ·locally, this is· not exp-ected 

to be a major growth industry in the future. Almost all future growth 

would probably occur in the Cook Inlet subregion, in Anchorage. 

Support Sectors 

The various support sector industries all followed very similar 

growth patterns between 1965 and 1975. Referring back to Table 7 and 

figure 2, one can see that in Southcentral Alaska between 1965 and 1973, 

the real value of output in transportation, communications, public uti­

lities, trade, finance (including insurance and real estate), services, 

and state and local government all grew at between 9 and 11 percent per 

annum. Figure 4 shows employment by industry. After 1973, the pipeline 

boom and its secondary effects caused· these rates of increase to as much 

as triple the 1965-1973 rates. Some of the employment in transportation, 

communications, and public utilities and some of the employment in ser­

vices was direct employment on the pipeline project and, therefore, should 

be includ'ed as part of the growth in basic sector employment. State and 

local government is also "basic" in one sense, since some of.the increase 

in state and local employment and output can be attributed directly to 

increases in available revenues after the Prudhoe Bay lease sale in 1969. 

State and local government expansion provided part of the basic 1ncrease 
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in economic activity that fueled grmvth in the rest of the support 

sector. However, since a large part-of the growtnin government can 5e --~-------~-~ 

attributed to the increases in staffing due to increased population and 

to increased per capita demand for government services, state and local 

government has been included in the support sector. 

Of the available aggregate stat.istics, the one which best predicts 

growth in the support sector on a statewide level is personal income. 

Real personal income earned within a subregion is less in determining 

local support sector activity, the smaller and less isolated the sub­

region. In small subregions, a high proportion of goods and services 

are either provided by other localities or are provided to other locali­

ties. Even so, local real personal income (local demand) has a remarkably 

strong effect on the output of the support sectors. Figure 5 demonstrates 

that the real income-output relationship for Anchorage is fairlystable 

in services and also in trade, although there appears to have been some 

departure from the historical relationship in 1975. Tr·ansportation­

communications-public utilities appears to have slowed in. comparison 

with personal income growth in Anchorage in the early 1970s. A possible 

interpretation of this observation is that transportation in Anchorage 

experienced a pause between the Kenai construction boom and.the North 

Slope construction boom as a result of slack statewide transportation 

demand (see Table A.6), while personal incomes of residents of Anchorage 

continued to grow from business generated locally and from the maturing 

Southcentral economy. Indeed, examination of the Anchorage census 

division employment data reveals that Anchorage transportation employ­

ment was essentially unchanged between 1970 and 1973. Communications 

employment was also essentially flat between 1970 and 1974, while public 

utilities employment, which reflects local demand, increased steadily. 

The break from the past pattern in trade in 1974-75 seems to have been 

caused by a rapid maturing of the Anchorage.economy; e.g. Anchorage 

wholesale trade employment increased by 40 percent between 1974 and 1975. 
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Figure 6 data on the support sector outside of Anchorage demonstrate 

----------.fliatT974 ano-r975 again represent a departure from the 1965 to 1973 

trend. Transportation-communications-public utilities shows the larg­

est difference from historical trends, mostly as a result of an increase 

of 50 percent in "other transportation" employment in the Gulf of Alaska 

subregion in 1974, and another 183 percent increase in 1975. The output 

data are clearly affected by the pipeline project (see tonnage data in 

Table A.6), and projections of the transportation sector would need-a 

separate component for local demand and resource development-related 

demand. 

Trade output has also increased sharply in the Southcentral region, 

exclusive of Anchorage, with big percentage increases occurring at both 

the wholesale and retail level in 1974 and 1975. It should come as no 

surprise that the employment data from the individual census divisions 

indicate that large increases have occurred in employment in the Matanuska­

Susitna Borough, the Kenai-Cook Inlet census division, and the Valdez­

Chitina-Whittier census division, with little growth in Cordova-McCarthy 

and little or no growth at the wholesale level in Kodiak and Seward. In 

the case of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, much of the growth is due to 

the development of Wasilla as a retailing center. In the case of Valdez­

Chitina-Whittier, much of the growth is a direct consequence of services 

provided as a result of the pipeline project, and in the Kenai Peninsula, 

probably the growth is a result of a deepening and maturing economy which 

comes with' larger populations. 

Services did not keep pace with the increase in personal income 

outside of Anchorage between 1973 and 1975. This may be due to the fa~t 

that most services such as medical and business services are still 

obtained in Anchorage, while hotel, restaurant, and related services 

cannot yet be supported by internal business growth. The single ex­

ception was business services in the Valdez-Chitina-Whittier census 
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division, and this is because many pipeline project operations' employees 

are counted as employed in the business- serviceif ~sector by -th.e Pep-art.:. 

ment of Labor. Again, the evidence suggests that, for projection pur­

poses, the data be divided into local demand and direct demand caused by 

large-scale projects such as the pipeline. 

State and local government output in non-Anchorage Southcentral, as 

measured by state and local government wages and salaries, grew at an 

annual average rate of 8.6 percent between 1965 and 1975. The rates of 

growth in the periods 1965 to 1973 and 1973 to 1975 were 9.4 percent and 

5.6 percent, respectively, appearing to show that the pipeline had 

little influence on the growth of this sector outside of Anchorage. 

+ndeed, the rate of growth in employment in state and local government 

was lower in Kodiak during the pipeline boom than it had been in the 

previous eight years: 3.5 percent, as opposed to il.l percent. The Gulf 

pf Alaska subregion showed some influence from the pipeline, since the 

rate of empl?ym~nt growth in this ~ectqr increased from 6.2 percent to 

9~5 percent-~ne&rly all the increase i~ Valdez-Chitina-Whittier census 
·, ' . . . ~ ' 

divi~ion. Within Cook Inlet subregion, all the census divisions except 

~nchor~ge sho1:ved a decrease in the rate of growth of state and local 

j?;overp.ment einployment after 1973. Figure ~ .demoi?-strates whathappened 
. . 

over the eptire ~eriod in each subdivisio~. Most areas show an accel-

~ration in the r~te, of growth in e~ployment either in 19~9 or in 1970, 

probably reflecting both the expansion of state government after the 

frudhoe Bay lease sale (beginning 1970) and the expansion of state 

revenue sparing to local governments, especially the School Foundation 

Program. The Kodia~-Shelikof subregion shows steady growth, probably a 

result of the roughly constant population and slow rate of real per 

~apita spending. The Gulf of Alas~a region shows its expected bulge in 

~mployment in 1973-1975 as the result o~ the pipeline. 'fhe Matanuska­

Susitna Borough accelerated in 1970 anq sustained the higper pace. This 

was probably a coincidence of expanded funqing in 1970~1972 being fol-
. ' 

lowed by increasing population demands. Kenai-Cook Inlet initially 
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shows the tail-end of oil expansion, an acceleration in ~970"'-1972 in 

probable response to increased funding, steady employment from 1912 

to 1974 (estimated resident population shrank from 1971 to 1974), and 

a new round of expansion with population increases after 1974. Seward's 

resident population was growing until 1968, when it stabilized and began 

to fall. This probably accounts for the smaller revenue-induced accelera­

tion in state and local government employment in 1969 and 1970, and the 

relatively flat spending pattern after 1970. 
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The three study subregions~-Cook Inlet, Gulf of Alaska, and Kodiak­

Shelikof--have economies which depend on different basic sectors and 

their 1965-1975 growth reflects these differences. The economic base 

of Cook Inlet is essentially threefold. It depends upon local resource - -

development, as exemplified by the operation of the Upper Cook Inlet oil 

and gas fields; it depends upon Anchorage's role as a transportation and 

financial hub for all of Alaska (except Southeast Alaska for surface 

transportation); and it depends upon Anchorage as a regional and state­

wide governmental center. In contrast, both the other subregions cur­

rently depend upon resource development to sustain their economies. 

Gulf of Alaska is sustained by local resource development (fisheries and 

oil and gas exploration) and the petroleum transshipment facilities at 

Valdez. Kodiak depends upon the fisheries and upon federal government 

employment in support of fishing and navigation. Summary Tables 9, 10, 

and 11 show that the three major economic events in the 1965-1975 period-­

development of the Kenai oil and gas fields from 1965 to 1970,_ government 

expansion from 1970 to 1973, and pipeline-related development in 1974-­

had different effects in each of th,e thre~ supresions. 

Table 9 summarizes the changes in Cook Inlet. Anchorage dominates 

this subregion, and the maturing of the ~nchorage economy plus its growth 

as a statewide service, trade, and financial center both in periods of 

rapid growth and in periods of slower growth made the support sector 

industries grow faster than the "basic" sector. As a result, the 

"basic" sector share of employment (about one-half of whom are federal 

government civilian employees) fell from 44 percent of the total in 

1965 to 30 percent in 1975. The term "basic" is used in quotation marks, 

since several parts of the state government, transportation, communica­

tions, wholesale trade, and services industries are arguably ·part of the 

subregion's "export base." However, much more information and analysis 



"Basic" Sector 
Employment 1 (Number of Persons) 

1965 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 

Average Annual 
Rate of Growth 

1965-1970 
1970-1973 
1973-1975 
1965-1975 

15,144 
15,278 
16,169 
16,447 
16,552 
17,193 

17,666 
17,963 
18,147 
20,812 
23,505 

2.6% 
L8% 

13.8% 
4.5% 

Table 9 

Selected Measures of Growth 
Cook Inlet Subregion, 1965-1975 

Non-Agricultural 
Wage and Salary Real Personal 

Employment ·rncome 
(Number of Persons) (Million 1967 

34,134 442.5 
35,761 448.7 
38,317 522.6 
40,073 555.9 
43,578 631.2 
47,407 667.3 

51,091 716.8 
54,329 769.4 
57,156 820.8 
65,918 943.3 
78,389 1129.5 

6.8% 8.6% 
6.4% 7.1% 

17.1% 17.3% 
8.7% 9.8% 

$) 
Populatio~ 

..,._ (Numper of PeJ!sons) 

119,121 
123,665 
126,376 
132,180 
137,400 
149,428 

159,046 
167,765 
174,280 
179,544 
209,049 

4 •. 6% 
5.3% 
9.5% 
5.4% 

1Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries, Mining, Contract Construction, Manufacturing, Federal Government. 

w 
N 
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would be required than is currently available to identify the "basic" 

·--'--------parts-o-£-these-irrdustr±es-,-on-the-one-hand-,-or-the-stricti:y-local~-_--------~-­

serving parts of construction and manufacturing, on the other. 

0 

0 

Examining Table 9, one can see that personal income gains in the 

Cook Inlet subregion were consistently larger than employment growth 

over the period, which means that many income benefits of increased 

employment opportunities were accrued to residents of the subregion. 

Employment grew more rapidly than population throughout the period, 

indicating the migration of primarily single and childless individuals 

to the subregion in search of employment and rising labor force par­

ticipation of residents. Real per capita income rose throughout the 

period,·because income rose more rapidly than population. The greatest 

jump occurred, not surprisingly, in 1973-1975, reflecting pipeline wages 

of residents. This is in spite of the fact that the reporting agency 

adjusted the data downward for those pipeline wages which did not remain 

in the communities (reportedly around 50 percent). 

Table 10, referring to the Gulf of Alaska subregion, shows that the 

pattern of employment is closely tied to changes in "basic" sector employ­

ment, and that total employment changes in this region are in the same 

direction and about 1.2 - 1.6 times as large as employment changes in 

the "basic" sector in most years. The data are misleading to some 

degree since nonresident fishermen do not appear in the data; nor do 

self-employed and family workers in fishing; nor do fishing crew members 

before about 1972. However, it is clear that in this subregion the 

economy as a whole is much more dep~ndent on the "basic" sector than 

in the Cook Inlet subregion. It is also clear that, although over the 

whole period per capita real resident personal income increased, many of 

the income benefits of the pipeline period went to people who worked in 

the region (and were counted as employed in the region), but who were 

not residents of the region (and therefore were not counted for income 

purposes). Thus, employment grew faster than either income or population. 



"Basic" Sector 
Employment 

1 (Number of Persons) 

1965 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 

Average Annual 
Rate of Growth 

1965-1970 
1970-1973 
1973-1,975 
1965-1975 

497 
575 
431 
399 
524 
461 

595 
482 
603 
828 

3,025 

- 1.5% 
9.3% 

224.0% 
19.8% 

Table 10 

Selected Measures of Growth 
Gulf of Alaska Subregion, 1965-1975 

Non-Agricultural 
Wage.and Salary 

Employment 
(Number of Persons) 

1,355 
],.,453 
1,343 
1,284 
1,467 
1,533 

1,742 
1,643 
1,858 
2,423 
5,596 

2.5% 
6.6% 

73.5% 
15.2% 

· Real Personal 
Income 

(Million 1967 $) 

14.5 
15.2 
16.2 
17.2 
17.4 
21.3 

23.0 
22~8 

. 26.0 
30.4 
66.4 

8.0% 
6.9% 

59.8% 
16.4% 

Populatio !, 

'I (Number of Petsons) 

4,387 
4,405 
4,369 
4,400 
4,540 
4,955 

4,862 
5,326 
5,550 
5,793 

11,642 

2.5% 
3.9% 

44.8% 
10.3% 

il 
:1 

1
Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries, Mining, Contract Construction, Manufacturing, Federal Govern~ent. 
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The fact that employment growth was concentrated in the "basic" sector 

(mainly construction) can be seenby comparing the basic-sector and· 

total employment growth in the two left-hand columns of the table. 

The Kodiak-Shelikof subregion's experience is summarized in Table 11. 

In comparison with the other two tables~ one is struck by the relatively 

low rate of growth in personal income, declines in population~ and the 

low (sometimes negative) rate of employment growth. Even the relatively 

strong showing in the "basic" sector between 1970 and 1973 is partly a 

statistical quirk. The extension of coverage to fishermen under unem­

ployment insurance in 1972 caused the estimate of agriculture-forestry-· 

fisheries ~mployment to increase from 123 to 402 in one year. Much of 

the rest of basic employment is in manufacturing (mainly canning and 

fish processing), which accounts for the cyclical nature of both basic 

and total employment in this subregion. This economy is heavily depen­

dent on the basic sector: in 1965, 64 percent of all wage and salary 

employees were in the basic sector, and in 1975, the percentage was 

still 55 percent. There are two somewhat offsetting trends in Kodiak 

basic employment. On the one hand, federal civilian employment has 

fallen by more than 50 percent sinc;e 1965--from 541 to 269, or from 

about 1 in 4 jobs in the Kodiak economy to 7 percent, or less than 

1 in 10. On the other hand, the traditionally cyclical food manufactur­

ing industry increased from 618 to 1,134, or from 1 in 4 jobs to 1 in 3. 

Kodiak has increasingly become a one-industry economy qependent upon 

fishing, while the other two subregions have diversified economically. 

Job creation in Kodiak is increasingly dependent on growth in the fish­

ing industry. The relative lack of stable economic opportunity and the 

decline in federal (military-related) employment may account for the 

estimated population declines. Since the gain in total employment is 

larger than the gain in personal incomes and is associated with esti­

mated net population decreases, then either real wage rates are falling~ 

which reduces income gains, or much of the income earned in the region 

goes to people who are not residents of the subregion. The latter seems 

the more likely explanation. 



"Basic" Sector 
Employment 1 (Number of Persons) 

1965 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 

.Average Annual 
Rate of Growth 

1965-1970 
1970-1973 
1973-1975 
1965-1975 

1,483 
1,678 
1,760 
1,505 
1,228 
1,206 

1,205 
1,4.53 
2,067 
2,006 
2,045 

- 4.1% 
19 .• 7% 

- 0.5% 
3.3% 

Table 11 

S.elected Measures of Growth 
~odiak-Shelikof· Subregi.on, 1965-1975 

Non-Agricultural 
Wage and Salary 

Employment 
... ·.(Number of Persons) 

2,310 
2, 710 
2,876 
2,650 
2,395 
2,469 

2,619 
2,878 
3,576 
3,641 
3,802 

1.3% 
13.1% 

3.1% 
5.1% 

Real Personal 
Income 

(Million 1967 

32.6 
32.9 
33.7 
35.2 
37.6 
41.7 

44.2 
37.5 
48.0 
49.1 
50.9 

5.0% 
4.8% 
3.0% 
4.6% 

$) 
Population 

(Number of Per$ons) 

9,064 
8,479 
9,478 
9,520 
9,870 
9,409 

9,665 
8,645 
8,868 
9,232 
8,801 

0.7% 
- 2.0% 
- 0.4% 
- 0.3% 

1Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries, Mining, Contract Construction, Manufacturing, Federal Government. 
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Age-Sex Distribution of the Population 

The distribution of the population among age and sex categories 

is important insofar as it provides planning guidance on the probable 

demands for public services (e.g. schools versus Pioneers' Homes) and 

recreation opportunities (family motorhome camping and boating versus 

long-range hiking and kayaking, for example). Furthermore; it provides 

a benchmark for estimating the future natural increase in the population. 

The data available suggest that the faster growing areas in the region 

have gotten an increased concentration of working-age civilian popula­

tion, accompanied by a relative decline in school~age population compared 

to 1970. Slow-growing areas such as Seward show a steep decline in the 

proportion of school-age population, a decline in the percentage of young 

(age 20-29) working-age population, and an increase in the proportion of 

older persons. If the results can be extended to the whole region, this 

suggests that rapidly growing areas will gain young adults, slow-growing 

areas will lose them, but that increases in young adults will not neces­

sarily mean a corresponding increase in children. 

Only fragmentary data are available on the age-sex distribution of 

the population of Southcentral Alaska since the 1970 Census of Population. 

The data from the Census appear in Table 12. · The features worth noting 

are the relatively large number of young, working age individuals of both 

sexes, and especially young men aged 20 to 24, reflecting the military 

presence, in Cook Inlet and Kodiak-Shelikof subregions especially, but also 

construction and fishing employment. The Gulf of Alaska subregion had 

the oldest distribution, with 31.7 percent of the population over 40 years 

old. Cook Inlet had the youngest, with 14.5 percent; while Kodiak-Shelikof 

had the intermediate age distribution, with 19.8 percent. 

Some fragmentary data are available on Anchorage population from a 

household survey conducted by the Anchorage Urban Observatory in the summer· 

and fall of 1975. About 650 households were selected utilizing a cluster 



Tabl~ 12 

Age-Sex Distribution of the Resident Population, 
Southcentral Alaska, 1970 

Cook Inlet Subregion Gulf of'Alaska Subregion Kodiak-Shelikof Subregion 

Age Male % 1 Female % Male % . Female % Male % Female % 

0-1 1,743 1 1,680 1 58 1 51 1 124 1 132 1. 
1-4 6,163 4 5,889 4 200 4 167 3 432 5 385 4 
5-9 9,082 6 8, 778 6 285 6 161 3 609 6 544 6 

10-14 8,813 6 8,436 6 285 15 278 6 478 5 455 5 
15-19 6,488 4 6,286 4 220 4 201 4 468 5 333 4 

20-24 9,129 6 6,800 5 165. 3 156 3 925 10 455 5. 
25-29 6,754 5 6,680 5 182 4 181 4 482 5 418 4 .w. 

():)• 

30-34 5,896 4 5,717 4 212 4 140 3 412 4 323 3 
35-39 5,931 4 5,178 4 187 4 152 3 317 3 253 3 
40-44 5,142 3 4,278 3 203 3 145 3 305 3 197 2 

45-49 4,287 3 3,806 3 184 4 146 3 239 3 165 2 
50-54 3,298 2 2, 724 2 170 3 140 3 209 2 147 2 
55-59 2,175 1. 1,696 1 142 3 88 2 143 2 100 1 
.60-64 1,226 1 1,055 1 107 2 58 1 91 1 60 l 
65 + 12375 1 12132 1. 124 3 ~- 1 133 1 77 1 

77,502 52% 70,135 48% 2, 726 55% 2,229 45% 5,365 57% 4,044 43% 

lPercent of total population in the subregion. May not add to total because of rounding errors. 

Source: 1970 Census of Population: PC(l) - B3, Table 35. 
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housing area probability sample from the entire Anchorage census division 

except the military bases. Table 13 compares the age dlsLrlbutlun~in this 

sample with the non~military base population of the 1970 Census. While 

the age groupings in the sample and the Census are slightly different, 

and the area sample in 1975 may have undercounted multiple family housing 

residents, it does appear that, at a minimum, the young adult population. 

has increased substantially in comparison with school-age population. 

The relative number of older persons may also have increased. 

The Urban Observatory also did a series of age-sex distributions 

for the Kenai Borough in August and September 1976 in conjunction with 

the study Profile of Five Kenai Peninsula Towns, published in 1977. 

Pooling the sample populations, one is able to estimate the 1976 popu­

lation-age distributions for the Seward and Kenai-Cook Inlet census 

divisions, which are reported in Table 14. Also shown in Table 14 are 

the closest comparable figures for the 1970 Census. Table 14 shows 

that, provided the sample populations are representative of the census 

division populations, Seward's population has gotten significantly older 

(compatible with observations of low employment growth in the census 

division). On the other hand, there bas been an apparent increase in 

the number of young adults relative to the number of children in the 

Kenai-Cook Inlet subdivision, consistent with the findings for the 

Anchorage census division and the rapid growth in employment oppor­

tunities in both areas. 

Finally, we consider the population of the Valdez-Chitina-Whittier 

census divisions. Dr. Michael Baring-Gould and Marsha Bennett of the 

Department of Sociology of the University of Alaska-Anchorage conducted 

a census in Valdez in July 1975. There are no equivalent data for the 

rest of the census division or for the pipeline camp population, but 

since similar changes likely occurred in the Glennallen area and the 

camp population was temporary, one may get some indication. of the direc­

tion of the "permanent" population distribution shifts between 1970 and 
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Table 13 

Anchorage Census Division 
Age Distribution of Non-Military Base Population 

Percent of 1975 Sample Percent of 1970 Census Population 

Age Percent Age Percent 

0-4 9.5 0-4 10.4 

5-14 19.8 5-14 23.5 

15-30 34.1 15-29 28.1 

30-40 15.3 31-39 15.5 

40-50 11.9 40-49 12.4 

50-64 7.3 50-64 8.6 

65 + 2.1 65 + 1.5 

Sources: Patricia L. Dolezal and Richard L. Ender, 1976 Population 
Profile, Municipality of Anchorage, September 1976. 
1970 Census of Population PC(l) - B3, Table 35. 
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Kenai-Cook Inlet and Seward Census Divisions: 
Age Distribution of the Population~ 1970 and 1976 

Kenai-Cook Inlet: 

1976 1970 

Age Percent Age Percent 

0-9 17.8 0-9 23.4 
10-19 20.8 10-19 22.0 
20-29 18.8 20-29 15.4 

30-39 18.8 30-39 15.5 
40-49 12.0 40-49 12.4 
50-59 7.1 50-59 7.4 

60 + 4.8. 60 + 4.0 

Seward: 

1976 1970 

Age Percent Age Percent 
' 

0-9 6.0 0-9 18.4 
10-19 4.0 10-19 19.8 
20-29 9.8 20-29 13.5 

30-39 12.8 30-39 11.3 
40-49 13.1 40-49 14.0 
50-59 18.7 50-59 12.5 

60 + 35.6 60 + 10.7 

Sources: Hitchins, et al, A Profile of Five Kertai Peninsula Towns, 1977. 
1970 Census of Population PC(l) - B3~ Table 35. 
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1975. The 1975 and 1970 distributions are reported in Table 15. The 

table indicates that, even excluding the pipeline camp population, there 

has probably been an increase in the working-age population relative to 

the 1970 Census for Valdez-Chitina-Whittier. This seems to be confirmed 

when the 1975 Valdez Census is combined with employment and population 

growth data supplied by the Department of Labor. 

In summary, in most of the census divisions and areas for which more 

recent data than the 1970 Census exists, it appears that the young, work­

ing age population has increased dramatically relative to older workers 

and children. The exception is Seward, whose population distribution may 

have gotten/older since the 1970 Census. In general, it appears that, as 

elsewhere, places experiencing strong economic growth tend to draw a 

young, working-age population, while low-growth areas are populated by 

the older workers, retirees, and the very young. 
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Table 15 

Valdez-Chitina-Whittier Census Division: 
Age Distribution of. the Population 

1975 (Valdez Only) and 1970· · 

1975 1970. 

Non-Camp Population, Valdez Valdez-Chitina-Whittier 

Age Percent Age Percent 

0-4 7.3 0-;-4 9.6 

5-12 13.3 5-12 14.8 

13-18 9.9 13-18 12.5 

19-65 68.6 19-64 44.4 

65 + 0.8 65 + 3.5 

Sources: Valdez Census, July 1975: ."Summary of Final Valdez Census, 
July, 1975." 

1970 Census of Population, PC(l) - B3, Table 35. 
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Summary: 1965 to 1975 

Three major economic events occurred during the years 1965 to 1975 

which influenced the growth of the Southcentral Alaska economy. The 

first was the development of the Upper Cook Inlet oil and gas fields~ 

which diversified the Cook Inlet subregional economy and caused strong 

economic growth in this subregion and Anchorage's growth as a trade and 

financial center. The second was the sale of Prudhoe Bay leases, which 

led to growth in state and local government in all areas and the in­

creased development of Anchorage as a governmental center. The third 

was the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline project, which caused a boom in popula­

tion and construction in Valdez and Anchorage, with population spillover 

effects into the Matanuska Valley and Kenai Peninsula, and important 

development effects in the Anchorage support sector. 

It seems clear from recent history that further economic develop­

ment in Alaska, regardless of whether it takes place in the region or 

not~ will increasingly affect_Anchorage •. It also seems clear that as 

Anchorage grows, the demands of its population will increasingly cause 

secondary economic changes of the sort now being experienced in the 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Planning for the actual shape of Southcentral 

regional development in the future is uncertain, because much will depend 

upon the rate of development of natural resources not yet discovered and 

because much will also depend upon governmental (primarily state govern­

ment) spending decisions not yet made. Therefore, the next chapter 

describes two hypothetical scenarios or sets of informed guesses con­

cerning future development. Obviously, these are guesses; however, in 

combination they are intended to provide planning guidance as to the 

likely upper and lower bounds of economic development in Southcentral 

Alaska through the end of the century. 



0 

·. 45 

CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY AND DATA USED IN PROJECTING 
------------,SOUTHCENTRAL ALAS-KA'-S ECONOMY-, T97S-:m-z-5---~-------------

This chapter describes the methodology and data used to project 

high and low growth of.Southcentral Alaska's economy and population on 

a Sl!bregional basis from the base year of 1975 to the year 2025. The 

methodology involved the use of a statewide and regional econometric 

model to ,provide regional control total projections between 1975 and 

2000. Less formal techniques were used to estimate the subregional 

distribution of economic activity and population and to project the path 

of employment and population after the year 2000. The data required to 

run the model were provided by various members of the economics task 

force, the assumptions were reviewed by the task force, and the model 

outputs and tentative projections were reviewed for internal consistency 

and plausibility by ISER researchers and by the task force. 

The chapter is organized as follows: The next section describes the 

econometric models used, together with their strengths and limitations 

in the task for which they were used. The second section discusses the 

data required to do an econometric forecast of the Southcentral economy 

and population, with the actual assumptions relegated to Appendix B. 

The third section describes the assumptions and justifications used to 

disaggregate the regional control totals into projections, for the Cook 

Inlet, Gulf of Alaska, and Kodiak-Shelikof subregions. The fourth and 

final,' section discusses the techniques used to project the subregipnal 

results after the year 2000. 
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The Econometric Models 

The State Model 

The method used to project the path of the Southcentral regional 

economy employed two econometric models. The first was a modification 

of the ISER Alaska state econometric model. The second was a version of 

ISER's regional ·econometric model which used outputs of the state model, 

and which was modified to simulate only the economies of Anchorage and 

the remainder of the Southcentral part of the state. This modification 

was done to reduce the requirements for data in other regions of the 

state and to reduce the cost of simulation. 

A diagram of the modified statewide model is shown in Figure 8. 

The basic structure of the model is as follows: The model is divided 

into exogenous or "basic" sectors and endogenous or-"nonb"asic" sectors. 

In the exogenous sectors, level of output is assumed to be determined 

by factors outside the state'·s economy. The endogenous, "nonbasic" 

sector's primary reason for existence is to serve local Alaska markets 

rather than export markets; therefore, the level of output is determined 

within the model primarily as a function of Alaska real disposable income_. 

There are some industries whose output is determined by a mix of forces 

related to export-base markets and local Alaska markets. The most im­

portant of these is construction, part of which is involved in the 

building of pipelines, seafood processing plants, etc., which serve 

export markets, and part of which serves (or can be explained by) growth 

in Alaska's economy and population. Many versions of the state model 

contain a large block of equations determining state and local govern~ 

ment revenues and, using simple expenditure rules, the level of state 

and local employment, payroll, and capital spending. This was not done 

in the version used ·for two reasons. First, the level of expenditures 

and the resulting model output ordinarily are quite sensitive to the 

expenditure rule adopted, and the task force did not feel that they 

could forecast future budgets. However, they did have some confidence 
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in projecting high and low overall government employment growth. Second, 

whFJ,tever model was used, it was necessary to estimatP. government employ­

ment growth at the subregional level anyway, there being no method within 

the model to estimate subregional employment-in state and local govern­

ment. Therefore, the unessential sections of the fiscal model were 

disabled, and exogenous estimates of government employment and capital 

expenditures were directly introduced into the model. 

The basic (primarily export) industries in the model are mining 

(which includes oil and gas); agriculture, forestry (SIC code 8 only-­

most of what is usually thought of as "forestry" is actually included 

in lumber and wood products), 2 fisheries; food manufacturing (primarily 

seafood processing); lumber and wood· products; pulp and paper manufac­

turing; "other" manufacturing (mostly petrochemicals and refining); the 

export-base component of construction; and government. For these indus­

tries, an estimate must be made outside the model of the dollar value of 

output and level of employment for each year of the projection period. 

The nonbasic .. industries.are transportation, communications, public 

utilities; wholesale .. and retail trade; finance, insurance, and real 

estate; and services. For these industries, the level of output is 

determined by an equation which. has real disposable personal income as 

the principal explanatory variable. The level of employment in the 

industry is then determined as a function of output in the industry, 

which in effect summarizes the workings of the labor market in that 

sector. "Wage rates"--real annual wages per worker--are determined as 

a function of the U.S. private weekly real wage. This captures the 

effect of Alaska's having an open labor market whose wage rates will be 

2standard Industrial Classification Manual, Executive Office of the 
President, Office of Management and Budget, 1972. This reference docu­
ment contains the standard U.S. methodology used to classify firms into 
industries, and is used by most state departments of labor, including 
Alaska. Alaska does keep track of government separately, as earlier 
versions of the manual direct. . 
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influenced by the income alternatives available to workers elsewhere. 

--t-~~~~~~~ln~J>_m~~Rdll_S_ti_i5:_S th.e ratio of construction and mining_emRlQYl!li~Jl.t _ t,o,____~--~--­

total wage and salary employment is added to capture the effect which 

0 

0 

large-scale resource development such as the trans-Alaska oil pipeline 

has on wages of workers in closely related industries such as trans-

portation.· Wages and salaries are then estimated for all industries 

from employment and wage rates, a series of equations computes an 

estimate of income taxes. These are deducted from income while nonwage 

income is ad,ded, to arrive at an estimate of disposable personal income. 

