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2.3.1 Alaskan overvie·.-1: Tho St11te 

Population 

Alaska is at once the largest state in land area and the smallest 
in population. 1975 estimates by the Alaslca D<Opartrnent of Labor put 
the state population at.around 404,000, of \·lhich roughly one-half '(177,817) 
live in the A.l1cho:::age area or \dthin co~unuting distance of that community. 
Alaska's second largest city, Fairbanks, had an estimated population 
of 55,517. in 1975. The coastal co~"unities of Southeast Alaska constitute 
the other major region of population concentration in the state, including 
Juneau--17, 714 and Ketchikan--11, 311. 

Recent growth in population has been extremely rapid due to the 
eno~ous manpower and capital requirements of Alyeska's trans-Alaska 
oil pipeline (TAPS) construction project. This project has at peak 
levels of activity directly employed over 22,000 people on the line, 
plus additional support staff. Economic activity spm-med by the construc­
tion project has created new business opportunities in virtually every 
sector, as the tre!:lendous capital inflm• has filtered thrOt;gh the economy, 
attracting more i=igrants. The grm·1th rate has been all the more 
spectacular, given Alas;<a's initially small population base. 

Economic Trends 

The history of the Alaskan economy is one of boom and bust resource 
. extractive activity. Initially, the attraction of fur-bearing.animals 

dre'>V' traders of Russian, B!.""itish 1 and Ameri.can origin .. lt \·Tas not 
until the discovery of gold in the Juneau area and the subsequent dis­
coveries :in the Klondi!::e and Nome areas during the later 1800's and 
early 1900's that any substantial numbers of \-lh:'.te men came to Alaska. 
By this time, the salmon fis!oeries had also begun to develop. 

The m~n~ng activity--not only gold, but the extraordinarily rich 
copper deposits in the Kennicott a~ea--generated the initial development 
thrust in Alaska, as the Alaska railroad \vas constructed to. connect 
the interior of Alaska at Fairbanks \V'ith Se,.;ard on the coast and a 
military trail built from Valdez to Eagle. 

By the 1920's, mining activity had slm;ed and Alaska entered 
a stagna~t econoitlic phase~ 1\1 though the fisheries enjoyed immense· 
prosperity, ·virt.ually all e~ployr~ent Has s:.?.asonal and highly ·transient. 

\·7orld l·:a.r II b~ought xone,·:ed national interest in Alaska as it:s 
strategic locatio:-~ b8ca~e evident~ A massive influx of militnry personnel 
follo;,·ed (over 100, COO) and conti.m;ed int.o the c<>rly 1950's, \<hen 
virtually all currently existing roads in t.he'stat.c werE> constructed. 
(The Alaska HighHay co:1necting J!.laska ,.,ith the southern states was 
cons true ted dtiring the \·.rit!:" ~) 'l'he 1950 • s wa.s the dec.:ade of the. military 
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.i.n 1\.laska) ancl ib;; rn~c·.::.;encc co:lt:inu.;;:~; to he~ n con::;ic.lc~retb.le force :i.n 
the 7\la~J};a.n economy. 

n:i.~:covc~r:y of oil 0:1 tht.:! Y.cnni Ponin:..ula in the lat:e 1950's ushered 
in a new phat;e in the economy, an explo:cation and development activi tie::·i 
in the oil and gns [',ecto·c providec1 another "hig boom .. impetus to 1\las:kun 
economic growth. 

Alaska Economic Grm•th 1961-1972 

Severu.l indicators exist Hhich can be used to measure economic 
activity. Gross state product and cDployment are convenient measures 
which are readily available and illustrate quite clearly the dynamics 
of the Alaskan economy. 

As shown i:il Table 2.3.1 .. 1, all industries in the state gre\oJ 
between 1961 and 1972. The mining sector, which includes oil and 
gas, \.Jas the 1::ost rapidly expar.ding sector} due to dcvel?pr:~en·t of 
the Kenai fields and the exploration on the North slope .. 

Oil development was a major driving force underlying the growt.h 
of the economy, especially in the support sectors like transportation, 
com.'TiunicaticmsJ public utilities, trade, finance, and services 1 \·Jhich 
thrived on the incom~s generated by the oil activity. 

State and local governwent. \vas also a rapidly expanding sector, 
as Alaska· began to assume the responsibilities \...::tich came \•rith statehood, 
rio·t the least .of vrhich \,~as the management o£ funds accruing from the 
enlarged t.ax base provided by oiJ. production and developmen:t, including 
the $9.00 million bonus. lease sale at Prudhoe BL.ty in 1969. The enlarge:.7l9:nt 
of local go-.rernment m-.cl land sr,,lections falling out of the Statehood 
Act \•.rere other c~rly responsibilit.ies . 

. 
Contract: construction recE:ived a ma:jor push du!:':i.ng anc1 after 

t.he eCtrthquake in 1964 (due partly to rCconstruction) and gre\'1 as a 
diroct result of both gove:r:n:mo;)nt: and mining. Bector 9.ro·.vth. Cons·tructi.on 
of ro3.ds 1 rosidcnt.ial constl'.~nctlon, and corrme:rcial construction 'l..;ere 
ull represented. 

'!'here \·Jas slo\v and rclati vely insigr:ificant 9ro>.·ith in the renmvable 
resource inclu£;trics--ag~iculturc~, forestry, iJnd fisheries--as fluct.uating· 
wo:t·ld n.:::tr}(et cor:.ditions and productivity problems tended to prevent 
lurge gains in ·this ;.;ector. 

Employ~l(m~~-- growth r;hows i\ slightly different picture) mainly 
due to the capit.al _intensity of oil o.nd 9.:ts productio:-t. The major 
sou:cce or cmJ:>J.oym~n-L: qr6\vl:h ,.,-_,~; l:11e suppo:rt: .sector. State and loct'tl 
90vernml~n l: uas th<:.\ othc:~r leading !·_;.::c tor in employ;ne~Yt gro~.vth, as nore 
people beco.me employed in the youn9 ::; t.::tte 1 s bt.n:g::-oning public sector. 
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'l'able 2. 3 .1. 1 
GROSS PRODUCT Hl S.l::LGC'r.GD INDU8cf.'iUl\I, SEC'J'OHS 

Average ·Ann\.tct1 Growth R4te 1961-19"/2 
(Percent) 

Current 
Price 

Gross Product 

All Industries 

All Industries except mining 

Cos..rr.odity Producing Industries 
Hining 
Corninodity Producing Industries 
Except !lining 

Contract Construction 
Fisheries and Forest Products 
.Other Manufacturing 

Support Ssc·tor 
'l'ransporta tion, CoiTL.r:tanica·tions 1 

and Public Utilities 
Trade, Finance, and Services 

· GO\.'el~llr"cen t 
Fedcr2.J. 
s·t:a·tc ancl Local 

9.8 

9.3 

10.5 
17.8 

8.3 
11.5 

4.5 
11.2 

10.0 

7.11 
11.3 

9.1 
6.4 

16. G. 

Real 
Gross 

Product 

5.7 

4.2 

7.8 
17.6 

2.4 
5.6 
0.4 
7.3 

7.4 

6.3 
8.2 

1.4 
0.5 
9.7 

•, 

Source: Dctvid rl1 ~ K:r~~esger 11 Alasl::a Economic Groi:ll:h, l96i~l972" I 

Al<tska Revim·1 of Business and EconorJic Condit:.i.ons 11 (2), 1\ug. 197'1 . 
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'1'hc f.i.shc~rics nnd fcn:(~;.>t px-oducts Hc~ctor nho1:f(:d a 9!'Cc:th'Lt" incre~1!";(~ 

in employntsmt thun in real out.put, \·Jhich VlOulc.l indicate thctt thn output 
p~r \·iOrkcr d~clincd and the .income qr~ne:r.ate:c1 \•.'as Gprcnd an:ong u. _larger 
nunber of employees. ('!'able 2. 3 .1. 2) 

'l'abl.c 2. 3 .l.. 3 lists Alilska personal income by major sources by 
industry and illu.3trates drawatically that r:-~ost per.son.:ll income in 
Alaska came from w2.g·3s and salaries, \·lith the governm~nt sector the 
largest contributor, followed by the support sectors anc1 contract 
construction. such a finding is not surprising in a sparsely populated 
capital-deficient region relying on seasonal resource extraction and 
governnen~ as its economic base-

A more recent comparison of economic growt.h between 1970 and 
1974 shows initi21l stages of the it:tpact on the economy of the construction 
of the trans-Alae>ka oil pipeline. (Table 2. 3 .1. 4) Grm;th came primarily 
in construe tion and the support industries ,·,,rh.ile go\termnent, a previously 
leading growth sector, grew more slowly ·than before. 

Alaska per capita income has historically been the highest in 
the nation. In 197,1, it was $5,9<17 compared to a U.S. average of $4,640. 
(Table 2.3.1.5) Offsetting this is the fact that it costs more to 
live in Alas.~-<a.. Although there is no one statistic upon \vhich to rely, 
the cost of living generally runs 20 to 50 percent highe:c in Alaska 
t.han for. the Uni·tecl States as a 1·1hole. 

In order to accoun·t for bo·th cost of living differences and the 
change in rela.tive p:r.·ice levels in Alaskct \'l'ith respec·t ..reo the rest 
of the United Sta-tes, tl:e Universit.y of Alaska's Institute of Social 1 

Econo:nic .:~nd Govern:11-2nt R·~~.>e~lrch (ISF:GR) has C):eated a hybrid i:r.c.-:.::;x. 
based. upon the 1\nchoragf~ cons-erner p:::-ice index, urban family budget 
and United s·tates Dcpart.r..ent of Agriculture food price surveys. '!'his 
price incl2x, knu.vn as RP.I> though stiliject to some rather severe J.iwita.tions> 
illustrates chang•?.s in th~~ cost. of living differential. in A.laska vs. 
the U .. S.A. caused by price movements. (Tv..ble 2.3.1.6) 

The declining difference betHeen Alaska's RPI and the U.S. CPI 
sho•,-Js that ch~!nging price levels th1::-ough 1974 hav8 somf)\vhat: rnitigatcd 
the cost of living differential beb-.·een Alaska and the rest ·-of the 
united States J al t.hongh ·that di fferer:.ce is still HUbs tun tial.. 'rhe 
sur']8 of economic act.ivit.y v..ssociated \·d.th the construction of the 
Alyeska T;\PS pipelinE) ha.s causo<.1 rec•a"'.t pric.:.~ increaGes in l' ... la.ska to 
exceed those in th0! contiguous United St.a tcs, but this way or may 
not: b2 em aberration in th;:;~ J.on~ff!"C trend. 

Governmeat Sector 

Hi~~torically} tho govern:-;:H::nt sector has bec~n very ilTl}JOl"ti.lnt 
t.o th0. r~losknn economy and will continue to bo in tl1c~ future, but. in 
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Totc.l L~?lo~.Q~t 
::c:-~-:.;c:ge ::.:-..ci Sal~.ry E::~plop..c.nt 

:o~nl Faze. a~ci SD.l~~y E:::?loync.nt 

All !:1C.ustries 

CC~·;zo:nTY ?RODUCil'~G I1'"DUSTRIES 
?-::..:-:.:.::z 
Co~~odity P~oclucing Industries 

E:-:c.e? t ~:i:!.i:1g 

Co~tr~ct Co~str~ctio~ 

?isherics n~d Forest Products 
Otl:.er E.::nuf.:.ctt.:-:::-ing 

SUPPORT S:CTO?\. 

Table 2.3.1.2 

EHPLOYl1E~T BY INDUSTRY GROlJP 
&~~ual Avcr~gc Employment 

1961 1964 1967 

100.2 109.0 121.7 
10.9 11.3a 11.2a 
89.3<1. 97.8 110.5 

Wage and Salary Employment 

39,3a 97.8 110.5 

10.6 12.6 14.8 
1.2 1.1 2.0 

9.4 , , -... ..:. • .J 12.8 
4.1 5.8 6.0 
4.5 L,. 8 5.8 

oa 
•U .9 . 1.0 

21.9 2t,. 6 30.3 
Tre!':.sportc:tion, Cor:.!T:"...!nicn.tions, and 

?~b~ic Utilities 7.1 6. 9 . 7.5 
T=~ds, ?in~ncG, a~d services . 14.8 17.7 22.8 

GOVER.\~3XT 56.3 60.5 65.5 
Federal t,S.1 1;9.7 51.1 
Stc::.tc cncl Locnl s.za 10~8 14.4 

1970 1972 

136.4 H4.0 
12.5" 13.4<1 

123.9 130.6 

123.9 130.6 

17.9 18.9 
3.0 2.1 

14.9 16.8 
6.9 7.9 
6.7 7.4 
1.3 1.5 

39.0 44.8 

9.1 10.0 
29.9 34.8 

66.9 66.9 
48.5 43.6 
18,4 23.3 

a:r'.:.:-:~n f:-o::l Al?ska ~ep.:trtT!".ent of Economic Development, Division of Economic Enterprise, Statistical 
Rcv:.e\v, Dc.cc::-~~c.!:', .L972 •. 

b-;:G.}:en fro;n N;;:tiono.l Tio.nk of Alnska, A Perfo~r.'!.[!.nce Report of the Alaskan Econo:ny, 1973 

Source (c:·:Cc.?t .:1s ot~-:.erNisc indic~tcd): Aln.ska D:;partr:-.cnt of Lube::, Statistico.l Qu<2rtcrly 
v.:1rious issues. Rc?rintcd fron K!'esgc, 11Al.nska Econo~.ic Gro~·:rth 11 , 