Income then feeds back into the output equations of the nonbasic sectors, 

so that total output and total income are arrived at simultaneously in 

each forecast year. 

Population is then determined in the state model in a series of steps. 

·The model uses age-sex-race specific survival rates and age-race specific 

fertility rates for the female non-Native,civilian population to project 

births, deaths, and natural increase in the civilian population. To this 

is added an estimate of civilian net migration, which is determined by 

the change in civilian employment opportunities and the difference be­

tween real per capita income in Alaska and the United States as a whole. 

Migration is distributed by age and sex among the various population 

cohorts using 1970 census migration rates and age-sex proportions of 

. migrating populations. The Native population is treated in a similar 

way, except that they are assumed not to migrate into or out of the 

state. Finally, an exogenous estimate of the military population is 

added to get total population. 

The Regional Model 

The regional model which works in a similar fa~hion, is portrayed 

in Figure 9. The regional model provides additional geographic detail 

by describing the Alaskan economy as a group of loosely integrated 

regional economies rather than as a single unit, but certain sectors 

of the Anchorage regional economy are influenced by statewide economic 
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growth rather than just local growth: For each regional economy, as for 

the state model, there must be exogenous estimates of output and employ-

ment in each basic industry. The model then annually estimates output, 

employment, and wages and salaries in each nonbasic industry, with 

regional output in each nonbasic industry a function of the sum of real 

nonmining and nonconstruction wages and salaries paid in the region. Non­

mining, nonconstruction wages serve as a proxy for local real income in 

estimating output in the support sector. 

Certain nonbasic industries have been measurably influenced by 

factors other than local demand. For example, non-air transportation 

in nother Southcentraln was strongly influenced by petroleum develop­

ment on the Kenai Peninsula. This is captured in the specification of 

the model by making output in Other Southcentral's transportation (other 

than air transportation) industry a function of nonmining and mining 

wages and salaries. Communications industry output in each region seems 

to be not as well explained historically by local income changes as by 

expansion in the statewide communications network, itself a function of 

statewide incomes. Therefore, local communications output and employ­

ment were projected using the statewide total output as an explanatory 

variable. In Anchorage, statistically significant nonlocal influences 

were found in the output of air transportation, wholesale trade, and 

retail trade. In Anchorage air transportation and \V"holesale trade, the 

specification of'the output equation used statewide personal income and 

mining sector output as explanatory variables. In retail trade, the 

more complex causative factor mix was estimated using a decaying function 

of time and local wages to depict the important but declining influence on 

the retail sector of the maturing of the Anchorage economy. 

The regional model initially estimates total employment by industry 

in a fashion similar to that employed in the state model by summarizing 

the labor market for each industry in (usually) a single equation relat­

ing employment to real output. However, in both models, a series of 
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consistency conditions are imposed upon these first-round estimates. 

The period since latatehood has been one characterized by the rapid 

maturing of the Alaskan economy--increasing availability of retail 

trade, wholesale trade, finance, insurance, and real estate, and busi~ 

ness, medical, and personal services in Alaska--particularly Anchorage. 

Because the period during which the output equations were estimated is 

this period of rapid maturation of the economy, it appeared possible 

that the estimated equations might overestimate the growth of these 

sectors in the future when the economy was relatively mature (that is,. 

offering the range of services offered in the United States as a whole). 

Consequently, in the state model, employment 'in trade, finance-insurance­

real estate, and services was constrained to be no greater a proportion 

o.f total wage and salary employment than it is in the economy of the 

United States as a whole, and total output was adjusted accordingly. 

The constraints were not binding until nearly the end of the century. 

The situation varied somewhat in the regional model. Because the Anchor­

age economy is the most mature in the state, similar constraints, adjusted 

for Anchorage's share of these sectors in the state economy, were imposed 

:Ln Anchorage. However, growth in the rest of Southcentral Alaska's non­

basic employment was left unconstrained, since it is likely that the 

infilling and mat~r{ng which may occur i~ this economy should be well 

represented by the regional equations e~timated for the historical 

period. 

Population was more difficult to estimate in the regional model 

than in the state model. This is because there is no good estimate or 

understanding of the process of intrastate migration in Alaska. The 

procedure which was followed was to break the total population into its 

non-Native civilian, Native civilian, and military components. Begin­

ning with the starting date, civilian non-Native population not employed 

on large construction projects was estimated using a weighted average 

population-to-employment ratio that had as arguments the previous year's 
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regional estimate of the ratio of this component of population-to-

employment (exclud:ing exogenous. construction employment), an~ _t:_h~ ______________ _ 

equivalent statewide ratio. The method implicitly distributes inter-

state migration to Alaska across the state by allowing both the existing 

population/employment ratio and changes in the state ratio resulting 

from migration to determine the new population in each region. Native 

population was assumed to grow at its historic average--about 2 percent 

per year. Finally, military and exogenous construction employment were 

added to produce an estimate of total population. 

Strengths and Limitations. 

The models described above have several strengths and limitations 

which must be kept in mind when examining the output results. Among the 

principal strengths are that these models capture the essence of the 

Alaska growth process--i.e., that export-base industries and government 

create jobs in the local economy both directly through hiring, and in­

directly through construction, purchases, and the personal incomes of 

workers and profits of Alaska~owned firms. These incomes in turn form 

the base of a local economy, the demand for whose goods and services 

i:ncreas~s w;i..th increased incomes, which creates demand for still more 

·jobs in support industries. Finally, since Alaska is a relatively small 

labor market with a mobile labor force, the models primarily relate 

Alaskan real wages to U.S. real wages while permitting labor produc­

tivity, local demand for labor, and consumer prices to influence salaries. 

Compared to an economic base model, the econometric specification of 

this type is preferred because ittcaptures the dynamics of relative 

growth of industries. The economic base model is best at projecting the 

effects of marginal changes in existing industries and imposes the con­

straint that changes in support sector employment be proportional to 

changes in the basic sector employment, thus missing the feedback effect 

of growth in the support sector and the cha?ging responsiveness over 

time among the support sector industries. Compared to static input­

output models, the econometric approach enjoys the advantage that it 
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implicitly captures the evolutionary changes which occur over time in 

the input-output coefficients as the vector of f.J.nal demands increases. 

While the input-output approach more precisely defines the interindustry 

flows of purchases of goods and services, it is a true representation of 

the economy only in the period in which the matrix was estimated. To 

the extent that the matrix coefficients'are· changing over time, a dynamic 

approach which permits change in the purchases and sales of one sector to 

another per dollar of final output·has an advantage over.the static approach. 

A truly dynamic I-0 framework might do this if it could be built, but it 

would be unnecessarily expensive in an economy like Alaska's, with its 

few important interindustry purchases and rapidly changing structure. 

The econometric approach captures the historic evolutionary changes in 

industry importance anq projects this evolution into the future. 

As a practical matter, there are some limitations to the approach 

and actual models us~d. In the first place, no model captures very well 

revolutionary changes in industry structure which violate the initial 

assumptions upon which the model is built, unless the structural change 

can be foreseen and incorporated by some alteration imposed by the 

modeler. The development of major export-base manufacturing outside of 

lumbering, pulp and paper, and fish processing, together with secondary 

support services and goods-producing industries, is an example of such 

a change which would violate the assumptions that most service industry 

growth in Alaska can be attributed to (or explained by) local income. 

Nonevolutionary changes in the fundamental character of industries (e.g. 

sudden dominant development of different types of firms paying much 

higher or lower wages than traditional firms in a given sector) could 

also cause trouble. Accordingly, one must recognize th.at it was impos­

sible to take into account all the possible changes in the Alaskan 

economy which could result from, for example, development of whole new 

industries such as large-scale trawl fisheries within fishing. Pur­

chase of nontraditional services by ·a projected new industry in Alaska 

could bias the total employment projections produced by the model, but 
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combined with new industry employment structure and worker earnings, the 

overall effect is unclear. If inoustry reguirements were ~ell~worked 

out, this might be one case in which dynamic 1-0 analysis would give 

some better answers than econometric models. Secondly, the further. one 

extends the underlying model structure into the future, and the more 

precise one must be about the location of economic activity, the less 

likely one can expect to be "right." Consequently, results for 1985 

are more likely to be correct than results for 1995, other things equal, 

while·projections for the region are more likely to be correct than. 

those for any subregion. This latter assertion is particularly true 

since the geographical allocation of basic economic activity and its 

timing are currently very uncertain and decisions of the economic task 

force to allocate this activity for projection purposes had to be' arbi­

trary, at lea~t to some extent. Thus, while one mi~ht be fairly certain 

of the level of employment in oil and gas, one cannot be as certain of 

~he location of work, of the workers' salaries, or work rules related to 

time off, all of which would play a crucial role in their choice of 

Fesi4ence and the geographic distribution of support services. 

It.must be noted that due to time constraints on this project, 

the state and regional models used were not estimated ove~ the same 

time period. The state model had been updated using data from the 

historical period 1961 to 1976 at the time this project began. However, 

the historical period for tpe regional model was 1965 to 1973, updates 

not having been done for the period since 1973. The regional model was 

altered sofitewhat to account for this fact by changing the intercept 

coefficients of key output equations with shift coefficients so that 

these equations passed through the last real data point. This procedure 

is equivalent to assuming for the regional economies that the 1965-1973 

:J_ncome elasticity of demand for the output of the support sectors is 

unchanged and that the. unusual alterations in output level caused by 

the 197.4-76 pipeline boom were a once-only phenomenon now built into 

the economy, probably not an unreasonable position to take. Since 
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insufficient post-pipeline data is available to say whether or in what 

~---~-~~manner~he-un-d"er:i:y±ng-llln-d-ef -re'iat~±onsh±-p·s~may~have.~-change·d~dur:i:rrg ·-:t~74~·--·C"-· ~~~~~ 

1976, and since only a few variables from the statewide were used to 

calibrate the regional runs, we are unable to say exactly what effect 

a complete update might have had on the model results. 

Finally, it should be noted that both the regional high and low 

projections presented for 1975 to 2000 in the following chapter are 

contingent projections. That is, they correctly project the path of 

the economy on the conditions that: 1) the model structure estimated 

for the historical period, together with incorporated changes designed 

to reflect anticipated structural changes in the economy and imposed 

consistency conditions, adequately reflects the path of future struc­

tural change in the economy; and 2) that the exogenously imposed assump­

tions reflecting conditions not determined within the Alaskan economy 

are all correct as to level, timing, and geographic .distribution~ The 

unlikelihood of the latter feature ever being whol~y true is why this 

report emphasizes that the projections are primarily illustrative of 

general levels of development, given the assumptions. We turn now to 

those assumptions. 



0 

57 

Assumptions Used to Produce Economic 
and Population Projections, 1975-2000 

The use of the ecQnometric model requires a set of assumptions 

related to the level and timing of development in the Alaskan economy 

and the Southcentral regional economy. The assumptions primarily consist 

of time series on employment and output in certain of the export-base 

industries and in government. The critical assumptions are organized 

into two scenarios which consist of all low-range assumptions taken 

together and, alternatively, all high-ra~ge assumptions taken together. 

The scenarios were intended to show a "reasonable" high and "reasonable" 

low development series of projects which together would offer about the 

broadest range of employment and population outcomes which could be 

foreseen. This does not mean that the task force predicts that all or 

any of the projects assumed will occur; on the contrary, there is a 

highly variable degree of uncertainty with respect to the level and 

timing of all developments in the scenarios. However, some projects 

were subjectively rated more likely than others, some unlikely, and some 

very unlikely. Task force consensus assigned most: of the more likely 

projects to the low development scenario, some of the less likely to the 

high development scenario, and the remainder were assumed not to occur 

within the time horizon of the study. 

The resulting low and high scenarios should not be considered syno­

nyms for the terms "minimum" and "maximum" development, nor for the terms 

"environmental quality" and "net economic development." The task force 

did not feel competent to say what the theoretical minimum or maximum 

possible level of economic development in Southcentral Alaska might be, 

since this could be influenced by government policy at federal, state, 

and local levels and by market developments beyond the power of anyone 

to predict at this time; nor would that exercise have been of much use 

to planners. The terms "environmental quality" and "net economic 

development" refer to planning objectives in level B studies for which 

resource management strategies are devised. While such strategies, if 
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actually implemented, might result in outcomes which look very much 

like the high and low scenarios, the economic task force could not take 

the unformulated strategies into account; nor were they asked. 

The assumptions are organized by industry and discussed in the 

text. The actual.numbers for employment appear in Appendix B. 

Agriculture 

Agriculture is currently a marginal industry in Alaska, employing 

about a thousand people statewide (depending upon the definition of 

part-time, family help, and proprietors). In Southcentral Alaska, 

about 115 man-years per year are expended in agriculture. Under a 

set of very favorable public policy decisions and favorable markets, 

considerable further development might occur. Primary requirements 

include: public priority given to agricultural production in Alaska 

at the same level as petroleum, minerals, and marine products; active 

pursuit of statutes and programs to reserve and preserve agricultural 

lands; and public aid to innovative settlement and development techniques. 

In this case, the agricultural experts on the task fore~ could foresee 

possible commercial agricultural employment of around 800 man-years in 

Southcentral Alaska per year, and about 4,600 statewide by the year 2000, 
' rising to 6,900 by 2025. This reflects the current emphasis on develop-

ment of the Tanana Valley, rather than Southcentral area. Total state­

wide sales of agricultural products in the high case rise to about 

$400 million (1975 dollars) per year in the year 2000, and to about 

$500 million in 2025. Value of output in constant 1972 dollars rises 

to $78 million by 2000, about $12.9 million from Southcentral. By the 

end of the study period in the high case, about 1.06 million acres would 

be cultivated for crops, and 5.2 million acres of range land utilized. 

(Currently, about 20,000 acres are used for crops and grass in the 

state, about 12-13 thousand in Southcentral.) 
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In the low case, public priority is given to "national" an:d."public" 

int~~est. :in a~st]:letic, recreational, subsistence, and wilderness values, ___ -------

tending to reduce the amount of land available for crops and reducing 

the access and usability of land for agriculture. In addition, P';lblic 

agricultural agencies and institutions which support agriculture are 

allowed to atrophy. In this case, with market conditions continuing to 

be unfavorable to Alaskan agriculture, the Southcentral industry output 

and commercial agricultural employment drops to zero,, as the land· is 

subdivided for homesites and recreational use. Value of commercial 

output drops to zero by 1991, with only "amenity" (part-time, partly. 

subsistence) output remaining. 

Forestry 

Aggregated in state statistics under Agriculture-Forestry-Fisheries, 

this is a tiny component of the forest products industry which employs 

about 22 people statewide in tree farms, nurseries, timber cruisi~g, re­

forestation, and pest control; and it is more fittingly placed with agri­

culture than with the rest of the forest products industry. Employment 

in logging, for example, occurs in Lumber and Wood Products Manufacturing. 

In the high case, the forestry sector grows in proportion to growth in 

the rest of the forest products group, lumber and wood products. In the 

low case, it stays at current levels. 

Fisheries 

The fisheries sector primarily consists of persons actually engaged 

in fishing. It is difficult to count fishermen since this is an indus­

try in which proprietors do much of the work, often with unpaid family 

help, because the work is seasonal in nature, and because many out-of­

state persons take part. This causes the state's employment statistics, 

based on employment covered by unemployment insurance, to be misleading. -

Likewise, multiple licenses and unfished licenses make fisherman licen­

ses a misleading indicator. Area-of-catch statistics collected on fish 

landed in Alaska, together with independent data on crew size, by gear 
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type, give a pretty good picture of total persons actually engaged in 

fishing. For Southc:entral Alaska (hut inclucling the AlPutian c:h<=tin), 

annual average employment on this basis is about two thousand persons, 

while it was 4,359 statewide in 1975. In the high case, it is assumed 

that in existing fisheries, expansion of fishing productivity would be 

offset by limited entry and labor--saving improvements in the fleet, 

leaving constant employment at existing levels. However, given very 

favorable conditions, major development of the American trawl fishery 

off Alaska's coast could result in 100 percent replacement of the for­

eign fishing effort inside the 200-mile limit·by the year 2000, employ­

ing about 17.5 thousand persons in fishing statewide and 8.7 thousand 

(or 50 percent) in Southcentral. This was considered to be a very 

speculative development; consequent~y, no bottomfishing development 

was added in the low case, and existing fisheries just maintained 

current employment. 

Output level of existing fisheries in the high case expands consider­

ably, since the state is assumed to undertake an aggressive hatchery and 

pabitat improvement program, together with the 200-mile economic zone. 

The combined effect is assumed to be a quadrupling of salmon catch, 

while shellfish remain at about existing levels. The expansion of the 

trawl fishery was assumed to result in a Southcentral catch of 1.85 bil;... 

lion pounds per year, worth $361 million ex-vessel in the high case. 

In the low case, all fisheries maintain their approximate 1975 levels. 

Mining, Including Oil and Gas 

The mining sector is dominated by employment and output in oil and 

gas, with lesser amounts in coal, sand and gravel, and a few persons 

engaged in precious metal exploration and extraction. For the state 

as a whole, oil and gas developments are expected to dwarf all other 

considerations in this industry. Within Southcentral Alaska, an im­

portant local issue is the-development of the Beluga coal field. 
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The developments in mining in the high case are assumed to be as 

follows: There is a small find of hyd:rocarbon~ in the Northern Gulf 

of Alaska, but no important production. If the mean expected reserves 

are found, peak production would be about 932 thousand barrels of oil 

per day in 1985, and peak gas production of 0.5 billion cubic feet per 

day in 1987. The Sadlerochit; Kuparuk River, and L~sburne,formations 

at Prudhoe Bay all combine in the high .case for a 1.785 mill1on barrels/ 

day flow of oil in 1985. In addition, the joint state/federal lease 

sale is assumed to contain oil and gas resources equivalent to total ., 

reserves of 1.9 billion barrels. The Lower Cook Inlet produces substan­

tial oil and gas--about 930 thousand barrels per day of oil at peak 

production. There are also two lease sales--in the Northern Gulf of 

Alaska (Sale 55) and Western Gulf/Kodiak Area (Sale 46)--which result in 

moderate-sized oil finds. Peak oil production .in the Northern Gulf. is 

. about .550 million barrels per day in 1986, and .515 miilion barrels per 

day in 1992 in the Western Gulf. Daily gas production peaks at 1.0 be£/ 

day in the Northern Gulf and .26 bcf/c:lay in the Western Gulf. Coal pro-

duction in the high case would begin in 1983, with full-scale mining of 

730,000 tons of coal per year by 1984 to feed a mine-mouth power plant, 

twice that amount by 1986 to feed a second plant, and development of 

exports amounting to six million tons/year by,l990. In the high ·case, 

employment peaks at slightly over nine thousand in 1984, subsequently 

declining to 8·,200 in 1995, while output rises to $4~8 billion (constant 

1972 dollars), tailing off to $3.9 billion. 

Low case development basically consists of development at or around 

Prudhoe Bay. There is exploration in all the areas noted in the previous 

case, but exploration turns up far fewer prospects worth developing. 

While the Kuparuk and Lisburne are developed in this case and there is 

a joint offshore sale, the Beaufort sale turns up only 0.8 billion 

barrels of reserves instead of 1.9 billion. The Lower Cook turns up 

only a small find, while the Northern Gulf and Western Gulf are dry 
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and result in "exploration only" employment. Beluga coal is not 

developed in the low case. As a result of all this, statewide peak 

employment in mining rises to about seven thousand in 1984, dropping 

to less than 4,800 by the end of the century. 

Within the region, exploration plus development of oil and gas 

employ almost 4,800 persons by 1984 in the high case, declining there­

after. Beluga coal adds about 220 workers by 1990, the first year of 

coal export. In the low case, the peak employment is only 2,700 persons 

i~ 1984, the peak year, and declines sharply thereafter. 

Food Manufacturing 

The food manufacturing industry in Alaska is dominated by seafood 

processing, a s.ituation which is not expected to change in the near 

future~ In the high case, the projected fourfold increase'in the out­

put of the salmon fisheries implies about a doubling in employment 

required to process the salmon. SJnce it was assumed that shellfish 

are at or near maximum sustained yield, the overall processing plant 

employment for existing fisheries is projected to increase about 

25 percent. Also in the high case, by the year 2000 the 100 percent 

replacement of foreign bottomfish effort off Alaska results in a catch 
. ' ' 

of 3.7 million metric tons per year,.requiring estimated total process-

ing employment of about 12,000 full-time bottomfish and s~ort-term (five­

month) seasonal employment of 21,211--for an annual.average of 21,000 by 

2000. However, we assumed that only about one-third of total catch .. 

would be processed in Alaska shore-based facilities, resulting in total 

Southcentral Alaska shore-based employment of 3,759 and affecting the 

local economy. The remainder of the 21,000 work on processing vessels 

nearshore and offshore, but their incomes probably would affect the Anchor­

age economy and the statewide economy to some degree. Output for this 

industry was estimated by taking the expected ex-vessel value and using 

the historic ratio of ex-vessel to wholesale value, and the ratio of 
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value-added to wholesale value. In the high cases,_the value of catch 

in existing fisheries was assumed to rise at the same rate as .totaL 

catch, yielding $220 million in value added in 2000, while catch in the 

emergent trawl fishery was assumed to rise to $722 million (3.7 million 

metric tons), yielding about $253 million of value added in processing 

(all value added in constant 1972 dollars). In the low case, a growth 

rate of one percent per year was projected for total output·, yielding 

$123.3 million per year value-added by 2000. 

Lumper and Wood Products Manufacturing 

The two critical assumptions for this industry are the annual cut 

of timber in the state, determined mostly by Forest Servlce allowable 
,, 

cut and Japanese market conditions, and.whether any dimension sawmills 

are built in Alaska. In the high case, the annual cut by the year 2000 

was assumed to be 1,260 million board feet (probably partly 1from Native 

lands), compared with 660 million in 1970·~ ··· In the low case, the increase 

is to only 960 million. No new mills are built in either c;ase. While 
! . . 

pot exactly proportional, the increase in employment is s:i:milar: in the 

~igh .·case, statewide employment rises to 3,834 from 2.,176. in 1975; in the 

low case, the rise is from 2,176 to 3,280. The output of this industry 

was estimated by calculating the 1975 rat_io ,_of output per employee. 

This was assumed to escalate at its 1965-1975 rate of growth in the high 

~as~ (about 1.66 per~ent), but stayed at 1975 levels in the low case. 

~ai'!-ce a:J..most all the prime timber likely to be exploited by an 
.. . ' . 

expand:f_n~ industry is located outside the Southcentral region; we 

assumed that in Other Southcentral, the employment of firms in this 

sector would escalate by about 1 percent per year in the low case, by 

2.3 percent per year in the high case, which is about the same or less 

~han the statewide rates. Employment was assumed constant in Anchorage • 
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Pulp and Paper Manufacturing 

The growth in th~s sector is determined by most of the same factors 

as lumber and wood products. In neither case is there a pulp mill built 

·in Southcentral Alaska, so there is no employment or output in this sec­

tor within the region. In the state, the increase in total cut results 

in average employment increases of about 1.6 percent per year in the low 

case, 1.8 percent per year in the high, resulting in totals of 1,777 and 

1,886, respectively. In the low case, productivity per worker remains 

at its 1975 value; in the high case, it increases at 2.76 percent annually, 

its 1965-1975 rate, resulting in 1972-dollar value added of $133.5 million 

and $141.7 million, respectively, in the year 2000. 

Other Manufacturing 

This sector is an odd mixture of a wide variety of cottage industries, 

printing and publishing, and consumer goods manufacture, together with a 

few major petrochemical plants and refineries. The major possible sources 

of new employment in this sector were assumed to be the Alpetco royalty 

oil refinery-petrochemical complex, Alaska Pacific LNG plant, and whatever 

other LNG or gas treatment facilities might be associated with gas out­

put from Lower Cook Inlet and the Gulf of Alaska. In the high case, the 

total operating employment of these facilities was about two thousand 

persons (mostly working for Alpetco). In the low case, the only source 

was Pacific LNG, employing about 60 persons.. Statewide output in this 

sector was more of a problem since it was unclear how much the output to 

be added by any of the LNG plants might be. It was decided ·to subsume 

LNG value-added under mining, and in the high case, value-added in other 

manufacturing was estimated as the existing level of output, plus total 

revenues of Alpetco, minus cost of feedstocks, from the Alpetco pro forma 

financial projections of March 10, 1978. All the growth was centered in 

Other Southcentral. In the low case, the existing level of output was 

used. 
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Construction 

For modeling purposes, it was only necessary to estimate __ 't~~-~1:-- _______ _ 
employment working on major projects exogenous to the economy, since the 

rest of construction is projected with the support sector and output in 

endogenous construction is determined in the models. In the high case, 

the significant projects within the region were assumed to be oil treatment 

and shipment facilities in the Gulf of Alaska and Kodiak Subregions and 

the Kenai-Cook Inlet Census Division, small LNG facilities associated 

with the Northern Gulf and Lower Cook Inlet development, a Beluga coal 

transshipment facility, Pacific LNG and Alpet·co plants, and a new state 

capital in Willow. .Outside the region, there is augmentation of TAPS 

pipeline capacity, the Northwest Alaska gas pipeline is constructed, and 

field development facilities are projected for the Beaufort Sea and the 

Kuparuk and Lisburne formations. Statewide, total exogenous construction 

employment peaks at a total of about 14 thousand in 1981, declining 

rapidly thereafter. In the region, thepeak employment is a bit less 

than seven thousand in 1981. 

The level of construction employment was considerably less in the 

low case, both because of fewer developments in oil and gas, and because 

several projects needing state support do not occur, e.g. Alpetco and 

the state capital move. In this case, the Northwest Alaska pipeline is 

constructed, but the oil finds at Prudhoe Bay offshore areas are rela­

tively small, as are those in Lower Cook Inlet. The Kuparuk and Lus-. 

burne formations are developed, and the Pacific LNG plant is built. 

However, there is no new substantial augmentation to fish processing in 

the form of new plants to process bottomfish. In the low case, state­

wide peak employment in exogenous construction is about 9,500, while in 

the region it is about 1,800. 

-. ~. 

'~~$;~,· 
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Federal Government 

Federal government employment has been growing very little over 

the last ten years, with civilian increases about offset by decreases 

in military employment. The rate of civilian increase has been about 

0.5 percent per year, and in the low case, lacking the boost of any 

massive developments requiring federal support, and lacking a new state . 

capital, the likely rate of increase in.feqeral civilian employment is 

assumed to remain at 0.5 percent. This means employment increases from 

18 thousand to 21 thousand statewide, and from 10,900 to 12,250 in the 

region by 2000. In the high case, general development results in a 

doubling of the average rate of increase to about 1 percent per year in 

federal government in most of the state, and 1.2 percent per year in 

Southcentral to reflect the state capital move. This increases state­

wide federal civilian employment from 18,000 to 22,000, and regional 

employment from 10,900 to 14,500. Federal military employment is as­

sumed to remain constant at 1975 levels in both the state and region. 

State Government 

State government employment assumptions went through several revi­

sions because of concern about state budgets. Historically, the rate of 

growth in this sector averaged 8.5 percent per year, a rate which most 

task force members believed was unlikely to continue. On the other 

hand, in the.high case, bottomfish development, major oil development, 

and the moving of the state capital to Willow were likely to result in 

fairly substantial increases in state employment. In the high case, it 

was assumed that 2,750 positions were transferred from Juneau to Willow. 

Total state government employment would increase from 14,700 to about 

39,000 in the year 2000, declining from around 7.6 percent of civilian 

wage and salary employment to about 7.2 percent. In the region, state 

employment bulks fairly large because of the state capital move, with 

the total from Anchorage and Other Southcentral combined moving from 

5,400 to 14,900, or from 5.2 percent to 13.1 percent of total employment. 
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In the low case, it was assumed that government growth is restricted 

by lower development needs, by funding constraints or public ()pi-q:i,op., qn_d 

by the fact that the state capital does not move. Before 1985, state 

government employment growth is held to about 2 percent per year, with 

zero growth thereafter. As a result, state employment goes from 14-,700 

in 1975 to 19,159 in 2000, about 6.4 percent of civilian employment_in the 

latter year. In the region, total state employment rises from 5,400 to 

7,140 in 1985-2000, about 6.1 percent of civilian employment in 1975 and 

3.1 percent in the year 2000 • 

. Local Government 

Local government was assumed to be influenced in the future by many 

of the same factors influencing the rate of growth in state employment. 

The historic rate from 1965 to 1975 was 10.5 percent (10.1 percent in 

Southcentral), partly a result of development of school systems and 

the transfer of state-operated rural schools in the Unorganized Borough 

to local control. Due to increasing numbers of functions being performed 

at the local level and rural, development in the high case, statewide 

growth was expected to be faster than in Southcentral, where local gov­

ernments are already well organized. Due to the moving of the state 

capital and due to local government response to fishing and oil, local 

government employment was projected to sustain about a 4 percent per 

year growth rate outside the region and about 3.4 percent within the 

Southcentral region. This meant a statewide increase in local employ-

ment from 14,200 in 1975 to 34,900 in 2000. In the.low case, since the 

state capital does not move and state-local transfers are expected to 

be sharply curtailed after 1985, the assumed rates of growth are about 

2 percent until 1985 and about 1 percent thereafter. Total employment 

in local government goes from 14,200 in 1975 to 20,100 in 2000. Within 

the region, local government in the high case grows from about 8,100 to 

about 18,600. In the low case, regional local government employment 

grows from 8,100 to 11,300. 
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Miscellaneous Assumptions 

In t:be :mc:>c:le~l_ •. Al~skan wage _rat~s _a_re de_termined. in .. most. ind_u_s~t_r_i~s"---"-. ~~~~--­

as a function of Alaskan prices and U.S. average weekly wages in the 

privat~ economy, deflated by the U.S. Consumer Price Index for Urban 

Clerical Workers. (Both the latter series are published by the Bureau 

of Labor Statistics.) Alaskan prices are in turn determined as a func-

tion of U.S. prices and local demand conditions, reflected by changes in 

employment. Finally, migration to Alaska is calculated as a function of 

the change in employment opportunities and relative per capita income in 

Alaska, compared to the rest of the country. In order to project a "highn 

and "low" scenario, the economics task force reexamined the assumptions 

usually used to run the model for impact-assessment purposes in Alaska 

and concluded that "high" or "low" growth could occur because of movements 

of the economy outside the state as well as inside the state. In parti­

cular, the rates of growth of U.S. disposable personal income per capita 

(2.0 percent)· and wages (1.2 percent) appeared a bit optimistic for the 

low case. Therefore, in the low case, "pessimistic" forecasts by Data 

Resources, Inc. were used: 1.0 percent per annum average increase in 

real wages and 1.77 percent average increase in real disposable personal 

income per capita. These two changes had little influence on the out­

come of the projections. 

Government expenditures other than wages and salaries directly in­

fluence output in the construction sector. To avoid hav~ng to mak~ a 

series of complex assumptions of doubtful validity concerning government ,. 
capital spending programs, the task force assumed other government 

spending increased proportionately to government employment. 