., 
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Table 2,3.1.3 

A!.ASYJ\ PERSO!\AL !~~COY..£ DY !-'.~.JOR SOt.TRCES 
1961-1972 

(Millions o~ Dol!a~s) 

l9G2 1962 l9G3 196'-l 1963 1965 1967 1968 1959 1970 197: l?i2 

?'::>::-~~r::::-.1 ::::-:co:::~ 651.3 679.1 710.3 7 97. 4 864.1 934.3 1042.2 1126.3 1265. 9 1442.7 1573.2 l72S.l 

~-;.:.";~ .J.~~ S:J.l:.:-;· ~is~'.!:::"SQ~c~t.s 538. 3. 557.1 589.3 670.4 722.1 777.3 867.2-"' 947.3 1030.9 1217.7 13::.5.2 !.447.1 

:;::.:::.:-:g 11. 5· 12.5 12.5 12.5 13.1 17.5 28.4 38.0 56.3 52.0 1,3.7 3?.1 
,_ . .., ... ,., •. ... :- ~ ... ""' -·---- ··-.. -··= 2.3 2. 6 2.l 1.4 1 n _,o 2.0 1.6 1.5 1.6 2.7 2.:: --::J 
c.:.:. ~:-.::. S.::::.s G.2 7.3 S.l 3.5 8.3 12.5 24.2 34.3 52. 7 47.1 -o o ..:. .... . "' 3~.-: 
-::--:.::-2 !" 2. •i 2. 6 2. 4 2. 6 3. 0 3.0 2.6 2.3 2.1 2.1 2. 8 n n 

0. ~ 

::-::-:-'.:.:::-:.=": :-o::s":.::-..:ctic:--. 47.1 47. G 51.1 77.8 38.0 88.8 95.2 100.1 117.9 123.8 10.0 :.s3.4 
:-:.::; ·.:::. c:.-..:::=- :..:: S' 40.1 41. G 44.0 46.0 .'54.7 5G.2 56.4 63.3 59. 3 83.9 06.5 23 .. ;_; 

Fcc~ ~~e K:.::1:-e~ ?=od..:c":s 20.1 18.6 18.3 13.2 2 < •. 0 24.2 20.1 23.2 23.7 31. 3 31.1 '":1''- .... .., ..... ~ :.-..::-:-_;;::,- =, 'f:co:2, ?2.?~= & ~ll~cd ?rod. lt..l 16.2 18.4 19.8 21.8 23.2 27.6 29.2 31. 6 36.7 37.2 /,Q.9 
c::-.-::= 5. 8 G.8 7.1 8.0 8.9 8.8 8.7 10.B 13.~ ' - Q ..:. :>. ~ 17.5 :2.9 

-: = .:,;-; ::: ~=tC'.. '::. -;:-;;_ 30. 9 32.2 33.5 35.3 37.8 39.2 \ 46."£ j. 4 9. 2 65.1 70.9 67.2 74.2 
==~=~-~; ~~~ ~~~=c~o~sing G.l G.G 7.C 8.4 10.1 8.0 11.0 11.7 17.1 19.2 li.5 ..:_ -~ • I 

~:::e= ==~~s;~=~n':ic~ - ' 7. 9 7.5 7.3 6. 9 9.0 9.3 8.4 2.2 a·' c.::. 9. s I'_;. 

h~= ~=~~sport~":ic~ 14. 9 14.9 15.3 16.8 17.8 13. 9 22.1 24.7 :::;.~ 37.4 3·~.? :;;:.: 
c=::~r 7=~~s9~=:~:ic~ 2.8 2.8 2. 8 2.7 3.C 3,2 3. 9 4. 3 4. 9 5.8 6. 6 5. 4 

Cc:-:-::-:.::-:io:<!":~.,:;:: ~~c ?'.!~lie t:tilities 31. 4 29.4 29.0 29.2 30.9 33.4 32.7 34. 9 37.1 0::0.6 52.8 57.2 

~!"!::':.~ 54.2 53.5 56.7 G1.3 71.4 79.1 89.6 99.0 115.6 132.0 142.2 157.5 
f;:--,:):~sa:~ ':'~J.C.c l6.6 14.8 15.3 17.3 19.5 22.9 26. 0 28.4 35.6 4 0. 8 41.8 4 G •. ; 
~::!'.:.~.:..::. ':·:::-ad~ 37.6 38.7 t.l.S 44.0 52. 0 56.2 63.5 7 0. 6 81.0 9l. 2 100.4 :2.::..:; 

?-.:.~~:-:.::~, !:::s·.:.:::-.:.r:.cc, and ?.ci!.l Estate 9.3 10.5 12.0 13. 6 15.8 17,3 .17. 5 19.7 22.4 27.0 3l.l ~' . ' 
S2::·::..-:~s 33.5 35.5 36.4 40.7 45.7 49.2 . 57.0 66.3 77. s . 88.9 99.4 -, ... " 

_;,_..;. J • 0 

::::-:.'2:s, :-:o:.~ls, ·and Lodges ~-it\ N,'\ 3.6 4.1 5.3 6.1 6.3 6.8 7.8 8.5 9.7 1:. . .: 

-.:: 
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Table 2. 3 .l. 3 · 

1\LASKA PERSONAL INCOf.~E BY HAJOR SOURCES 
1961-1972 

(Millions of D~llars) 

l9Gl 19G2 l%3 1964 l%5 1966 1967 196S 

?e -:::-. l SC!"V ccs NA NA 3.3 3.4 3,7 3.9 .. .:"-- 4 .l 4.7 
3·.; !"':! s Scrv ces NA Nl\. 8.0 10.0 11.1 11.6 :•-14 .1 18.9 
:-: ':: Cil SC!"Vi cs Nl\ NA 5.8 6.6 6.9 7. 8 .... 8. 5 9.3 
C: e:: c-::viccs NA NA 15.7 16.5 18.7 19.8 . \ 2 3. 4 

'·' 
26.6 

Gc-.··~=:-:::-.e:-:t 273. 6 292.5 331.3 353.0 363.5 395.0 442.9 475.0 
Fc5crcl Government 223.5 231. 9 241. 2 274.9 271.6 291.1 324.6 339.1 
S":::.tc v.r.d. Local Govern~.ent 51.1 60.6 72.2 7 Q. 2 91.9 103.9 118.3 135.9 

Ot~cr ::-:e~Gt!"ics 
{r.sr:.c-.:lt·..:::e 
F~r-~s'::.::-y r .::::d. Fisr.cries) 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.1· 1.5 1.2 1.9 

0~~~=- ~0b=::- Incc~c 15.0 lG.O 18.0 20.0 23.0 26.0 29.0 33.0 

?!"C?!"ieto=s'Inco~c 47.0 51.0 . 53.0 50.0 56.0 66.0 7J. 0 67.0 

?!'c?e=':.Y :::cc:":".c 39.0 44.0 38.0 47.0 52.0 53.0 61,0 62.0 

:::,:;.:-::::~= ?.::.y:~e!"!.ts 28.0 28.0 30.0 32.0 34.0 38.0 42.0 52.0 

!..ess ?e!."S':):".-:!l CO!":.~:.-ih:.:tion 
~o So::ic..l I:-:s. 16.0 17.0 18.0 22.0 23.0 26.0 28.0 35.0 

So~r~~~: Alu~k~ ~cpartrr.cnt of Lnbor, Stutistical Quarterly, v~rious issues; u.s. Department of Co~~erce, 
s~rvcy of C'J.rrent Business 1 various issues, as reported by Kresge, 11 Alas:-::a Econ9rnic GroHth '' 

"' 

.... 

,.,:. 

1969 1970 0 ':) .. ' .I.. I- l9i 

4.9 5.3 5. i 5 
22.1 13,3 1e.2 17 
11.9 15.8 2~.4 22 
31.1 40.4 43. 3 ;l.) 

516.3 593.G Ct. G.€ i08 
359.7 404.7 ·1115. 6 ~3S 

156.6 188.9 230.0 2/G 

2.0 2.5 2. 8 ll 

33.0 38.0 t.t..o .! G 

60,0 74.0 S5.0 ?0 

70.0 82.0 "0 0 
0 ~ 0 " 

o· .o 

58,0 79.0 lOC.~ ~ , t; 

44.0 48,0 6.:...': €·7 



T2.ble 2.3.1.4 
COHPARISON OF TH:O: ECO:iOi-!Y Of ALASKA, 19./0 and 1974 

Ag, Fish, Forest 

Hining: 

Construction 

Nanufacturing 
Food 
Lumber 
Paper 
Other 

Transportation 
Air 
Other 

Coinmunicat:ions 

Public Utilities 

Trade 

Finance 

Services 

GoverP ... inent 
Federal. 
s·tate & Local 

Totul 

1 PAYROLL 

2,lf89,507 

52,002,943 

125,775,092 

83,927,202 
31,3l'f,331 
22,642,507 
llf,068,618 
15,901,746 

70,892,498 
37, lf08, 974 
33,483,524 

29,665,699 

10,883,728 

132,011,981 

27, GOlf, 099 

88,927,725 

593,559,162 
lf04' 667 '365 
188,891,795 

1,217,739,537 

9 

1974 

18,tHS,lf'/4 

67,365,820 

38 5 'lf03, 48lf 

130,838;528 
42 ,18lf '229 
lfO, 887,902 
22,380,lf40 
25,385,957 

130,lf25, 7'f0 
62, lf97, 693. 
67,928,0lf7 

53,042,840 

20,016,601 

220,738,153 

56' 1lf8 '018 

193,399,663 

830' 217 'lf09 
lf91,955,9lf0 
338,261,lf59 

2,105,011730 

. AVERAGE YEP.RLY2 
EHPLOYt-IEHT 

1970. 197lf 
/ 

193 

2, 995 

6,891< 

7,839 
. 3, 7'f1 
. 1, 743 
1,016 
1,339 

6,428 
3,071 
3,356 

1,857 

819 

15,365 

3~098 

66,978 
!f8,537 
18,lf41 

123,901 

1,031 

2,976 

14,066 

9,611. 
4;292 
2,395 
1,244 
1,680 

8,534 
3,977 
If, 557 

2,808 

1,039 

21,135 

lf, 89 5 

18,313 

72,376 
lf6 '516 
25,760 

156,784 



Ta!:>le 2.3.1.4 
C0:1PARISON OF THE l:CONO:W OF AI.ASK.I\, 1970 und 197'f 

(Cont'd) 

NU:·IBC:R 0?3 GROSS STATE PRODUCT
1
' 

ESTABLISHi·lENTS . (HILLION 1953 DOLLARS) 
1970 197lf 1970 1971; 

Ag, Fish, Forest 35.9 ;23.5 

Hining 214 182 t;03. 9 425.9;, 

Construction 1062 1478 54.4 107.6 

Hanufacturing 350 lf26 98.9 118.8 
Food 145 175 lf6. 5 lf6. 0 
Lumber 85 91 . 15.0 . 23.1. 
Paper 4 4 23.3 32.2 
Other 116 156 13.1 17.1J 

Transportation 510 564 89.3 167 .o1: 

Air 187 199 55.8 89. 7>': 
Other 323 365 33.5 .77.3>': 

Communications 53 126 63.8 . 113.7 

Public Utilities 35 38 31.8 55.0 

Trade 19lf6 2281 l37.lf 197.8 

Finance lf02 581 85.0 137.7 

Services 1798 2253 67.3 108.1 

Government 303.2 320.0 
Federal 23lf. 5 22'f. B 
State & Local 6B.7 95.2 

· Total 7230 8919 1370.9 1775.2 
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Table 2.3;1. 1+ 
COi.JPARISO~l OF THE !;co;!o:w 0!' fi!,ASKJI, 19'/0 and 19'1'1 

( Co;yt 'd) 

Sour·ce: 1. Ala sku DepaPtr::ent of Labor> Statistical Qua.rterly, 
vurious issues. 

2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
11. ISEGR 
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~['able 2. 3. 1' 5 
U ~ S. and 1\.la!.;}:a P(:):-sonal IncolTte 

and 
~Per Capita Income, 1970-74 

PERSONAL INCOi"lE 

1970 1971 1972 1973 

u.s. 3,966 21,195 4,537 5,023 

Alaska 4,644 4,916 5,192 5,930 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL H) CONE 

u.s. . 3,397 3,627 3,856 4,305 

Alaska 3,882 4,129 4,281 4,967 

1974 

5,448 

. 71062 

4,640 

5,947 

Source: U .. S.. Department o:E Comr.lerce, Bureau of EconoBic 
Analysis, Survey of Curren·t Business,- various issues. 
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1907 

. 1958 

1959 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

Source: 

Alaska RPI 

142.5 

150.6 

156.2 

164.3 

168.4 

169.9 

175.6 

193.7 

'l'abJ.e 2.3.1.6 

1\Ll,SKZIN REL1\'l'IVE PHICE ItWEX cm.:p;uBD '£0 
CONStJi-!ER PRICE INDEX 

% Difference . u.s. CPI 

42.5 100.0 

44.5 104.2 

42.3 109.8 

41.3 116.3. 

38.8 121.3 

35.6 125.3 

31.9 133.1. 

31.1 147.7 

Y...resge, "Alaska Economic Gro•.vth" · 
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a different form. In 1961, ave:t.·age annual \·ic.~ge and salary crnploym.::!nt 
in the state \'.'.:lS 89.3 thousand, of Hhich lr[l.l thou!:;an(1 Here Federal 
governrnent employees, milita:cy and civilian. l\n adcli tional 8. 2 thous.::tnd 
were state and local government employees, so that 63 percent of \·Jage 
and salary earners \·Jere Hithin the governr.~ent sector. By 1973, the 
composition of the government sector had changed consic?erably and its· 
relative irr:po::-tance in terms of direct employment declined. Of a 
wage and salary labor force of 137.3 thousand, 44.6 t.housand were 
Fed~ral employees and 24.3 thousand state and local for a total of 
68.9 thousand, or 50 percent. of. wage and· salary earners. Federal govern­
ment ernployrnent declined slightly, due to a reduction in military 
e:np:\.oyment to 27.5 thousand by 1.973. Over the same period, civilian 
Federal eRployment remained fairly constant at approximately 17 thousand. 

St.ate and local government employment grew at a 9. 5 perc'mt annual 
rate beb;ean 1961 and 1973 to accocmt for tha absolute increase in 
government sector employmen-t. This gro·Nth reflects the inc!:'ease in 
demand for services associated \•lith the. coming of sta·tehood in 1959 
and the growth in population during this period. 

The fiscal capacity of the economy also has been transfo~ad 
over this historic period. Ia 1961, state governmen·t revenues of $46 
million caree primarily from income taxes, selective sales and gross 
receip'!:s taxes, and miscellar.eous revenues. Federal government transfers 
\V"ere 12 percen-t of revenues. By the 1970's, revenues from petroleum­
related activities began to contribute the largest share to state funds 
and Federal government transfers had increased to approximately 30 
percent of state revenues. The most irnport2.nt single (~vent accounting 
for this shift \·;as the bonus lease sale of st:ab::: lands c1:t Prudhoe 
Day in 1959. 'I'he revenue from this sale allo~._red subst.mYtial expansion 
of st.ate government op2rations durinsr the early 1970 • s but \vill have 
dissipated bcfo:ce production taxes and royal ties on Prudhoe Bay oil 
begin providing the state \•ii.th an income source corr:me.nsurate \lli th 
the lease bonus revenues. Over t.he period since st.att~hood state government 
revenues ha~ve gro• .. m at the annual rute of approximately 20%. 

I-~ocal goverrnent fiscal capaci t.y has not expa!1ded -.tQ_ .. ':f:he same 
extent as thE! state because nmch of the oil an<.l ga.s develOp!'tle::J.t-related 
activity is in ruri.\l areas of the state and thus not subject to municipal 
propert.y taxes.. Be·tween 1902 o.nd 1972 total local rcvenu.zs increased 
from $41 million to $195 million for an annual growth rate of 17%. 
Local revenues from ·tra.di tiona l sou~cces such as the prop::!r·ty tax Rnt1 
t:he sales tax have incre~as~~d with t.he fo:~:ma.t:Lon and gro\vth o£ cornmanitic-~s, 
but transfers from the st.nt.e govl·~rn.r~ent have.~ been the most. ir<lportant 
local revenue source and have gro·.vn fast:cr than any other. In the 
early 1970 'sJ they have accoun~.:c~d for nearl.y 50 percent of local revenues. 

'l'he pattern of government expenditures ~d.nce statehood has changed 
most markedly at tha Fl·~deral lcv-E!l, ns clirt.:ct expendit.ures in Alask.::t 



l 
I 

grew at a moc1ero.te G percent annually. Intergovernmental trllm..>fc~rs 1 
p:r:-iwarily to the state, 9rcv: at a. 35 percent o.nnual rate. Direct 
Federal government e:r~pcndi turcs in the s t~1te rerna in an irnportan t economic 
componsnt 1 . but their relative position i.s declining. Stute government 
expenditures have been gro,,;ing at an Rnnual rate of 18 percent, \>lith 
expenditures for education and transportation consistently accounting 
for 60 percent of the total.. Local government expenditures have also 
been growing at approximately 18 percent annually, with education alone 
accounting for approximately 50 percent of the total. 
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2 ~ 3. 2 l\1 ask a Overvimv: Po ten tiul ll~pctct r~reas 

Population 

Baseline data fo>:: those regions \<hich '1ould be directly affected 
by the gas line along the Alcan route follows. Unfortunately, the 
latest reliable data available on a native-non-native basis is from 
the 1970 Census. Undoubtedly, the current pipeline activity in theSe 
regions has brought many non-native tempora~/ residents into the areas. 
For analysis purposes, the Census Divisions listed in Table. 2~3~2.1 
will be aggregated into economic regions for the impact simula·tion 
us.i.ng the ISEGR econometric model (M!'.P !l'.odel) section. 

Census Division 

Anchorage 

Fairbanks 

s. E. Fairbanks 

North Slope 

Upper Yukon 

Yukon-Koyukuk 

Table 2.3.2.1 
Alaska 1975 Estimated Population, 

Selected Census Divisions 

1975 Population !1AP Region 

177,817 Anchorage 

55,517 Fairbanks 

5,894 Fairbanks 

6,454 Northwest 

8,780 Interior 

8,423 Interior 

Source; Alaska Department of Labor, Research anc1 Analysis Section, 
Current Population Es·timates by Census Division, July 1, 1975. 

In order to construct the ~'/\PS pipeline, numerous construction 
camps have been established along the pipeline corridor~ Camps ~nd 
pump stations along ·the corridor north of Delta Junction are as follo•.-~s, 

going south from Prudhoe Bay. 

1 . Prudhoe - (Pump 1 ) 9. Dietrich 
2. Franklin Bluffs 10. Coldfoot 
3. Pur:tp 2 11 • Prospect (Pump 5) 
4. Happy Valley 12. Old Uan 
5. Pump 3 13. 5 Nile (Pump 6) 
6. Atigun 14 .. Livengood 
7. Galbraith (Pump 4) 15. Fort ~·lainT.vri9ht 
8. Chandalar 16. Delta Junction (Pump 8)* 

* Pump 7 is presen1.:ly only a proposed si·te \-lith development c1E-~penden·t 

upon future capacity requirm~H::~nts of the line.. Since. personnel shif:ts 
occu:c frequently, no at:tcrro.pt has bnen tn-2\de to estimate c.:-tmp popul~t.ions 
although, in qeneral, roughly 5,000-B,OOO pc>opl.e are accomodated. 

16 
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Table .. 2. 3 .. 2. 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF POPUI,ATION 
IN C0!1HUNITIES WITH }lAJOR POTENTIAL 

FOR GAS PIPELINE Hll'ACT 

1970 PopuJation 

1\TITHIN 5 !·~ILES OF ROUTE 
Prudhoe Bay 
Dea.dhorse 
Fairbanks 

(incl. Big De1ta) 1 Delta Jt.:nction 
Dot Lctl:e 

Tar:ac:::oss 
Tetlin 

.. . '~'o ..__. 2 

:'~orth·..t2y 

St:btota1 

F:Z0:,1 G to 50 ·1·1ILES 
Evc:ns...,/ille 
Steve:-1s Villc:.ge 
'O:::.'r""......,;'l'Y"+-... \.,__,..., . .;_w ""'"- ._. 

l,Cinto 

. . . . . . . . 

Subt:ota1 . . . . . . . . ' . . 
3EYOND 50 !vliLES 
Anc:}:tu·,_;ik Pass 
Allz.kc.ket "\.:. 
E2.Y'!"Ovl 

i\:1chorc:.ge · 
Haines 

SubtoJcal 

TOTAL 

. . . . . 

Native 
4 

15 
1,818 

10 
.29 

77 
108 

34 
180 

2,275 

14 
72 
35 

1 -o :;,, 

280 

97 
170 

1,904 
5,286 

108 
7,565 

10,120 

Non-Native 
45 

148 
<14,0415 

693 
13 

7 
6 

180 
20 

45,158 

43 
2 
1 
9 

55 

2 
4 

200 
121,047 

355 
121,608 

166,821 

... 

Total 
49 

163 
45,864 

703 
t12 

84 
114 
214 
200 

47,433 

57 
74 
36 

168 
335 

99 
174 

2,101! 
127,333 

463 
130,173 

177,941 



..... 
CJ 

Table .2.3.,2.2,·(Con't) 

DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION 

-
IN COHNUNITIES WITH HAJOR POTENTIAL 

FOR G.I\S PIPELINE IHPl,CT 

1Estinated·l975 population, 892 

2~s~'~"~~~ 1°75 ~opulmt~on 450 .-.~ ........ ~ .. t.,.._~...... ..1 i.., . a ...... • r 

Sources: "1970 Census of Population: Number of !nhabitants..:-Alaskc:t, " .. 
PC(l)-A3. Bureau of the Census. 

"Indian Population, 1970 Census--Census County Divisions and 
Places: Alaska.'' Bureau of Indian Affc:tirs, U.s. Department of 
Interior, March 1971 (Unpublished). 

"Co"'~"~' +-y Inve,.,to.,..y--L"1 ~~,.." " Fe·de.,.."l Fi ela" Com"''~ttee for ~ ..... v.l-J..._. .o ·•A- __ u,..:.;. .. -...~, .._..:..Cl - -ua...~.o 

De·velopr:'.ent Planning in Alaska. .i\nchorage: June, 1971. 

...... 



.. Future use of these Cl.1.mps by 0a~:; p.ipnlino construction cre.\·W 
Hould rc~;ult. in population concontr·at.io.:1::; in the f..>arr..t:~ geogr;-1phic vicinities 
and •,.;ould require similar economic sc:cvices ~ In acldi tion, the t:wo 
planne<l construction ca.I7tps betNeen D2lta Junction anU the Canudi.:1n 
border would also require economic support services. 

Economic Activity 

In order to more closely examine current economic activity and 
to set the stage for the irnpact simulations in a following section, 
economic data for Fairbanks, Anchorage, and the North Slope have been 
compiled. 

Ta!Jle 2.3.2.3 illustrates the relative distribution of wages 
and salaries and. employment for these three regions .. As_expected, 
mining (in this case oil and gas) accounts_for over on~-third of the 
payroll on the North Slope. On the other hand, the mining payroll 
is of far less direct i_rnpo?:tance to the econor.ties of Anchorage and 
Fairbanks. 01ving to the relatively high 1·1ages paid by the mining 
sector, the percentage of people hired in each region by mining is 
far less than the percentuge of total wages and salaries paid. This 
holds true in all three of the regions. 

Governrr.ent is the most important employer in all three regions,· 
especially in Fairbanks and ·the North Slope, "here over half of the 
people employed t.·10rk for a governnent. Not only is goVernmen·t the 
major employer, but it also has the largest payroll. 

Pipeline construction in 1971 can be seen to impact Fairbanks 
more than the o·ther tHo regions, by reference to the quarterly figures, 
\Vhich illustrates \·7hat:. happened to 1\.nchorage, Ba.rro' .. ', and Fairbanks 
in 1974 Hhen the construct.io~ of rrAPS got unc1er t.·:ay. Barro~·l exhibits 
very little constnJ.<;tion impact) Hith a ma.jor upm.,ing in government 
emplop.2nt (Table 2.3 .. 2~4). Fuirbanks sh::)ws a su})stantial growth 
in construction~ from 2,000 e:.rployed in second quarter, to 5,700 in 
the fourth. In fact, this construction boom \·ias enough to counteract 
the historic seasonal do\·;nturn in fourth-quarter employment in all 
sectors~ 

Anchorage, O\>ling to its lo.rger size 1 does not cxhibi t such a 
marked boom, although there is noticeable gro•.vth throughout the year. 
Interestingly, the construction boom effectively counteracted the 
seasonal clown-turn in econoraic activity in r~nchorage, too .. 

Personal Incomes anc1 Per. Ct:.pita Inco~es 

'l'he exir:;t.in.g distribution of personal incomes i..s sho·,..;n in r.T.'able 
2 ~ 3. 2. 5 for the parts of Alaska ,.;hich are cxpect(~~c1 to b;~ 1nosi:: heavily 
impacted by gas pipeline devc.-~lopn;::nt~ '!'he fivt~-year his·tory demonstrates 
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"' 0 

INDUST~Y 

.. '1\g., Fish, 
Po:-cst 
It;ining 
Const, 
I .. if g. 

Trans., 
Cor:-:::-,"J.n. 
Pub~ Fac. 

Trad·3 
~· .:..··l:n2.nce, 
Insurance, 
Renl Estate 

Services 

Governr::ent 

Tabie: 2 .. 3 .2, 3. 

DISTRIBUTION OF PAYROJ,L AND Ei'lPJ"OY!-!ENT 
BY INDUSTRY FOR £12\JOR IMPACT REGIONS 

1974 

FAIRB2\N!(S NORTH SLOPE 

'Percent of 1' Perccn'c of Percent of Percent of 
Payroll Employment Payroll Employment . 

O.OG 0.01 0 0 
1.5 1.4 38.3 20.0 

29.1 15.9 14.9 8.2 
1.4 1.6 0 0 

11.9 10.0 11.3 10.0 

11.2 16.5 2.0 G.3 

2.1 3.2 3.5 4.7 

12.4 16.7 0.3 6.6 

30.3 34.6 29.8 44.2 

. 
Source! .i'.laska Department of Labor, Statistical. Quarterly 

*Totils ~y not equal 100%.due to rounding 

ANCHORAGE 

Percent of Percent of 
Payroll Employrr.ent 

0.1 0.2 
8. 9 1.8 

16.4 10.0 
2.4 2.3 

. 11.3 9.5 

16.4 20.9 

4.6 5.4 

13.7 . 17.2 

26.2 32.7 

' .. t .. 
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T·~blc 2. 3. 2, 4 

;.\ VERJ\GS El(?i.:OYI~lE~T BY QU.:'~R'rER''~ 
IN l':.L?r.SKl\, 1974 

Acr,; Fish, Forest . '. . 
,,;[~"''I'!""!~ 
~ .. -~ .. -··':.! 

Constr-:..cticn 
l·~o.r..\.::.fnct',lr ing 

-.'T·:cc.r:s·po2:'to.:Cion r Communicationz 
· ?~blic ~acilities 

:'lY""'r~r.> ..:.. .... t-.-..;...;.. 