Finally, the task force recognized that some of the service, public 

utilities, and transportation employment in the Sotithcentral area would 

not be local-serving employment at all. Particularly, employment in 

these sectors for Alyeska Pipeline Service Company and Beluga coal extrac­

tion would be essentially exogenous to the local economy. Consequently, 

an exogenous component was added for employment in these three sectors 

to adjust for the employment by Alyeska and by Beluga. 
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Methodology Used to Disaggregate Regional 
Control Totals for the 3 Subregions 

The econometric models used by the task force give projections 

of employment and population at the regional level, the two "regions" 

projected by the model being Anchorage and the remainder of Southcentral 

Alaska. It was therefore necessary to devise a method consistent with 

the known facts about the Southcentral economy which would permit dis­

aggregation of the regional results into subregional totals. The method 

used was a multistep process employing a simple series 9f desk calculator 

manipulations of the output data. The method required ·three types of · 

major assumptions: 

1. 

2. 

The location of ''basic" industry activity within the 
respective subregions iri. "Other" Southcentral. (Anchorage 
is projected as a separate region by the model.) 

The ratio of "nonbasic" to "basic" employment· in at 
least two of the subregions over time (the third sub­
region could take all residual nonbasic employment). 

3. The manner in which population change could be expected 
to follow employment changes. 

The decisions concerning the location of most basic industry employment 

were relatively straightforward, since most activity was associated with 

a small series of specific developments, such as the Pacific LNG plant 

and support bases for Western Gulf of Alaska oil exploration, whose likely 

location could be pretty well established. The exceptions were agricul­

ture, whose activity was allocated to the Matanuska-Susitna and Kenai­

Cook Inlet Census Divisions on the strength of their superior transpor­

tation links; fishing, which was allocated in accordance with historical 

shares of activity; and government, where separate estimates had to be 

made for each census division by the task force's government employment 

expert. A separate ratio of nonbasic to basic employment was estimated 

for the Gulf of Alaska and Kodiak-Shelikof subregions, with the remain­

der of nonbasic employment allocated to Other Cook Inlet (Cook Inlet 
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subregion, excluding Anchorage). This was done since it was assumed 

-~-~~-~----~---mo.s,t~of~Gl1e~suppo-rct~-se&too,r~~Fow"Eh~woH1d~ae"EU-al+y~occu-r~in~ether-eook~--~~---c-­

Inlet, and because the historical period showed that the expected 

basic employment increases in the other two subregions was to occur 

in-industries which have not typically resulted in large support sector 

increases. Nevertheless, the assumptions were different in the high 

and low cases, to reflect different ideas about the rate of maturation 

of rapidly growing, subregional economies. Finally, population was 

allocated by first projecting changes in total employment in eacg sub-

region, estimating each subregion's share of the total, and then allocat-

ing the corresponding regional change in civilian non-Native population 

pot employed in exogenous construction by these shares. Exogenous 

construction employment was allocated by assuming the construction 

workers lived at or near the construction site; Native population was 

allocated by the percentages of Natives living in villages in each of 

the ·subregions within Other· Southcentral in 1974. Military population 

~as allocateq using the state's estimate of military population by 

.census division for 1975. 

Jligh Case 

Specifically, the following was done in the high case. Basic 

employment (mi~ing, exogenous construction, manufacturing, government 

excluding federal military, agriculture-forestry-fisheries, plus approxi­

mately 500 service; and transportation sector jobs at Valdez related to 

the pipeline terminal) was allocated by giving the Other Cook Inlet all 

its existing employment, plus all Beluga coal; Lower Cook Inlet oil ex.:.. 

.ploration and development; one-fourth of Northern Gulf of Alaska mining, 

construction, and other manufacturing; Pacific LNG, new capital city 

employment; about 32 percent of fishing and fish processing; and all 

agriculture. Gulf of Alaska got its existing employment, plus three­

fourths of Northern Gulf of Alaska activity, all Alyeska pipeline activity 

(including 500 support sector jobs allocated to basic employment), its 

~xisting proportion (about 3.4 percent) of fishing and fish processing, 
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plus all Alpetco employment. Kodiak-Shelikof got all its existing ac-

tivity, all activity related to Western Gulf of Alaska oil, and abo~; ______ _ 

65 percent of fisheries-related activity. 

Nonbasic employment was projected specifically for the Gulf of Alaska 

and Kodiak-Shelikof subregions. For the Gulf, the ratios of nonbasic 

employment to basic employment for Valdez-Chitian-Whittier Census Division 

for 1973 and 1975 were estimated, 1973 shmo1ing pre-boom conditions and 

1975 showing boom conditions. If the Alpetco petrochemical plant is 

built, and fish processing expands, this area can be_expected to develop 

a +arger support sector. The Kenai Peninsula, during the years 1965 to 

1975, was used as a model, and the ratio of nonbasic-to-pasic employment 

was assumed to approach current levels .in the Kenai-Cook.Inlet census 

division. Kodiak was expected to be a somewhat more stable and growing 

economy than the Gulf of Alaska area as a consequence of major fisheries 

qevelopments in the high case. It was therefore assumed that the ratio .. . 

pf nonbasic~to-basic employment would approach the current regional 

~verage toward the end of the century. The date picked was ten years 

after startup of oil production from the Western Gulf of Alaska--1996. 
~ .. 

The r.ernaintng nonbasic employment was al:j.ocated to Other Cook Inlet. 
~ . ~ . : ~ . 

Population was allocated by beginning with the state's estimate 

of 1975 population by census division and then allocating the regional 

. population changes as outlined above in the general descripticm of the 

1llethodology; .·An exception had to be made for the Gulf of Alaska in 1980. 

In the low case, about 2,124 net jobs were estimated to have been lost 

from the Gulf's economy between 1975 and 1980 as a result of pipeline 

completion. Total 1975-1980 growth of regional population in the low 

case was 1,331 persons, who were allocated to the three subregions 

according to share of employment gro:wth. This meant that since the Gulf 

showed a decline amounting to -57.3 percent of total employment change, 

it got -57.3 percent ot total civilian non-Native, nonexogenous construc­

tion population change. In 1990-1995, th~ winding down of Northern Gulf 
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of Alaska oil activity resulted in the net loss of about eight hundred 

jobs. However, population loss was estimated at over two ~housand, 

which seemed to imply too many dependents of oil workers. An adjustment 

was made instead by making the 1975 Valdez population/ employment ratio 

of 1.3 the population "multiplier," which was thought to produce popu­

lation losses more in keeping with the type of jobs and population in 

the subregion. 

Low Case. 

The same basic procedure was followed in the low case as in the 

high case, except that the amount of basic employment to be allocated 

was less and there were different assumptions to be made concerning the 

nonbasic/basic employment ratio for Gulf of Alaska and Kodiak-Shelikof. 

In the low case, the nonbasic/basic ratio for Gulf of Alaska in 1975 

(slightly lower than the average of 1973 and 1975 ratios for the Valdez­

Chitina-Whittier Census Division) was used throughout the forecast 

period to reflect no "filling in" or maturing of the subregional economy. 

In the Kodiak subregion, no impetus was expected to.come from additionpl 

fisheries development. Consequently, no change in the nonbasic/basic 

ratio was projected for Kodiak-Shelikof. The remainder of regional 

nonbasic employment (except 500 Alyeska terminal jobs in Valdez desig­

nated "basic") was allocated to Other Cook Inlet. With respect to the 

allocation of population change, the declines in employment in Gulf of 

Alaska and Kodiak-Shelikof between 1985 and 1990 as a result of failed 

oil exploration programs in the Gulf of Alaska were larger than the net 

regional employment growth. This produced implausibly large declines 

in population. Therefore, an adjustment was made that used the 1975 

population/employment ratios for these two areas as "multipliers" to 

estimate population decline. The Other Cook Inlet area was then ad­

justed to the control total of regional population change. 
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Assumptions Used to Estimate 
Employment and Population, 2000-2025 

The task force was charged with estimating total employment and 

population after the year 2000, but the econometric models' results 

were doubtful that far in the future. The task force instead developed 

some educated guesses concerning the Alaskan economy in the post-2000 

period, and these were used to extrapolate the year 2000 results to 2025. 

Basically, the same methodology was used as above. The basic sector 

employment was projected by individual industry, a relationship between 

nonbasic and basic employment was assumed, and then a relationship be­

tween p0pulation and employment assumed and projected. This was done 

regionally both for Anchorage and Other Southcentral, and the results 

allocated proportionately within Other Southcentral using year 2000 

proportions for employment and population. · 

Basic employment was projected as follows. Since there were no 

significant additional prospects for oil development in Southcentral 

Alaska after 2000, this sector was assumed to stabilize at its year 2000 

level, replacing old fields with some additional development. This was 

true in both cases. Exogenous construction tends to follow oil develop­

ment, so it, too, was left at its year 2000 level. Federal civilian 

employment continued to grow to serve the expanding post-2000 population: 

by 1.2 percent per year in ·the high case and 0.5-0.6 percent in the low 

case. State and local government continued to grow at the rates pro­

jected for their respective cases from 1975 to 2000, with fairly rapid 

expansion in the high case, and virtually no expansion in the low case. 

Agriculture continued· to expand after 2000 in the high case, with some 

significant opening up of lands other than in Other Cook Inlet. There 

was no post-2000 development in the low case. Since manufacturing of 

fish products, lumber, wood, and pulp was assumed to fully utilize the 

available resources (as in the high~case), or its growth was restricted 
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by external institutional market factors (as in the low case), the level 

.~----~-~~-~~~of_ em-g1Q..)T.I!le.n.t~in~the_s_e~i_n_d_us_tx_i_es~w.a_s~held~cons.tant.._at~the~Jtear~2noo~-~~-~-~­

level. Fishing itself was assumed to replace ten percent of the foreign 

bo·ttomfishing effort after 2000 by the year 2025 in the low case, but 

there was assumed to be no change in the traditional fisheries beyond 

their year 2000 level. In Other Manufacturing, the year 2000 employment_ 

level was sustained, except that nonpetrochemical "other" manufacturing 

was projected to.double after the year 2000 to serve local markets in 

the high case. The extrapolations were done separately for Anclwrage 

and Other Southcentral, added together into basic sector employment, and 

disaggregat_ed within Other Southcentral based on the year: 2000 proportions 

of basic employment. 

In projecting the nonbasic/basic ratio, somewhat different procedures 

were used for Anchorage and the rest of the region. In Other Southcentral, 

the year 2000 regional ratiC? of nonbasic-to-basic employment was multiplied 

times regional basic employment each year out to 2025 and disaggregated, 

using year 2000 proportions, which permitted proportional growth in the 

nonbas,ic sector in each subregion after the. year 2000. In the high case, 

the nonbasic/basic ratio was assumed to converge to the existing 1975 

U.S. ratio by 2025, but it was found to be already there by 2000. In 

Anchorage, it was recognized that much of the "support sector" employ­

ment. in fact serves statewide needs in transportation, financiai services, 

etc. Therefore, an estimate was made of local-serving nonbasic employ­

ment by multiplying the statewide nonbasic/basic ratio times local basic 

sector employment. The remainder was designated "statewide-serving" non­

basic employment,.which was assumed to grow at the same rate as basic 

employment because Anchorage statewide services in both the basic sector 

and this part of the nonbasic sector can be assumed to grow in response 

to similar statewide demands for central offices and general support 

services. With the Anchorage economy relatively mature by that time, it 

is more difficult to argue that statewide-serving nonbasic firms would 

continue to grow faster than their counterparts in the basic industries 

after 2000 than before 2000. 
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Finally, civilian non-Native population not emp.loyed in exogenous 

construction was estimated using year 2000 population/employment ratios 

at the regional iev.el and allocated to subregions using year 2000 pro­

portions. Any assumption other than proportional population growth 

among subregions after 2000 was judged too difficult to defend, since 

so little is known about the character of Alaska's economy at that 

point. To this was added exogenous construction employment (no growth):t 

Native population (2 percent growth per year), and military (no growth). 
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CHAPTER 3 

PR,.OJ,:ECTION RESULTS FOR SOIJTHC.F.NTRAT. Al.ASKA, 1975-2025 

Growth to 2000 

The economy of Southcentral Alaska grows quite rapidly under both 

the high and low sets of assumptions until the year 2000, arid somewhat 

less rapidly thereafter. In the high case, gross real output of the 

Southcentral economy more than quadruples before the end of the century, 

and it more than doubles in the lpw case. Correspondingly, employment 

:i.n the high case grows to about 3.7 times its 1975 level by the year 

2000, and more than doubles in the low case. Population ~rows to almost 

700 thousand people (three times the 1975 level) by the year 2000 in the 

high case and to 445 thousand (or about double the 1975 level) in the low 

case. The rate of growth is lower in the first twenty-five years of the 

next century in these scenarios: year 2025 population, for example, is 

!'only" 40 percent larger than its year 2000 level in the high case, and 

17 percent higher than its year 2000 level in the low case. This chapter 

presents several of the relevant measures of economic activity on a 

~egional basis. to.· the year 2000; it also includes detailed estimates of 

employment and.population, disaggregated to the subregional level and 

projected to the year 2025. 

The first section of this chapter discusses the Southcentral Alaska 

~conomy as asingle unit to the year 2000. The second section discusses 

~rowth in the individual sectors, focusing on employment; and the third 

~ection compares and contrasts economic and population growth in each of 

rhe three subregions identified in the first chapter: Cook Inlet, Gulf 

of Alaska, and Kodiak-Shelikof. Because Anchorage is atypical and so 

important to both the regional economy anq the Cook Inlet subregion, 

Anchorage results are reported separately. The final·section discusses 

the projection results for the period 2000 to 2025. 
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Output 

Table 16 reports total output in 1972 dollars for the high and low 

cases for Anchorage, Other Southcentral, andthe region. The pattern 

of industrial output in the region is strongly influenced by construc­

tion and oil production projects in the 1980s in both cases. Real out­

put shows a huge bulge in the Other Southcentral subregion related to 

building of the Pacific LNG plant and oil.exploration in both cases, the 

additional impact of state capital construction, Alpetco construction, 

and the beginnings of oil production in Lower Cook ·Inlet and fisheries 

development between 1980 and 1985~ That this boom is primarily oil and 

exploration-related is shown by the rather sharp tailing off of output 

after 1985 (and particularly after 1990) in both cases. Fisheries 

development, government growth, and ongoing oil production keep output 

in the high case at relatively high levels in the 1990s, but. they cannot 

match the exploration and development impact of the oil ind~stry. For 

example, the nonoil and construction output of the Other Southcentral 

economy actually increases rela-tively little between 1975 and 1980 (from 

$230.7 million to $349.4 million in 1972 dollars). In contrast, the 

output of Anchorage's economy grows fairly vigorously in both cases, 

with the higher level in the later years of the century beit!g su~tained· 

by overall state growth. Anchorage output is· apparently below thp.t of 

Other Southcentral in the years up through 1985 in the low case and 1990 

in the high case. In terms of economic activity, this is misleading, 
i 

however, since oil industry output.acc~unts for well over 75: percent of 

the Other Southcentral total during the period. By 2000 in the high 

case, the Anchorage economy dominates the region with 65 percent of out­

put, ev~n when th~ oil industry is counted. When the oil industry is 

subtracted, then Anchorage accounts for 74 percent of the total. In the 

low case, the correspo~ding figures. are 69 percent and 88 percent, show-: 

ing that the Anchorage economy is relatively less dependent on development 

within the region. 



Table 16 

Growth of Constant Dollar (Real) Output: 
Anchorage, Other Southcentral, and Southcentral Alaska, 1975-2000 

(Millions of 1972 Dollars) 

High Development: Low Development:. 

Other .. Other 
Year Anchorage Southcentral Southcentral Anchorage Southcentral Southcentral 

1975 . ·$1,281.6 $556.7 $1,838.3 $1,281.6 . $556.7 $1,838.3 

80 1,743.7 2,953.8 4,697.5 1,722.4 2,664.8 4,387.2 
-..! 
00 

85 2,261.6 6,444.7· 8,706.3 1,892.4 2, 711.2 4,603.6 

90 3,017.9 5,179.8 8,197.7 2,173.3 1,416.7 3,590.0 

95 3,907.2 2,567.7 6,474.9 2,674.2 1,456.7 4~130.9 

2000 5,455.4 2,894.0 8,349.4 3,341.5 1,504.0 4,845.5 

,.~ .. 
~-{~~: 
f.iq~,' 
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Employment 

Next, consider the employment opportunities offered by the devel­

opments projected in the two cases. These are shown in Table 17. 

Southcentral civilian employment is projected to rise substantially in 

both cases, relative to its 1975 level. The oil industry is a high­

output, low-employment industry, which is revealed by the fact that the 

total output bulge created by oil development is much larger in·per­

centage terms than that in employment associated with exploration and . 

development of Southcentral oil fields in both cases.between 1980 and 

1990. Of more importance to the emp~oyment totals in Other Southcentral 

is the construction of several large projects in the 1980s (compare the 

jump :tn employment between 1980 and 1985 in Other Southcentral in the 

high case with the almost flat employment pattern in the low case), and 

government growth and fisheries development which occur between 1985 and 

2000 in the high case, but not in the low case. Anchorage again shows 

quite steady and sustained growth in both cases but much greater employ­

~ent in the higp case because of overall state growth, growth in govern­

¢~nt: employment in Anchorage, and continued construction andexpansion 

of the support sector. 

lncome 

In addition to the employment impacts, an important impact on indi-. . . . 

·. :-, 

· viduals is the. effect of growth on inc~me.' Table 18, shows rea.l per capita 

income gains averaging Cl.bout 1.1 perce;nt. per year in the high case, and 
' ' . . . . . . 

0.8 percent in the low case. In the high case,, this is a rate of increase 

about like that: in the United States in the last ten years; in the low 

case, it is more like the rate of increase during a recession. While 

tpe model projection is silent on the question of distribution of income, 

Table 18 dljlta do give some idea of the aggregate prosperity of the resi-
. ' 

pents of Southcentral Alaska. One thing to consider while examining 

fhese figures is that they are not residence-adjusted income figures; 

fherefore, they may be too high in Other Southcentral, for example, if 

people live in Anchorage or out-of-state and commut.e to jobs in the 



Table 17 

Civilian Employment in Anchorage, 
Other Southcentral, and Southcentral Alaska, 1975-2000 . 

(Number of Persons) 

High Development: Low Development: 

Other Other 
SoubhcentraL Year Anchorage Southcentral Southcentral Anchorage Southcentral 

19751 
69,645 19,753 89,398 69,645 19,753 89,398 

I 

80 84,600 28,569 113,169 84,486 23,459 107 945 
!' , (X) 

0 

85 109,494 47,668 157,132 93,689 24,346 1~8,035 
i 
I 

90 143,659 59,036 202,695 109,014 24,558 1:33,572 
I• 

I• 

95 176,946. 71,097 248,043 133,702 26,875 160,577 
I' 
,, 

2000 232,846 98,682 3.31,528 168,493 29,731 198 224 
II ' 

1corresponding nonagricultural wage and salary employment for 1975 appears in Table A.2. 
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Table 18 

Real Wage and Salary and Proprietor Income Earned 
Plus Transfers, and Per Capita Income: 

Anchorage, Other Southcentral, and Southcentral Alaska, 1975-2000 

(1967 Dollars) 

HIGH CASE: 

Total Income (106$): 

Other 
Anchorage Southcentral Southcentral 

$ 962.4 $ 299.3 $1~261.7 
1,095.3 391.1 1,486.4 
1,453.4 704.4 2,157.8 

1,957.2 871.5 2,828.7 
2,517.6 1,061.5 3,579.1 
3,458.1 - 1,563.2 5 ,021. 3 

LOW CASE: 

Total Income (106$): 

Other 
Anchorage Southcentra1 Southcentra1 

$ 962.4 $ 299.3 $1,261.7 
1,112.5 315.3 1,427.4 
1,265.0 334.7 1,599.7 

1,473.6 349.5 1,823.1 
1,923.2 410.0 2,333.2 
2,481.6 482.7 2,964.3 

Anchorage 

$5,413 
5,317 
5,695 

6,039 
6,424 
6,908 

Anchorage 

$5,413 
5,427 
5,580 

5,644 
6,210 
6., 614 .... 

Per Capita Income: 

Per 

Other 
Southcentral 

$5,789 
6,566 
7,450 

7,303 
7,297 
7,847 

Capita Income: 

Other 
Southcentra1 

$5,789 
6,112 
6,077 

6,064 
6,467 
6,908 

0 

Southcentra1 

$5,498 
5,598 
6,169 

6,380 
6,660 
7,175 

Southcentral 

$5,498 
5,563 
5,679 

5,720 
6,254 
6,660 

( .. u 
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Other Southcentral census divisions. The table indicates in general 

that real per capita income grows throughout t·he p,eriod, except for' a 

small drop in Anchorage between 1975 and 1980 caused by faster price 

inflation and faster initial population growth in the high case, and 

reductions in Other Southcentral in the 1980s caused by the winding down 

of development related to the oil industry. 

Population 

Population growth is one important response to the growth of the 

Southcentral economy in both the high and low cases. The amount and 

rate of population growth. in Anchorage and the rest of Southcentral is 

shown in Table 19. The most obvious general observation one can make 

about population growth in the two cases is that the causes of growth in 

Anchorage and Other Southcentral differ. Other Southcentral is expected 

to be influenced strongly by local development; while Anchorage, which 

depends on statewide growth, is affected less by the choice of scenario. 

The spread between the cases is also large, ranging from 94 percent 

growth in the low case over the next 25 years, which is 2.7 percent per 

year or about 48 percent of the 1965 to 1975 rate, to 205 percent growth 

in the high case over 25 years, which is 4.6 percent per year or 82 per­

cent of the 1965 to 1975 rate. In neither case is Southcentral Alaska 

projected to grow as fast as in the ten years preceding the forecast 

period. The high growth case is roughly equivalent to the rate of 

growth experienced between 1965 and 1973, prior to the pipeline boom, 

while the low growth case is less than the rate of growth during the 

years between the earthquake and the North Slope' lease sale. 

Distribution of Growth Among Ind~stries 

Table 20 shows the projected growth of the Southcentral economy 

in the high and low cases, divided into four groups of industries: 

"nonrenewable resource" basic industries (defined here as mining, ex­

ogenous construction, exogenous transport, public utilities, services, 
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Table 19 

Population Growth: Southcentral Region, 1975-2000 

(Thousands of Persons) 

High Development: Low Development: 

· Other Other 
Year Anchorage Southcentral Southcentral Anchorage Southcentral Southcentral 

1975 177.8 51.7 229.5 177.8 51.7 229.5 

80 206.0 59.5 265.5 205.0 51.6 256.6 

85 255.2 94.6 349.8 226.7 55.0 281.7 

90 324.1 119.3 443.4 261.1 57.6 318.7 : CX> 
IW 
! 

95 391.9 145.5 537.4 3p9.7 63.4 373.1 

2000 500.6 199.2 699.8 375.2 69.9 445.1 

Average 
Annual Rate 
of Growth 
1975-2000 4.2% 5.5% 4.6% 3.0% 1.2% 2.7% 
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Table 20 

Projected Civilian Employment Growth by Industry Group, 
Southcentral Alaska, 1975-2000 

(Thousands of Persons) 

HIGH CASE: 

Nonrenewable Renewable Support 
Resources Resources Government Sector 

6.117 4.997 24.348 53.936 

8.297 5.699 26.955 72.218 

12.188 7.324 31.830 105.790 

9.648 10.635 37.220 14~.192 

6.260 13.565 42.420 185.798 

6.260 17.763 48.070 259.435 

LOW CASE: 

Nonrenewable Renewable Support 
Resources Resources Government Sector 

6.117 4.997 24.348 53.936 

6.473 4.889 26.615 69~968 

4.305 4.868 28.075 80.787 

4.246 4.836 28.921 95.569 

4.246 4.852 29.794 121.685 

4.246 4.852 30.692 158.434 

Total 

89.398 

113.169 

157.132 

202.695 

248.043 

331.528 

Total 

89.398 

107.945 

118.035 

133.572 

160.577 

198.224 
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,. -~~~;t~ ."\· 
and "other" manufacturing), "renewable resource" basic industries 

(agriculture-forestry-fisheries, food manufacturing, lumber and wo·od 

products, and pulp and. paper), government, and the support sector. 

.. ~-~··*~· ~·· 

The table demonstrates that most of the growth in the high case occurs 

in the support.sector, the largest of the four groups. Government 

grows steadily throughout the period, just about doubling during the 

25 years. Nonrenewable resources enjoys a boom which peaks in the 

middle 1980s, then tails off until the end of the period when it is 

abouJ: its 19?5 level. Renewable resources (especially fishing) take 
' over in the midqle and late 1980s and sustain the growth in the export-

base ~ndustries (nonrenewable and renewable combined), which in turn 

impacts the support sector. 

While the support sector still accounts for the bulk of the growth 

:j..n the low case, this case shows a much smaller· long-te~m expansion of 

nonrenewable resource industries and a decline relative to 1975 by the 

end of the period. Renewable resource industries decline slightly due 

to.the disappearance of commercial agriculture in this case, and while 
~":~ . . 

~overnmeht.expands by. about 15 per~ent in the first 10 years, little 

further expansion,takes place. The support sector expansion is prob-
1 _-;-,·:- • 

. ably due to sev~ra:t causes, iri~lud:i,.ng: :the,: short-:- term expansion of the 
-;< 

economy betwe~:n 1980 and i985 and the twenty-plus percent rise in real 

per capif:a in~omes; maturing of th~AJ,.ask~n economy; anq economic expan­

sion elsewhere' in Alaska. The difference-in support sector employment. 

=!-n Anchorage by the year 2000 is 41 percent between the two cases; it is 

247 percent in the rest of the region, because there is relatively little 

support sector gevelopment in the low case (9,700 new jobs), while sup­

port sector development in the higp case is spectacular (52,400 new 

job13). 
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Subregional Economic and Population 
Growth, 1975 to 2000 

The 1975 to 2000 distribution of employment and population growth 

in the Southcentral Alaska's subregions can be summarized as follows: 

In the high case, the fastest growing subregion is Other Cook Inlet 

followed by Kodiak-Shelikof, Anchorage, and Gulf of Alaska, in that 

order. Although there is considerable year-to-year variation in the 

rate of growth, only the Gulf of Alaska shows a negative growth rate 

or even one which could be described as slow during any decade before 

the end of the century. This is largely because several important 

development projects are projected for the region in the high case. In 

the low case, the comparative lack of major developments means thal uuly 

Anchorage, which depends upon developments outside the region as well as 

inside it, can post substantial and consistent rates of gain.in employ­

ment and population. It is trailed by Other Cook Inlet, Kodiak-Shelikof, 

and Gulf of Alaska, which in the low case actually records a loss in 

population relative to the boom year 1975. Table 21 summarizes growth 

rates in population and civilian employment at the subregional level 

between.1975 and 2000 in the high and low cases, respectively. The 

results for the years 2000 to 2025 are discussed in the next section, 

where the projected totals are presented. 

High Case 

As can be seen in Table 21, high case population growth rates are 

quite variableover time, depending upon what specific deve:I,opments are 

occurring. Other Cook Inlet shows the fastest overall growth rate, 

largely as a result of the assumption that support sector employment 

would be relatively slowly developed in Gulf of Alaska and Kodiak, com­

bined with the fact that rising incomes and basic sector employment in 

the region outside of Anchorage were projected to generate some 50 thou­

sand support sector jobs over the 25-year period. Given the assumed 

-location of much of the basic sector development, the task force analysis 

concluded that most of the support sector development would probably occur 
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Table 21 

Average Annual Growth in Population 
and Civilian Employment, 
by Subregion, 1975-2000 

HIGH DEVELOPMENT: 

Other 
Anchorage Cook Inlet Gulf of Alaska 

Population: 

1975-80 3.0% 4.7% - l.p% 
1980-90 4.6% 7.3% 4.9% 
1990-2000 4.4% 6.3% 1.2% 

1975-2000 4.2% 6.4% 2.1% 

Civilian Employment: 

1975-80 4.0% 12.8% 0.6% 
1980-90 5.4% 8.2% 5.2% 
1990-2000 5.0% 6.7% 0.7% 

1975-2000 5.0% 8.5% 2.5% 

LOW DEVELOPMENT: 

Population: 

1975-80 2.9% 1.8% - 6.0% 
1980-90 2.4% 1.1% - 0.2% 
"1990-2000 . 3. 7% 2.6% 0.6%· 

1975-2000 3.0% 1.8% - 1.1% 

Civilian Employment: 

1975-80 3.9% 10.2% - 8.4% 
1980-90 2.6% 0.9% - 1.2% 
1990-2000 4.4% 2.7% 0.1% 

1975-2000 3.6% 3.4% - 2.2% 

~ ' \ 

Kodiak-
Shelikof Total 

2.0% 3.0% 
8.9% 5.3% 
4.1% 4.7% 

5.6%" 4.6% 

4.0% 4.8% 
7.9% 6.0% 
3.8% 5.0% 

5.5% 5.4% 

0.0% 2.3% 
2.4% 2.2% 
0.6% 3.4% 

1.2% 2.7% 

0.2% 3.8% 
0.2% 2.2% 
0.2% 4.0% 

0.2% 3.2% 
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on the Kenai Peninsula and in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. The Gulf 

of Alaska figures represent a sharp decline and recovery of the sub­

regional economy from Northern Gulf development between 1975 and 1980--

a recovery which shows up more strongly ~n the 1980 to 1990 figures. 

Since there is little additional post~l990 basic sector a~Llvlty in this 

region, relatively little additional population growth is expected during 

the nineties, most of it a result of support sector growth. Kodiak...;. 

Shelikof figures in the high case show expansion related '-to fisheries 

which is strong after 1980, and which coincides with Western Gulf of 

Alaska development. The expansion is more concentrated in fisheries in 

the 1990s, with lower probable per capita income gains. This will tend 

to reduce the rate of migration somewhat during the late 1990s, reducing 

the overall growth rate below that in the 1980s. 

Low Case 

In the low case, all areas show considerably lower population growth 

during most of the 'subperiods. Anchorage is the least affected by assump­

tions concerning Southcentral regional development, but even in Anchorage, 

low case population and employment growth rates b~fore 1990 are consider­

ably less than those in the high case. Other Cook Inlet is the most 

profoundly affected subregion. ~ecause much of the basic employment 

growth due to development is assumed to occur in this subregion, the 

failure of development to take .place in the low case reduces the average 

rate of population growth from a rapid 6.4 percent to a relatively modest 

1.8 percent over the period. The figures for the Gulf of Alaska are a 

bit misleading, since the Gulf enjoys some construction boom periods 

between the years used here as signposts; however, the ov·erall long-term 

employment picture under the assumptions of the low case is one of lower 

long-term employment than the 1975 boom year, with approximately steady 

population between 1980 and 2000. (The percentage changes represent 

small changes of 200 to 300 people.) Kodiak-Shelikof enjoys much slower 

growth in the low case than in the high. The principal causal factors 

of the difference are the lack of bottomfish development in the low case 
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(reflected as little employment growth in the 1980s) and the failure of 

Western Gulf of Alaska oil exploration, which eliminates oil development 

(indicated by the flat 1980 to 1990 employment growth). Finally, all 

areas are impacted by the slower growth of government in the low case. 