Fi~~ncc, Insurnncc~ Real Est~tc 
0,~·.--.·.•-i ron. 
'-' ~- .; ·~ ........... 

G':Jvc r~;ncn i: 

:--o:· .. ;·~:r 

.Ag., Fish, ~crest 
; •. ~.: "'"' ~ '!"' l""r' 
··-·--~~-:;; 

: Co:;.s.::.r'J.ctio~ 
:-:-~ n. :.~ £ ·2. c t ~.1-:: i:: g 

r:-'..,-;':1 ................. .,..;-~.!~~ ,....,,..., r,...,'"l"' ...... ~l"\~ c~.:-~ 0"~ . -~ ......... :,..!::"'...;- -~!,..._....,.:.., ..... v.:..· .. >~~ ..... - <-~'-- ... ,:;:J 

··?ublic ?ccilitics 
·~~.:.de; 
~-i ,....::-:'!,.,("',._, .L-r.c,,Y"~ncc ,.,~:q1 Fs4-":"'.:-e . - __ ,._, ... ..,.\,..{ .L.J,.,.._~,.. I .1.\."--''-~ .:..J• ,_,,_-~,,_.' 

.' SC1~V ico 
. GO\TC~r!rr.cr: t 

:--;•/""''_:'fl':"\: 
-V.J.l,.:.J 

STATE 

Q1 Q2 

G33. 80'0 
2,<100 3,067 . 
5,8G7 12,533'. 
l 1000 10,033 

10,267 12,133 

17,957 20,716 
1,533 tl,833 

15,698 l.8,180 
41,.633 tl3,8G7 

102,988 126,162 

.,.~.,.,~A'"(S - ":~..1. .. -..!:) • .i.'cJ. 

0 
~ 

213 
9C3 
240 

1,409 

2,599 
577 

2, 625 ''· 
. 6,728 

15,283 

20 
340 

1,947 
280 

1,818 

3,139 
GJ.O 

3,175 
6,957·· 

H: 2PG _....,I . :,~ 

Q3 Q4 

.· 1,7G7 900 
3,3oo: 3' 067 

19,100 18,800 
12,600 8,767 

13,767 13,367 

22,689 23,177 
5,100 5,200 

19,352 20,023 
45,200 t)t,,t,OO 

142,875 137,701 

24 12' 
356 215 

4,025 5,708· 
3 'l (' 369 

2,282 2,361 

3,549 3,782 
G57 . 720 

3,584 3./8 03 
6,765 6,878 

' 
21,582 . 23,849 

':;.l 
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Tn~lG 2,3.2.4 (con't) 

A. v~-:r-\,l-:'1 GE '!(M"':')t.Q\l'T·!£XrT BV OUA rtTER ~~ 
• -- A ' ·-W4 ... 0 -· --· •O ~. 0 • ... 

~~ ~~~~ ~o~e-~ .t-.. ::::•1 .;....:..~ •• , •• _-;:,;.. 

:·li~~iz:; 
Const.rttctiorv 
r..:::.r~ u f 2.. c -c 1...~:-: i.n g 

?r~~s9ortntion, Cc~~unicatio~s 
Pub1.ic Facilities 
~:c2.6c 
?i~a~cs, Insur~ncc, Real Est~tc 
;:::. 0 ::-.,_r:_-::::2 
Cs vc ~::::-,e:n t 

s:o:A~ 

Ag.,. Fi2~, ForGst 
Mi~ing 
c~r.s·tr:.:ctior: 
:--:2..~ :..:f .:::c-:.~r .ing 

r~ ...... ..,.,.,.....,...':J,....,.,..~ ... -..,. • ..:0""' r,....,~.,..,.,n· ic""-l'O"'" .!..-C.·-··7;):. ~.-- ,..<;. .. w.- ••I ~ ..... ! • ..:..ou. .. - c.~~..o ... .;.;;. 

?~blic Facilities 
T::::-.JC.:c 
7.~-' ..-.;-:.,...,,-..n T'f'l~1~Y'":''.,.., i'c.-:-1 V ~-:"'~r.'l 
_ ..... ~w .... , ........... 1 ___ ,:;.~ ......... ~..~.~..:.Ce 1 .. >. ..... <:~~ ~s ._._l L.-

Sc.r-·.r.icc 
r-,.....~,.-,...-·""',.........-:\l"l.!­
...:..:....,v...-~.--.l·.;.. •• ~..o 

'?O?AIJ 

IE l~L1\SI<2\ I 19 7 4 

'BARRO\·?-N0Rr:7H SLOJ?E 

Ql Q2 

0 : 0 
197 3 4 tf 

52 165 
0 0 

11,7 169 

·64 93 
54 68 

1!:8 , "-_.)::l 

5G4 593 

1,226 1,570 

;~~ C:i 0 Rl\. GE 

69 
921 

3,248 
1,093 

4,~50 

10,779 
2,977' 
9,002 

18,.2~3 

50,982 

135. 
1, 077 
5,445 
1,445 

5,508 

12,060. 
3,137 

10,092 
19,282 

58,181 

Q3 

0 
370 
124 

0 

127 

113 
92 
89 

6"' 2. 

1,562 

112 
1,040 
7,758 
1,584 

6,158 

12,823 
3,251 

10,571 
19,557 

62,853 

Qi: 
' . 

0 
250 
134 

0 

138 

89 
~,. 

::lo 

12 
764 

1,443 

oi v-

1,105· 
7,075 
1,392 -~ 

6,017 

13,528 
. 3,238 
10,812 

.19,588 ., 

62,837 

So·;~cc: St2..tc of Alaskn Depz-~rtr:".cnt of I.·tJ.bor, :Gabor Force Estimate by Il1c'ltlstry. · 
'~* ·;:Does not. include thG self-employed 

. 
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c;:xsv;:; 

J:VISIOX 

3s:--~o·.-;-:-:c~~:~ Slope 
t]~~Y?er Yt.:kcr: 
Y:.:Xc~ :<oyok:..:.k 
?2...:.~~.:::-:i:s~·: 

;,::c:-:o;-2ze 
Sti:.t2 Total 

3<::!-.::--ro·,:-l;o::""':h Slope 
~-·:::;~~ Y::/:c:1 
Y;_::-::::o:-.-:\-::yokt.:.k 
?c..:.:--bc:::}<s ~·: 
r.::c::orege 
S~2.~s J:'otal 

32.::-'::'()·tJ-Nort~ Slope 
0??(;r Y"Jkon 
Y:;kc~-KoyoJ<uk 
?o.irb;:;.;:.ks :'; 
:.,.....,,...~~.-......,;:'l:rr.> 
. ··•·-•·'-'- c.c,-:.. 
S-:c.tc Total 

Table 2.3.2.5 

PERSONAL INCO~fE BY SOURCE AND 
PER CAPITA Il{C011E, PIPELINE IHPACT AREA 

(Millions of Dollars) 

1970 
Per Capita. 

;.;ages and 
Salaries~·:~{ 

38.0 
2.5 

21.2 
158.6 
556.1 

1217.7 

26.9 
6.4 

20.3 
214.9 
627.1 

1315.2 

21.9 
6.7 

20.5 
.237.9 
704.2 

ll}t}7.1 

Transfer 
P aynents ~·-~·:~·: 

1.0 
1.2 
2.2 
9.1 

2t;.l 
79.0 

1971 

1.3 
1.6 
2.8 

12.1 
·. 31.6 
100.0 

1972 

1.4 
1.6 
3.1 

H. 2 
39.6 

114.0 

Personal Income 
Income~··~··~·: (Dollars) 

38.4 14,420 
3.4 2,019 

19.0 3,998 
187.8 3,753 
548.4 lf, 341 

1442.7 4, 771 

27.2 9,481 
6.5 3,689 

18.3 3,828 
193.2 3, 989 
623.0 4,588 

1573.2 5,027 

22.9 9,019 
21.5 11,832 
2lf. 3 5,053 

. 273.6 5,453 
823.9 5, 713 

1728.1 5,321 

. Real 
Per Capita Income 

(1967 U.S. Dollars) 

8,767 
1,229 
2,433 
2,284 
2,642 
2,904 

5, 715 
2,22!+ 
2,307 
2,404 
2,765 
3,030 

5,308 
6,964 
2, 97lf 
3,210 
3,363 
3,131 

'.J 
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n:v:sroN 

=·C.!'~O~·:-}:o:-th Slope 
:.1??':::.:' Y\.:~Or:. 
·~·"..:kc::-:<oyokt:.k 

Fi:! i::_--£:.c:::ks :': 
J:.:-.c:--:cre:..;c 
S--cz:-:c ':'oi:c.l 

32!":--c:·:-:·:or-:h Slo?c 
L:;::::c:' Y~ko:1 
·'t-:.:kc::-:<8yokt:k 
?a.:.:- :::2.~:-c: ~·: 
. . . 
h:-.c,;c-~ ... a.zs 
s-:a. -.:8 Totc:l 

. 

P'::'P - .... u. 

Hagcs and 
S2.lar i cs ~·: .. ·: 

19.6 
9.'+ 

21• ,.., 
•r • .:> 

2l' G. 8 
745. G 

1554.0 

25.0 
76.2 
62.9 

373.8 
St;S.!; 

2106.0 

Table 2.3.2.5 

PERSONAL HTCO"lE BY SOURCE AND 
CAPITA INCOc:E, PII'E:LINE HlPACT AREA 

(~lillions of Dolle!l's) 
(Cont'd) 

1')73 

Transfer 
P,;l)'"Tf:cnts~·:~·:~·: 

7.1 
4.3 
0 0 
UoV 

2l.t;. 
58.7 

260.3 

4.5 
3.0 
3.4 

?.1.5 
,..:, ., 
0--r.J. 

. 222.7 

1974 

Personal 
Inco:nc~·:~~~·: 

26.4 
13.3 
34.1 

292.1 
688.4 

2002.8 

29.4 
77 .o 
72.1. 

.412.4 
1098.7 
2509.4 

Per Capita· 
Income 

(Dollars) 

10,221 
8,338 
6,710 
5,859 
5,945 
G,058 

9,091 
29,145 
13,752 

7, L;G2 
7,176 
7,1lf6 

?-:otcs: ~·= Fair~anks esti~ates ir.clude th~ SoUtheast Fairbanks Census Division. 

Real 
Per Capita Ir.co~c 

(1967 U.S. Dollars) 

5,821 
'+,743 
3, 821; 
3,337 
3,386 
3,L~5() 

4,710 
15,101 

7,125 
3,853 
3,718 
3,703 

...... "' "1' d " . ' ' Al k D - L b S ' ' 1 .... ~..ol.VJ.. J.an "t:ages an' sa.t.aY'l.CS are as r0portca ~n _as a ept. or a or tatJ.stJ.ca-: 
Quaroterly. Federc:l r.dlitary ~>age ar.d salo.ry paymer.ts in Alnska ~;ere allo­
cated to the census divisions, based on estimated military population in 
the Alaska Depa.rt:nen-t of L&bo:- Current ?onulation Estimates. · 

;·:~·:~·: Troansfel""~ paymcn"ts ~rnd other co;r.~)onents Of perG;nal income ( E;ee Table 23 .1. 3 were 
taken from U. S. Dcpartr:;cnt of Co:nmerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Per- ; 
sonal Inc-:,;:-,e by }lajor Sc.u~c~s 1970-7~. State totalS for Personal Incotr.e 
Here taken from Kresge, 11 AlusJ(~• Economic Gro~·lth, 1961-1972 11

. fop 1970-72, a11d 
esti~atcd in ·the ~arne t·w.y f?r 1973-7L~·. 

. ... 



vc:~ry rapic3. qrov;th. in all but tlv:). B0.:-:ro•..,-Nort.h Slope cen3'..1S Division. 
As can b~ seen from the tublc, tlH~J":c h~l3 been a trcmend.o~rs bur~>t in 
wage and salary payments in each o.f th9 census divisions except Ilarro•.v­
North Slop...;.. In addition, roost of these divisions shot.v large increi:1S~~s 

in tran3fer pa~ents from 1972 to 1973 because of payments to Natives 
of Pederal r:tonies under the terns of the Alaska native Claims Settlement 
Act. These vera accumulated for 1972, 1973, and 1974 fiscal year.s, 
pending certification of the Native rolls, and paid in January, 1974. 
In .spite of the actual date of the payment, it appears that the Department 
of Commerce included the paynent in their 1973 figures. In 1974, 
payments were made only in October, •·:hich accounts for most of the 
decline in transfers. 

On a per capita basis, the Upper Yukon Census Division currently 
has incor.tes approxir:1ately four times the statet.vide average. This 
demonstrates the impressive po~.ver of an influx of unattacht"~d, highly 
paid 'i~·orkers to alter the incomes of a small population. Per capita 
wages in salaries went from $5,679 per pe>:son in 1973 to $28,842 in 
1974, while the population of this census division increased by 60 
percent in the same perioda The Fairbanks and Anchorage areas also 
show impressive increases in wages and salaries paid; yet the \•Tider 
population base and the lo\Y8r average Wage of \vorkers hired o~tside 
the petroleum and construction sectors in these a.reas make the change 
in real per capita incomes much smaller. The Barrow-North Slope Division 
shows an uneven decline in real per capita incomes, \·lith the boom 
in transfer payments in 1973 offsetting a three-year decline in 'iYages 
and salaries in this area. Renewed ei:lployrnent opportunities in 1974 
partly offset ·the decline in Native Claims payments, and Barro~·l per 
capita incomes remain above the state average.. Uppe:c Yukon a~d Yukon­
Koyoku:{ have both been improving their per capita posi·tions relative 
to the ste~te. 

'£here are at least three reasons why these statistics should 
be vie;.;ed 'ivith caution.. Ha9es and salaries and. other forms of cash 
income are t.he principal forms of inco!ne measured, yet it is knoHn 
that unr:1aasured subsistence hunting and gatherinsr·activities are important 
contributors to the incorr.es of resldent.s of the Bar·.ro•.v, Upper Yukon, 
and Yukon-Koyokuk Divisions (and possibly to some residents of the 
Fairbanks area). Thus, incomes in these areas do not accurately reflect 
actual standards of living.. Secondly, the Alaska P.PI is a stateHide 
index; yet it is known that cost of purchased items such as food) 
fuel, and housing is much· higher in the 11 bush" than in Anchorage) 
or even Fairbanks. 'rhus the sam.e per capita income in the three rural 
census divisions most likely represents a lo•,.,.er standard of living. 
'rhird, much of the increase in \·hlSres D.nd salaries reported in the 
census divisions ir.\}Jortcd by the rrl\lJS pipeline are earned by tra:1sitory 
oil and gas industry \·7orkers, many of Hhom \vill likely l(~~.tve the state 
at the conclusion of that pipeline project.. 'l'hus the per capita measure 
of income does not n.ddrcss the question of \Yhat the real incomes of 
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the "per.r.tanent" 1~c~.d.dc~nt.~3 in the region ar0 now, or ho•,.. they have 
been influenced by pipeline construction and paymt~nts from the Alaska 
Native Fund. 

Local Government 

Local goverrunent in the areas which would be directly affected 
by construction under this proposal includes four basic jurisdict-
ions -- Hunicipality of Anchorage, Fairbanks-North Star Borough, North 
Slope Borough, and miscellaneous small corm:mnities. As noted previously, 
local government in general receives a large portion of its revenues 
from the state, the bulk of '-.'lhich supports education. The gror,.;th 
in estimated full value of real and personal property in the first 
three communities is sho'tln in Table 2.3.2.6.. rrhese values include, 
after 1973, the value of oil and gas exploration, production and trnns­
mission facili·ties in each corr.f:l.unity "\·lhich is separately assessed 
by_ the state since it is subj9ct to a state property tax. Assessment 
of prop~rty values is not presently carried out in tha other conununities 
directly adjacent to the proposed pipeline route, although the value 
of oil and gas production and trar..smission equipment is assessed in 
rural parts of the state, kno\m as the Unorganized Borough. The bulk 
of this capital in the Unorganized Bo:cougn is associated \<ith the 
trans-Alaska oil pipeline and Hould be taxable by the state, but not 
local co~uunities as they are presently organized~ 

The value of property in each coET.'.unity is cor\',posed of elements 
in different. proportion. Gro\Y"th of the estimated full value of prop~rty 
in Anchorage has been strong and steady over the period, reflecting 
the most diversity of grm.;th of the three corn.'"!"tunities. Of a total 
estiw.ated full vah.:a of property of $2.935 billion in 1975, less than 
six million \vas directly attributed to the special cu.tego:cy of oil 
and gu.s production and pipeliP.e property assessed by tha s-ta·te. l·1uch 
of the groh·th in values is related to p8troleum activity but gro\.;th 
in other economic s2ctors has also been significant. 

ln E'a.irbanks, the 40 percent increase in estimat.ed full value 
of property betHeen 1974 and 1975 indicates a great8r sensitivity 
of the tax base ·to petroleu..rn acti vi t.y. This is a result of both l?air:banks' 
role as a staging area for North Slope developmen·t and the TAPS line, 
and also the fact that the pipeline passes Hithin the boundary of 
the community. 

The North Slope Borough has seen the Iaost rapid increase in i·ts 
estimated full value of prop8rty as a re.sul t: of P"~trol~u.m <1-~velopment 
\Vi thin i·ts bord2rs. Of a total cE:.ti:"~ated value in 1975 of $S60 nillion, 
$430 million of that. \·;as in the oil a::d gas production an<l transr<\ission 
category of property. 
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1965 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 

"' 74 __, 
75 

SCU!:"Ce: 

Til.b1c 2.3.2,6 

EST!!I~".TED FtiLL VALL'E OF PROPERTY 1 REAL. AND PERSONAL 
FOR SELECTED ALASY...,.'U" COJ.';,'!U"NITIES 

lv:.'..!nici;::>2..lity of 
Anchorage 

624,769 
719,562 
808,885 
882,364 
959,652 

1,105,577 , ~ ""~"~ ..... '} ..... _,..;.:..::;;,.)_,.:) 

1,660,977 
2,010,036 
2,301,939 
2,935,159 

(million of $) 

Fairbanks City & 
No~th Star Borough 

201,719 
213,694 
217,174 
200,319 
250,464 
304,481 
340,566 
390,583 
475,802 
567,232 
795,156 

North Slope 
.Borough 

250,000 
202,667 
256,121 
560,969 

Depar~~cnt of Corrmunity and Regional Affairs, State of Alaska 
AL2\SK.l"\ 'IAX;:.BLE, £-~V1~ICIPll.L PROPE.S.TY J~SSESSNENTS AND FULL VALt.'fJZ 
DE>:::':SP.:·:I~~ATI0£~3, Junca'.l, D.nnual 

Unorganized 
Borough 

220,861 

·' ';).-

Tot;;l 
Stc.tc 

1,262,452 
1,415,7/:3 
1,6281759 
1,855,039 
1,959,413 
2, 280) (11:1 
2,687,913 
3,343,872 
4,090,134 
4,831,.877 
6,674,575 



'J.'hr~ properl-:y t:a;-:: base for. potcnt:ially impacted communities nlong 
t:he route of t~he pipeline outsiUe. of 7•.ncho:cage) Fairbanks) <:tnd ·the 
Nox·th Slope Borough :i.s not knm.;n, as no other cormnunity has establinhed 
a property ta~'· Hov1ever, there are no significant concentrations· 
of industrial property in the area except for l,lyeska pipeline related 
property, taxed by the state. 

The sales tax is the other traditional source of revenue a·t the 
local government level. Anchorage Borough did not rely upon the sales 
tax as a revenue source (nor does the since-formed Bun.icipality). 
Fairbanks city and Borough employ sales tax •·:hich w1ries among service 
areas within the Borough proper, and from year to year. In 1975, 
the rate in E'airbanks city Has 5 percent and 2 percent in most outlying 
service areas of the Borough. In calendar year 1975, of total revenues 
to the general and special funds of $14.8 million for the city, $5.3 
million came from the sales tax and $3.1 million from property taxes. 
Inte~-governmental revenues a~ounted to $18.5 million. 

The North Slope Borough employs a sales tax in addition to the 
property tax, •·1h.ich •·1as betveen 2 percent and 3 percent in 1975, depending 
upon cormnunity "H:hin the Borough. 

-Second class cities are empoi.vered 'to use a sales t.ax and 
.all other organized local communities adjacent to the pipeline 
route are second class cities. Reliable infornat.ion on these 
corrununities is sparse, but some have a sales tax of one or 
two pe·rcent v:l":tich may vary from year to year. Second class 
cities include North Pole, in the Fairbanks Boro'-lgh, Nuiqiut, 
Anaktuvik Pass, and K~ktovik, in the tJorth Slope Borough, and 
Allakaket, Fort Yukon, and Delta Junction in the Unorganized 
Borough. 

As with Alaska in general, the local co:-mnunities ·along the 
route of the proposed pipelin~ receive ct. large portion of their 
revenues from the sto.te governm9n t ~ ri'h~~ principal programs 
through Hhich the transfers presently occur are the education 
foundation program and t~he local revenu~ shc.tring progrc.m.. In 
fiscal year 1975, approximately $35 million Has distributed 
state-\·lide for the foundation program.. Prelir<tinary 1975 fiscal 
year state revenue sharing. \<lith loc.:ll governments is approximately 
$15 million. In extra.o~<J.inary circumstances, impact grants are 
also provj~C.2d to local com..rnunities by the state .. 
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2.3.3 Economic Growth Hithout the Gas Pipeline 

2.3.3.1 Methodology 

'rhe ISEGR Man-in-the-Arctic program has developed a series of 
computer simulation models Hhich are designed specifically to analyze 
the long-range implication of changes in the major factors affecting 
the path of Alaskan economic and populaiton growth. 'These models 
are built on a series of economic and population studies for the time 
period since statehood. The economic models proceed sequentially to 
estimate gross product, employmen-t, t>~ages and salaries, personal in­
come·, and disposable personal income. The output of certain indus­
tries, designated the "support sector" (trade, public utilities, trans­
portation, commllikications, finance, and services, plus a portion of 
the construction industry), is dependent upon the gro•,yt.h of Alaskan 
personal incomes, and since income is both a function of outpu·t and 
contributes to further ·output, output and income are simultaneously 
determined in the models. 'The population model computes additions 
in the state at any point, and a.dds net immigration, \·7hich has been 
found to be well predicted by increases and decreases in employment 
and real per capita income in Alaska relative to the LoHer 48.1 
These models are used to project economic growth in Alaska in the 
following sections. 

Even 1vithout the gas pipeline, Alaska's economy and population 
are expected to gro~,.., vigorously a~~7er the next fifteen years. Ho•.vev~r., 

many of the factors contributing to this gro·.·rth are either de·ter­
mined by forces beyond the control of Alaskans, (such as the national 
policies pertaining to energy indepe!!.dence and oil and gas leasir!.g 
in OCS areas), or while under the co:1trol of 1\laskans, cannot be 
predicted with any confidence {for e}:ample., future product.ion tax 
rates on oil). Consequently, the Ht"\P researche~cs have projected 
several possible future patterns of hydrocarbon <Tevelop:~ent: in 
Alaska of varying intensi·ty and probability. These C<).Sf::S are . 
de"signed to explore thE~ range of outcomes ur:de:c Uiffcrcnt asstl..'l1p .... 
tions concerning factors exogenous to Alaska's gror.vth. 

The most cons-crva.-tive scenario., Limited DE~velopment, \•rould. 
limit future petroleum production ·to the existing areas being 
developed in Coo~< Inlet and in t.he vicinit.y of Prudhoe Bay} \·7hile 
restricting F'c~deral lands develop~:t\ent to the Gulf of Alnska and 
Lo'.ver Cook Inlet. h1i~ch new oil being priced at $7 per barrel at 
the t·;ellhead (about $11 per barocel delivered on the \•lest Coast 
cor.tiguous lJnited States), state petroleurn revenues \vould reach 
$1.3 billion in 1980 and $2.2 billion in 1990. Production would 
be about 3.0 billion barrels per dety in 1985, and ri~e to 3.6 billion 
in 1990. 
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'.f'he r:-tost conservative ~-~ccnar.i.o, Accelc:cat:ed D<::'!Velopmcnt, 
features ull t.he development in UH::~ L:i.rnitccl ~icenario, plus na-tional 
Petroleum Rc~serve 4 and Cldjt:l.cent ~n~et.\~1. Fed2ral offshore development 
xr.ove3 into St. George's Basin and either t.he Jk:aufort or Chukchi Sea .. 
The prima!:""}' factor in this scenario is that NPR4 turns out to be· 
as productive as Prudhoe Bay, dra\vs additional exploration on 
state and native lands, and justifies the building of a second 
trans-J.l.l.J.ska oil pipeline. In this scenario, the state receives 
$1.4 billio~ per year in 1980 from petroleum taxes, royalties, and 
property taxes, and $3.1 billion per year by 1990. Productio~ is 
about 4. 9 billion barrels per day .in 1985 and 7. 3 billion per day 
in 1990. 

The Maximum Development scenario is by far the least likely, 
since several technical problems vJOuld have to be solved for the 
offshore environ~ents in the north Bering Sea and Chukchi Sea. 
It is by no means certian that $7 per barrel vrould pero:nit these 
developir.ents, Hhich would go far beyond those in the l\ccelerated Devel­
opment Case. In this scenario, several rr.aj or lease sales are held 
on Federal OCS lands in the Bering and Chukchi Seas and Bristol 
Bay. 1'hese are productive enough to justify vrestGrn Alaska oil 
pipeline and gas pipelines from Kotzebue to the \•;est side of Cook 
Inlet. State oil and gas revenues stay at $1.4 billion per year 
in 1980, the srune as the Accelerated case, but rise th $3.9 billion 
in 1990~ Scm~ additional leasing occurs in the lower Kuskokwim 
and onshore Bering and Chukchi Sea areas, but most developments 
are on Federal OCS lands. 
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2.3.3.2 Economic Gro,,rth 

From these sceno.rios, none of \·:hich incluc1c the assumption 
of a gas line from Prudhoe Bay 1 simulutions are c~rried out 
to give .<1 range of possible future growth ratas in the absence 
of a gas pipeline. The results ~>ere produced Hith the latest 
version of the HAP Regional Hodel and are reported in this section. 
The resuits are as foll01.;s: 

Gross Product 

Gross Product measures the value of all goods and services 
produced for final demand in Alaska and each of its regions and ~ 

industries, and changes in this variable indicate the degree to 
\\hich real output is e;-:pected to gro>·7 in Alaska in the absence of 
a gas pipeline. In ~c!dition to a state~·iide su..r:ur.c.ry of results in 
Table 2. 3. 3. 1, by region, an industry breakdo;m is provided for the 
b.;o economic regions2 of the state through which the pipeline \Yill 
pass, Interior and Fairbanks, and for the Anchorage metropolitan area, 
\·.'hich is heavily impacted by all economic developnen~ in the state. 