Post-2000 Results 

As outlined irt the previous chapter, the economics task force departed 

from formal modeling methodology for the period 2000 to 2025. The reasons 

for this were many, but the principal one is that the structure of the 

post-2000 economy is likely to be different from today's in ways that 

could not be estimated well enough to justify a formal modeling method­

ology with its inherent difficulty and expense. Therefore, the task 

force decided to make some relatively cruder forecasts concerning the 

path of development of the basic sector after 2000. The main features 

of the method used were the simplest possible link betwee-q basic employ­

ment and nonbasic employment, and estimates of population using simple 

population-to-employment ratios likely to be characteristic of the latter . 

part of this century. It was hoped that the resultant projections would 

be robust enough to withstand a wide margin of error in assumptions con­

cerning individual sectors. The results are shown in Tables 22 and 23~ . 

along with those for the pre-2000 period. 

Post-2000 development is distributed proportionately across the non­

Anchorage subregions by assumption, because the post-2000 results for these 

specific areas are not a result of analysis of the individual economies 

as are the pre..:2000 results. Consequently, all three non-Anchorageareas 

show the same rate of population growth, about 1.9-2.0 percent, in the 

high case; while Anchorage, clearly the most mature economy, shows about 

1.1-1.2 percent. Timing of development is obviously import~nt. If the 

schedules for development in the high case were stretched out, the total 

population of each area might well be lower by 2025, but the rate of 
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Table 22 . 

Southcentral Water Study 
High Case Projections (HIGHSC3) 

(Thousands) 

Anchorage 

Resident Population: 

177.8 
206.0 
255.2 
324.1 
391.9 

500.6 
525.5 
557.5 
589 • .3 
625.1 
659.5 

Other­
Cook Inlet 

31.2 
39.0 
61.1 
79.2 

103.1 

145.6 
162.1 
179.6 
199.5 
218.2 
236.1 

Basic Sector Civilian Employment 
Employment in Parentheses): 

Gulf of 
Alaska 

11.7 
10.8 
15.8 
17.4 
16.5 

19.7 
21.9 
24.2 
26.9 
29.4 
31.9 

(1975 1\Tage and 

Non-Ag. Wage & Salary 
1975 (23. 239) (4.460) (3.779) 

Civilian 
1975 23.239 .4. 901 4.134 

80 25.179 7.875 4.097 
85 26.569 12.781 5.732 
90 28.834 14.917 5.991 
95 30.999 17.491 5.381 

2000 33.364 21.987 6.084 
05 35.577 24.502 6.780 
10 38.862 27.171 7.518 
15 41.928 30.199 8.356 
20 45.482 33.022 9.137 

2025 48.581 35.706 9.880 

Kodiak­
Shelikof 

8.8 
9.7 

17.6 
22.7 
25.8 

34.0 
37.9 
41.9 
46.6 
51.0 
55.1 

Salary 

(2.376) 

3.188 
3.800 
6.261 
7.761 
8.373 

10.659 
11.878 
13.172 
14.640 
16.009 
17.310 

Total 

229.5 
265.5 
349.8 
443.4 
537.4 

699.8 
747.3 
803.2 

. 862.3 
923.7 
982.6 

(33.854) 

35.462 
40.951 
51.343 
57.503 
62.244 

72.094 
78.737 
86.723 
95.124 

103.650 
111.477 
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) 
High Case Projections (continued) 

) Other Gulf of Kodiak-
Anchorage Cook Inlet Alaska Shelikof Total 

Non-Basic Sector Civilian Employment: 

' 1975 46.406 4.28S 1.819 1.426 53.936 
80 59.421 8.920 2.048 1.828 72.218 
8S 82.925 iS.901 3. 726 . 3.237 lOS. 789-
90 114.826 21.858 4.194 4.31S 14S.l93 
9S 14S.947 30.809 4.036 5.007 18S.799 

) 
2000 199.482 48.221 4.867 6.864 259.434 

OS 209·.356 ,53.739 5~424 7.649 276.168 
10 221.726 59.S92 6.01S 8.483 295.816 
15 234.1SS 66.234 6.68S 9.428 316.502 
20 248.049 72.42S 7.310 10.309 338.'093 

) 2025 261.648 78.310 7.904 11.147 359.008 

Total Civilian Employment (Excludes Self-Employed~ except . 
Fishing and Agriculture, and Military): 

) 
Non-Ag. Wage & Salary Employment: 
197S (69.64S) (8.745) (5. S98) (3.802) (87.790) 

Total Civilian Employment: 
1975 69.64S 9.186 S.9S3 4.614 89.398 

~ 
_) 80 84.600 16.795 6.146 S.628 113.169 

85 109.494 28.682 9.458 9.498 157.132 
90 143.6S9 36. 77S 10.18S 12.076 202.695 
9S 176.946 48.300 9.417 13.'380 248.043 

2000 232.846 70.208 10.9S1 17.S23 331.528 
.) OS 244.933 78.241 12.204 19.528 3S4.905 

10 260.588 86.763 13.533 21.6S5 382.538 
15 276.083 96.433 15.041 24.068 411.626 
20 293.531 105.447 16.447 26.318 441.743 

202S 310.229 114.016 17.784 28.457 470.485 
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Table 23 

Southcentral Water Study 
Low Case Projections (LOWSC6) 

(Thousands) 

Other 
Cook Inlet 

Gulf of 
Alaska· 

Resident Population: 

177.8 31.2 11.7 
205.0 34.2 8.6 
226.7 34.2 8.8 
261.1 38.1 8.4 
309.7 '•3. 3 8.6 

375.2 49.2 8.9 
383.7 53.1 9.6 
392.4 57.3 10.4 
401.3 61.5. 11.1 

. 410.5 65.9 11.9 
420.7 70.4 12.7 

Kodiak­
Shelikof 

8.8 
8.8 

12.0 
11.1 
11.5 

11.8 
12.7 
13.8 
14.8 
15.8 
16.9 

Basic Sector Civilian Employment (1975 Wage and Salary 
Employment in Parentheses): 

Non-Ag. Wage & Salary 
1975 (23.239) (4.460) (3. 779) (2.376) 

Civilian 
1975 23.239 4.901 4.134 ·3.188 

80 24.964 7.133 2.659 3.221 
85 25.238 6.640 2.679 3.791 
90 25.900 6.456 2.361 3.286 
95 26.631 6.573 2.377 3.-310 

2000 27.331 6.747 2.393 3.337 
05 28.101 7.256 2.573 3.589 
10 28.893 7.812 2. 771 3.864 
15 29.708 8.345 2.960 4.127 
20 30.546 8.884 3.151 4 .• 394 

2025 31.459 9.426 3.343 4.662 

.. 
Total 

229.5 
256.6 
281.7 
318.7 
373.1 

445.1 
459.1 
473.9 
488.7 
504.1 
520.7 

(33.854) 

35.462 
37.977 
38.348 
38.003 
38.891 

39.808 
41.519 
43.340 
45.140 
46.975 
48.890 
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Low Case Projections (continued) 

Other Gulf of Kodiak-

.') Anchorage Cook Inlet Alaska Shelikof Total 

Non-Basic Sector Civilian Employment: 

1975 46.406 4.285 1.819 1.426 53.936 

J 80 59.522 7.836 1.170 1.440 69.968 
85 68.451 8.362 1.179 1. 695 79.687 
90 83.114 9.947 . 1. 039 1.469 95.569 
95 . 107.071 12.089 1.046 1.480 121.686 

2000 141.162 14.709 1. 053 1.492 158.416 
0 OS 144.131 15.820 1.133 1.605 . 162.689 

10 147.131 17.033 1.219 1.728 167.111 
15 150.164 18.194 1.302 1.846 171.506 
20 153.229 19.369 1.387 1.965 115.950 

2025 156.669 20.551 1.471 2.085 180.776 

C) 

Total Civilian Employment (Excludes Self-Employed, except 
Fishing and Agriculture, and Military): 

Non-Ag. Wage & Salary Employment: 
<) 1975 (69.645) (8.745) (5.598) (3 .802) (87. 790) 

Total Civilian Employment: 
1975 69.645 9.186 5.953 4.614 89.398 

80 84.486 14.969 3.829 4.661 107.945 
85 93.689 15.002. 3.858 5.486 118.035 

~) 90 109.014 16.403 3.400 4.755 133.572 
95 133.702 18.662 3.423 4.790 160.·577 

2000 168.493 21.456 3.446 4.829 198'. 224 
OS 172.232 23.076 3.706 5.194 204.208 
10 176.024 24.845 3.990 5.592 210.451 

:_J 15 179.872 26.539 4.262 5.913 216.646 
20 183.775 28.253 4.538 6.359 .222. 925 

2025 188.128 29. 977 4.814 6.747 229.666 
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growth between 2000 and 2025 would be somewhat greater. Likewise, there 

is no guarantee that growth would necessarily be proportional among sub­

regions after 2000, but one could argue that general regional growth may 

reduce the transportation and market size barriers which currently inhibit 

development in the Gulf and Kodiak areas. The regional post-2000 rate 

of growth is projected at about one-thi~d of the pre-2000 rate. 

In the low case, the three non-Anchorage populations grow at 1.4 per­

cent in the post-2000 period, while Anchorage grows at about 0.5 percent. 

The chief causes of growth in this case are limited bottomfish development 

(which takes place much earlier in the high case) and government (espe­

cially local). Very little development was forecast for this case, so 

it is conceivable that additional development in forestry, loc.al-~t!.lvlug 

manufacturing, fishing, or development of oil fields not currently pro­

jected for lease sal~s could significantly change the results of the low 

case by 2025. the rate of growth for the whole region after 2000 is 

forecast to be about 0.6 percent, about 20-25 percent of the pre-2000 

rate. 

.··:' 
Summary 

The Southc~ntral economy and popu1atioll,. ~how s?bstantial future 

gro#th regardless of whether high p_r low development ass-tuhptions are 

used. H.owever, the difference between the high and low cases is sub­

stantial, and growth might well have very different impacts on South­

c.~ntral water resources in the two cases·. 

The high c~se represents about the highest economic and population 

growth that couf-d reasonably be expected to occur in Southcentral Alaska 

pefore the year 2025, given what is currently known about the prospects 

fOr the development of the region's resource base. In this case, the real 

output of the economy grows to 4.6 times its 1975 boom-year level by the 



) 

) 

) 

) 

J 

) 

) 

) 

95 

end of the century, accompanied by a 270 p~rcent increase in employment, 

and a_tripling of population. The fastest growth takes place in the 

Cook Inlet subregion on the strength of several major projects in oil 

and gas, fisheries development, movement of the state capital, and 

broadening of the support se'ctor. Because fishin~ grows so m11r.h in 

this case and because of its initial small size, Kodiak follows in per-· 

centage employment and population ~ains, followed by Anchorage, largely 

influenced by statewide growth, and finally by the Gulf of Alaska, with 

the Alpetco project its main source of growth. After the turn of the 

cen~ury, the rate of growth falls to about one-third its 1975 to 2000 

rate, largely because the economy is maturing and because no major 

projects are forecast for after the year 2000. 

The low case represents about the lowest plausible growth rate for 

Southcentral Alaska, although some major projects included in this case 

such as the Northwest-Alaska gas pipeline may not in-fact be built. 

Nevertheless, the task force felt that even if some of the developments 

identifieq explicitly in the assumptions did not occur, the assumptions 

were inimical enough to development that some other unforeseen project 

was reasonably likely to take its place. In this case, the real output 

of the Southcentral economy increases to about 2.6 times its 1975 level 

by the end of the century, while civilian employment more than doubles, 

and population nearly doubles. In, the low case, the major center of 

growth is Anchorage, which grows larg~ly because of statewide develop­

ments in oil and gas, not because of regional development (which is 

111inimal). After the turn of the century, the growth rate falls in this 

case to about one-fourth its pre-2006 rate, again largely because no 

major·development projects can be currently foreseen for the early 

twenty-first century. 

There is obviously plenty of room to pick between these two alter­

natives. Consequently, a third intermediate scenario was constructed 

and evaluated to give water resources planners a better idea of the 
" 
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sensitivity of the population and employment estimates produced in the 

main report. This does not mean that planners should automatically 

take ·the middle case as the "most likely" and plan only for that case 

while ignoring the range of possible outcomes presented in this report. 

On the contrary, successful water resource plannine for Southcentral 

Alaska will have to be a dynamic process, incorporating not only contin­

gency plans or planning processes for the entire range of possibilities 

presented here, but also being updated periodically as better information 

becomes available. 
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METHODOLOGY AND DATA USED IN INTERMEDIATE CASE 

Intermediate Case Assumptions Used to Produce 
Economic and.Population Projections, 1975-2000 

The intermediate case scenario used in this study was constructed 

in a manner similar to the high and low scenarios. That is, the economic 

task force took into account certain of the critical factors likely to 

cause differing rates of economic growth in Southcentral Alaska and made 

assumptions concerning these factors for the time period 1975 to 2000. 

For the most part, the assumptions fell between the high·and low cases, 

and closer to those in the low case. The assumptions in the intermediate 

case produced estimates nearer the low case than the high; thus, this 

third case is not in any sense simply an "average" of the high.and low. 

However, since the task force also did not have a firm idea of the 

relative likel~hood of the three cases, it is somewhat misleading to 

call the intermediate. case assumptions "best guess" or "most likely." 

Quite frequently, the assumptions represented compromises of mutually 

exclusive and firmly held positions of different members of the task 

force. It is only in the sense of consensus, compromise, or collective 

ignorance that the intermediate case is "most likely." 

The inter~ediate case does not constitute a prediction of the future 

path of the Southcentral economy any more than the high and low cases do • 

The intermediate case is a contingent projection, based upon· the assump­

tions which follow. The assumptions are organized by industry and are 

discussed in the text. The actual numbers appear in. an appendix to the 

report. 

Agriculture 

The growth of agriculture in the intermediate case is predicated 

upon a fairly pessimistic evaluation of the chances for a combination of 

favorable public policy decisions.and favorable markets. It is assumed 



AD-2 

that relatively low prioritywill be given to agricultural development 

relative to aesthetic, recreational, subsistence, and wilderness uses of 

Alaska's lands, or that market opportunities for Alaska's agricultural 

products will remain minimal due to such. factors as strong competition 

from imported foodstuffs and high operating costs.· In the intermediate 

case, Southcentral employment in commercial agriculture rises from its 

current level of about 115 man-years to about 200 man-years in the year 

2000. Dollar value of agricultural- sales· in con9tant 1975 dollars ·rises 

to $16.5 million, for an addition to gross state product of $3.2 million 

in 1972 dollars. Statewide,_ the level of employment rises to 1,150 from 

its current level of about 750 by the year 2000, and the 1975 constant 

dollar agricultural sales rise to $100 million. Agriculture's total 

contribution to gross state product in theyear 2000 is estimated at 

19.3 million constant 1972 dollars, about one-fourth the level in the 

high case. In the intermediate case, year 2000 agricultural sales rise 

to about three times their 1975 level. 

Forestry 

Employment and output of this small component of the forest products 

industry is assumed to grow at the same rate as lumber and wood products, 

which constitutes the bulk of the forest products industry. This growth 

is described below. 

Fisheries 

The high case scenario for this industry assumed a very ambitious 

fisheries development program to replenish salmon·stocks and replace for­

eign bottomfish harvesting efforts with U .• S. domestic fishermen. The low 

case assumed no change from current levels. The intermediate case takes 

a moderate position halfway between these two extremes. That is, while 

limited entry in salmon fishing and possibly shellfish limit employment 

growth in existing fisheries, there is assumed to be a 50 percent replace­

ment of the foreign bottomfish effort off Alaska by the year 2000, re-. 

quiring about 8,750 additional persons in fishing. While employment in 

salmon fishing is.assumed to be constant, the real value of output from 
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existing fisheries doubles by the year 2'000 as .. salmon run. enhan'cement 

projects begin to have large impacts. Bottomfish output is estimated at· 

$316 million statewide, $158 million in Southcentral. 

Mining, Including Oil and Gas 

The mining sector intermediate case incorporates assumptions which 

are ~loser to the low case than to the high case. In the intermediate 

case, the Kaparuk River. Sands formation at Prudhoe ~ay are developed, as 

well as 0.8 billion barrels of new petroleum finds offshore of Prudhoe 

Bay. The max:Lmum rate of t;hrougl1put of the TAPS oil pipeline is increased 

to 1.6 million barrels per day. While exploration .takes place in both 

the Northern Gulf of Alaska and the Western Gulf/Kodiak area as a result 

of federal lease sales, there is no oil found~ and· exploration activity 

soon ceases. In contrast, there is a significant find·in Lower Cook 

Inlet amounting to about 2.6 billion barrels, which results in output of 

about 930 thousand barrels per day atpeak pr6duction, same as the high 

case. The Beluga coal fields are developed in the intermediate case; how- _ 

ever, in contrast to the high case, there is no export of coal. ·Instead, 

a single mine-mouth electrical generating plant utilizing 730,000-tons. 

of coal per year is built and operated. In the intermediate case, state­

wide employment in mining rises to a peak of about 7,100 persons in 1984, 

dropping to 5,200 by 2000. Statewide value added .in mining rises·to 

almost $3.0 billion 1972 constant dollars in 1984, trailing off to 

$1.7 billion by the year 2000. 

Within the region, mining exploration and development employ about 

~,800 persons in 1984,.declining thereafter to about 1,35q in the year 

2000. This· includes about ,60 miners at Beluga, with roost of the rest 

:f_n oil and gas. 

food Manufacturing 

As in the high and low case, foo~ manufacturing is dominated by sea­

food processing, whose growth is mainly determined by,the level of output 

+n fishing,' As the industry grows, however, there are opportunities for 
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labor-saving innovations which keep the rate of growth in employment less 

than the rate of growth in output. For instance, in order to handle the 

projected doubling of the output of the salmon fleet, it is expected that 

only a 50 percent increase in fish processing employment would be required. 

Overall, existing fisheries are projected to require a 15 percent in­

crease in processing employment, while the 50 percent replacement of 

foreign bottomfish catching effort would require about 10 thousand 

persons statewide (on- and offshore) by the year 2000, about one-third 

of these onshore, and about one-half of the onshore processing employ-:­

ment in the region. The total value added by food manufacturing rises 

to $268 million.(l972 dollars) by the year 2000, about $124 million of 

that in the region. 

Lumber and Wood Products Manufacturing 

· Since lumber and wood products contain most of what is thought of 

as the "forestry industry," an increase in logg~ng activity would result 

in growth of this sector. In the intermediate case, statewide lumber 

and wood products growth is the same as in the low case; however, addi­

tional information has become available in the last six months on federal 

withdrawals of timber land in the southeast part of Alaska, which indicates 

that a larger part of the timber harvesting effort in the state may take. 

place in the Southcentral region in the future. Employment in the Other 

Southcentral lumber and wood products industry increases from the 1975 

level of 278 t.o 925 by the year 2000, Employment in Anchorage holds 

constant. 

Pulp and Paper Manufacturing 

The growth of this sector is determined by the same factors as 

lumber and wood products, with the exception that all logging activity 

in Southcentral is assumed to be carried out by firms engaged in manu­

facture of lumber and wood products rather than pulp and paper. Total 

manufacture of statewide employment increases to 1,777 persons in the 

year 2000 (none in Southcentral), same as the low case. Value added is 

the same as in the low case statewide; it is zero in Southcerttral. 
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Other Manufacturing 

Growth of the miscellaneous manufacturing sector is directly depen­

dent upon a series of large-scale petrochemical projects whose future can 

only be guessed at this time. In the intermediate case, the projects 

which are included are a large fuels refinery utilizing state royalty 

oil from the Alaska North Slope, an LNG facility of the type proposed 

in the Pacific LNG Alaska-California project, and a smaller L~G facility 

to utilize Lower Cook Inlet gas. The fue],.s refinery is substituted for 

the proposed Alpetco facility shown in the high case because of per­

sistent doubt concerning the economic viability of a grass-roots petro­

chemical plant, combined with ongoing state preferences for in-state 

processing of royalty oil. The fuels refinery is more likely to be 

viable, requires fewer construction personnel, and employs about 400 

persons during its operations phase (in contrast to over 1,800 required 

in the Alpetco basic proposal). Both the Pacific LNG and the other LNG 

plant employ about 60 people during operations. Statewide employment in 

Other Manufacturing rises from 1,941 in 1975 to 2,512 by the year 2000. 

Within the region, Other Manufacturing rises from 348 to 879 in Other 

South~entrat, compared to 408 in the low·case and 2,333 in the high 

case. Anchor age employment remains at 1 , 100: 

Construction 

Major projects constructed statewide during the period 1975 to 2000 ·· 

in the intermediate case include oil treatment and shipment facilities 

for the Lower Cook Inlet oil fields, two LNG plants and a major oil 

refinery, the Beluga coal mine-mou~h power plant, facilities for opera­

~ion of the Kaparuk formation at Prudhoe Bay, development of the Prudhoe 

Bay offshore oil field with pipeline capacity expansion, the Northwest 

~aska ~as pipeline, and a small state capital campus somewhere in 

Southcentral Alaska which conforms to the concept of a limited capital 

mov~. Statewide, ·the level of construction employment on these major 

projects reaches a peak of 11,800 in 1981, declining rapidly thereafter. 

In the Southcentral region, exogenous construction·employment reaches 

2,800 in 1981. , 
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Federal G~~~rnment 

Federal government employment in Alaska has been growing very little 

during the last ten years, the increases in.civilian employment being off­

set by declining military employment. The decline in military employment 

has slowed or halted, however, and civilian employment is expected to con­

tinue to grow slowly. In the intermediate case, federal civilian employ­

ment rises at the same rate as in the low case--about 0.5 percent per 

year. This results in federal civilian employment of about 21 thousand 

statewide, and 12.,250 in the region by the year 2000. Military employ­

ment is assumed constant at 1975 levels. 

State Government 

The rate of growth of state government may be one of the key driving 

forces in the Alaska economy,after construction. A fairly persuasive 

story can be told about nearly any projected rate, but an annual rate of 

two percent was assumed through 1990, and about 1.5 percent thereafter. 

This is similar to the low case, but government growth continues after 

1985. 

In the intermediate case, it was assumed some sort of- limited state 

capital move would take place which would transfer major central govern­

ment functions to a capital.campus somewhere in Southcentral Alaska-­

possibly Willow. The number of positions involved in an immediate move 

of just the legislature, commissioners, and the governor and their 

immediate staffs was calculated at roughly 750 persons. Since some 

growth in these staffs will probably occur by the time the move is 

likely to be conducted, and other government operations may also move, 

the task force assumed a move between 1982 and 1990 involving about 

one thousand employees in two groups of 500. State government employ­

ment reaches 4,100 in Other Southcentral and 6,200 in Anchorage by the 

year 2000, for a total of 10,300. 
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Local Government 

Local government growth is partly conditional upon local sources of 

revenue, but also depends upon revenues available from federal sources 

and the growth of demand for government services. In the intermediate 

case, the projected rate of growth was .fixed at three percent, halfway 

between the rates in the high and low cases.' This results in statewide 

local government employment of about 29,000 in the year 2000, and 

regional employment of 14,900. 

Miscellaneous Assumptions 

The Alaska economy is influenced by growth in U.S. per capita dispos­

able (after tax) income, wages, and prices, since these set bounds on the 

ability of Alaska to encourage or discburage migration and increase the 

real incomes of Alaskans. In the high case, real wages rise at 1.2 per­

cent per annum and real per capita disposable incomes at 2 percent. In 

the low and intermediate cases, U.S. real per capita disposable income 

and wages track the Data Resources, Inc., "pessimistic" long-term fore­

casts of 1.77 percent for real income and 1.0 percent for wages. 

Government spending is again assumed proportional to expenditures 

for government wages and salaries, just as in the high and low cases. 

Finally, the exogenous components of transportation, public utilities, 

and services represented by major basic projects such as the oil pipeline 

was estimated. In the intermediate scenario, Beluga coal development do·es 

not require a large support facility, although 90 persons are employed by 

the coal-fired power plant. Most of the employment added by these large 

projects in transportation, public utilities, and services is attributable 

to the oil pipeline project and its continued operations. Long-term 

employment in the intermediate case is estimated at 250 in transporta­

tion, about 1,000 in services, and 90 in public utilities. 



Intermediate Case Methodology Used to Disaggregate 
Regional Control Totals for the Three Subregions 

The disaggregation methodology used in the intermediate case was 

similar to that used in the high and low case. That is, specific pro­

jections of basic employment were made for the Anchorage, Other Cook 

Inlet, Gulf of Alaska, and Kodiak-Shelikof subregions. The econometric 

model produced an estimate of nonbasic, civilian employment in the 

Anchorage subregion, while the model's estimate of Other Southcentral 

nonbasic employment, computed by the model, ~as allocated to the thre~ 

remaining subregions by projecting specific ratios of nonbasic-to-basic 

'emJ>loyment for Kodiak-Shelikof and Gulf of·Alaska subregions. The 

remainder was allocated to Other.Cook Inlet. The resulting changes in 

total civilian employment were used to estimate changes in population. 

Each subregion's share of the change in total civilian employment in 

each five-year period was used to allocate the corresponding five-year 

regional change computed by the model of the non-Native, civil~an popu­

lation not directly engaged in large construction projects. Finally,· 

exogenous construction employment, military population, and Native 

population estimates were added for each subregion to give total sub­

regional population. 

Specifically, the task force made the following assumptions. Basic 

employment in Other Cook Inlet (Cook Inlet, less Anchorage) included 

existing mining employment, all employment related to Lower Cook Inlet 

oil and gas, one-fourth of Northern Gulf of Alaska oil employment, all 

Beluga coal employment, 36 percent of lumber and wood products· employ­

ment by the year 2000, historic proportions of fishing, food man~facture, 

pulp and paper, employment related to the compact capital move, low 

growth in government employment, Pacific LNG and Lower Cook petrochemi­

cals employment, and all agricultural employment in the region. Gulf of 

Alaska employment included existing mining, three-fourths of all direct 

employment related to Northern Gulf lease sales 39 and 55, direct em­

ployment related to the Alpetco fuels refinery, 40 percent of lumber 
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and wood products employment by the year 2000, historical proportions of 

fishing and food processing employment, low growth in government employ­

ment with an addition of fifty local government workers during Alpetco 

plant construction, and 500 transportation and service workers employed 

in the operation of the oil pipeline. The Kodiak-Shelikof area employ­

ment featured all existing activity, all the oil exploratory activity 

~elated to. federal OCS lease sale 46, 24 percent of lumber and wood 

products employment in the region outside of Anchorage by the year 2000, 

historical proportions of fisheries and food processing manufacturing, 

anq slow government growth. 

\ 

Nonpa~dc employment was specifically projected for the Gulf of Alaska 

~nq Kodiak-Shelikof s~bregions. Tpe major driving factors leading to 

development of a support sector in these two subregions are the same as 

tn the high case, but more modest in impact. Since the Valdez area can 

be expected to develop a support sector comparable to that of the Kenai 

Peninsula as a result of major refining and.oil transshipment operations 

~mployment, in the area, the Gulf subregion ratio of nonbasic/basic employ­

~ent is assumed to change at the same rate as did the·nonbasic/basic ratio 
n • . . 

in the Kenai-Cook Inlet census division between 1960 and 1975, the period 

during which the Kenai oil shipment and manufacturing facilities were con­

structed and began operations. In Kodiak-Shelikof, many of the same 
; 

factors are at wo+k as iri the high case broadening the support sector, 

although basic employment is expected to be less. The same rate of 

change in the nonbasic/ basic ratio was used in the intermediate case as 

in the high case for the Kodiak-Shelikof subregion, giving approximately 

the current Other Southcentral average for this ratio by 1996. The 

remainder of Other Southcentral nonbasic employment was allocated to the 

Other Cook Inlet subregion. 
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Civilian, non-Native, nonconstruction population was allocated within 

Other Southcentral by beginning with the state's estimate of 1975 popula­

tion by census division and then allocating region-wide population changes 

as described in the text above. An exception was made for the Gulf of 

Alaska region between 19?5 and 1980. In the intermediate case, 505 jobs 

were lost from the subregional economy, about -7.9 percent of· the' total 

gain in jobs in the region. This would have translated into a net civilian 

population loss of 269 between 1975 and 1980. This seemed a little high 

when compared to the low case, where .36 people were lost per lost job. 

Consequently, the .36 ratio was imposed~ resulting in a population loss 

of 181 people. The rest of 1975-1980 Other Southcentral population growth 

was allocated proportionately between Kodiak-Shelikof and Other Cook Inlet. 

Assumptions Used to Estimate Employmentand 
Population in the Intermediate Case, 2000-2025 

The same basic methodology was followed in the intermediate case as 

in the high and low cases for the period after the year 2000. Since the 

econometric model was considered unreliable that far in the future, the 

task force made some simple assumptions concerning growth of basic sector 

employment oy industry for Anchorage and the rest of Southcentral. The 

task force then assumed a moving ratio of nonbasic employment to basic 

employment. Finally, population was derived by estimating a population/ 

employment ratio for civilian, non-Native, nonconstruction population 

and then adding Natives, military; and construction employees working on 

large-scale projects to the resultant total. 

The basic sector ass.umptions were as follows: Since, as in the low 

and high cases, the task force could foresee no significant additional 

prospects for the oil and gas industry in Southceli.tral after the year 2000, 

the task force simply assumed that the industry stabilized at its level 

in that year, with new, smaller finds replacing older fields. Since 

.. 
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exogenous construction is dependent upon large-scale projects~ and none . 

of these is foreseen in the intermediate case after the year 2000, exoge­

nous construction emploiroent was specified at its year 2000 level. 

Federal civilian employment continued to increase after the year 2000 

at the same rate as in the low case, and state government employment grew 

at about the rate it grew between 1985 and 2000. The rate of growth of 

local government employment was' assumed to be half the rate of increase 

for this sector in the high case. Agriculture was beset with unfavorable 

conditions for further growth in the intermediate case, so the year 2000 

leve~ of employment was chosen for the period 2000 to 2025. Fisheries 

W'ere being influenced by active replacement of foreign bottomfishing 

effort in the year 2000. This process was assumed to continue with a 

further .ten percent replacement between 2000 and 2025. Food manufactur-

ing employment due to this part of the fishing industry also was assumed 

to increase by ten percent. Lumber and wood products may be using most 

of their available timber lands by 2000. Consequently, employment in 

this sector was assumed to stabilize by the year 2000. In contrast, it 

is likely that the larger population base may begin to give rise to 

import substitution arid some miscellaneous manufacturing other than 

petrochemicals. This portion of Other Manufacturing was projected to 

increase by 50 percent after the turn of the century. Total basic sector 

employment in Anchorage increases 8,400-plus jobs after the turn of the 

century in the intermediate case, about 27.5 percent. In Other South­

central, it grows 7,900 jobs, or about 33.7 percent. This compares with 

increases for Anchorage of 4,100 jobs and Other Southcentral of 5,000 

jobs in the low case and 15,200 and 24,200 jobs, respectively, in the 

high case for the period 2000 to 2025. 

The nonbasic/basic employment ratio was projected separately for 

Anchorage and the rest of Southcentral. In Other Southcentral, the 

nonbasic/basic ratio was assumed to continue to trend in the direction 

of the "current" (1975) United States value of about 1.55, which it 
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reaches in 2025. In the high case, this value for the ratio is reached 

much so.oner--the year 2000--while in the low case, it only reaches about 

1.38 (about twice its current level) in the year 2000, where it remains. 