Growth in econoraic outp~t comes from tuo sou::::-ces. In the 
exploration and development phases of oil development, there is a 
sharp increase in the level of em_;:.Jloymant in mining und construction .. 
'Ihis increase in employment leads to increases in personal incorr.es 
in Al2ska, and to increased demand fo~ the services and goods pro­
C~ced in the support sector. In addition, the state and local gov­
e~r ... "T;ents begin to receive aUc1itional incor.!e, first from oil bonuses 
and income taxes; gross receipts tuxes, and property taxes; 
and l~ter, from oil production taxes and royalities. The 
picut:ce is sisilar in each of • :'!e th:cee scenarios in the major 
irr.pacted regions, although the levels o.re -much different.. In 
the nic1dle cu.se, l-1.ccelera.ted Develop~ent, Gross Sta·te -Product 
rises to $4.7 billion in 1980, $5.0 billion in 1985, and $5.7 
billion in 1990. Nineteen eighty and 1985 <1re Hithin the p2riod 
of construction of the second oil pipeline, and gro;vth is sub­
statial in all three areas. Ho~·iever, by 1990, most gro~·it~h 

in output is centered in fu;.chor(lge. The Limited case does not in­
clude develop:11ent of NPR4 or the second oil pipeline, so the level 
of c1evelop~:ent is much lo1.V8!:' in each of the three r0gions. The 
Inte!'ior ancl Fairbanks regions nre much more heavily dependent 
en t:;e develop::1ent: of the f!orth Slope thun is Anchorase, even though 
l:\UC~1 of ~..:.h0 induced dr~velopm2nt under either scenario occurs in 
l~ncho.rusre. There is relatively lit:tle c.1iffe:cence in real output f:com 
th.e niddle case in Interior Fairbanks, Hhe!1 coT71.parec1 ·to the Haxir.:.um 
Develop~ent scenario, since most add2. tional P2troleun c1·3veloprr.e:nt takes 
pl2.ce in sou thw8st Alas}~ a. Ho\vever} Anchorage ,.;ould g.roH anyH-:.ty 
b£=:cuuse it is a statc,vide general support, distribution, government., 
0nd financial center. 
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I Tal;lc 2.3.3.1 

GROSS S'i'A'l':G l'ROCUCl' BY I'.icGIO:\ 
(1-iillions of 1958 D8llCJ.rs) 

Lit·1ITED DE\!ELOPNE~T· 

( Ancl:o.!:".:~ge Into!:icr Fairbanks s·tatc 
1978 902.991 355.265 232.159 2817.94 
1979 950.11 374.737 238.331 3028.03 
1980 1034.86 393.846 248.608 3522. 3::0 
1981 1083.31 339.069 257.-14!.; 3549.14 
1982 1159.41 294.095 271.857 3569.56 
1983 1233.03 243.86 283.788 3691.66 
1984 1294.12 232.311 293.404 3743.07 
1985 13<:6.57 233.024 301.tJ:9S 3815.72 
1986 1395.22 220.961 308.287 3855.42 
1987 1454.02 218.769 315.536 3950.43 
1988 1525.47 210.447 324.209 4101.96 
1989 1 601 • 62 208.547 334.214 4172.22 
1990 1688 .. 56 209.943 3.:.15. 689 4228.62 

J\CCELEfuYrED DEVELOP BENT 
Ancho~age Intt.=!:ior· Fairbanks State 

1978 947.025 424.651 234.457 3454.86 
1979 1022.2 435.271 244.809 3749.91 
1980 1142. 18 527.393 256.677 4654.04 
1981 1222.26 522.066 271.751 4937.84 
1982 1346.96 511.391 299.08 4993.37 
1983 1476.32 457.842 319.94 5191.42 
198(< 15·17.09 388.078 328.88 4927.8 
1985 1602.55 391.435 336.3 4972. 6~) 
1985 1682.46 413.745 348.673 5104.44 
1987 1T17. 45 415.76 360.325 5271.84 
1988 1 B96. 94 432.802 373.911 .5564.98 

. 1989 2009.06 425.191 388.939 5632.39 
1990 2128.2 415.824 404.428 5587.82 

NA.XIBUN DEVELOPNENT 
AnchorD.ge Interior Fairbanks State 

1978 947.025 424.651 234.457 3464.85 
1979 1022.2 436.271 244.809 3749.91 
1980 1163.83 529.287 259.435 4701.95 
1981 1272.11 525.327 278.457 5102.93 
1982 1429.75 516.203 307.902 5333.82 
1983 1610.49 459.697 328.707 6017.41 
1984 1729.52 390.358 344.266 5868.07 
1985 1817.01 394.237 356.658 5937.83 
1986 1977.74 416.964 371.829 6582.59 
1987 2191.3 420.572 394.91 7209.43 
1988 2441.35 439.569 422.494 7986.83 
1989 2661.06 433.463 449.07 8350.46 
1990 2921.14 425.538 475.872 8969.41 



'l'he distribution of economic groivl:h \•lhich l70U1<.1 occur 'llithout 
t:he gas pipeline differs betvle~~n the three ro9ions 1 no .matter 
which scenario is adopted. (Tables 2.3.3.2, 2.3.3.3, 2.3.3.4, 
2.3.3.5). Interior (basically, the northern half of the pipeline 
corridor) generates over three-fourths of its real output in mining 1 

\dth o:>ly government providing any stable pattern of gro•.;th. Anchora,;e, 
on the other hand, accounts for o:>ly 14 percent of its ·total output in 
mining in 1930, and this declines to about seven percent. in 1990 in 
the Accelerated ca3e 1 accocr:.ting for three percent of the total gro,,vth. 
Government output accounts for only about five percent of the gro,th 
in values of output in 1\.nchorage in this c.:?.se 1 the support sector baing 
most important. Fairbanks gro1.vth is r..ore heavily dep.::!ndent on 
goverru-:~ent than Anchorage, if the gas pipeline is not built and govern­
ment sper.ding follo;vs past regional p~tterns ~ 1\bout 13 percent of 
Fairbanks' groHth in gross produc·t occurs in state and local government .. 
·In the Lir..ited Developr;"1.ent case, to·tal output in the Interior region 
is only about 50 percent of either the Accelerated or Maxim~~ 
case, but it is again heavily concentrated in mining.. li..nchorage 
1978-1990 Baximum grol.oith is about 1. 4 times the Accelerated case 
with about nine percent of the gro•,;th occuring in mining, and three 
percent in state and local government. In the Limited case> Anchroage 
output grm;s 67 percent as· much as in the Accelerated case but mining 
actually delcines slightly bet1,·een 1973 and 1990, while state end 
local gove:cnrr.ent accounts for six percent of the total increase in· 
gross product. In all three cases the support sector is of major 
irnportance demonstrating lmchoragc~' s role us a support base for 
the entire state.. The Fairb3.nks region also has total output rising 
about 1.4 times as much as the r-:aximum as in the Acc~3lerated case, 
and about 67 percent of the Accolero.ted, in the r.imited case. Con­
struction provides part of the c1iffcrcncG of the b·;o higher cases frorn 
the rJinited; \Vhile much of the rest of the difference is in the level 
of state ~rovernment output and the consequent different:. levels of 
output in the support sectors. 

In each case, 1\...nchorage gro~·7s significantly faster than the 
state as a whole in th(~ absence of gas pipeline development. 
F'airbanks also grows faster than the sta·te in the r~cceleruted case> 
bu·t slower than the state in the Naxinum and Limited scenarios .. 
'rhis reflects Fairbanks' import.ance as a regional supply center 
which has relatively loH gro~vth rates \·ihen development. is ~;orr;e.vhere 

oth,ar than the regions served by Fairban~<s.. Interior hc:ts a very 
small unsta.bJ.e ccor.omy \vhich is strongly influenc8d by 1~ajor con­
struction and development within i·ts bounda.:::-ies) but \vhich gro·..:s 
much slo•-.·er over the long term t:ha.n the state as a Y.1hole. 

Employment 

State-.-Jide employrn:::~nt by 1990 var:i.es from 336,096 for the 
Limited Developmf:nt ~;cenario to 525, t104 fo.r the l>"laximum D0velopment 

-. 



'J.'able 2.3.3.2 

ACCELElu'\'.i.'ED DEVELOPMENT: GROSS PHODUC'l' BY INDUSTRY, Interior l'c!()ion 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1934 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
19 81 
19 82 
1983 
1981, 
1_985 
1936 
1987 
1988 
19 89 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1 'J 80 
1981 
1982 
19 c~ 3 
1984 
19 B~) 
193G 
1987 
1988 
19 8') 
1990 

Ag. Fish. Forest 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Transportation 
Corru.-,unications 
Public Utilities 

26.218 
26.671 
27.569 
29.694 
32.356 
32.751 
30. 82 3 
30.866 
31.2 G 3 
32.027 
32.98~ 

33.77!; 
31,.575 

~r.radc~ 

t1-~~3 
C239 
4.761 
7.50 
1l.G2~i 
10.609 
5. 72 
5.039 
4. 811 
5.021, 
5. BS 
5.591 
5.728 

(Millions of 1958 Dollars) 

rrot.al 
9 .. 74:3 
10.228 
10.742 
10.964 
ll. 78B 
12.602 
13.149 
13. 34 6 
13.476 
13.611 
13.783 
13. 99B 
1<1.192 

Hining 
366.315 
380.158 
468.275 
436.052 
385.894 
339. 419 
313.231 
322.481 
347.945 
347.945 
361. 664 
352.222 
341.121 

Finance 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

Construction 
4.202 
2.067 
l. 
10.131 
20.645 
18.985 
5.98 
3.49 
l. 
l. 
l. 
l. 
l. 

Services 

13.631 
12.808 

.14.946 
27.579 
4 8. 9 84 
43.376 
19.075 
16.114 
15.152 
16.055 
17.834 
18,506 
19.109 

Govermnc,nt 
C~­

Fedc>raJ 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 
6./.02 
6.202 
6.202 
6.202 

-----
State 
3. 5tH 
4.026 
4.54 
t\.763 
5.586 
6.401 
6.91\7 
7.11\1\ 
7.271\ 
7.1;09 
7 .. 5Bl 
7.797 
7.99 

ii.anu f ilc-turiil~J 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 

Region 
'J.'o'ca1 
t\24.651 
436.271 
527.393 
522.066 
511.391 
I) 5 ., . 8 £)2 
38ll.078 
391.1\35 
1).1.3. 7<15 
415.76 
432~B02 
t\2:;.191 
415~ 82t1 



'l'able 2.3.3.3 

ACCELE!~'\TED DEVELOPMEN'l': GROSS PRODUC'l' BY INDUSTRY, Ancho:cage neg ion 

(Millions of 1958 Dollars) 

1978 
1979 
19.80 
1931 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1938 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
19 8iJ 
1985 
1986 
1987 
l9B8 
1989 
1990 

Ag •. Fish Forest 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0 .1. 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

Transportation 
Communications 
Public Utilities 

182.888 
199.2 
221.007 
241.265 
272.651 
302.365 
316.224 
327.401 
345.476 
367.773 
395.662 
423.03 
452.398 

Trade . 

190.106 
209.637 
235.206 
259.05 
296.007 
330.319 
345.767 
358.001 
377.954 
'102.<189 
432.877 
<162.2~)8 

493. 32~) 

Hining 

131.444 
135.677 
169.694 
174.232 
169.142 
170.246 
162.981 
163.639 
165.837 
169.031 
175.898 
172.68 
168.039 

Finance 

125.107 
139.314 
155.023 

.169.065 
194.436 
221.469 
242.098 
255.992 
274.471 
295.736 
321.448 
349.034 
379.14 

Construction 

45.774 
48.708 
51.812 
54.479 
59.077 
63.711 
67. 09 3 
69.304 
72.169 
75.371 
79.117 
83.002 
87.1 

Services. 

85.523 
95.6 
106.787. 
116.821 
135.024 
154.513 
169.444 
179<525 
192.964 
208.469 
227.27 
2<17.5 
269.6<14 

;;;--;--,;-------G=-o"'v~ernmen t 
Total Federal 

165.084 
171. 367 
178.057 
180.846 
191.727 
202.!J97 
209.685 
212.185 
213.792 
215.481 
21.7. 66"/ 
220.t,55 
222.952 

35 

114.1.67 
ll!J.167 
1.14.167 
114.167 
11.<1.167 
lliJ.167 
1.14.167 
114.167 
11<1.167 
1.14.167 
114.167 
1.14.167 
1lt1.167 

1-!anufacturing 

50.917 
57.2. 
63.89 
66.679 
77.56 
88.33 
95.518 
98.018 
99.620> 
10 l. 3}.11 
103.5 
106.288 
108.785 

21. 
22.6 
24.5 
26.4 
28.8 
31.1 
33.7 
36.4 
39.7 
43. 
46.9 
51. 
55.5 

Region 
•ro·tal 

947.025 
1022.2 
1142. 18 
1222.26 
1346.96 
l!J76. 32 
1547.09 
1602.55 
l682.4G 
l777.t,:: 
1896. 9•1 
2009.0( 
2128.2 



'l'ab1e 2.3.3.4 

1\CCELERA'l'ED DEVELOPMENT: GROSS PRODUCT BY INDUSTRY, Fairbanks H·:>gion 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1931 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1935 
1986 
1987 
1988. 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 

. 1982 
1983 
1984 
1935 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
19n2 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1983 
19G9 
1990 

(Millions of 1958 Dollars) · 

Ag. Fish. Forest 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1-
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

Transportation 
Corrununica·tion 
Public Utilities 

113.807 
46.923 
50.062 
54.137 
61.593 
67.864 
71.434 
73.957 
77.352 
81.34 
85.936 
91.032 
96.359 

Tracie 

36.642 
39.567 
112~516 
46.338 
53.354 
59. 35 9 
62.87 
65.383 
68.736 
72.678 
77.21!3 
82. 34 5 
[l'/.723 

Tot.al 

69.108 
n: 569 
74.202 
75.21)1 
79.598 
83.91 
86.76 
87.701 
88.283 
88.902 
89.728 
90.804 
91.765 

Hining 

28.802 
28.802 
28.802 
28.802 
28.802 
28.802 
28.802 
28.802 
31.911 
31.911 
31.911 
31.911 
31.911 

Finance 

20.99 
22.229 
23.441 
24.979 
27.705 
29.902 
31.12 
31.962 
33.077 
34.364 
35.821 
37.406 
39. 0 2 8 

Construction 

14.646 
13.984 
14.665 
17.557 
20.888 
20.737 
17.07 
16.409 
15.853 
16.056 
16.354 
16.476 
16.601 

Services 

16.463 
17.436 
18.389 
19.597 
21.739 
2 3. 4 66 
24.421) 
25.085 
25. 962 
26. 974 
28.119 
29.365 
30.641 

Government 
Federal State 

45.927 23.181 
45.927 25. 6<12 
45.927 28.275 
45. 9 27 29. 31.4 
45.927 33.671 
1)5. 927 37.983 
lj5.927 40.833 
45.927 Ill. 77ft 
1,5.927 1)2.356 
1,5. 9?.7 42.97:i 
45.927 1\3.801 
45.927 4!,. 877 
-15.927 t15.B38 

35 

Hanufact.uring 

3.9 
4.2 
4.5 
5. 
5. 3 •, 

_5;8 
6.3 
6.9 
7.4 
8. 
8.7 
9.5 
10.3 

Region 
To-tal 

23-1.457 
244.809 
256.677 
271.751 
299.08 
319.9-1 
328.88 
33G .. 3 
31\8.673 
360.325 
373.911 
388.939 
C\0<1. 428 



~Cable 2. 3. 3. 5 

ACCELERi\1'ED DEVELOPl1EN'l': GROSS PnODUC'J.' BY IND:os•rrcY, State 

(Hill ions of 1958 Dollars) 

Ag. Fish. Forest Nining Construction Nanufacturing 

1978 32.9 1809.65 101. 89 152.8 
1979 33.3 1983.76 103.233 159.4 
1980 ' 33.7 2765.87 108.691 166.3 
1981 34. 2862.88 144.088 171.9 
1982 34.2 2606.06 187.119 178.1 ~, 

1983 34.6 2611. 38 199.203 184.4 
1984 35. 2344.8 167.612' 191.3 
1985 35.3 2349.78 157.217 198.5 
1986 35.6 2391.95 152.032 206.4 
1987 36. 2431.09 156.817 214.7 
1988 36.4 2570.38 160.777 223.9 
1989 36.8 2476.81 168.018 233.3 
1990 37.2 2362.21 175.461 243.7 

Transportation 
Communication 
Public Utilities Finance Services 

1973 378.731 178.058 150.429 
1979 406.438 195.426 162.889 
1980 431.373 212.795 178.57 
1981 489.598 230.227 205.823 
1982 587.333 261. 349 252.815 
1983 630.801 293.385 272.953 
1984 601.01 317.37 266.079 
1985 600.261 331. 661 273.264 
1986 620.403 352.758 287.849 
1937 653.84 377. 31 307.316 
1988 694.9t,8 406.79 331.129 
1989 735.894 437.979 355.728 
1990 779.396 471.514 382.152 

Governr;tent Reqion 
r~erade 'l'otal Federal s·tate rr'o·tcll 

1978 294.668 365.741 216.t\4l 149.3 3464.86 
1979 321.651 383:82 216.441 167.379 37 1>9.91 
1980 353.66fl t\03.077 216.441 186.636 4654.04 
1981 388.271 411. 059 216 .IJ 4l 194.618 4937.84 
1982 443.972 t\42.428 216.441 -:ns.987 4993 .. 37 
l9H3 1)91. 238 1\73.471 216.411 257.03 519L 42 
1984 S10.477 1\94.166 216.4H 277.72S 4927.8 
1985 52S.3% 501.324 216.1\41 28C 883 11972.65 
1986 551 .. 552 505.907 216.1\41 289.1;66 S10,\.<l4 
1987 584.051 510.'13 216. t;U 294.29 ~)271. 84 
1 ')[) s 623.67 51.6.9fl9 216. 41)). 300.548 5564.98 
19 8 'J G62.8B2 ~)21\.9')1 216. I, til 308.551 5632.39 
1990 701\.039 ~i32.157 216.!il\1 315. 717 5687.82 
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Ca!:-;e, Hhilo th,~ 1niddle case projects f> t:a.tcHide cmploym~2nt to be 
408,913 by 1990. (Table 2.3.3.6) For each case, the l\ncl1orag'.! re­
gion Hill account for roughly 55 percent of total stu:tc;,vidn employr.tent 
by 1990 1 \vhercas roug.hly 45 percent of statewide employmen-t occurs in 
this region nor,</. Qr,..,ing to the nature of the development scenarios J 

neithe:c Fairb~'1ks nor the Interior employment is as responsive as 
Anchorage employw.ent over the long run to the_ dlffercnt. envisioned 
development patterns. As Hith gross product, this is because of 
Anchorage's iwportance as a control cen·te.r for development activities 
in all state regions. For exawple, the Interior region employment 
pea'<:s coincidentally Hith the Prudhoe Bay and NPR4 field development 
in 1983 and renains stable throughout the remainder of the forecast 
period, shoHing no additional impact from development along Alaska's 
wast coast as envisioned in the l\ccelerated and Haximum cases .. 

Employment by industry (Tables 2.3.3.7, 2.3.3.8, 2.3.3.9) 
in the three regions considered shows that in Anchorage, the se.rvice 
industry in particular and the support industries in general experience 
the greatest grow·th in employ'T.ient. 'l'he Interior region shaHs a re­
latively constant level of employment concentrated in mining, some 
minor growth in government, and a brief upsurge in construction 
employment during NPR4 developmen·t (1982-1983). Impacted sectors 
in the Fairbanks region are concentrated in the support sectors} 
specifically service and trade and in government ewployment. This 
result is rather obvious as Fairbanks is the logical support center 
for developmen·t North of the Yukon River. 

Stateo;Yide, wi·th the exception of the rene;.;able resource in­
dustries, err.ployment grm-1s substantially for all industries by 
1990. (Table 2. 3. 3 .10) Hajor gr0'.·7th industries are forecasted 
to include mining, cons·truction} transportat.ion} finance, services} 
trade, and government. 

Payroll (VIages and Salaries) 

Payroll is rela·ted to employ:rtent by ~,.,age rate. Haga rate 
differences bet,.,een economic sectors Hill help determine the dif­
ferences of payrolls in the projections. Ew.ploymen·t gro-.;th in the 
support sectors \·1ill tend to have less iwpact than g.ror,vth in mining 
or construction on payroll. 

Statewid<?.: real (corrected for infl.::ttion) \·;ages and salaries · 
are projected to range from $2698.5 rail lion for ·the Limitec1 Developr:12.n:t 
case, t:o $3306.6 million for th2 Accelerated case to $4266.1 million 
for the Haximum Development case by 1990. (Ti'tble 2.3.3.11) In 
1974, total statewida payroll was just over $1 billion. (See Table 
2.3.1.4.) 
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'l'ahle ~.3.:J.b 

ENPLOYi.lEi~'J.' BY PI::GIO~·! 

('l'housand.s of \'f,J.~!G E£trnE.:rs) 

LI!·!Irr'ED DEVELo:)1-1.:::uT 
J~nchoru.ge Interior l."airbanks stu.te 

1973 99.071 7. 271 29.567 210.781 
1979 104.'\07 6.93 30.'\62 219.48 
1980 112.439 7.103 31.659 234.322 
1981 118.111 6.708 32.605 2<:3.869 
1932 127.362 6.495 34.327 260.103 
1983 135.574 6. 141 35.628 274.709 
1984 142.051 6.111 36.522 234.659 "' 
1935 147.52 6.153 37.234 291.512 
1986 152.576 6.047 37.748 297.538 
1987 153.23 6.048 38.232 304.749 
1988 165.166 6.003 38.862 313.557 
1989 172.858 6.034 39.618 323.949 
1990 181.776 6. 116 40.503 336.096 

ACCELERATED DEVELO?HEN·r 
Anchorage Interior Fairbanks State 

1978 101.736 7.867 29.887 216.69 
1979 109.716 7.721 31.188 230.724 
1980 119.086 8.445 32.722 249.439 
1981 126.293 10.663 34.245 267.188 
1982 140.309 13.655· 37.405 293.641 
1983 154.627 1?..982 39.849 323.586 
1984 164.377 9.258 40.89 331.487 
1985 170.526 8.757 41.581 337.716 
1986 178.431 8.528 42.337 347.247 
1937 187.%2 8.653 43.271;, 360.179 
1988 193.711 8.954 44.38? 375.867 
1989 210.447 9.022 115.623 392.0% 
1990 222.993 9.068 46.85 408.913 

l·:AXWU~I DEVZLO!>}·!BNT 

1\nchora.ge Interior Fairbanks Sta.te 
1978 101.736 7.867 29.887 216.69 
1979 109.716 7.721 31. 188 230.724 
1980 120.908 8.578 32.924 253 ~ 069 
1981 . 130.76 10.912 3~ .. 984 276.28 
1982 147.113 14.003 38.395 315.247 
1983 164.193 13. 156 40.954 353.58 
1984 178.604 9.529 42.815 359.133 
1935 187.n3 9. 111 44.095 376.06 
1986 200.93 8.919 iJ:S .. 13G ~01 .. 51·1 
1987 220.487 9.239 4 7. 377 434 .. 813 
1988 243.331 9. 777 50.018 . 1.~:65 .. 456 
1989 265.184 10,019 52 .. 419 t;93.995 
1990 2H9. '/89 10.221 54.709 52~i .. 404 
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19'/8 
1979 
1980 

' 1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1936 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

19?8 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1 ~J3L~ 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
197~ 

1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
19lllf 
1985 
l~!8S 

1087 
l9H8 
19B9 
1990 

'fable 2.:1.3.7 

/\CCELf:l-!l'l'i'i:D !J't~VJ'~Lo; 'i·i~.:NT: 

l:t:PLOYI-l!::NT llY IIWiJS'J'RY, tdiC!!O!Zt\Ce RI~CIOi·l 
(Thousand:;; of H:.1g0 Eax·ne1··s) 

Ag, f'ish, Forest l·!ining Construction · 
0.086 1.5H 6.603 
0.087 1. 554 6.lf93 
0.088 1. 858 6.951 
0.089 1.909 7. 3lf 7 
0.09 1.863 8. 03lf 
0.091 1.873 8. 733 
0.091 l. 807 9. 2lf5 
0.092 1.813 9.582 
0.093 1.833 10.02 
0. 094 1.862 10.511 
0.095 1. 92lf 11.089 
0.095 1. 895 11.691 
0. 097 l. 853 12.329 

Tr«nsporta·tion 
Communications 

Public Utili·ties Finance Services 
7.532 If. 632 15.616 
8.11 5.192 17. 63lf 
8.901 5.815 19.897 
9.626 6. 375 21.945 

10.689 7. 394 25.701 
11.637 8.lf89 29.773 
11. 965 9.33 32.925 
12.257 9.899 35.0G8 
12. 'J7I.f 10.659 37. 9lfl 
13 .lf?.l 11.535 lfl. 279 
11L229 12.603 115.355 
l'f.CJ58 13.753 lf9. 778 
1~i. 736 15.015 5lf. 656 

Go-vernment State and Self 
'J'otal Federal Local Employed 
37.556 23.6 13.956 8.803 
39.319 23.6 15.719 9.lf~N 

lf.l. 2 ?3.G 17.6 10.297 
ltl. 9B6 23.G 18.3B6 10.908 
IJ5.(159 23.6 21.'~59 12.082 
''B .n 23.6 ?If. ~)l 13.26'~ 

50.1·51 23.6 26.~)~)1 1'1. OG 
50.BGJ 2:1. G 2'1. 261 11~.5~9 

5J..31B 2:1.6 ?.7. 'llB l5.19G 
51.'/'19 ?3.G 28.199 15.9:!8 
52 .lf2l 23.5 28.B?l 16. 8Jif 
S3.215 23.6 ?9. Gl~i 1'1.739 
~13.~l?G 2.3. (i 30.32G 18. "1?1 
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Hanufaeturing 
.l. 82 
1.96 
2.118 
2.281 
2.473 
2. 6,66 .., 
2.876 
3.099 
3.363 
3.631 
3.938 
4.264 
4.612 

Trade 
18.113 
19.873 
21.95 
23.827 
26. 921f 
29.992 
31.926 
33.296 
35. 23lf 
37.501 
lf0.2lf3 
lf3. Olf"/ 
lf6.048. 