This puts the intermediate case about halfway between the high and low 

case for support sector growth after the turn of the century. In Anchor­

age, the support sector was divided into "statewide" and "local-serving"_ 

components. The former was assumed to grow at the same rate as the 

Anchorage basic sector, except local government. The local-serving 

component was set equal to the statewide nonbasic/basic ·ratio times the 

basic sector employment in Anchorage. The reason for the division was 

that part of the employment in the Anchorage support sector, especially 

in finance and transportation, provides many of the same headquarters 

functions as thP hAR.if"' sector employment in Anchorage. Consequ~ully, 

one would expect it to grow at about the rate of the basic sector in 

Anchorage, except for local government, which has an obviously local 

function in spite of being basic. 

Civilian, no~-Native population not engaged in major construction 

projects was estimated using year 2000 population to employment ratios, 

allocated proportionately to subregions using year 2000 proportions. 

Any other assumption than proportionality was judged too difficult to 

defend. To this was added construction employment on major projects, 

Native population, and military. 
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INTERMEDIATE CASE PROJECTION RESULTS 
FOR SOUTHCENTRAL ALASKA 1975-2025 

Growth to 2000 

In the intermediate case, the economy of Southcentral Alaska more 

than doubles in size before the year 2000., The rapid rate of growth in 

this case puts total employment at 252.1 thousand by the year 2000, com­

pared with 198.2 thousand in the low case and 331.5 thousand in the high 

case. This is about 25 thousand closer to low case than to the high. 

The principal reason is, of course, that many of the "best guess" or 

"most likely" assumptions were shaded toward the conservative end of the 

range of possibilities outlined in the main body of the report. When it 
: .... 

came to what the task force actually thought was the likeliest outcome of 

a large group of possible scenarios of varying probabilities, the task 

force was inclined to be conservative and to discount heavily the more 

optimistic of their opinions. 

Output 

The Southcentral Alaska economy's gross output increased to 3.4 times 

its 1975 level between 1975 and 2000 in the intermediate case. This was 

about 29 per~ent more than the low case and about 25 percent less than the 

high case. Table. AD.l reports the 1972 constant dollar industrial output 

for Anchorage and the rest of Southcentral. Real output is dominated in 

the 1980s, as it is in the other two cases, by the impact of several major 

construction projects. The importance of oil and gas is shown by the 

relatively low gross output in Other Southcentral in the 1990s. Fisheries · 

development, government growth, and ongoing oil and timber production keep 

output from falling as far as in the low case, but they are unable to match 

the relatively lucrative oil and gas industry. Non-oil and construction 

output of the Other Southcentral economy grows at an average rate of 

4.9 percent during the period 1975 to 2000, reaching $961 million (1972 

dollars) in 2000. Anchorage non-oil output grows at a slower rate of 

3.9 percent per year, reaching $3.7 billion.in the year 2000. 



Year 

1975 

80 

85 

90 

95 

2000 
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Table AD.l 

Growth of Constant Dollar (Real) Output: 
Anchorage, Other Southcentral, and 

Southcentral Alaska, 1975-2000 

(Millions of 1972 Dollars) 

Intermediate Development: 

Other 
Anchorage Southcentral 

$1,281.6 $ 556.7 

1,722.4 2,664.8 

1,979.9 3,062.5 

2,382.4 1,885.4 

3,034.4 2,006.3 

4,052.9 2,219.3 

Southcentral 

$1,838.3 

4,387.2 

5,042.4 

4,267.8 

5,040.7 

6,272.2 
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Employment 

Civilian employment is projected to rise quite rapidly overall, 

though not nearly as fast a:s in the high case. Table AD.2 shows total 

employment for the intermediate case. As c.a.n be seen from the table, 

total employment increases some 182 percent, which is considerably more 

than the 121 percent increase in the low case, but which falls far short 

of the 271 percent increase in the high case. There are several causal 

factors which contribute to the difference.· Since a less elaborate 

Alpetco project was assumed for this case than the high case, and since 

oil exploration in the Western and Northern Gulf of.Alaska proves unsuc­

cessful, the amount of oil-related development is much lower. This tends 

to depress the rate of increase. In addition, the smaller capital move 

and the ~lower rate of increase in fisheries also tend to keep total 

employment inc~eases below those in the high case. On the other hand, 

there is an oil refinery built, the capital does move, and there is some 

replacement of the foreign bottomfish effort; and these combine to make 

the increase about 50 percent larger than in the low case. 

Income 

As in the other two cases, an important impact of economic growth 

on. individuals is the effect on their incomes. Table AD.3 shows how per 

capita income earned in Anchorage and the rest of Southcentral is affected 

by the intermediate case. As in the other cases, the model does not give 

a projection of residence-adjusted income; therefore, the total earned 

income shown in the table may not capture the effects on income of the 

resident population caused by the fact that some workers may be com­

muters or out-of-state workers. The table indicates that real incomes 

plus transfers received increase some 195 percent over the 25-year 

period, which compares to 298 percent in the high case and 135 percent 

in the low case. The increase in real per capita income in the inter­

mediate case averages 0.9 percent per year, close to the low end of the 

range established by the high and low cases (1.1 percent and 0. 8 percent, 



Year 

19-75 

80 

85 

90 

95 

2000 
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Table AD.2 

Civilian Employment in Anchorage, Other Southcentral, 
And Southcentral Alaska, 1975-2000 

(Number of Persons) 

Intermediate Development: 

Other 
Anchorage Southcentral Southcentral 

69,645 19,753 89,398 

86,689 24,819 111,508 

97,516 30,605 "!28,121 

118,535 34,803 153,338· 

148,430 42,025 190,455 

197,178 54,944 252 ~·122 
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80 

85 

90 

95 
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80 
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95 

2000 
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Table AD.3 

Real Wage and Salary and Proprietor Income Earned 
Plus Transfers, and Per Capita Income: 

Anchorage, Other Southcentral, and 
Southcentral Alaska, 1975-2000 

(1967 Dollars) 

Intermediate Development: 

Anchorage 

$ 962.4 

1,112.3 

1,313.8 

1 ,641. 2 

2,116.3 

2,871.1' 

Anchorage 

$5,413 

5,427 

5,664 

5,946 

6,333 

6,755 

TOTAL INCOME (106$) 

Other 
Southcentral 

$ 299.3 

315.3 

430.6 

495.4 

625.6 

851.8 

PER CAPITA INCOME 

Other 
Southcentral 

$5,789 

6,112 

6,614 

. 6,576 

6,914 

7,380 

s'outhcentral 

$1,261.7 

1,427.4 

1,744.4 

2,136.6 

2,741.9 

3,722.9 

Southcentral 

$5,498 

5,563 

5,872. 

6,081 

6,457 

6,888. 
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respectively). In the intermediate case, the only period in which real 

per capita income does not increase is the period 1985 to 1990 (in Other 

Southcentral). This is because of a decline in the number of high­

paying oil and gas·and construction jobs related to oil field develop­

ment between those years. 

Population 

The growth in the Southcentral regional economy causes net in­

migration to Southcentral Alaska, which in turn results in population 

increases. Table AD.4 shows the growth of the population of Anchorage 

and the balance of Southcentral in the intermediate development case. 

As can be seen in the table, Anchorage shows a relatively rapid rate 

of growth--3.6 percent, compared to 4.1 percent in the high case and 

2.8 percent in the low case. Other Southcentral, which benefits from 

the Alpetco project, limited capital move, some bottomfish development, 

and forest products industry development in the intermediate. case, grows 

quite a bit faster than in the low case: 3.3 percent, compared with 

1.2 percent. However, the limited nature of this development and the· 

lack of success in Gulf of Alaska oil exploration keep the rate of in­

crease well below the 5.5 percent in the high case. Overall, the rate 

of increase of Southcentral population shown in the intermediate case is 

3.5 percent--halfway between the high and low rates. 

Distribution of Growth Among Industries 

Table AD.5 shows the distribution of growth among four groups of 

industries for the ·intermediate case. The "nonrenewable resource" basic 

industries (mining, exogenous construction, exogenous transportation, 

public utilities, services, and "other" manufacturing) grow rapidly until 

the middle 1980s, then tail off until the end of the period. The pattern 

is similar to the high case, but not so pronounced. The "renewable 

resource" basic industries (agriculture-forestry-fisheries, food manu­

facturing, lumber and wood products, and pulp and paper) do not grow as 



Year 

1975 

80 

85 

·go 

95 

2000 

Average Annual 
Rate of Growth 

1975-2000 

0 
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Table AD.4 

Population Growth: Southcentral Region, 
1975-2000 

(Thousands of Persons) 

Intermediate Development: 

Other 
Anchorage Southce~tra1 

117.8 51.7 

205.2 54.9 

232.0 64.5 

276.0 75.2 

334.2 90.4 

425.0 115.4 

3.6% 3.3% 

Southcentral 

229.5 

260.1 

296.5 

351.2 

424.6 

540.4 

3.5% 
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80 

85 

90 

95 

•2000 
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Table AD.5 

Projected Civilian Employment Growth by 
Industry Group, Southcentral Alaska, 

1975-2000 

(Thousands of Persons) 

Intermediate Development: 

Nonrenewable Renewable Support 
Resources Resources Government Sector 

6.117 4.997 24.348 53.936 

7.208 5.327 26.61.) 61.94S 

6.865 5 •. 912 29.102 86.360 

5.324 6.894 32.095 109.150 

4.997 8.561 34.659 142.358 

4.997 11.725 37.490 198.030 

Total 

89.398 

101.098 

128.239 

153.463 

190.575 

252.242 
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fast as in the high case; but, in contrast to the low case, which shows 

almost no employment growth in this sector, intermediate case renewable 

resource industry employment grows by 123 percent by the year 2000. 

Government growth also lies in-between the two previous cases. 

Since state and local government grows somewhat faster than in the low 

case because of the state capital move and lack of a ceiling on gov­

ernment employment, total government grows 80 percent more than the low 

case. The growth is not. as great as in the high case because the state 

capital does not move, fewer local government personnel are hired (partly 

due to lower population), and federal government civilian employment 

growth is assumed to be very conservative. 

Reflecting the growth in the basic sector industries, the support 

sector grows at a rate which lies about midway between the rates in the 

high case and the low case. In Anchorage, the unqerlying development of 

the Alaska economy keeps support sector growth at about the level one 

would expect: between 1975 and 2000, the support sector grows 323 per­

cent, compared to 407 percent in the high case and 259 percent in the 

low. Although Other Southcentral is more dependent upon local develop­

ments than Anchorage, the total growth in the support sector in this 

part of the region grows 318 percent, compared to 129 percent in the 

low case and 696 percent in the high. 

Subregional Economic and Population 
Growth, 1975 to 2000, Intermediate Case 

Table AD.6 summarizes the population and civilian employment growth 

at the subregional level for the period 1975 to 2000. The rates of 

growth during the five-year subperiods were quite variable, highly 

dependent upon which economic developments were occurring at the time. 

For example, Other Cook Inlet is currently undergoing very rapid growth 



Population: 

1975-1980 

1980-1990 

1990-2000 

1975-2000 

.. 
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Table AD.6 

Average Annual Growth in Population and 
Civilian Employment', by Subregion, 1975-2000 

Intermediate Development: 

Other Gulf of Kodiak-
Anchorage Cook Inlet Alaska Shelikof 

2.9% 2.7% -3.1% 1.1% 

3.0% 3.4% -0.2% 5.5% 

4.4% 4.3% 4.1% 4.8% 

3.6% 3.6% 0.8% 4.3% 

tivi1ian Employment: 

1.975-1980 2.6% 11.1% -1.8% 2.1% 
-· 

1980-1990 4~1%. 3.8% 0.3% ·2.6% 

1990-2000 5.2% 4.7% 3.5% 5.4% 

1975-2000 4.2% 5.6% 1.1% 3.6% 

Total 

. 2.5% 

3.0% 

4.4% 

3.5% 

3.3% 

3.8% 

5.1% 

4.2% 
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as the support sector employment in the Hatanuska-Susitna .Boroughs and 

the Kenai Peninsula deepens, drawing many residents into the year-round 

labor force. The Gulf of Alaska region shows. a drop in both employment 

and population between 1975 and 1980 because the building of the Alpetco 

project is not expected to employ as marty people as the pipeline did at 

its peak. Subsequently, however, the deepening of the support sector and 

the provision of many new basic sector jobs in petrochemicals (the Alpecto 

refinery), lumber _and wood products, and fishing caus~ this area's popu­

lation to grow modestly over the period. as ~-whole. The l<odiak-Shelikof 

region grows at a relatively fast clip during the 1980s ~· due to oil 

exploration~ expansion of the bottomfishery~ and the increasing relative 

size of the support sector. Anchorage grows at a steadily increasing 

rate over the period in response to the growth in the state as a whole, 

import substitution, and the municipality's continuing role as a trans­

portation~ governmental~ trade~ and financial center. Overall, the 

intermediate case shows population and employment growth somewhat nearer 

the rates in the low case than in the high case. 

Post-2000 Results, Intermediate Case 

The methodology used in the high case and low case was also extended 

to the intermediate case. That is, basic employnient was estimated for 

each applicable industry for the years 2000 to 2025, the nonbasic/basic 

ratio was assumed to change in a specified manner, and the year 2000 

·popuiation/employment ratio was applied to the estimate of total employ­

ment. The post-2000 development was distributed proportionately across 

the subregions because, as before in the high and low case, results for 

the post-2000 economy are not the result of analysis of individual sub­

regions. The results for 1975 to 2025 are shown in Table AD.7. 
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Table AD.7 

Southcentral Water Study 
Intermediate Case Projections (INTSClO) 

(Thousands) 

Anchorage 

Resident Population: 

197.5 177.8 
80 ~ 205.2 
85 232.0 
90 276.0 
95 334.2 

2000 425.0 
05 444.5 
10 465.1 
15 486.5 . 
20 509.4 

2025 534.2 

Other 
Cook Inlet 

31.2 
35.6 
42.6 
49.5 
59.3 

75.5 
84.2 
90.8 
98.0 

106.1 
115.1 

· Basic Sector Civilian Employment 
~mp1oyroent in Parenthes~s): 

Non-Ag. Wage & Salary 
1975 (23 .239) (4.460) 

Civ;i.1tflll 
1975 23.239 4.901 

80 24.611 7.401 
85 25.683 8.427 
90 27~203 9.448 
95 28.879 10.379 

2000 30.634 12.242 
05 32.124 12.890 
:J-0 33.701 13.635 
is 35.365 14.441 
40 37.143 15.348 

2025 39.069 16.372 
! 

Gulf of 
Alaska 

11.7 
10.0 

9.5 
9.8 

11.8 

14.6 
15.7 
16.9 
18.2 
19.8 
21.4 

(1975 Wage and 

(3. 779) 

4.134 
3.635 
3.369 

. 3.296 
3.707 

4 .. 374 
4.606 
4.872 
~.160 
5.484 
5.850 

Kodiak­
Shelikof 

8.8 
9.3 

12.4 
15.9 
19.3 

25.3 
27.2 
29.3 
31.6 
34.2 
37.2 

Salary 

(2.376) 

3.188 
3~458 
4.282 
4.251 
5.132 

6.842 
7.204 
7.620 
8.071 
8.578 
?-150 

Total 

229.5 
260.1 
296.5 
351.2 
424.6 

540.4 
571.6 
602.1 
634.3 
669.5 
707.9 

(33.854) 

35.462 
39.105 
41.761 
44.188 
48.097 

54.092 
56.824 
59.828 
63.037 
66.553 
70.441 
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Intermediate Case Projections (continued) 

~ 

Other Gulf of Kodiak-
Anchorage Cook Inlet Alaska Shelikof ·Total 

) Non-Basic Sector Civilian Employment: 

1975 46.406 4.285 1.819' 1.426 53.936 
80 54.418 8.153 1.812 1.663 66.046 
85 71.833 10.124. 2.189 2.214 86.360 
90 91.332 13.147 2.307 2.364 109.150 

J 95 119.551 16.958 2.780 3.069 142.358 

2000 166.544 23.581 3.499 4.406 198.030 
05 174.586 25.584 3.796 4.780 208.746 
10 182.996 27.864 4.134 5.206 220.200 

:~) 
15 191.774 30.381 4.508 5.677 .232.340 
20 200.989 33.194. 4.925 6.202 245.310 

2025 211.000' 36.370 5.397 6.796 259.563 

:>. Total Civilian Employment (Excludes Self-Employed, Except 
Fishing and Agriculture, and Military): 

Non,....Ag. Wage & Salary Employment 
1975 (69. 645) (8.745) (5. 598) (3.802) (87.790) 

) Total Civilian Employment 
1975 69.645 9.186 5.953 4.614 89.398 

80 79.029 15.554 5.447 5.121 105.151 
85 97.516 18.551 5.558 6.496 128.121 
90 118.535 22.585 5.603 6.615 153.338 
95 14~.430 27.337 6.487 8.201 190.455 

) 
2000 197.178 35.823 7.873 11.248 252.122 

OS 206.710 38.474 8.402 11.984 265.570 
10 216.697 41.499 9.006 12.826 280.028 
15 227.139 44.822 9.668 13.748 295.377 
20 238.132 48.542 10.409 14.780 311.863 

J 2025 250.069 52.742 11.247 15.946 330.004 
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Sensitivity Test: Northwest Gas Pipeline 

As the work of the economics task force progressed, the members 

became aware that the initial assessments they had made ~oncerning the 

characteristics of certain large-scale development may have been incor­

re_ct. One·example of this was the Alpetco project, which the task force 

initially assigned to the Kenai area. Subsequently, it was announced 

that Alpetco had chosen Valdez as its site, and the report had to be 

corrected for this fact. 

Another example of a large-scale project for which the outcome is 

highly questionable is the Northwest Alaska natural gas pipeline project. 

The task force originally included this project in all three scenarios, 

but it appears at this writing that the project may be significantly 

delayed or never built. Consequently, the task force felt it was im­

portant to estimate the difference the lack of such a.project might 

make to the Southcentral regional economy. A true sensitivity test is 

difficult to do in this case for two reasons: (1) the construction and 

operations activity directly involved with the project occurs outside 

the region, which causes the regional effects to be dependent on a few 

tenuous links between the state and regional models; and (2) it is im­

possible to estimate what psychological impacts on other development the 

failure of such. a large project would have. Here, it has been assumed 

that model structure correctly portrays the regional impacts and that 

there is no deterrence to other major projects because the Northwest 

pipeline is not built. 

Table AD.8 summarizes the results of the sensitivity test. While 

the impact is certainly noticeable, the Northwest pipeline is apparently 

not crucial to the Southcentral regional economy. For example, by the 

year 2000 it makes a difference of 1,100 jobs out of a total of 252 thou­

sand, about 0.4 percent in the intermediate case. Population is about 



1980 

1985 

1990 

:J-995 

2000 

) 
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Table AD.8 

Sensitivity of the Intermediate Case Southcentral 
Economy to the Elimination of the Northwest 

Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline 

Civilian 
Real Output Employment Real Income Population 

(Millions of (Millions of 
1972 Dollars) (Thousands) 1967 Dollars) (Thousands) 

0 0 0 0 

-13.8 -.514 -9.9 -4.5 

-19.4 -.747 -14.2 -6.3 

-22.1 -.740 -15.6 . -6.6 

.:..31.2 -1.079 -22.6 -7.3 
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7,300 lower than it otherwise would have been (probably including families 

of workers who commute to the line), which is a.difference of 1.4 percent, 

taking the intermediate case as a base. While the difference would be 

somewhat larger or smaller with a larger or smaller economy, the sensi­

tivity test reveals that the outcome is not critically dependent upon 

the natural gas pipeline project. 



·.~ 

APPENDIX A 

HISTORICAL DATA ON SOUTHCENTRAL ALASKA'S ECONOMY 
0 

:]. 



c () Q 

-. :Table .. A •. l. 



·:rable .. A.L. {continued) 

_1965 '"<> ill§. 1967 .l:lli. ... .!.2E.2. .!2.?.Q 1971 1972 .!ill 1974 1975P .. 

. Other Southcent-ra1: 

Agr.-Forestry-Fisheries 10.9 16.4 9.9 13.4 12.4 15.5 12.9 12.2 7.3 10.9 12.9 
Mining 18.3 43.1 123.6 213.8 228.2 224.2 226.0 179.7 182,7 207.2 187.8 
Construction 7.1 8.5 10.4 12.1 7.8 4.6 6.9 5.9 5.1 9,4 27.5 
Manufacturing 14.2 18.8 15.6 18.7 13.5 18.4 18.6 19.9 34.2 26.0 34.6 

Food 13.3 17.8 14.4 16.9 10.4 14.8 14.8 16.4 30.5 20.9 28.1 
Lumber and Wood .2 .• 2 .2 .3 .5 .6 .9 .5 .6 1.6 2.7 
Pulp and Paper 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other .7 .8 1.0 1.5 2.6 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.5 3.8 

Trans.-Comm.-P.U. 8.6 9.5 13.2 13.1 13.6 14.3 15.9 19.0 22.0 30.5 42.3 
Transport 3.5 4·.1 7.2 6.4 6.9 5.9 5.0 5.1 5.8 11.6 16.6 > 

Air 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.4 2.6 2.2 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.{) 2.8 -I 
N 

Other 2.0 2.5 5.4 4.0 4.3 3.7 3.3 3.2 3.8 9.6 13.8 
Communications .!i .6 .6 .7 .7 2.3 3.9 5.9 7.8 8.9 11.2 
Public lJtilities 4.6 4.8 5.4 6.0 6.0 6.1 7.0 8.0 8.4. 10.0 14.5 

Trade 6.3 8.4 8.9 - 9 •. 3 10.8 10.6 10.3 11.0 11.2 13.8 21.5 
l,'ho les.ale 1.5 2.4 2.1 .3 •. 0 3.6 3.1 2.5 2.9 2.4 3.8 7.2 
Retail 4.8 6.0. 6.5 6.3 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.1 8.8 . 10.0 14.3 

Finance 4.7 5.2 4.7 5.0 5.4 5.6 5.6 5.8 6.3 8.5 10.2 
Services 4.3 5.2 5.6 5.9 5.7 5.7 5.9 6.3 7.7 9.2 10.0 

Hotel .7 .8 ,8 .7 .6 .7 1.1 1.4 1.4 2.0 
Personal .1 .2 .2 .2 .2 .2 .2 .3 .3 .2 detail 
Business .9 1.3 1.5 1.6 .1.2 .9 .7 .5 1.0 1.4 not 
Nedical .9 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.4 .. 1. 7 1.7 1.8 1.9 2.0 available 
Other ~.7 1.8 1.8 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 3.1 - 3.6 

Government 2"2.6 20.4 21.7 20.5 22.4 22.5 22.2 17.8 18.1 19.8 20.9 
Federal 17.1 14.0 15.0 13.5 • 14.8 13 .• 8 . 12.1 6.9 6.8 8.1 8.3 
State/Local 5.5 6.4 6.7 7.0. 7.6 8.7 10.1 -10.9 11.3 11.7 12.6 

Total 97.0 135.5 213.~ 311.8 319.8 321.4 324.3 277.6 294.6 335.5 367.7 

p '!' preliminary 
Source: Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska. 

• 
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rable A.l. (continued) 

.!2M. 1966 1967 11§§.. 

Soutbcentra1 Total: 

Agr.-Forestry-Fisheries 11.1 16.5 10.0 13.5 
Mining 35.1 66.8 160.8 267.2 
Construction 32.6 31.5 32.5 31.9 
M.:mufacturing 22.8 28.7 23.9 28.4 

Food 16.2 22.3 17.1 . 20.7 
Lumber and Wood .3 .3 .4 .4 
P4lp and Paper .1 .1 .1 .1 
Other 6.2 6.0 6.3 .7.2 

Trat,s. -Comm. -P. U. 60.7 64.5 72.2 79.1 
Transport 27.6 31.3 .36.3 38.8 

Air 15.8 ·19.5 21.9 24.8 
Other 11.8 11.8 14.4 14.0· 

Communications 19.7 19.4 20.1 23.1 
Public Utilities 13.4 13.8 15.8 17.2 

Trade 53.8 60.9 66.5 71.1 
\,1tolesale 20.8 25,2 27.3 30~4 

Retail 33.0 35.7 39.2 . 40.7 
Finance 42.7 45.6 44.6 45.9 
Service's 27.6 30.3 31.9 33.9 

Hotel 3.0 3.4 3.5 3.3 
Personal 2.6 2.8 3.0 3,3 
Business 6.9 7.5 7.8 8.0 
Hedical 5.6 6.2 6.6 7.1 
Other 9.5 10.3 11.0 12.2 

Government 153.9 153.0 156.1 156.4 
Federal 133.4 130.5 132.0 130.7 
State/Local 20.5 22.5 24.1 25.7 

Total 440.3 497. 8. 598.5 727.4 

..P = preliminary 
Source: Institute of Social and Economic Research. University of Alaska. 
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1969 .1970 

12.5 15.6 
291.8 304.5 

33 .• 0 32.5 
23 .• 0 29.5 
12.9 17.9 

.6 1.0 
.• 1 .1 

9.4 10.5 
89.1 98.6 
45.3 49.5 
29.5 31.4 
15 .• 8 18.1 
25.2 29.2 
18 .• 6. 19.9 
82;9 92.6 
36 ..• 9' 41.0 
46.0 51.6 
5.0.4 60.9 
38.8 43.7 
4.0 4.4 
3.3 .3.6 
9.1 9.3 
8 .• 3 9.4 

14.1 17.0 
156.1. 157.2 
127.2 126.1 

28.9 31.1 
777.6 835.1 

llli 

13.1 
303.3 

38.0 
30.9 

: 18.0 
1.4 

.1 
11.4 

117.7 
46.6 
30.5 
16.1 
47.5 
23.6 
99.5 
42.2 . 
57.3 
65.1 

•47.0 
4.5 
3.7 
9.2 

10.4 
19.2 

164.1 
128.6 

35.5 
878.7 

I' . .J 

1972 

12.4 
245.3 
39.2 
33.1 
19.8 

.9 

.2 
12.2 

127,9 
50.5 
34.1· 
16.1 
50.5 
26.9 

105.6 
45.2 
60.4 
73.5 
51.0 
5.2 
3.9 
8.6 

12.1 
21.2 

159.7 
119.8 
·39.9 

. 847.7 

u () 

1973 liZi 1975P 

7.4 11.0 13.0 
240.3 254.9 267.7 
37.0 54.7 81.5 
48.9 41.0 53~4 
34.9 24.6 34.0 
1.1 2.3 4.0 

.1 .2 .3 
12.8 13.9 15.1 

131.5 170.5 229.3 
57.8 79.2 101.6 > 
40.4 40.7 54.5 I 

w 
17.4 38.5 47.1 
l-,3.4 53.4 78.5 
30.3 37 .• 9 49.2 

114.2 135.5 185.4 
48.9 60.1 93.5 
65.3 75.4 91.9 
84.8 .97. 8 113.7 
55.8 69.6 94.0 
5.1 7.1 
4.0 3.5 detail 
9.6 14.9 not 

13.3 14.5 available 
23.8 29.6 

164.1 186.1 176.2 
122.0 140.3 126.9 

42.1 45.8 49.3 
884.0 1021.4 1214.2 



Table A.l. (continued) 

~ 1966 yg 1968 1969 .llZ.Q. !21!. 1972 1211 1974 l975P 

State of Alaska: 

Agr.-Forestry-Fisheries 31.9 38.0 20,9 30.4 24.2 35.9 29.1 24.7 13.9 23.6 31.9 
Mining 50.4 82.8 180.8 298,0 410',5 403.9 378.8 295.6 . 281.4 301.9 386.7 
Construction 52.4 47.2 ·48.4 48.5 53.4 54.4 . 58.6 61.3 59.6 107.6 196.6 
Manufacturing 82.4 92.0 79.5 94.3 78.3 98.9 100.4 100.9 125.5 118.8· 135.3 

Food 41.3 51.8 37.4 50.5 30.7 46.5 46.7 44.8 64.1 46.1 63.6 
Lumber and Wood 8.8 10.6 13.9 13.8 14.0 16.0 16.2 16.7 20.4 23.1 20.9 
Pulp and Paper 23.5. 21.1 19.5 19.9 21.5 23.3 23.7 24.7 25.5 32.2 30.2 
Other 8.8 8.5 8.7 10.1 12.1 13.1 13.8 14.7 15.5 17.4 20.6 

Trans.-Comm.-P.U. 135.3 145.3 152.1 161. ~ 180.6 184.9 209.2 225.3 239.1 309.9 430.7 > Transport 56.3 61.1 68.3 72.8 89.5 89.3 82.8 90.4 98.5 141.3 190.0 I 
Air 32.1 37.0 '•1. 8 46.4. 58.9 55.8 52.3 57.5 64.1 68 •. 3 92.1 J:-. 

Other 24.2 24.1 26.5 26.4 30.6 33.5 30.5 32.9 34.4 73.0 97.9 
Communications 57.1 61.4 58.5 61..0 61.7 63.8 88.9 94.0 95.1 113.7 169.3 
Public Utilities 21.9 22.8 25.3 27.9 29.4 31.8 37.5 40.9' 45.5 55.0 71.4 

Trade 84.6 93.5 102.0 110.5 125.2 137.4 145.6 153.1 165.8 197.8 299.9 
\o.'holesale 29.2 34.2 37.8 41.4 49.4 54.6 55.6 58.3 63.7 80.1 125.9 
Retail 55.4 59.3 64.2 69.1 75.8 82.8 90.0 9L~o 8 102.1 117.8 1n.o 

Finance 62.9 67.0 66.4 68.6 73.0 85.0 91.1 102.6 117.5 137.7 170.4 
Services 45.7 48.0 52,2 55.9 62.6 67.3 72.6 79.8 86.5 108.1 153.2 

Hota1 5.3 6.0 6.3 6.3 6.6 7.0 7.9 8.5 8.7 11.5 
?e.csonal 4.1 4.5 4.6 5.0 5.1 5.4 5.4 5.7 5.6 5.0 detail 
Business 10.5 10.6 11.6 13.1 16.0 14.7 15,1 14.6 15.0 23.4 not 
•Hedical 10.0 10.4 10.8 11.3 12.6 13.8 15.0 17.5 19.2 21.7 available 
Other 15.8 16.5 . 18.9 20.2 22,3 26;4 29.2 33.5 38.0 46.5 

Government 284.2 290.6 297.5 293.9 297.5 303.2 306.0 299.2 307.7 351.3 318.7 
Federal 238.2 .240.1 243.6 236.8 234.4 234.5 229.3 213.0 217.6 256.2 212.9 
State/Local 46.0 50.5 53.9 57.1 63.1 68.7 76.7 86.2 90.1 95.1 105.8 

Total 829.8 904.4 999.8 1161.8 1305.1 1370,9 1391.4 1342.5 1397.0 1656.7 2123.4 

p "' preliminary 
Source: Insti.tute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska. 
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Table A.2. 

Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary E~ployment by Industry 
·Study Subregion, Southcentral Alaska, and State 

(Number of Persons) 

Cook Inlet Subresion: 

lli2. ill.§. ll2l ill! .!2§1 !2Z.Q. .liZ! 1972 1lli 1974 1975 

Agr.-Forestry-Fisheries 39 30 38 57 85 87 103 1ao 233 235 250 
Mining 694 1,007 1,591. 1,913 1.,:843 1,626 1,453 1,343 1,346 1,556 2,115 
Contract Construction 3,509 3,393 3,687 3,738 3,963 .· 3,994 4,477 4,803 4,631 6,479 7,876 
Manufacturing 1,211 1,183 1,079 1,218 1,499 1,710 1,841 1,965 2,159 2,384 2,774 

Food 521 528 381 445 470 583 560 639 789 863 983 
Lumber and Wood * * * * * * * * * * * Pulp and Paper * * * * * * * * * * * > 

I Other 649 624 651 728 944 1,021 1,119 1,212 1,242 1,282 1,392 V1 
Trans;-Co~~.-P.U. 2,877 2,923 3,257 3,489 3:.928 4,350 5,019 . 4,960 5,120 6,213 8,203 

T::-ansport 1,844 1,928 2,234 2,355 2,689 3,065 3,039 3,050 3,351 4,293 5,973 
Air 799 887 ~,018 1,172 1,.388 1,537 1,495 1,670 1,873 2,173 2,685 
Other 1,045 1,041 1,216 1,183 1,292 1,528 1.544 1.380 1,478 2,120 3,287 

Communications 692 654 654 743 S:24 836 1,494 1,380. 1,192 1,304 1,575 
Public Utilities 341 341 369 391 415 449 486 530 571 616 660 

Trade 5,746 6,259 6,868 7,216 8,335 9,410 10,126 10,805 11,539 13,299 16,286 
Wholesale 1,303 1,547 1,671 1,761 2,121 2,349 2,398 2,555 2,579 3,008 4,326 
Retail 4,443 4, 712 5,197 5,455 6,214 7,061 7,728 8,250 8,960 10,291 11,959 

Finance 1,402 1,477 1,468 1,571 1,,73.6 2,109 2,201 2,544 2,936 3,302 3,321 
Services 4,180 4,580 4,921 5,331 6,205 7,049 7,677 8,516 9,287 11,215 14,533 

Hotel 519 570 601 599 766 836 812 1,005 979 1,323 1,531 
Personal· 417 • 450 464 506 517 554 576 582 602 600 652 
Business 868 975. 1,041 1,090 1,244 1,301 1,285· 1,204 1,328 1,852 3,938 
Medical 776 844 901 1,019 1,186 1,376 1,682 1,986 2,267 2,553 2,550 
Other 1,600 1,741 1,914 2,117 2,493 2,982 3,322 3,739 4,109 4,887 5,862 

Federal Government 9,691 9,665 9,774 9,521 9,162 9,776 . 9, 792 9,672 9, 778 10,158 10,490 
State Government 1,989 2,177 2,242 2,367 2,546 2,872 3,619 4,119 4,306 4,646 4,796 
Local Government 2,796 3,067 3,388 3,652 4,276 4,424 4,783 5,422 5,821 6,1131 7,239 
Total 34,134 35,761 38,317 40,073 43,578 47,407 51,091 54,329 57,156 65,918 78,389 

*Information suppressed to avoid disclosure of individual firm data. 
Squ~ce:. ~,stil!la.ted. from Alaska Department of Labor Resear~h and Analysis Section Workshee~s. 

fl 



Table A.2. (continued) 

Gulf of Alaska Subregion: 

1965 1-1.6.§.. !ill 1:2§.§. lli.2. 121.Q. .ill1. 1972 1973 1974 1975 ----
Agr.~Forestry-Fisheries 13 24 0 1 0 0 2 24 50 37 58 
Mini!lg * * * * * * * * * * * 
Contract Construction 186 238 150 53 74 57 278 108 91 427 2,555 
Manufacturing 138 158 144 165 220 212 130 193 315 224 227 

Food 130 152 139 159 213 208 125 183 303 214 217 
Lumber and Wood * * * * * * * * * * * 
Pulp and Paper * * * * * * * * * * * Other * * * * * * * * * * * 

Trans.-Comm.-P.U. i38 110 109 94 90 97 98 121 167 221 473 :r Transport 114 83 80 67 67 74 70 92 106 155 392 0'\ 
Hr 39 24 19 23 23 29 16 19 23 '29 35 
Other 75 59 61 44 44 45 54 73 83 126 357 

Communications * * * * * * * * * * * 'P¥blic Utilities * * * * * '* * * * * * 
Trade 136 ' 147 149 139 158 165 149 138 159 230 495 

Wholesale 16 24 25 27 48 52 35 19 20 44 62 
Retail 120 123 124 122 120 113 114 119 139 186 433 

Finance 16 :).8 20 18 18 23 26 30 39 75 76 
Services 129 135 139 139 151 171 183 182 178 286 673 

Hotel 40 31 37 27 30 43 72 76 80 155 198 
Personal * * * * * * * * * * * Business * * * * * * * * * * * Medical * * .~ * * * * * * * * 
Other 59 69 67 77 86 89 89 90 58 88 124 

Federal Government 138 126: '103 110 '114 103 97 84 84 80 99 
State Government 327 350 382 410 419 482 520 500 508 531 ~ 854 Local Government 112 118 113 85 107 134 171 190 204 252 
Total 1,355 1,453 1,343 1,284 1,467 1,533 1,742 1,643 1,858 2,423 5,596 

*Information suppressed to avoid disclosure of individual firm data. 
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'I'able A.2. (continued) 

Kodiak-Shelikof Subregion: 

ill?. .~ 1967 .ill.!! . .ill1 1970 ill! 1972. 1973 1974 1975 

Agr.~Forestry-Fisheries 0 13 13 16 22. 26 18 189 252. 282. 307 
Mining * * * * * * * * * * * Contract Construction 312 291 191 .166 84 46 61 125 131 206 269 
Manufacturing "630 831 1,014 811 664 743 768 866. 1,421 1,2.74 1,200 

Food . 618 801 917 779 637 701 738 842 1,383 1.,220 1,134 
Lumber and Wood * * * .}.* * * * * * * * Pulp and Paper * * * ·f: '* * * * * * * Other * * * '* * * * * * * * 

Trans.-Comm.-P.U. 142 161 226 227 236 216 267 -228 .223 264 219 :r Transport U7 126 . 192 196 209 181 197 121 168 200 160 '-J 
Air 37 43 51 57 6"2 53 47 51 59 75 87 
Other 80 83 141 139 147. 128 150 70 109 125 73 

Co=unications * * * * * * * * * * * Public Utilities '* * * * * * * * * ·* * Trade 211 324 331 319 326 346 343 355 394 429 484 
Wholesale 10 10 13 11 :12 12 12 11 9 10 33 
Retail 201 314 318 308 314 334 331 344 385 420 451 

Fi.nance 36 40 43 /f7 51 59. 64 60 64 78 91 
Services 196 215 193 166 168 191 241 232 268 302 357 

Hotel 39 50 46 29 28 30 55 50 52 63 83 
Personal * * * * * * * * * * * 
Business * * * * * * * * * * * 

"Medical 19 . 27 35 36 44 63 66 76 140 95 85 
Other 96 107 99 94 92 91 112 95 63 134 189 

Federal Government 541 541 539 504 449 387 351 272 263 244 269 
State Government 77 94 111 140 143 167 160 190 178 168 199 
Local Government 165 188 212 249 243 284 339 360 382 394 401 
Total 2,310 2,710 2,876 2,650 2,395 2,469 2,619 2,878 3,576 3,641 3,802 

*Information suppressed to avoid disclosure of individual firm data. 



Table A.Z. (continued) 

.Southcentral Alaska: 

lli1 1966 1967. 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973. 1974 1975 

Agr.•Forestry-Fisheries 52 67 52 74 107 113 123. 394 535 554 615 
llining· 716 1,038 1,629 1,988 ' 1,968 .1. 720 1,549 1,417 1,409 1,616 2,201 
Contract Construction 4,007 3,922 4,029 3,957 . 4,121 '. 4,097 ' 4,816 5,036 4,853 7,113 10,700 
Manufacturing 1,979 2,173 2,237 2,195 2,383 2,665 2,739 3,024. 3,895 3,878 4,201 

Food· 1,268 1,482 1,497' 1,383 1,320 1,494 1,422 1,664 2,475 2,297 2,334 
Lumber and Wood * * * * * * * * * * * 
Pulp and Paper '* * * * * * *· * * * * 
Other 664 655 690. 761 975 1,055 1,150 1,242 1,290 1,326 1,427 

Trans.-Comm.-P.U. 3,157 3,194 3,592 3,810, 4,254 4,664 5,384 5,308 5,510 6,698 8,900 
:r-Transport 2,076 2,137 ·'· 2,506 2,618 2,965 3,320 3,306 3,263 3,625 4, 646' 6,525 

Air 875 954' 1,088 1,252 1,473' 1,619 1,558 1,740 1,955 2,277 2,807 00 

Other 1,201 1,183 1,419 1,367 1,483 1,701 l, 748 .. · 1,523 1,670 2;371' 3, 717 
Communications 700 666 662 749' 828 .. 848, 1,542 1,462 1,253 . 1,376. 1,645 
Public Utilities 382 391 423 443 462 496' 536 584 633 674 730 

Trade 6,093 6, 730' 7,349 7,674 8,819. 9,920 10,6i8 11,298 12,.092 13,958 17,265 
Wholesale. 1,328 1,581 1,709 1,799 2,181 2,413 2,445 . 3,674. 2,608 3,062 4,421 
Retail 4,765 5,149 5,639. 5~885 6,648 7,508 8,.173 8, 713 9,484 10,897 . 12,843 

Finance 1,454 1,535 1,531 '. 1,636 1,805 .. ·."· 2,191 2,291 2,634 3,039 3,456 3,988 
Services 4,505 4,930 5,2,54 5,63~ 6,5~4 7,410 8,101 8,930 9,733 11,803. 15,573 

Hotel 598 651\' 684 655' 824', 909' 939 1,131 1,111 1,541 1,812 
Personal 427 464 475 515 523 563 585 595 617 612 673 

.·Business .;. 906 999 ·1,048 1,092 1,245 1,302 1,288 1,207 1,329 1,858 4,236 
~1edical 820 900 967 970 1,263 1,475 1,766 2,074 2,444 2,683 2,677 
Other 1,755 1,917 2,080 2,288 2,671 3,162 3,523 3,924 4,230 5,109 6,175 

Federal Government 10,370 10,332 10,lt16 10,136 9,725 10,266 10,240 10,02'8 10,125 10,482 

~ 
10,858 

State Government 2,393 2,621 2,736 2,917 3,109 3,521 4,299 4,809 4,993 5,345 13,490 
Local Government 3,073 3,373 3,713 3,986 4,626 4,842 5,293 5,972 6,407 7,077 
Total 37,799 39,915 42,536 44,008 47,440 51,409 55,452 58,850 62,590 71,983 87,789 

*Informati?n supP.,ressed.~c>; avoid disclosure of individual firm data. 
Individual entries may not add to total because of rounding errors. 

. ·' 
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Table A. 2'. 'cOn'tinued') 

S'tate· of Alask-a: 

3;965 ill.§:. &6.2 19-68 li.969 1:.?19. I?.Z.! 1972 1973 1974 1975 

};gr.-Forestry-Fisheries 145· ])66 154 !46 t7-4 193 2'26 835 1.,040 1,031 1,013 
Mining 1,088 1,.37·2 1,.967 2',A5·s l:\A94 2,.995 t,431 2,113 1,966 2,977 3;790 
Contract Constt:uc:tion 6,455 5,864· 5>,.991 5,998 g;,,653i 6,,894 7o',.445· 7',.893 7,837 14,063 25,876 
Manufacturing 6·,274 '6,634· 6,.621: 6·, 924 1!,.02'5) 7.,.S39 1·,,780 8,060 9,349 9',.612 9,639 

Fo.od 3-,007 3·,.3.73: 3,090 3',.313' 31,,1!HJ 3:,741 3.,.612. 3,,745 4,576 4,.293 4,320 
Lumber and Wood 1·,080 1,,266 1,616 1,570 ]).,581- 1,M3 1, 7'54 1, . .799 2,177 2,395 2,176 
Pulp and' Paper 1,228 1,.060 957 947 961 1,.016- 1,010 1,013 1,.022 1,244 1,202 > 
Other 959 ·9:33 958 1,.09'3 !,2831 1,339 1,408 1,505 1,574 1,681 1,941 I 

\.0 
Trans .-Comm.-P .u •. 7,.2·67 7 ,.279 7,.483 7,.811 ff,.807 9,100 9,.808 9,993 10,.403 12,380 16,1,]3 

Transport 4,.711 4,.7'09 5~062 5,309' a;, 272~ 6,.428 6,.116 6,365 6 ,.768 8,.534 11, 9'•3 
Air 1,923 1,986 2,.230 2,49.2 3:,.132 3,.071 2,761 3,012. 3,266 3,975 •i ,782 
Other 2,789 2,.,724 2,.8J2' 2,8H· 3\142; 3,.3'56 3,354 3,354 3,501 4,.557 7,16J 

Communications 1,897 1,905 1,.725 1,764 lf.,Tlli 1 . .,857 2,.779 2,.693 2,.631 2,809 3,409 
P·ublic Utilities 659 665 696 7'40 1-63 819: 913 935 1,,004 1,039 > 1,121 

Trade 9,950 10,806 11,.754 12,519 1{3\,,946' 1'5,365 16,148 17,107 18,.337 21,135 26,209 
Wholesale 1,853· 2,140 2,380 2,,554 2', 9-23 3,,245 3,224 3,347 3,405 4,049 5,909 
Retail 8,096 8,666 9,.374 9,965 1!,024 1:2,.121 12,924 13,760 14,932 17,086 20,300 

Finance 2,171 2,285. 2:,.315 ,2,483 2',.652 3,,.098 3,245 3', 713 4,243 4,894 6,029 
Services 7,513 7,890 8,.692 9,.289 10>,486· 11,435 12,559 14,034 15,182 18,313 25,136 

Hotel 1,030 1,.131 1,222 1,.21:6 :~;,.366 1,448 1,639 1,849 1,884 2,513 3,158 
Personal 679 712 739 Sbo 825 852 878 905 869 868 922 
Business 1,.397 1,.415 1,564· 1,756 2,128 1,999 2,010 2,061 2,070 2,887 7,318 
H.:dical 1,453 1,·517 1,603 1, . .717 1,92.5 2,173 2,572 3,,005 3,368 3,828 4,330 
Other 2,954 3,116 3',564 3,.801 4,145 4,.963 5·,402 6,218 6,991 8,218 9,408 

Federal Government 17,429 17,.509 17,422 16,860 16,4-53 17,112 17,269 17,234 17,166 18,016 18,288 
State Government 6·,994 1,,677 8·;105 8,,684 9,329 10,363 11,730 13,277 13,757 14,164 14,678 
Local Government 5;240 .J,719 6,.284 6,.640 7,.548 ' 8,,078 8,.956 9,.987 10,.575 11,591 14,176 
'Xotal 70,527 73,.193 76,.785· 79,802 86,563 92,465 97,585 104,244 109',85·2 128,177 161,308 



Table A.3. 

Wages and Salaries. by Place· of Work 
and· Personal. Income by Place of Res-idence, i965-1975 

(Thousanas of Dollars)· 

1965 1966 1967 ill?.: l':l69' 11ZQ 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Cook InletSubregion 

W;;1gesand Salaries 372,045 399,733 462,881 511,502 597,538 642,069 709,675 777,076 828,956 1,055,883 1,447,1~92 

Personal Income 416,818 448,679 522,634 570,397 668;400 731,366 809,234 891,765. 991,585 1,263,057 1, 720,19:i 
Real Income (1967 $) 442,482 448,679 522,634 555;943 631,161 667,304 716,771 769,426 820.,849 943,284. 1,129,479 

Gulf of Alaska Subregion 

Wages and Salaries 9,341 10,398 11,930 13,343 11,051 .16,336 18,889 19~5.20 21,433 40,656 185,903 :r 
1-' 

Personal Income 13,658 15~169 16,214 17,~46 18,459 23,382 25,915 26,444' 31,448 40,696 101;065 0 

Real Income (1967 $) 14,499 15,169 16, ~14. l7 ,199 17,431 21,334. 22,954 22,816 26,033 30,393 66,359 

Kodiak•Shelikof Subregion 

Wages and Salaries 25,239 26,663 27,533 29,877 32~675. 36;427 39,938 33,094 42,210 49,549 59,971 
·'Personal Income 30,689: 32,868 33,724 . 36,053' 39,870 45,731 49,905 43,452 57,936 65;717 77,503 
Real Income (1967 $) 32,579 32,868 33,~24 35,193 37,649 41,!25 44,203 37,491 47,960 49,079 50,888 

Southcentral Region 

Wages and Salaries 406,625 436,794 502,·344 554,722 641,264 694,832 768,502 829,690 892,599 1,146,088 1,693,366 
Personal Income 461,165 496,716 572,572 624,096 726,729 800,479 885,054 961,661 1,080,969 1,369,470 1,898,764 
Real Income (1967 $) 489,559 496,716 572,572 608,281. 686,241 730,364 783,927 829,733 894,842 1,022,756 1,246,726 

State 

Wages a~d Salaries 759,000 811,000 891,000 978,000 1,110,000 1,243,000 1,360,000 1,477,000 1,621,000 2,167,000 3,449,000 
Personal Income 858,000 926,000 1,017,000 1,110,000 1,244,000 1,410,000 1,563,000 1,698,000 2,006,000 2,429,000 3,443,000 
Real Income (1967 $) 910,828 926,000 l,Ql7,000 1,081,871 1,174,693 1,286,496 1,384,410. 1,465,056. 1,660,596 1,814,040 2,260,670 

Source: U,S,'Department of Collllllerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System. August 1977 printouts. 
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,-Cook Inlet ,gubre_sion 
~ • • • u" 

Jl.nchorage ),()2,337 
Kenai-Cook:Inlet -~·.446 
;Matanuska-susitna "6',12~ 
·Sewal:'d )j2.13 

'. To.ta1 119A:2l 

,.Gu1·f .of ,Alas.ka •.. Subregion 

.Cordova-,HcCarthy ;1 ~99,1 
Vaid.ei..,chittna-Whitt·ier ,,2,396 

•. . • ..·• '· • ' j. ' 

}ota1 .4,387 

,Kod iak.,Sheliko.f ,Sub res ion 

Kodi~.k 9,064 

.so·uthcentral .Alaska ·.Total ;132,-572 

State To.ta1. 265,192 

'' '\.__) u u u 

~Estimated July ·1-Res.ident ;:Popu:l;;ation, •:Study ·~Subregions 
· · ' · !So:uthce:ot;ral ,A:!.as~ ,.and ~tat~, .1:9~5~1,97,5 · 

1966 .·196'7 ,19.68 1969 ·l97Cf1 
;1971 

];05,9.25 ·107 ,8.17 lll 606'2 yl;,-14,,1:50 ",126;,333 131+,971 ,, . . . 
<9,020 9,_400 ·U,300 :13J2~0 :1:{+;250 :14,204 
Ji,,481 6,379 6 420 .;7 ··000 ,6,50.9 r7,2.93 .. · ,, . ,),. ·~ '·' 

2 239 2,,1780 ,2,,860 J ..• 'J.:QO :;2,,336 :2,.578 <" ... 

132,]:~0 ·];23,665 ),26;376 ~13;7.,:/I:QO ·!lft9,42~ 159;046 

:1.~956 2;988 2;200 .2 .• ~40 ::1,,857 '), ;930 
J,4M ;2_,28,1 .2,200 .. ;2,~00 ·3_,098 2_,932 
4,405 :::4,369 .· 4_,400 .4,,•5/10 . 4 __ ,955 !:4,:862 

;8_,,4,79 9,478 ·,9_~520 9,.8}0 •9 ,409 '9.,665 

136,549 140,223 146,,100 151,810 '163.,792 173,573 

271,505 277,906. 284,889 >;294,5.60 ·302,361 311,070 

ill?.. .:>l9n ;1.97.4 

:1{+3_,·255 •149,440 153,112 
13,,830 ;13_,808 13>962 

8,310 ~;586 ;9,, 787 
,2,370 :2_,446 2;683 

167;765 '174,280 .;179,5:44 

·1,862 1,982 1,960 
3_,464 3,,568 3,833 
S,326 •5,,550 ·5.,793 

.8,645 ·8,,868 9,232 

~81,736 188,698 194,569 

322,115 330;365 351,159 

:1April._l979 Census of Population. Data may b~ lower ,than July l p_ar.tially due .to .seas:onality of ell\ployment, especially in fishing. 
·~ . ' -

·. ·· • .S;pecial ;Census .taken in .october 1968 2tabulated ·113 ,522_. 
i 

.Source: ,~tate .of ,Alaska Department of .Labor Resea.rch .. and Analysis .Section, ·Population Estimates :by .Census Division. 

1975 

177,817 
15,621 
12,462 

3,149 
209,049 

·:J> 
I 

I-'' 
1-' 

2,003 
9;639 

11,6'42 

8,801 

229,492 

404,634 
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1965 
1966 

1967 
1968 

1969 
1970 

1971 
.. 1972 

1973 
1974 
1975 

Table A.5. 

Consumer Price I{ldex for Urban Wage and Clerical Worker 
Families of Two or More P~rsons 

Anchorage, Alaska ... All I terns, Groups, and Sub groups · 

(October ~967 = 100) 

Apparel and 
All Items Food Housing Upkeep Transportation 

94.2 96.8 92.2 95.0 96.1 
100.0 100.0 96.8 100.7 97.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
102.6 101.3 103.2 103 .• 4 100.5 

105.9 104.7 107.1 104.3 102.7 
109.6 107.2 110.5 108.8 106.9 

112.9 109.2 113.8 112.2 111.4 
115.9 113.1 117.3 115.7 111.8 

120.8 124.4 120.4 120.6 113.1 
133.9 145.7 131.5 128.5 122.6 
l52.3 167.6 152.7 

. ·"" 
138.6 134.6 

.. 'i ' . . ··~ 

1965, 1966, 1967, 1968 - October Index cited 

1969--1975 - Average Annual Index cited 

Source: U.s. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labo;- .. S~atistics, Washington, D.C. 

Health and 
Recreation 

94.5. 
97.2 

100.0 
103.5. 

> I 
106.6 I-' 

N 

112.2 

116.0 
118.5 

122.8 
136.1 
152.5 



u 

Port 1965 1966 

Cook .Inlet S~bre$ion 

~chen: age 
Tonnage 1,080,094 . 1,008,999 
:passengers 19 11 

Homer 
Tonnage 10,871 13,811 
Passengers 1,353 2,328 

Ninilchik 
Tonnage N.\ NA 
Pass.engers NA NA 

sewar4 
Tonnage . 37,462 49,326 
l'!lssengers 4,185 2,954 

~eldovia 
Tonnage ?0~566 12,232 
Passengers 180 2;026 

South Side Alaska Penins~a 
Tonnage NA NA 
)?assen~ers NA NA 

Tot a! 
'fonnage 1,148,993 !,084,368 
Pas~engers 4~737 7,319 

I 

u u u 

Ta;ble A.6~ 

T~affic ~ So~thce~tra1 Alaska~ Por~s, 1965-1975 

(Sho~~ Tons, ~pmb~r of Persons) 

1967 !ill. 1969 .-- 1970 1971 

1,406,128 1,310,981 1,807,405 1,936,976 1,782,064 
4 ~A 1,754 1,954 2,840 

22,957 17,424 ;1.9,488 189,748 52,564. 
836 3,123 3,9H 5,Q74 5,850 

NA NA NA NA NA 
filA NA NA NA NA 

90,857 117,329 60,084 29,309 126,664 
2,757 2,987 1,443 1,712_ 2,041 

51,589 15,321 92,713 98,145 18,944 
1,477 881 1,33:1. 1,952 1;896 

Nf-. 9;783,924 11,340,000 13,284,699 ;2,587,185 
NA 408 435 . 227 370 

1,571 t 53:!. 11,244,979 13,319,690 15,538,877 14,567,421 
5,074 7,399 8,874 10,919 12,997 

_.$.Q"r~e: Jl.eP..artl'!l~n_t ()! the APll'f, porps 9f Engineers. Waterborne C!;lmmerce of the United States, _J'art __ 4. 

!ill 12..'l1 illi !ill_' 

2,058,199 2,624,763 2,340,181 2,936,159 
2,342 2,900 

170,382 146,349 11,939 39,279 :r 7,052 8,666 10,511 11,215 
1-' 
w 

50 763 
NA 

61,726 51,913 71,844 382,051 
·2,612 2,926 7,628 8,859 

9,447 10,663 9,171 9,462 
2,279 2,662 4,317 4,523 

12,399,786 11,864,646 11,778,847 11,764,374 
632 859 1,165 891 

14,699,540 14,698,384 14,211,982 15,132,088 
14,917 18,013 23,621 25,488 



Tab~e A.6. (continued) 

' 
. ~ 1965 '1966 1967 1968 . 1969 1970 llZl 1972 1973 1974' 1975 

Gulf of Alaska Subregion 

Valdez 
Tonnage 51,336 . 188,093 215,022 181,945 354,935 477,677 288,728 253,505 301,076 356,967 654,514 
Passengers NA 3,789 NA NA NA 16,162 20,004 12,277 25.,297 25,577 25,039 

Cordova 
Tonnage 43,169 56,830 51,114 43,666 46,405 34,455 68,553 42;114 46,750 35,218 43,132 
Passengers 3_,882 4,197 941 3,594 3,187 4,24_7 5,637 5,616 5,851 8,291 8,256 

V!hitt,:l,.er 
:Tonnage 177,249 NA NA 311,997·. 485,380 348,954 .713,290 646,609 392,491 666,315 667,112 
~a~sengers NA NA 4,3_39 8,045 13,449 16,_535 18,.833 19,186 20,173 18,942 

To~al 
Torma'ge 271,7'54 244,9Z3 266,136 •/ 5'37 ,608 '886~720 861,086 1,070,571 942,228 740,317 1,058,500 1,364,758 

>:· .Passengers 3,,8B2. 7"'98.6. 94L 7,933 . 11,232 33,858 42;176 36,726 50.,334 54,041 52,237 
I 
I-'' 
.;:-. 

Kod!ak-Shelikof Subregion 

Kodiak 
109,645 Tonnage '127,584 2l2,675 133,247 .. 1l5,8.63 . 124,479 '148,444 192,963 236,612 . 217,024 329,639 

" Passengers 3,219 3,790 6,407 3,755. . 4,959 5,839 7,985 9,717 10,875 11,846 12,350 

o'1d Harbor · 
Ton1,1age NA .NA NA NA .NA .NA NA NA 3,166 1,416 732 
:Pa'ssengers NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Total 
Tonnage 127,584 21.2.,675 .. 133,247 ... .. . / 109,645 .· :ns·,B63 124,479 148,444 192,963 239,778 218,440 330,371 

" Passengers 3,219 3,790 6,407 3,755 4,959 5,,839 7,985 9,717 10,875 11,846 12,350 

SOUTHCENTRAL REGION 
Tonnage 1,548,331 1,541,96,6 1,.970,914 .11~892,232 14 ,322,273 .. 16,524,442 15,786,436 15,834,731 15,678,479 15,488,922 16,827,217 
Passengers 11,838 19,095 12,422 19,087 25,065 50,616 63,158 61,360 79,222 89,508 90,075 

., 



APPE~DIX B 

SELECTED REGIONAL MODEL INPUTS AND OUTPUTS 

j 
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Appendix B 

Selected Regional Model Inputs and Outputs 

Employment (Note: Suffix R5 denotes Anchorage, R4 denotes Other Southcentral) 

Exogenous Industries (Basic Employment) 

EMA9A · 
EMA9B 
EMA9C 
EMMF 

EMML 
EMMP 
EMMO 
EMP9 

ECONX 
EMPUX 
EMS9X 
EMTOX 

EMGF 
EMGS 
EMGL 

· EM99 

Employment in agriculture (103 persons) 
Employment in forestry (103 persons) 
Employment in fisheries (103 persons) 
Employment in food manufacturing (103 persons) 

Employment in lumber and wood products (103 persons) 
Employment in pulp and paper (103 persons) 
Employment in other manufacturing (103 persons) 
Employment in mining (103 persons) 

· Exogenous construction employment (103 persons) 
Exogenous public utilities employment (103 persons) 
Exogenous services employment (103 persons) 
Exogenous transportation employment (103 persons) 

Employment by the federal government (103 persons) 
Employment by the state government (103 persons) 
Employment by local government (103 persons) 
Total employment (103 persons) 

Population (Note: Anchorage total and non-Native civilian population not 
engaged in major construction projects has been adjusted upward in 
the text by 20 thousand persons from t4e number shown in this appendix 
to hit the 1978 population estimated by the Municipality of Anchorage.) 



B-2 

Population (continued) 

CNNP2 

POPNE 
POPM 

Non-Native civilian population not engaged in major 
construction projects (103 persons) 

Native population (103 persons) 
Military population (includes only active duty military) 

(103 persons) 



0 f._) (J c' 0 0 0 0 t"\ 

.-.._.) v 

High Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMA9AR4 EMA9AF~5 EMA9BF~4 EMA9r-:F::5 EMA9CR4 EMA9CR5 

1980 0.089 o. o. o. 2. 467 . o. 
19l11 0.089 o. o. o. 2. r-592 o. 
1982 O.OB3 o. o. o. 2.753 o. 
1983 0.091 o. (). o. ~!.961 Ot 
19B4 0. :1. o. o. o. :~. ;:.~~~ 8 o. 
1985 0.107 o. o. o. 3.573 o. 
191:16 0 + :l:l. 2 o. o. o. ':~. El79 o. 
1987 () + 1 :l.f:l o. o. o. 4.247 o. 
198f:l . () .1.3~~ o • o. o. 4.6fJ9 o. 
19B9 0.1.54 o. o. o. 5.21.9 o. 
1990 (). :1. !36 o. o. o. ~).0~)~".) o. 
1991 0 .2:?.4 o. o. o. 6. :r.n:~ o. 
1992 0.274 o. o. o. 6' ~:'i39 o. 
199:~ 0.341. o. o. o. 6.927 o. 
1994 0.409 o. o. o. 7. :~49 o. 
1995 0.4~)6, o. o. o. 7.f:l0"7 o. 
1996 0.506 o. o. (), 8. 30:7i o. 
1997 0.~37~".) o. o. o. 8. El4 ~'.i o. 
1998 0. 64:~ o. o. o. 9.4:H o. t;l:1 

1999 0.725 o. o. o. 10.06!3 o. I 
w 

2000 0. f.l2~5 o. o. o. 10.76 o. 

EMMFIH EMMFF::5 EMMU::4 EMMLI~5 EMMPR4 EMMF'F:5 

1980 2.188 0.496 0. 3 :1.1. 0.148 o. o. 
:l9f.!1 2. 2:3:1. 0. ~i29 o.~H9 0.1.4f.! o. o. 
19B2 2. ~~B 0.~:)6~! o.:?26 0.14El o. o. 
198:, ~~. ::~::~7 o.~)9~) 0. ~):33 0.1.4El o. o. 
1.9B4 2.406 0.62B 0.34:1. 0. :l4B o. o. 
198~5 2. 48~':i . 0.662 ().:34(? 0.14B (), o. 
1.9G6 2. ~:iB2 0.6';'~) () + 3 ~:'i "i' 0.1.4Sl o. 0. 
1.987 2.698 o. "i'::.~s 0.365 0.148 o. o. 
19El8 2.8:3El 0.761 o.:374 0.14£-l o. o. 
17'89 3.00B o./'94 0. ;·5B2 0.148 o. o. 
1990 ~5. 2~) o.Hv 0.391 0 + 140 o. o. 
1991. ~~.3:1.9 0.!36 0.4 0.148 o. o. 
1. 992 ::~. 4 :L o.n9~5 0.409 o. :1.48 o. o. 
1. 99:? :3. t31 0.9~~6 0.4:1.9 0.14B o. o. 
:1.994 3. 6:1.3 0.9~.'i9 0.42B 0.148 o. o. 
19S'5 :3. 724 0.992 0 • 4::iB 0.148 o. o. 
1996 ~;.841 :1 .• () :?. ~.) 0.44!3 o. :1.48 0. o. 
:l997 3.964 :l • 0~50 0. 4~'.iB (). 140 o. o. 
1.998 4. 0'?"7 :1. + 091. ().469 0.1.4B (). o. 
:l999 4.23b" 1 .• :1.24 0.4~:J 0.148 o. o. 
:wo () 4 + ~584 

' 
:L • :1. ~'5? <>. 4'7' :L 0.:1.40 o. o. 



High Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMMOf-<4 EMMOF<5 'EMF'9F<4 EMP9f(5 ECONXR4 ECONXR5 

1980 (). 398 1.1 , l~:·"r.'') 
..... ... J ~.) ..... :1 .• 009 2 •. 1.32 0,626 

1 S1B1 0.458 1.1 :~. o::l 1.009 6.41.7 0.524 
17'02 0, 4~.'iB 1.1 3.'7f.>2 1.009 ~j. 9~)2 0.027 
19f.l~5 o. 4~:in 3..1 4.:::19 :1 .• 009 (,,. :1.1 o. 
19!34 :~, 3B~~ 1. :1. 4.1"79 1.009 2.6?6 o. 
19El~5 2. 44:3 :L • 1 4.649 1.009 2.4El'l 0. 
19f:l6 2.443 1.1 4. u~ 7 1.009 ::.~ + 2 c, o. 
19B'7 2. 38~5 1.1 3.892 1.009 2.044 0. 

19!38 2.~1:~~~ 1.1 4.44B 1.009 3. :1.:::14 o. 
1989 2. :5:'5::~ 1.1 :5.:147 1. 00'? 1.995 o. 
19'1'0 2. 3~5:~ 1.:!. 3. ~)51 :L, 009 :L, 1. ~:;5 o. 
1991 ;;~. ~5~3~3 :L.1 :~. 249 1. 00'1 0. 77:3 o. 
1992 2. ~5~~:5 1.1 2. :~9::; 1. 00'7 o. 725 o. 
:L 9~~~? ,, .. 1. .. .,. ... , 

..... \o)\o")..,.") :1..1 1 • 24:1 1.009 0. 72~3 o. 
199•l 2. 3::.;:.; 1. • :1. :L. 24:-1 :L.OO'i' ().72~) 0. 
199~'.) 2. 3:3:'5 1.1 l.. 24:5 1.009 0.075 o. 
:1.996 2. 33~~ 1.:1. 1. 24:5 1.009 o.on:; o. 
1997 2. 3]:3 :L • :1. :L. 24:·~ 1.009 0.07~5 o. 
199S :~. :n::; :l • :l 1. ~;~4:-1 1.009 () " ... ,. o. • \1/;J 

1999 ;,~. 3:5:3 3..1. :1 •• 24:3 1.009 0.075 o. to 
I 

2000 2.333 :1 .• :1. :1 •• ~?.4:5 :1 •• 009 0.075 o. ~ 

... 

EMF'LJXR4 EMTOXF~4 EMS9XH4 EMGFR4 EMGFR5 EMGSR4 

1980 o. (). :5 o.o::-'i 1.486 ::~2. :·~32 2.0:~::; 

1981 o. (' ,,. 
6 ~ ~~ (). 09 l.. 5:~6 2;!. 4 7!3 2.245 

1c1B2 o. () • ~i o.:L2 1. :':192 22. f.>26 2. A~~~ 
19f.i:~ o. (). ~i (). :L 2 :1.. f.>!:)2 ~!2. ?76 2.7:5 
19134 (),09 0.5 (). :l :L. i' :1.7 22.92!3 3.01 
H'B5 0.09 () . ~) o.os l.. 7B6 23.01:12 - -.. , 

.!> • -~ ·-
:1.9Df.> 0. :1.2 (). ~) (). 06 :1 "'"'"'' • + ..;),J . ...J 2::>. 2:m :~.~)54 

19G7 0.12 () • :'.i o.<M 1.929 23.395 3.G03 
1.9BB 0.:1.2 (). !'5 0.06 2.009 ,.) • ...,. l::·r.:"'l!:" 

... \."). ,..] .... J~ ·1. 074 
19f:l9 0. :t:~ 0.5 0.:1.2 2.094 :?.:5.7.1.7 4.362 
1990 (). :1.2 (). !~i:3 0.06 ~~.1.Bb ~~3! BB2 4.67 
1991 () d~'! () • ~.'i :5 o. 2.:1.95 24. 4. S169 
1992 () .u 0. ;)3 o. :;! • ;.~06 . 24. :1. l8 5.287 
l. 9'?:;) 0. :1.2 () • ~) ::1 o. 2.:1.44 24.238 5. c>26 
19'?4 0.1.2 ().53 o. ~~ + 226 24.36 5.987 
1995 0.12 0 .5:~ o. 2.236 24.482 6. :~7 
1996 0.12 ().~3:3 o. t"). , ·=··:~ .... ·~;;:1-...J 24 .I.) 6.b64 
1997 0.12 0. ~)3 o. 2 • 2'/~S 24.719 6.971 
1998 0.12 0.53 o. 2.295 24.839 7.292 
1999 0.12 0.53 o. 2.:515 24.96 7.628 
2000 0.12 0. ~:;:5 o. 2.336 25.0(:12 7.98 



0 u 0 u 0 0 0 0 

High Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMGSF~5 .EMGU~4 EMGLR5 

1.980 4.75 2.47 6.0 
1981 4.827 2. 70f:l 6.935 
19B2 4.906 2.969 7.0?2 
19K~ 4.9f:l6 3. 2:i4 7.2:1.2 
:1.984 5.06'7 3.:'.'i67 '7. ~554 
l.98~5 5.15 ~~. 91 7. ~5 
:J. 9Bc, ~5 • ::.~ ~:; c.) 4.:1.79 7.644 
l9B'7 .::· ••y (. ..... 

.... J. ~~.;')(,),~ 4. 46.~5 7. /'91 
1988 ::-;. 4 73 4. /'72 7.941 
1989 !:).~)85 5. :l 8.094 
1990 :':i. 7 5-. 4~5 B.25 
1991 :':i. 806 5.71.~~ 8.413 
1992 ~.). 9:1.4 5. <?s<;; 8.58 
i<;>93 6.0;.~4 6.279 8.749 
1.994 6.:1.:36 6. ~'if:l2 8.923 
199!5 6 ,.,.,,. 6.9 9t1 o:l ..... ,,) 

I 
:l99b 6.~~84 7.218 9.273 \..11 

1997 6. 521. 7. ~i49 9.45 
199a 6.661 7.B97 9.63 
1999 6.804 8.:M 9.813 
2000 6.95 8.64 :LO. 



High Case Employment (103 
persons) 

EMCN:I.I\4 EMCN:I.F~5 EMCMF~4 EMCMI\5 EMTAF~4 EMTAR5 

19f:l0 2.:1.2729 ~:i. 74044 (). ~)79f:li'7 :l. 97t.d2 0 • u, () 7 ,:, 4 5.393 
19Bl 3. 406<H 6.2:1.602 (). 40:·3:'~'?2 2.:1.0671 () .1. '7()'/'27 b. 4'1835 
19B:~ ~3 t :=jC7:f.45 6. ~~002~~ 0,406:':l:t9 2. 12304 0. Hl06~52 6. :uo~.'i9 
19B:5 3.92<!,7 6 t 66C757 (). 42279t3 :.:.~. 2 :l ~i~~5 0. :L9211. 7 6. 96'102 
1904 3. 40;!9~5 6.ao;s:r.6 0.4:'54Hl4 2.27944 0. :1. 943;.'i7 7.19775 
19B5 ~".S.69::.~B1 7.::!4026 0. 4;50854 2. :3'7~~74 o.:I.9404:L 7. 720~)5 
19(!6 3.BB646 7.67276 0 • 4f.,94B3 2.47973 0. Hl9786 !3.365:52 
1987 4. 304<!J8 B.00797 0.40663:1. 2. 57'705 o.:J.B7J.79 8.fJ3742 
1988 •l.74:1.'i' 8.47143 0 • 50:3c:,54 2.67:'.'i7B 0. :l95:~4 9.5B682 
19f:l9 4.68-479 8 • f:l92B2 o.;'52:!.W1' 2. 7BU2 0. :I.E>4446 10.2402 
1990 4. 769tl2 9. ;?,()498 (). 539:~67 2. 8!:127(1 0. 1852~~9 10.8/'07 
199:1. 4. 9::57'::.~4 9. :'.'it:d. :~4 (). 55~)19 2.97!:'i16 0.1B1514 11.3tiOJ. 
1992 ::'i. 2::~41. :1. 9.94046 0. ;,)'7257 ~5. 0'770'7 O.:I.67B49 12.0002 
199~5 5. ~:57!59~5 10, :5/'61. 0 • ~57'26B4 3 .195~iG ().141051 12.8"1~)5 

1994 6.0029B :L0.'7435 0. 612:1.79 3.3:1.102 o. :t41Bn 13.b649 
199~i 6 • Hl'7::'i8 :1. :1.. ::~4::'i9 0.632693 :~. 4~5~~()6 o.142'·!H 14.5~)43 

19C/6 6 • .',~'i2:~:l :l:l + F.J~~C7!:J (). 6~i4~'i:'5~'i 3.~56~566 0.:1.4:3:~40 15. 5B7\2 
1997 7. :LM77 :l~!..46B2 0.67966 ~5. 'i' 146~) 0.144224 16 d:1276. 
1(798 7. 7:.1151 :1.~~. :1.~5'74 0.'703B84 3.06101 0.145097 1!3.0704 
1<199 8.3!36~i:l. 1~~. 869~.'i 0 .'72<7329 4.0:1.~)!54 ().145984 19.4277 t::d 

. 2000 9.051~)8 14.444tl o. n)c,oo~l 4.17B37 0.146875 20.9082 I 
0\ 

EMTOR4 EMTCJF~~j EMF'UF~4 EMPUF~~) EMFm4 EMFIF\5 

l. 9€)0 0. 7<!!0286 :L.6:':145:l 0. :~52'7F.l9 0.9:1.9091 0.4:1.9775 4.96199 
198:1. 0. 90B7~57 1.ns67 0 + :~9'7::;09 1.<>1:~6, 0. 4El2526 5.6398 
19H:~ 0. 9B Hl~'i 1.'77iJ62 (). 4 12~3:'59 1.0~500:1. (). 50~1606 5.76545 
19E.l3 1. 07C,2El 1. El'74!:i4 0. 4:~2DO :1. :1 .• 1. ()7 0, 5~5:~G97 6.32'713 
19El4 1. oc,on l..S\30:::>2 0. 4!:'i692<!'! 1..1~51.96 0.~)67731 6.66754 
1905 :1.. on:57 2.02.1.92 0.476104 1.226B 0. 5'7'~)6 43 7.23981 
19H6 :L. o::'iB6B 2.:1.~5:30:1. ().492fl64 1.3192 0.620192 7.96131 
19B7 1. 06605 ::.:.2:1.8'7f:l (). 514!:'i66 3..39173 0. f.>5'2Hl4 8.1~)0'78 

1C7flf:l 1.. :1.4f.d. 2. ~n69 0.53BB:I.:'S 1..49~127 0.608202 8.79478 
19fN :L. 0696:3 2 • 44:3B6 0. 5~'i2371 l .• !5l3M:l 0.70El456 9.25919 
199() 1.. ()/'(1'4::.! 2. ~:.:;2284 () .''5'70976 1. 6!::ibB:3 (). 7:~b3!:19 9.56125 
1991 :1.. ()629:'5 2.6:1.274 (). !:)'06922 1.. /':3749 0. /'604~) 10.241 
1992 0.9042:1.8 2. 708:1. :L 0. 6060:3'7 1. 824:1.5 0. 78(?4;'.'~8 10.6311 
1993 (). 8:1.7004 2. 017~5:'5 (). 6;?.~)6~! 1 1.924'76 O.El19298 11.0827 
1994 0. :3:?;6669 2.909:1.8 (). 6:':i04El~~ 2.01044 o.B57429 11.5958 
1995 o.B46'726 3. 0:3436 0. 6/'0:1.~! 2.12!:!78 0.887719 12.3518 
1996 0 + Cjf.,'7083 ~5 • HI:I.Bl (). 69:'54<!')3 2 + ~~7042 0.927031 13.4312 
1 <;'9'7 0.888394 ~~. :1:171 '7 0. 722:578 2. 422~!3 0.96936 14.3863 
199!:1 0. 9:l0449 3. 50f.,BB 0.751286 2.59097 1.01446 15.6765 
1999 0.933521 3.68149 0.781866 2.76765 1· 06283 16.8063 
2000 0.957644 3.82203 0.814661 2.91206 1.11505 17.7068 

·-~-·-·--· 



() 0 0 0 0 0 

High Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMDWF~4 EMDWF~!'5 EMDF~F~4 EMrWiJ:;;~:; EMS9I:;;4 EMS9R5 

19El0 0. (.,09:511 7.rl4:l94 ;5 .3.T77~:i 14.484:1. 5. ~~0948 16.3622 
19f:l:l 0. 940~'i47 9.::?.462fJ 3.92908 1/.,.1.241 9.49216 18.7464 
19B2 :t. 0067'8 9.04652 4. :J. 9~)~'i4 16.44/'9 10.H105 19.1882 
190~1 :t.. :l :1.723 9,B4324 4 • ~)7 () 'i'1 :1. 'i' • 7 f:l !3:3 1:J. • ~~() 6 21. 16•t 
19f:l4 :1., O:I.~.'i48 10. :1. :1. BB ~5. ()~~:.158 :lf:l. ~'i944 9.72:1.51 .,.., .. , ... : '"~c:" 

.:.:..:...~0.: .. -.J 

l. <;'B~'i :1. • 06~)63 :1.0.76!'59 ~:;,if :1. !'5:.~B :1.9.924!') 10.400~? 24.4118 
19Bt', :1.. :1.012!'5 11. !:'i60l ~5. 7!'.)903 21. !5709 11 .• 0324 27.0107 
19Cl7 :t. :J. <?626 1::!.. :1.:::; 6.2:1.76!5 22. B76:?. 1. :;~ • !''i1. 2 4 2<{.1016 
19f:lB 1.;52401. :t3.on'i~'i 6. 74f:l24 24.'703!3 1.4.09'72 32.1016 
19!:!9 :1 .• 2fJ 1. 92 :1.;5, B02:.~ 7. o:::;:n 1. 26.3993 14. 008~~ :34.9373 td 
199() 1. ~".\0449 :1.4.54f.,6 7. 40:1.1. 2/', Ml09 1.4.1.999 35.899 I 

1991. :l • :3;36H4 :1.~5. :1.~)91 7. 1:)~.)664 29.1.;-.)94 :1.4.7()4<7 37. 39;~5 
-..J 

:J.?<n 1., :~B01.~! :l!5,B977 B, ~H 74 30. ns25 1.!7i. El055 39.1542 
1993 1 .• 4:~297 :1.6.!:1796 !3. f:lO :J. ~".\B 32.6066 1.7.:1.0()6 40.9928 
1994 1. ~52'776 1'7. ~~043 9. 4:3::~94 3~'). 4271 1B.7461 42.5827 
1995 1 .• 5n3:~ 1B.1.49 9.9452b 35. O!:lElB 19.4664 45.9911 
1996 1.6872 19. :1.4!:-iB 10.62~~9 36.9El44 =H. 303 · 49.9201 
1<7'97 1.!3:1.~509 20. 20~57 :l.l • ~".\'7 J.. 7 39. o:HB ;~~1.374 5'l, :l6A1 
3.998 :t.n)103 21. ~'iBB7 12.1.B75 41..31.71 25.MJ94 58. 902~) 
1999 2.:to:H6 22.61 1 ;:; • OB:'i~"i 43.6765 28.30()8 63.9229 
2000 2.2727 23. •l878 14.07:53 45.372 31.2618 66.6502 



High Case Population (103 persons) 

1900 
19B1 
1982 
198~) 

1904 
J.9tl~) 

1986 
1987 
1980 
19!39 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1Ci1 9~5. 

1.994 
199!3 
1(?96 
1.997 
199C! 
19(?9 
2000 

1980 
191:!1 
1982 
:1.98:1 
19f:J4 
198~i 
l9Elt'> 
1. 9f:l7 
19B8 
1.989 
1990 
1991 

• 1.992 
17'93 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 

CNNP::?.f~4 

49.2459 
6:3.2747 
60.40:1.9 
75. :34BEl 
7B. 3~599 
a:~. 1. :1.46 
86.6514 
9:~. ()389 

10:1., B~:4 
:to~~. 463 
:LOB, ~51'9 
:t:r.::!. :tns 

. 1:1.6.52:l 
120.6tl 
128.9~~ 
1:34. 6!:)9 
:1.4~5.36 

1!32.917 
16~~. :n 
174. 7::!4 
:L87.3n"i 

POPI:::4 

5(,:>. !:)b~1C> 
7f.l.0265 
B2 • 8::?f:l7 
90.0965 
09.!3297 
9•l. ~5~)45 

j c;B.0267 
:to::). :r. 64 
:1.14. 4:?.!3 
1. :l.!;i. OB 

1
1.:1. 9. 3:~2 
122.S127 
:1. ~~'/'. 406 
:1. :u • nH 
140.:l92 
145.464 
1.54. 363 
164.122 
174.721 
186 •. 34!5 
199.21 

1.66.29 
1B0.6H5 
1.B~5.6::w 

:r. 9~5. J()C, 

. 203. :313:1. 
2:1.~).3~i9 

2:·w. 04f.> 
24:1..613 
2~i7 ,cnc? 
27:3.;1.42 
20:~. 4b9 
295.2:1.B 
~~07. '/' f.d. 

:n:.:~. 9f:l~5 

~~!'50. :30B -
:r;o. 64B 
392.098 
4 :l ~). f.l~!'7 
440. ;~62 
4!':i8. ()7J. 

:lB6.026 
2()0. 4~)9 
20:5. ()!'!i"9 

... ) ..... 1:;• ·") .... ,:) ,.) . ,. ... 
2!:i0. 042 
26:1..76€1 
2'713. ~~94 

~504. :1. :1.7 
~~16. o::w 
~52B, '7!5~5 

:H3. 29~--> 
:~~)4. ~~:~9 

371. 9;!.8 
392.:07 
4:1.4.0:1.9 
4~~7. 946 
462. ~)82 
480. ~'i95 

F'OF'MF~4 

0.836244 
0. 8::)6244 
o.K~6244 

0. 8~~6244 
0 .8~~6244 
0.!336244 
0. B:36244 
o. n::~c',244 
0.036244 
0.036244 
o.n:?i6244 
0, B:3b244 
0 .B~{b244 
0. B:36244 
0. H:·5,',244 
() .• 0:36244 
(). f:l~56244 
0. 8:36244 
o. o;:{6244 
0~!336244 
0.836244 

F'OF'MI:;:::'i F'OF'NE4 F'OPNE5 

12.0!31.7 7. ~~~)1.56 7.02763 
12.0!:117 7. 498~)9 7.16H1B 
12.0017 7. 6485!':i 7.:H154 
1.2.0817 7.EJO:J.52 7. •l:.'i777 
12.0lH7 7. 9~i7::i5 /'. 60C,i?2 
:1.2,0B1'7 8.11.669 7.75905 
12.0!317 8.27902 7.91.423 
12.0f.l17 8. 444/, 8.0725:1. 
:L2.0f:l:l7 f3 .1.,:1.:349 8.2339;3 
12.0B17 f:l. 7f.J!:'i75 f:l. 3986~~ 
:L2.0B1'7 f.l. 96146 8.~jt,66 

1=~.0!31.7 9 ~ :1. 40t,8 8.73792 
12.0D:L'J 9.32349 8.91268 
:1.2.0f:l17 9, !'.W996 9. ()<?()93 
12.0!:!:1.7 9. 700:1.5 9. 2?274. 
:l2, Ol:l:L 7 9.!39415 9,4!''iEl19 
1~.!. Of:l17 10.092 9.647~~5 

12.0!317 10.29~39 9.El4029 
td 

12.0017 10.4997 10.0371 I 
12,0817 10.7097 10.2:378 00 

12.0817 10.9239 10.4426 



() (J G 0 0 0 '-.) 0 

Low Case Employment (103 persons) 

Ei'!A9AI1:4 EMA9,:)f~5 EMA9BIH EN,!\9BR5 EMA9CI1:4 EMA9CR5 

19FJO O.OB4 0+ o. o. 2 • O~H o. 
1981. 0.0'78 o. o. o. 2, O~H o. 
198~! 0.0'78 (), o. o. 2. o::n o. 
1.983 0.064 (), o. o. 2.0~)1 o. 
1.984 0. 06:3 o. o. (), 2. O~H o. 
19f:l~'i 0.04f:l o. o. o. 2.o:n (), 

19f.l6 o. o:.H! o. o. o. ;! • o:H o. 
1. 1t87 0.029 o. o. o. 2.0:11 o. 
19f.l8 (). 02:-s o. o. o. 2.031 o. 
19El.9 0.016 o. o. o. 2.031 o. 
1990 o. o. o. o. 2.o:~:l o. 
1991 o. o. o. o. 2. o:H o. 
17'92 o. o. o. o. 2.0:H o. 
1. 99~~ o. o. o. o. 2.0:11 () . 
1994 o. o. o. o. 2. 0~5:1. o. 
1995 o. o. o. o. 2.031. o. 
1996 o. (), o. o. 2. O~'H o. 
1997 o. o. o. o. 2. o:n o. 
19913 o. o. o. o. ::.~ , () ~5 :L . 0. 
1999 o. o. (), o. 2.031 o. t:d 

2000 o. o. o. o. 2 .<>:H o. I 
\0 

EMMFF'~4 EMMFH5 EMMU~4 EMMI_R5 EMMPR4 EMMPR5 

1980 2.003 .0.~~31 0.292 0.148 ()., o. 
1.981 ;,! • oo:3 o.:B:l 0+29~:5 0 .1.4B o. o. 
1. 9fJ2 2. 00:3 0 • ~5~H 0.298 0.148 o. o. 
19tl:3 2,()()3 0, ~L3:1. (),30:1. 0.148 o. 0. 
19B4 2. 00:5 () • ~~i~'H (). ~:H)4 0 .1.4B o. o. 
19H!5 :;! • 00:3 (). ~)~5:1. 0.~~0'7 o. :1.48 o. o. 
1986 2. oo:-s 0. :~3:l o.:31 0, :f.4B o. o. 
.19B7 I 2. oo:3 o.:B1 o.~H~1 0.14B o. o. 
1908. 2.003 o.:53:1. (). :3 .!.ll 0 .:1.4H o. o. 
1989 2.003 (). :5~5:1. ().:52 0 .1. 4B o. o. 
1990 f 2. oo::> 0.3:31 0. ~52:~ 0.14G o. o. 
1991 2.003 o.~B:l (). ~~:?.6 0.148 o. o •. 
,199~! 2. oo:3 (). :·:)3 :1. o.::~~.~9 0.1.48 o. o. 
1993 2. oo:5 () • ::> :3 :1. (). =~~):3 0.1. 4B o. o. 
1994 ;:.~. 00 ::; o.3::u () • :B6 0.14El o. o. 
199!'5 2.00:{ o. ~1::n 0.33? 0. :lll8 o. o. 
1996 :..2. 00~) (). 3:51 o.:H3 0.1.40 (). o. 
1997 2. oo:-s 0.331 0.:346 0.148 o. o. 
1998 ~~. oo:~ 0.~5:3:~ ,.·. 0. :~47' 0.1.48 o. o. 
1999 2.003 o.33:L 0. ~3~52 o. :1.48 o. o. 
200() r..!. oo3 0.331 0.357 0.1.4!:1 o. o. 

.. ~- '.- "" 



Low Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMM01:;;4 EMMOF~::-i EMF'9F~4 EMP91:;;~5 ECONXR4 ECONXI:;;5 

19El0 0.34B :1 •• :1. 2.363 1. 00(;' 0. ~.'i27 0.626 
19~11. 0.40!:! 1..1. 2. 6l>4 :1. • 009 1..294 0. ~i24 
19B2 0.408 1.1. 2. :'59 1..009 :L. 065 0.027 -
198:3 0.408 1 . • 1 2.67 1. 009 0.284 o. 
1984 0.40B 1.1 2 • '7 :n 1 .• 009 0,099 0. 
19l:l5 0. 40f3 1 . • :t 2.~W8 :1.'.009 o. o. 
1986 0.408 :l.:l. 1.931 1. 009 o. o. 
1987 0 ,li()B 1.:t :l. ~?.97 1 .• 009 o. o. 
19i:l8 0.408 1. • 1. 1.229 1 + 00 1? o. o. 
1989 0.40B 1. • :1. 1.229 :l. 009 o. o. 
1990 0.40B 1..1. 1.229 1.009 o. o. 
1991 0.40B 1 . • :1. :1..229 1..0()9 o. 0. 
1992 0.40B :t.l. 1.229 1.. oo·:r o. o. 
19'73 0,40B 1. 1. 1. 22(1 :1..009 o. o. 
1994 0.40B 1.:t :1.. ~~29 1..009 o. o. 
1995 0.408 1..1. 1 ?~)(~ + ......... I 1..009 o. o. 
199!.> 0,40B :l • :1. :1..229 1 .• 009 o. o. 
1997 (),4()8 1..1. 1.229 :l. 009 o. o. 
1998 o.40B 1..1. 1 .• 229 1.. 009 o. o. 
:1.999 0.408 1 . • :1. 1..229 :1,,0().9 o. o. t;j 

2000 0.40B 1..1 :1..229 1. 007' o. o. I 
1-' 
0 

ENPLJXfN EMTCJXF~4 EMS(.n<f~4 EMGFn4 EMGF'f~5 EMGSr-:4 

19BO o. (). ~'i o. 1..486 :;,~ ~~ • :~ ~~.2 1.89 
19B:l o. (). ~'i o. :1. ,AEl6 22.:{91 1. 9:38 
19B2 o. () + ~::; o. 1.4B6 22 + 4~):1. 1.9B6 
1903 o. (). ~'i o. :t. 486 22.~51:L 2.036 
19!:14 o. () • ::-i o. 1 .• 48c·, ~~2. ~:'i71 2.087 
198~'i o. 0. :::; o. 1..486 22. (.;32 2. 1.4 
19Bf., o. (). ~5 (), 1 .• 486 22.691. 2.14 
19f.l7 o. 0. ~:; o. :1..49 22.7~)1 2.14 
:J. S'BB o. () • ~.'i (), 1.492 22.B:I.1 2.14 
19f.l9 (), (),5 o. :L. 47'4 ;:~2. fl'l J. 2.14 
1. 91,;>() o. 0 •. ~'.) o. 1 • ~:;~~6 22 t 9:~2 2.14 
:L 99:L o. () . :::; (), 1..:B6 2~). ()() 1. 2.14 
1992 o. () • !'5 o. 1. ::;:;6 2::;. ()7'1 2.14 
1.(i<Y3 o. 0. ~) o. 1. ::'i3b 2~'.).1.41 .2.14 
1994 o. (),5 o. 1. ~536 2~1.211 2.14 
1995 o. (),5 o. 1. !5:1b ~.!3. 282 2.14 
199t'> o. 0.5 o. l .• ::'i46 23. :~41 2.14 
1997 o. 0.5 o. :L. ~)56 23.40:1. 2.14 
1998 o. 0.5 o. 1.566 2:3.461 2.14 
1999 o. 0 C" o. 1.576 23. 5;!1 2.14 . ,) 

2000 o. () . :::; o. 1 • !:i86 ~~3. 582 2.14 

., .... ·-~....,- ···--



u 
0 0 0 0 

Low Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMGGI~~::;; EMGLF~4 EMGU~5 

19f:l() 4. 7~'5 2.325 6.75 
:l9B:I. 4.'799 2.384 6.819 
1 7'f:l2 4.BII€l 2.444 6.8BB 
:1.983 4.898 2. ~)06 6. <r~"'iB 
19!34 4.948 2. !:)7 7. o;~9 
1<?f35 1::" 

~~. 2.635 7.1 
l.9i3b "" ,,J. 2.661 7 .l.7l. 
:L 90'7 5. 2.608 7.243 
19Bf:l l::' ,,, . :~.7:1.5 7.:315 
l?B9 ~:.) t ~!.742 7. ~5Bf:! 
1.9'70 ~:.5 t 2.769 7.462 
:L99l. !:·j. 2.797 7. !53"7 to 

I 
1 0<"'') !:) • :~. 825 7.61:~ ...... . , .,,. ... 
l.993 ~). 2 t t=l!":i3 7.6sa 

...... 

1994 c:· 
~~ . 2. mJ~! 7. 71.,'5 

J ('' (~ r::· 
. r , ""' !:; • 2. 911 7.843 

:t 991, a::-
~~ t 2. (14 7.921 

19<17 ~5 t 2.91.,9 8+ 
199f:l 1!0' 

~~ t 2.999 8.08 
:1.999 ~-:j. 3.029 8.161 
2000 "'" w• ~~. 059 8.243 



Low Case Employment (103 persons) 

Ei'ICN1R4 EMCN1H5 EMCMR4 EMCMR5 EMTAF~4 EMTAF~5 

1980 1. • 6D~L1.4 :s. 8:1.442 0. ~~7·1244 1.94~:io1 0. 1!5El!:)96 5.12368 
1981 1. 1i'4f:l1~5 6.070:LB (). ~5867~~9 2.0141 o. :/.647~57 5. 6•1693 
198::! 1. 9:'591.>9 ~). 9921.1 0.38076!3 1., 9B:l05 0+1620~~B 5.J.5/74 
1.983 1.78646 6. :1.4256 0.386033 2.0101.9 o.16~~ni 5. 2•1823 
:/.984 1. '78469 6.~H4f:l2 0. ~194799 2, O:'.HiB5 0.:1.65:6'2 5.50231 
1.9[:15 1., 79~H3 6.46244 o. 40~.~<~::>n 2.1.01.:59 0.1.~)9704 5.63799 
1 1186 :l,B41.B~! t>.7:1.44/' 0.4U.B!:i9 ~! .:L ~)40 1 0.:1.~)17 5.83048 
19B7 :1..041'72 6.77007 (). 4:1.4;524 2.16f.l94 0. 1 ~1~)939 5.70024 
1908 :1..80931 6.9:3B71. 0.41.9274 2. :1.9556 o.134~B4 ~).60J.28 

1.989 1 .• 95?0B 7 .2Ml!:'i~~ 0. 43::!-1~)4 2.2696'? () .1.~".)5:~!92 5.98102 
1.990 ~!.0:1.829 7, ~5:L 4~H 0. 44:~:W7 ~~. 32~i22 (). :1.~5602~3 6.24913 
1.991 2.08497 7,!33704 (). 454~'if:l:l. 2 + 3 1?489 o.:L36ni8 6.59582 
1992 2.:1.4771 Cl + :l ()~)~:)~~ 0. 46~~03~~ 2.44296 0 + 1 :~7::'i03 6.84066 
1993 2. 2209tl B.4202D 0. •l /'~5El25 2. 504~')3 0. :L :-182~.)2 7.1.6031 
1994 2. 29~!73 B, 7049;5 0, 4G39~)4 "'> r.:- , ... )1::0 

t-'.. '""'J(J,:.."') o.13c;>oc, 7.50115 
1995 2. :3,~) ~:54 9. 06::.~22 (),49~)7 2. 629'?6 0, 13 1PH09 /'.86509 
1996 ~~.44047 9. 42!504 (). ~)0~:) 12;~ ... , I C'/.l. '')I:' .·:.. 0 \.j lit,~.;..) 0. 140:.)::! 8.13893 
1997 2.~)1995 9.B0824 0. ~:il6614 2.7!:'i066 0.141242 8.•H3401 
1998 ~!.6041.8 1.(),;!,269 0, !5269:H :~.B:L047 0.141.998 8.82428 t::d 

I 
1999 2.6G90B 10.6426 o.53B493 2.8777 0.142683 9.15606 f-' 

2000 2.7Cl312 1.1. • 1. 02 o.;5:::i0146 2.94567 0.143453 9.55592 N 

EMTOF~4 EMTOH~'i EMPUR4 EMF'LJF<5 E.MFIR4 EMFif~5 

1980 0. 708 1?77 :1 .• 6~) :1. B 0. 3~-1-1269 0. 9:-12~113 0.394166 5.05557 
1981 o. '7C>6::~6f:l 1. 7Hl67 (). ~~462'7' 0.9!B922 0.410762 5.42478 
l.9F.l2 0.7~51.03 :1. • 69~32B 0.34El001 0. 96f:l:I.09 0.41:,;!43 5.311 .. 
l.S>83 O. 74~'iB6:1. 1 .• ·nn:;~:; (). 34'?:1.f:l!:'i 0.99f:l626 0.41.2002 5.53107 
1984 0 • '7 ;:'i ~~ B 0 ;:) :1 .• 7f:l24;! 0. ~~~)0~.>::;6 1.03:-:\B . 0. 4:1.C>2~"i9 5.78731 
19[:;,5 () • 7 ::.~ !.'.'i 2 4 tl 1. B2Nl () + :~~'i3252 1.0641·<1 0.42041.8 6.01049 
19B6 (). <'>07694 1..BD6:1.6 (). :3::!'/6::~4 1.1:1.633 0.4:Ul~:i:l2 6.39904 
19Cl7 (). 60!:)!360 1. + 90()77 o .. 3~5o;:.c2 1.l2BOB 0.42741.5 6.48729 
19D8 O.f.l0:1.:l~57 1..9441.6 o.:~c>2961 1 .• lt>319 0 + 4~5392)7 6.75266 
19G9 0.61.:1.07~1 ::!.0292 0.369070 1. 2~)213 (),442406 7.28613 
1990 0.61.9292 2. 092~3B 0. ~~746!'53 1. • 2B~Ll9 0. 4;50299 .. '1. 4-i789 
1.991. (). 6270~j1 2. 1. 7!:'iOB 0. ~·5B0238 1.354b5 0.4581.44 8.02438 
:t<i>92 0. 6:361.5:~ 2. 24~~1.)4 0. :~B!:)6B9 1. 41.294 0,465G2 8.28651 
1993 0.645146 2, :~23H<? 0.39l::'i77 1.4819<? 0.4741.31 8.60166 
1994 0. 6~:i4301 2. ~J9622 0.39751.9 1 .• 54496 0.482~i41 9.01179 
19n) o. 66:H44 2.48675 0. 403~i~5!:'i 1. 6247~) 0.491104 9.54098 
1996 0.671.877 2. 578~59 0. 40975:::; 1. 706!55 0.499922 10.2422 
1997 0.6!30893 2.67488 0.416224 1.79383 0.509148 10.8349 
1998 o. 69o:~~w 2. 77998 o.A228i:'lB 1.89()1.8 0.518.1>77 11.6559 
1999 0.699356 2.8839B o. 429659 1.98682 0.528384 12.3278 
2000 0.709339 2.99855 0.4:?6874 2.09473 0.538756 13.0734 



( ' 
'--' u 0 

3 Low Case Employment (10 persons) 

EMDWr~4 EMDWF~~'i 

1980 0.496608 7.~599El7 
1981 0 + 57~~51.>5 8. 2~5944 
1982 0. 56~5~5:'5 7.60835 
19H3 0.5~5:1.062 7. "72~)2:~ 
19B4 0. !:'i:1:34<i>4 B. <Hi31. 7 
19El~i o. ~12:=5::;o7 B • 23:3::?.6 
1986 (). !~i24::i91 B. 4934;·5 
19B7 (). ~)()~1966 B. 3~'i607 
1908 (). !5:1.:3909 B. 2647:~ 
19B9 (). ~~)~~:l648 f.l,J;,'j()19 
1990 (). 54?!:526 9.()<;'4:1.8 
1<,)>91. o.t)64~t)7 9. ~5:~6 
1.992 (). ~)01037 !j>. fJl\625 
1993 o.:s<?991.'7 1. (). 249~~ 
1994 0.6:1.04?6 10. 6'7:1.3 
1995 0. 6~572~)5 :t1 • 125~':) 
1996 (). 6~)6!52~" :L:I. .4691 
1997 o.6'7690B 11.8998 
1998 0.6985()6 l~!.:Hn5 
1999 0.720181 1.2.7~138 
2000 0.7442()6 13.2215 

0 0 

EMDFm4 EMDRF~~j Et-1891~4 EMS9R5 

=~.f.l8718 14.7084 3.90864 16.691 
~~. 0744 1~3. 6167 4.67668 17.989 
3.10274 1 ::-i. ::>7~~n 4.64928 17.5863 
:3. 08::J::i~:'i 1~). 9215 4. :lf.>4tl0 18.3362 
3.1~~729 1.6. 5:'.502 4.14702 19. 2~E 
3.1B~i1.7 17. o<r6c> 4.1.7:ll~) 20.0236 
3, 2~1~57B Hl. 02:3:~ 4.3:1.203 21.4()48 
3.2662El 1!3. 240!5 4, ~H :l.!:'i9 21.7191 
~~. :342!'5 :W. BB07 4. 4502~, 22.6664 
:3.44~534 20. 1. :L !j>5 4.6491.9 24.578 
~~. ~5~~b:·:w 21. 060f:l 4. fJ3()~';)2 26.0453 
·3.6~~067 22. :5077 5.029::~1 28.027 
~5. 72374 2~~.3615 5.2:1.782 29.7212 

0:.1 
3 .-s::!.:54:~ 24.6:1.12 !'5, 4:39B4 31.764 I 

3. 92?~~'7 2::'i. 7~571 5. 6~'i9 33.0953 f-' 
w 

4.03598 27 .2on; ~). 08268 35.5268 
4.14691 2(1. 70::-i4 6.11557 38.0693 
4~264()5 30.3069 6. :~6408 40.795 
4.38621 32.0B07 6.62954 43.7977 
4.!:HHl7 33.sc,'77. 6.El9929 .46. 885 
4.64748 35.8699 7.20052 50.3008 



Low Case Population (103 persons) 

1980 
1981 
19B2 
19B3 

-1904 
1985 
198!.) 
1987 
198El 
19G? 
1990 
1.99:1. 
1'192 
1 cn;:1 
1.994 
1995 
1.996 
1997 
199B 
19'19 
2000 

1.980 
1901. 
19f.l2 
1.9B3 
1.9B4 
190~) 

1986 
:J.9B7 
19B8 
:1.989 
1.990 
19<i>:l 
1. en:~ 
1993 

. 1994 
199!5 
1996 
1.997 
199B 
1999 
2000 

CNNP21:::r4 

42.G752 
46.1.~>.44 
46.2BJ.B 

46. :1.947 
46, :1.:;~~54 
46.0:301 
4~i. 02c')~5 

4~'i. 7 401:l 
46. f:J~5:3<i> 
47. n::~76 
4El.G:I.49 
49.7096 
!50, 7 :L~B 
~)1.6914 

52.6"72 
:;; ~~ • f.> T/7 
~54. n:H 
~:j !7i • B ::~ 6 
56.9271 
~.)0.119 

.PDPI:::4 

!51. ~'i9 
5:5. n;:3:3 
:::;::'i.e:~ :1.6 . 
~'i4. 4737 
::;:3. oon:; 
~'; ::'i • () 7E1 •1 
~'i ::) • :1. 4 ~5 :3 
!:54. :~0/'2 
!5!5. :1. 90!'.'i 
~'i6. 4~'i~)9 

~)7 • c!l~~~"i:1 
!5B, "7'1 Hl 
59.069:3 
6 :1. • 0 !'.'i 9::-i 
62. :~~.!71:1 
63.4024 
64.606 
65.€!635 
67 .lt)2 
6B.4731 
69.8791 

CNNP2F~5 

1.6~i. 272 
1.n>.OBB 
1·7o. no~:; 
1. 7~.'i. ~.'i~.'i 
18J.62:::; 
:L f:l6 •. 9 
1.94.651 
:1.96.9133 
20:1..9'11 
212.69:1. 
220.409 
230, I'D 
Z~f:l. 92:1. 
24H.606 
2::16, BB~~ 
26tl.lf:l 
279, ~'i7B 
::.! 9 :1 .• 6 6 ::.! 
~:104. 958 
~~Hl.l02 

POPF~~'i 

:1. B~'i, 007 
1.'12.862 
:L 9 0 , :·5 0 !':i 
1. 9!'5. 009 
::~o:~..::1:1.4 
2oc). 74 
214.647 
2:1.7.1:37 
222.~~07 
23~~. :L 7:1. 
241.();.)7 
2~H, ~599 

:.;!::'i9. 91.6 
2c)9. 77B 
:uo. 2~1"7 
2B9.719 
301.307 
3:1.~5 • ~)B3 
327.077 
:~40. 422 
355.198 

POF'Mf~4 

o.B36244 
0. fl36:: .. ~44 
(),B36244 
(). 8:56~!·14 
0,0:36:?.44 
o. B:3c)244 
(). !3:'36244 
o. n:1t.)24•1 
().8:36244 
(). f.J:56244 
o, n:3C>::~44 
o. o:362·H 
o. o:·562•H 
0 • B:-l6:~~44 
0, B~-->6;;)44 
o. a:562A4 
0. B3c.i:~44 
0. B:-l6244 
0, B::~6244 
(). K~6244 
0.836244 

F'OF'MR5 F'OPNE4 F'OF'NE5 

1.2.0!:117 7.351:::ib 7. 027,')3 
12.001.7 7.49f:J!:i9 7.:L68:LB 
1.2.0B:L7 7. 64f:l~~!'.) 7.:~11.!:"i4 

12.0Bl7 7.BO:I.~:i2 7. 45777 
12.0B17 '7,9~)755 7.60692 
12.0B:I.7 8.11.669 7.75905 
1.2 • OD1.'7 B.27902 7.91 1123 
12.0f:!:l.7 f:l. 4'l46 8 .. 0'72~)1 
12. OEll 7. B.61.:·549 s.2~n95 

:L2.0Bl7 0. 7B:::i75 8 .~W863 
1.2.00:1.7 B.96146 8.~)666 

1.2.08:L'7 9.:1.40613 8. /'3'?'i'2 
12.0817 9. :~2:549 8.'?1268 
12.0!31.7 9. ~'i0996 9.09093 
12.0!317. 9.70015 9.2'7274 
1.2.001.'7 9.8'141~5 9.45HJ9 
12.on1.7 10.092 9.64735 
1.2.081.7 10.2939 9.84029 
12.0817 10.4997 10.0371 
12.0817 10.709"7 10.2378 t:d 

I 
12.0817 10.9239 10.4426 f-' 

~ 



u (_) 0 
, .. 

0 0 0 0 0 (.) 

-Intermediate Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMA9AR4 EMA9AR5 EMA9BR4 EMA9BR5 EMA9CF~4 EMA9CR5 

1980 0.089 o:. o. o. 4·231 o. 
1981 (). ()!;'1 o. o. o. 2.263 o. 
1982 0.093 o. o. o. :~. 3 o. 
1983 0.096 o. o. o. 2. ~1·42 o. 
1984 0, C·98 o. o. o. 2.392 o. 
1985 0.1 o. o. o. 2.449 o. 
1986 0. :1. :1. o. o. o. 2.::i1.fl o. 
19fJ'i' ~, •• 1") 

IJ+J.< .. o. o. o. 2. ~)9 3 o. 
17'B8 0.13 o. o. o. 2.682 o. 
19i39 0.14 o. (), (), 2. 7B~5 o. 
1990 ()' :1.5 () t o. o. 2.905 o. 
1.991. 0 .1. ::'i!'5 o. o. o. 3.0•14 o. 
1.992 (). :L 6 o. o. o. 3. 20~) o. 
1993 0.:1.65 o. o. o. ~5. :~192 o. 
1994 (j • j,'/ o. o. o. ~~.60!3 o. 
1995 0.175 o. o. o. 3, B~'i9 o. 
1996 0. Hl o. o. o. 4.:1.49 o. 
1997 0. Hl~5 o. o. o. 4.4S6 (), 
199tl (). l. !jl o. o. o. 4.B77 o. 
1999 0.195 o. o. o. ~5.:329 o. td 

I 
2000 0.2 o. (), o. 5, B~i:3 o. ,_. 

Vl 

EMMFR4 _ EMMFI:~5 T£MMLF~4 EMMU~5 EMMF'F\4 'EMMPR5 

1980 2',.154 o. ~5n'i 0. ~~3 0.148 o. o. 
1981 2.18 0.384 0.36 0.1.48 o. o. 
1982 2. 20fl (). ~)!?4 (\ ... <' 

" • ,:"> r 0.:1.48 o. '0. 
1983 2.24 0.40:3 (). ·~2 0. 140 o. o. 
1984 2.273 0.4:1.~5 (). 4~) 0.14B .0. o. 
19B5 2. :3:1.1 0.424 0.4B 0. 1. 48 o. o. 
1981.> 2. :~~53 0. 4:~4 0. !','i:l. 0.1.4£-! o. o. 
1Y87 2.4 0.445 o.~i4 0 .1.48 o. o. 
.19C18 . '2. 4-52 0 .4~)1.> () • ;57 . 0.:1:4€! o. o. 
1989 2. ~5 :1. 0.4Ml 0.6 0.:1.48 o. (), 

1990 2.577 (),479 0.63 o.:IAf.l o. o. 
1991 2 .• (,,~; 0.49:1. 0.66 0.14B o. 0. 
1992 2.'733 0. ~)04 () .1.>9 () • :1.4 !:l o. o. 
199:1 2.828 (). :::; :1.6 (),72 0.14!3 o. o. 
1994 2.936 0. ~)29 o.n'i 0.140 o. o. 
1995 3. O!':i7 o.~.'i42 0.7El o. 148 o. o. 
1996 ;3 .197 0. !:i56 o.c1 0.:1.40 . o. o. 
199'7 3 .. , .... ~ 

• ,:>,')I 0.5'7 o.B4 0. :1.4!:1 o. o. 
199S ~5. 5:38 0. ::iB4 O.B7 0.1.4B o. o. 
1999 ~5.746 () • ~:; <1'~7 0.9 0.1.4€! o. o. 
20{)() •3. 7'0~) O.f.d4 0.925 0 .1.48 o. o. 



Intermediate Case Employment (103 Eersons) 

EMMOf~4 EMMDH~i EMP9F<4 EMF''IR!'.:i ECONXR4 ECONXF:5 

1.980 0.348 :1. • :1. 2.:~r.,:~ 1.009 :1..609 0.229 
1 S.'!=l:l. (). 401:J 1.1. 2. f.>f>4 1 . • ()() 9 ~~.C09 0. 6':.'6 

19G2 0, B:l. 9 1..1. '') r.:·Q 
,. .... ..J t 1.009 1.71.4 0.524 

l. 'I El~3 (). f:l:l. 9 1.1. 2.7 1.009 1. • O:':i3 0. 027 
19H4 (). f:l :1.9 :t • 1. 2.761 1.. OO't o. 70:1. o. 
1.90~~ 0.879 1 . • .1. 2.44B 1..009 0. 80'? o. 
1986 0.079 1. • :1. 1.991. :L.009 0. 6 '/'~) o. 
1.9137 0.879 1..1 :l • ~'.)~57 1 .• 009 0.4:1.!'5 o. 
19GH ()I· 8'7't :l • 1. :1 .• ~3!:'i7 1 .• 009 0 "'''"''') • ""} .... J ,. ... o. 
1.989 o.H79 1..:1. 1.. ~~!::i7 1.. 00'1 0.442 o. 
H-90 o.l:i79 1..:1. 1.. ~1!:'i7 1.009 0. ~~~'i9 o. 
1.991. 0.8'?9 1 . • :1. 1 .• ::·;::'i7 :l .• 009 (). 26!5 o. 
1. 99~~ O.B79 1. 1 1.. 3~)7 :l.. 009 (). ;!49 o. 
199:~ o.B79 1. 1. 1 • :3~57 1 .• 009 ().249 o. 
1. 994 ()~f:l'79 :1 .• :1. 1. • ~5::i'l 1.009 0.032 o. 
199!:'i O.f:l/'9 :l.:l. 1.. 35'7 1.009 o. o:~2 o. 
1996 O.H79 :1 .• 1 1 . • ~1~)7 1.009 0. 0~12 o. 
1.997 0.1379 1..1. 1. :~!)/' 1..009 0.03::! o. 

t:P 
199B 0.879 1 . • 1. 1.. 3::'i7 1.009 0.032 o. I 

1999 0.879 1 . • :l :1 .• 35'7 1.009 o. o:~2 o. f-' 
0\ 

2000 0.079 :L.1. :l • :~~'i7 1.009 o. o:~2 o. 

EMPUX1~4 EMTOXH4 EMS9XF\4 EMGF!~4 EMGF!~S EMGSR4 

1980 o. 0.5 0.05 1 . • 4f~6 22. 3:{2 1..89 

19B:l o. 0. ~) (). 09 1 .• 4i=l6 22.:'591 1.982 
19B2 o. (). ::) (). :1.2 1.41:!6 22.4~):1. ::~.131 

1 ')'8:3 o. 0.5 (). 12 1.. 486 ~!::~. ~.) 1. :1. 2.292 
190•1 0.09 () • !':i 0.06 1. 4l~6 22. ~:;n 2.464 
1 'i'f:l~) ().O~J () • ~:i o. o::~ :1 .• 406 22. 6~:12 2.65 
1.9B6 (),09 () .. ::; o. o:-> :L. 4~;!6 :~~.!. 69 :l 2.811 
1.9B7 ().09 0 a::· 

t ,,I 0.03 :l.506 22 t 7~) 1. 2.982 
l. 9BEJ 0.09 0. ~) o. o:3 :1. • !5 :1. iS 22. B:I.:L 3.1.64 
1.989 0.09 () • ~5 ().03 1. :7i~~6 .22.El'l1 3.357 
1990 0.09 (). ~5 o.o3 1.5M> 22 • '7~~2 3.561 
1991 0.09 0. ~5 o. o:? 1.5~% 23.001. 3.61.3 
1.992 f 0.09 0 "" • ,,J (). ()3 1.. !5:·:~,1) 2:1.071. 3.666 
199~~ 0.09 0.5 0.03 1.536 2~>.:1.41. 3.72 . 19'74 ().09 0.5 0.03 1. ~)36 2:3. ;u.:J. 3.775 
:1.99~) 0.09 (). ti (). 0~5 1. 5:36 23. ::!a~~ 3.83 
19~~~) ().()9 i),5 o.(>:~ 1.546 23 • :H1. ·· 3.886 
1997 0.09 0 a::• • ,,J o. o:~ :L. ~)!'."i6 23.401 3.943 
199F.l o.o9 0 t:• . ~~ 0.03 1.566 ;!~~. 461 4. 
1999 o.o9 0.5 0.()3 1.576 23. 5:!1 4.059 
2000 0.09 0 ,,. 

• • J 0.03 1.576 23.582 4.118 
... --····· 

··--··-···--



0 0 c 0 0 0 

Intermediate Case Employment (103 persons) 

E11G~·m5 EMGLR4 EMGLI~5 

1.9BO 4. 7~.'i 2. 3::~!:1 t,-,.75 
19f.ll 4.799 2. 4:1.6 6.!385 
19B2 4.i:l48 2.506 7 .02::> 
19E!3 4.898 2 •. 60:1. 7.163 
1.904 4.949 2.69f:l 7.:30b 
1. 9B::i 5. 2.B 7 .4~)2 
:L9B6 :':i. 07 6 2.905 7.602 
1987 ~:it 1. !:52 ~~.014 7.754 
19GB ~) . ::~~~ ~.,. :1.27 7.909 
1.'?8<,:l ~.'i. ~509 a. 24::) El.067 
:t S.l90 ~'i. :50'1 :).:'5,S7 El.:~.:;~B 

:1.99:1. :':i. 46fJ :3.4'?:5 8. :~93 
1.992 ~s. ~:54 a :1. 62::i 8.561 t::d 

1. 99~, 5.629 :,.76:1. E!. 7:j2 I 
I-' 

:1.994 ~). 7 :l:l 3.902 8.906 -...! 

1995 ~:i. 79~) 4.049 9.0f.l5 
l9<Nl ~3, 8B 4. 20:t 9. ~?.6 7 
1997 :s. 966 4. :5:=:i9 ;9.452 
199B c1. 05:5 4.523 9.641. 
:1.999 6. 14.:;~ 4.693 9.834 
2000 c1. 232, 4;869 10.031 



Intermediate Case Employment (103 persons) 

EMCN11H EMGN1 P!5 .EMCMJH EMCMJ:;:~) EMTAR4 EMTAR5 

1980 1. <;1:1.1.~)7 ~).~50613 0. 36:5053 1. Bf:l~H-4 0.156805 4.41059 
1901 2.40723 c'. :L :~40'7 o. ~~s~:uo2 2. 04?:l <;> 0.1b5111 5.68765 
1982 ~!. 39662 6.44251 0.403691 2 .1 08~5'7 0,164369 6.00606 
1983 ~~. ~~27~)2 6. 296,2~) 0. 3%~)68 2.06B69 0.164824 5.59!:.i07 
1984 ,., '1'')1!!'1!:" 

.: .. • • • .. ,:... '\4}\J 6.45473 0.404874 2.:l149B 0.1661/'3 5.82367 
19B!'5 ::!. 3::'i98 6.66 0.41.53:34 2 .:l7~';)4'7 0.161516 6.04445 
1986 2. 42:5B5 6.87569 0.423271 2.2Hl01 0.15~H71 6.1039 
1.987 2.A1928 6.91:14:1.5 0.429057 2 t 2~)0!:)5 o.137e4 6. 070~1 

1988 2.60:571. 7.28379 0. 4402•11 2.3:L36!5 0.13f.l552 6.28608 
1989 :~.74022 7.6693 0.4!'57:l11 2.4092'7 O, Ll9~"i25 6.83102 
1rno 2.87488 7.9'7f.ll.l9 0.4700B7 2.48:518 0.1401.99 7.21004 
1991 2. 99f:l:'58 8. :~~)59 0. 4F.J:B~S4 2. ~)!:5 1?07 0.140929 7.6165 
1992 ~~. 14!:106 0.70008 0. 49~)626 2. 629~5:3 0 .1416:~6 8.00064 
1993 ~5, 324:B 8. 9n51:11 (). ~)104~)8 2.7:l!50~3 0.142404 8,4B446 
1994 3. 4:'1~.!;!4 9. 3:54:'56 0. ~)24001. 2 • 79~H6 () .14~5093 8.96621 
l.99:::i 3.62B71 9.70094 (). ~.)40427 2.1J9013 0 .14~386 9.54183 
1996 ~5. Blf3f:!9 3.0.241.8 (). !':)!::i509 2. 974::'i8 0.144~)9 10.0299 
1997 4.()i:J():l8 10.?4:1.1 0.572499 3.07666 0. 1'1~:i~~32 10.6392 
1998 4.34059 :l :1 •• 280 0.50927 3.17543 0.146105 11.2741 0;1 

1999 4. 6~:!~~2:'3 11.848:~ 0.6081.17 3.2B692 0.146811 11.9419 I ,_. 
2000 4.9385b 1;?..46::19 0. c,;?.705~~ 3.39945 0.147599 12.7043 00 

EMTOF<4 EMTOF'\:i EMPUF~4 EMPUR5 EMFII~4 EMFIR5 

1980 (). 7206~)3 1..570BB 0.~~42474 0, 870El61 0.405483 4.62412 
19B1 0. 80f.>827 :1. • 7:~~'i:B 0.364262 0.996099 0. 4:3!')7;:)5 5.~1836 

1982 O.BO:I.824 1.B1.562 0. 37~59B8 1.. 06\)0:3 o .4:;;u. 71 5.98018 
19El:~ ()!790BB1 1 • Ti"'i"5 9 (),3760f:!2 1.0:5 0. 4~5;!.:~03 5.75948 
19tl4 o.79BJ.9:l 1.0Hl79 0. ;:~02:~4::1 1 t 06~~!~i~; 0.461:L07 5.99872 

.l9B5 0.7(]2964 1. Bno:; (). 392~)6EJ 1.1.0~'j()j, 0, 47S!:i32 6.31426 
1986 ·(),741.024 1. 9:UBB 0.401.2El2 1 . • 14S'9!3 0. 4f:l7El76 6.65255 

.1987 0 .6~:i57'7b 1.. ni~5D9 0. 406b~:i7 1.1.7273 (),495514 6.82522 
1.98Cl (),671002 2.03312 (). •12007~:; 1. 2::>c,o4 0.~)14649 7.31.12 
1. 9~l9 0.604492 2. 1:~21.3 0.43::i:l76 1.:3:tD46 0. ~)3~)436 7. 71322 

. 1990 0 .1.)9!'.)99,-!> 2.:~:1.B 0, 44T70El 1 • 3tl5:36 0.5~)161 8. o2:=:;77 

.1991. 0. 7070~5 2.3075 0.•156602 1.467B2 (). !'.'i67261 8.69618 
1992 . (). 7 .1. 90::?:3 2. =:19499 0.46B:H4 1. !543B!3 o.5B42El2 9.061.61 
1. 99:~ o. 7:'520'76 2.46994 0.4B:L2B;-~ 1 .• 6()9(:!4 0. 60:Q13 9.33127 

:1994 0.742441 2. r:55!:)~; :t 0. 49:?.fl77 :t. 68603 0.62021 9.83 
1995 (). '75672~!. 2.66002 (). !'.'i()/()94 1. • 7B758 (),641143 10.4945 
:1.996 o. 771.:~76 2. 7tl3b9 (). ~"i22.29 :1. 1.1393(,2 0. 66:~629 11.3642 
1997 o.?El67~".)2 :~. 908~58 (). ~)38!:'i73 2.00987 0.6871:14 12.1433 
1998 (). 802982 3.044B3 0.555921. 2.13875 0.71~5773 13.1972 
1999 o.a:l934~! 3. ltl388 0.574429 2.27242 0.741589 14.1141 
2000 o.o~:;7io1 3. 33611 0. t'i94239 2 .4211.f3 0.771527 15.1326 



u u ( . 
'-/ u 

3 
Intermediate Case Employment (10 persons) 

EMDWR4 EMDWR5 

1980 0.549721 6.70129 
1981 0.685687 8.33388 
1982 0.681726 a.719J 
1983 0.641153 8.16996 
1984 0.643181 8.4586 
1985 0.667603 8.7567 
1986 0.669673 8.8558 
1987 0.648155 e;a4006 
1988 0.694249 9.13082 
1989 0.728874 9.81195 
1990 0.762688 10.2891 
1991 0.793823 10.797 
1992 0.830602 11.2741 
1993 0.87542 11.871 
1994 0.902674 12.4556 
1995 0.951671 13.1561 
1996 1.00517 13.7504 
1997 1.06381 14.4869 
1998 1·12835 15.2444 
1999 1.19818 16.0461 
2000 1·27604 16.9434 

EMDRR4 

3.01441 
3.36386 
3.55881 
3.56039 
3.66648 
3.84266 
3.99564 
4.09132 
4.33443 
4.57776 
4.81745 
5.02722 
5.2588 
5.52057 
s.75929 
6.058 
6.38462 
6.74285 
7.1339 
7~56171 
8.03165 

0 0 u 

EMDRR5 EMS9R4 EMS9R5 

13.6678 4.67037 15.1828 
15.8384 6.24736 18.3195 
16.9502 6.27061 19.9496 
16.4604 5.71433 19.1431 
17.0459 5.57551 19.9821 
17.8042 5.92742 21.103 
18.6085 6.12582 22.3089 
19.0269 6.11139 22.9259 
20.1562 6.68997 24.6681 ~ 

21.6278 7.12469 26.9894 I 
~ 

22.8324 7.55883 28.9162 ~ 

24.3194 7.96138 31.3418 
25.6992 8.44488 33.6275 
26.9033 9.04343 34.516 
28.2964 9.4075 36.0994 
30.1554 10.0778 39.0765 
32.1052 10.8222 42.2388 
34.252 11.6515 45.7205 
36.6425 12.5794 49.5879 
39.1341 13.602 53.6776 
41.9196 14.7612 58.2225 



3 Intermediate Case Population (10 persons) 

:J.9BO 
1981 

. 1982 
19fl~~ 
1. 984 
1. 90~) 
1. 9El6 
1987 
1988 
:J.9B9 
1990 
199:1. 
199~~ 

199:1 
1994 
199~5 

1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
=~ooo 

1980 
1981 
1.982 
1 1rB:1 
19[14 
19El5 
1986 
19B? 
19B8 
1989 
1.990 
1991 
1992 
19 113 
1994 
19n"i 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 

CNNP2fUl 

44.9433 
50.5342 
52.;~:3:36 
~7!1. 9948 
~'i~'S. ()~592 

54.914 
5~). 949::5 
~"5~5. 9E!7 6 
~"i9.21B9 
62 .1.~5~1 
6~'i.O:L9? 
67.409 
70.2628 
n: • 4 ::w :1. 
'76. 07:.~B 
79. 659'7 
83 • 5E!O~'l 
87.9052 
92.6!:i:l.2· 
<n. B53? 

1 0~'1. ,o!J()8 

F'OPF~4 

54.7401 
61.. f.,7EJ 
f.>2. 4~524 

. t.,1. 6B~.'i6 
62 • t5~H 
64.1.>759 
65.7:397 

1 6::) • f>B~'l5 . 
<!>9. ::.~206 
72.1969 

l 75.1764 
77.7:309 
BO. 671~3 
84. Ot53:3 
13t.,.t.)412 
90.4::!21 
9•t. 5405 
9 1t. 0673 

104.019 
109.432 
115•4 

1.6:5. 229 
1.74.B~~9 
183.:1.26 
n9. 703 
:1. n~:i. 2~'.)6 

1.92.:1.:1. 
1.9f:l.093 
~~03 .1 ~!."7 
~~12.7:ll 
22~). 2B 
2~':)!:-j. 3'71. 
24?. ·ne 
2~:)8. a94 
2t.>7.:u,5 
277.04:1. 
292. 62~~ 
:~0"7. 034 
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