Region Total 
101.736 
109. 716 
119.085 
125.293 
l'fO. 309 
15lf- 527 
16lf. 377 
170.526 
17 8 .ll3]_ 
lf\'/. 552 
198.711 
210 .lflf'/ 
222.993 



197<1 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1$83 
198lf' 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
l98ll 
1985 
1985 
J.~W-7 

1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1 'lfl1 
1982 
1983 
19811 
1.98:> 
1'18G 
1987 
1981) 
l9l!9 
1'190 

Tetl>1c 2.3.3.8 

ACCJ.:LCRA'l'ED r:E\'i::LOPL·~ENT: 
l.:t1PLOY:·it:tiT BY ItlOUS'l'RY, Hl'!'f:J\lOi{ REGION 

(Thousands of \·/age E.:rrner'\s) 

Ag, Fish, Forest Hining Con~.~truct: ion 
o. 2.582 0.53.1. 
0. 2.662 0.261 
0. 3.16 0.126 
0. . 2. 98 1. 28] . 
0. 2. 695 2.611 
o. 2.'+25 2~l~Ol 

o. 2.27 0. 756 
0. 2.325 0 .l~'+1 
0. 2.'+75 0.126 
0. 2.ll75 0.126 
0. :>.555 0.126 
o. 2.5 0.126 
0. 2.435 0.126 

Transportation 
Communications 

Public Utilities Finance Service3 
0.517 0.002 1.08 
0.51 0.002 1.032 
o. 508 0. 002 1.154 
0.519 0.002 1.802 
0.53'+ 0.002 2. 737 
0. 526 0.002 2.506 
0.119'1 0.002 1..378 
0.1183 0.002 1.219 
0. lf 7 6 0.002 1.166 
O.ll73 0.002 1. 216 
0. 1171. 0.002 1.313 
0 ,1~68 0.002 J. 3ll8 
O.ll66 0.002 1. 38 

Governmen·t State and Self 
'fot<J1 Federal Local Employed 
2.265 1.3 0.965 0.11 
2,1101 1..3 1.101 O.lll_ 
2. :;tiS 1.3 J.. 2115 0.111 
2.608 1.3 1.308 .0.112 
2. 8'1 1.3 J.. 5'1 0. 112 
3.07.1. 1.3 1.771 0.113 
3. 22() 1.3 1.926 0. ].]_!I 

3.282 1.3 l. 982 0. J.]lf 

3.319 1.3 ?.019 O.U5 
3. 3 ~)8 .1.3 2. o:;s 0.11.5 
3,1107 1.3 2.10'1 0.116 
a .t~GB 1.3 2.1Gl! O.llG 
3.~)?1~ 1.3 2. 2211 0.117 

ll1 

Hanufacturinu . . - c. 

0. 
0.. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. -. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Trade 
0.78 
0.7'+3 
0.839 
J.. 358 
2.133 
1.938 
1.016 
0.89 
0. fllf8 
0.887 
0. 96lf 
0.992 
1.017 

Hee:i.on Total 
7.867 
7. 721 
8,lf45 

10.653 
13.665 
12.982 

9. 258 
8.757 
8.528 
8.()53 
8. 951~ 
9.022 
9.0G8 



1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984-
1935 
1986 
1987 
1938 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984-
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198'+ 
1985 
1986 
.l9(l7 
.l9B8 
1989 
19,10 

Table 2.3.3.9 

/\CCeL!:T.!.i\TE~D Dt:VELOi'; .. ;r:tf'j' ~ 
EHPLOY1,1EHT BY J r!DUSTifl, FATI'.BAHI~S REGIO:·l 

(Thousands of \·!age Em·n·ec'3) 

Ag, I'ish, Forest 
0.013 
0.013 
0.013 
0.013 
0.013 
0.013 
0.013 
O.OH 
0.01'+ 
0. Oll~ 
0. O.ll~ 
0. 01'~ 
0. 01'+ 

Transportation 
Communications 

· Public Utilities 
1.876 
1. 99'+ 
2.1.ll 
2.252 
2. 535 
2.761 
2.889 
2.978 
3. 093 
3.238 
3.398 
3. 575 
3. 758 

Hining 
o.a'+1 
0. 3'11 
0.34-1 
0. 3111 
0.3'+1 
0.3'+1 
0.3'~1 

0. 3'~1 
0.371 
0. 371 
0.371 
0.371 
0.371 

Finance 
0.809 
0.852 
0. 915 
0.981 
1.101 
1.199 
.l. 253 
1. 291 
1.3'11 
1.399 
.l. 1~65 
1. 538 
1. 612 

Construction 
1.883 
1.8 
1.896 
2.274 
2.709 
2.693 
2.216 
2.131 
2.06 
2.088 
2.129 
2. Jll6 
2.163 

Services 
2.88. 
3. 06'~ 
3. 21~5 
3 .lf7 5 
3.887 
4.221 
t~ .1~07 

lf. 536 
lf. 7 07 
4.905 
5.13 
5. 375 
5.628 

State and Self Government 
'fo·ta.l 
15.759 
16.1~6 

17.212 
17.51 
18.763 
20.008 
20. 83lf 
21.108 
21.277 
?.1.'157 
21. G97 
22.01 
?2. ?.9 

Federal Local Employed 
2. J.ll 
2.18'+ 
2. 258 
2.35 
?..515 
2.638 
2.689 

9.1~ 6.359 
9.11 7.06 
9.11 7.812 ' 
9.4 8.11 
9.'~ 9.353 
9.1f 10.603 
9 .If ll. t: 31+ 

9.11 11.708 
9 ,If ll. 877 
'),If 12.057 
9.lf 12.29'/ 
<),If 12.61 
9.lf 12.89 

lf2 

2. 722 
2. 759 
2. 80'f 
2 .. 855 
2. 91'1 
2.')'/l 

. l1anufacturing 
0.375 
0.402 
0 ,lf?.9 
0.471 
0 .lf97 
0.5lf.l 
0. 588 
0.64 
0.683 
0.733 
0.792 
0.859 
0.925 

Trade 
3.841 
4.068 
l~. 29 
If. 567 
5. 0'~4 
5. 43lf 
5.659 
5.82 
6.028 
6.265 
6.532 
6.821 
7.118 

Region Total 
29.887 
31.188 
32.722 
31f. 2lf5 
37 .1.}06 
39. 8'+9 
t;O. 89 
'11. 531 
lf2. 337 
lf3. 27'~ 
lflf. :;Stf 
1;5.623 
t~G. 8 5 



1978 
1979 
1980 . 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
1985 
1985 
1987 
1938 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1931 
1932 
1983 
l98lf 
1.985 
l9llG 
l9(l'/ 
1988 
1989 
1,190 

Tal>l" 2.3.3.10 

ACCEI.Ei\hTm llF:Vl;LfJl':!t:tl!': 
El-iPLOHII:ti'i' llY Ir!DUSTRY, STATE 

(Thousands of Hage .J.:ur·net .. s) 

Ag, Fish, For~st 
1.093 
1.105 
1.116 
1.126 
1.137 
1.1'>8 
1.16 
l. J. 72 
1.183 
1.196 
1.207 
1. 219 
1.231 

Transportation 
Communications 

Public Utilities 
15.18 
16.0'>5 
16. 9lf9 
18.'+62. 
20.705 
21.997 
21.698 
21.782 
22.37 
23.268 

. 2'f.375 
25.'f15 
26 .lf93 

Hining 
8.233 
8. 676 

12,17 
12.617 
12.109 
12.217 
11.1>91 
11.561 
11.779 
12.102 
12.78 
12 .lf63 
12.005 

Finance 
6. 665 
8.051 
8.051 
8.753 

10.018 
ll. 331 
12.323 
12.912 
13.788 
J1f. 811 
16. Qlf3 
17.354 
18.769 

Cons.tt"uction 
13 .'>33 
13.71 
1lf,lf91 
19.13 
2'f.86 
26.556 
22. 595 
21.321 
20.768 
21.516 
22.196 
23.285 
2'f.lf07 

Services 
26.15'~ 

3l.7lf5 
31.7lf5 
35.1f23 
lfl. 752 
1.;-7.03 
1~9. 589 
51.6n 
:>'+. 872 
58.902 
63. 7l~l~ 
69.029 
7lf. 783 

State and Self GoverTul1ent 
'l'o·ta1 
85.559 
90. 6lf 
96.967 
98.32 

Federal · Local Employed 
18.853 
19.93 
21.19 
22 .15lf 
2lf. 001 
25.815 
26. 8'/ 
27 .If 57 
28.219 
29.122 
30.203 
31. 3():; 
32.~iB2 

107.2 
116.018 
121.912 
123.953 
125.25 
)26.6% 
128 • 1f23 
130. '709 
13?..'158 

l}l}. 7 lfQ. 8 59 
LJ.t~.7 l~5.9l~ 

lflf.7 51.367 
'tllL 7 ~)3. G2 · 
lflf.'/ 62.5 

·lflf.'l 71.318 
22.'/ T/ .212 ,,,,.'I '/9. 253 
L~t~.7 80.5G 
lflf.'/ 81.936 
l}lf. 7 83. 723 
If'+.? 8G.009 
lflf.7. 813.058 

Nanufu.cturing 
11.228 
ll. 708 
12. 20lf 
12. 6lf5 
13.132 
13.634-
14.1·83 
1'L 76 
15.38'+ 
16. Olf6 

.16.776 
17.527 
·18.3'+7 

Trade 
. 30.286 
32.71}5 
35.1f57 
38.557 
lf3. 728 
L}7.8t: 
1}9. 667 
51.1'/7 
53. (/!If 
57. 579 
60.12 
63.729 
67.538 

State Total 
216.69 
230. 72'1 
2'>9.lf39 
267.188 
298. 5lfl 
323.585 
33l.l!87 
337.716 
3lf7.2'f7 
360.179 
375.SG7 
392.09li 
1f08. 913 



LWXTED 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

Table 2.3.3.1.1 

J(I;AL HAC!~S /ll!D SALf,lUSS PAID l:Y JU:GIOH 
(Hillions of 196'/ Dollar-::;) 

DEVELOP11ENT 
Anchorage Inte:f:\ior Fnirb:J.nks 

657.0lf5 65.523 203.098 
708.29 60.5 210. 4?2 
7'15.668 61.655 223.728 
827.333 58.17'~ 235.126 
90'>.776 55.732 252.774 
976.632 52.124 267.627 

1038.58 52.197 280.099 
1092.25 52.521 290.365 
l.14'1. 33 51.569 299.455 
1203.5 52.281 309.307 
1273.63 52.l;.57 320.723 
1350.71 53.'f05 333.505 
1439.1 54.854 .347.955 

ACCELSRATED DEVELOPHENT 
Anchorage . Inter-ior Fairbanks 

1978 585 ,lf06 70.808 205.519 
1979 751.137 68.905 218. 91f8 

·1980 822.657 73.721 232.164 
1981 885.692 95.389 . 21:.9. 023 
1982 997.656 :i23.9!.i- 279.175 
1983 1114.59 117.518 303.701 
1984 1202,lf 82.026 31"/.382 
1985 1250.89 76.189 325.868 
1986 1337.97 7tr.1G3 339.1~75 

1987 11125.73 76.035 354.02.2 
1988 1530.62 79.6lf5 :370.678 
1989 1641 80.9l;."/ 388. 811~ 
1990 1761.58 82.09 1f07. If 54-

HAXIt.;uN DEVELOPNENT 
Anchorc.ge Interior Fair>ban}<s 

~t978 685.1f05 70.808 205.519 
1979 751.137 6B.905 218.9'18 
1980 8lf1. 051 76,1;55 236.511 
1981 922. G9lf 99.721 257.57 
1982 1051.38 127.553 289.768 
1983 U83,1f2 :l~L8.539 312.8'>1 
198'1 1305.77 83.517 333.47H 
:1985 1387.88 78.398 348 ... 39S 
1986 1505.7 7G. G6l} .363. 90lf 
1987 1G73.Gii 7~1.873 390.572 
198(1 1870.26 85.063 lt21. 777 
:1.989 2052. ~iB 87.625 11~>1. 683 
1990 2280.03 89. 9l-!-7 1;(11.609 

State 
1467.57 
1510.33 
1644.05 
1735.83 
187<;..12 
2006.08 -. 
2110.95 
2180.46 
224B .. 15 
2338.68 
2443.51 
2562.53 
2698.52 

State · 
1513.lT9 
1534. 7lf 
1758.29 
1943.07 
2213.66 
2423.79 
2Lt92 ~ L~5 
25l}0a 85 
261~7 .. 23 
278S. ~tl~ 
295!-J-.84 
3126.25 
3306.55 

State 
1513.119 
1634.74 
183?, .. 3 
20'+7.25 
2335 .. 13 
2702. 
2825.78 
2850.2 
3109.89 
31~:1.7. 95 . 
3595.29 
395lf. 65 
lf265. 08 



l~s in the cas0 of GSP and err1ployment, payroll~; in the Inte:r.·ior 
res;ion u.re projected to experience slO'd gro~~·th (actually t~.C!Clining 
in the Limited Develop?.lent case) to 1990, y!ith a ma:jo:c _short-term 
increase in 1982 and 1983~ In contrast, both Fairbanks and 1\nchorage 
experience substantial growth for all three cases, \>Ji th l~nchorage 
gro,<ing fastest. By 1980, well over half the payroll in the state 
will be paid in the Anchorage area. 

Results of this payroll forecast by industry and region show 
that statewide, the support sectors and state and local government 
~1ill account for the largest share of gro«th in ~<ages and salaries. 
(Table 2. 3. 3 .12) Construction and the Federal governrr,ent Hill also 
continue. to be importan·t contributors of Hage and sal~ry income. 
Interestingly, by 1990 manufacturing is forecast to have a larger 
payroll than mining, a direct result of the capital intensive nature 
of the latter. 

On a regional basis, Anchorage payroll growth behaves much 
the same as the state., tvith the support and government. sectors 
accounting for a sizeable amotutt of overall gro\·7th in the payroll 
bill.. Here manufacturing \va.ges and salaries 2.re forecast to 
increase dramatically from arotmd $10 million in 1974 to $149.1 
million in 1990. (See Table 2.3.3.13) 

Nining is forecast to dominate payroll in the In·terior region, 
\•lith the .support sectors and state and local govern.."!"'.ent accounting 
for most groo.·;th to 1990 (increasing by 500 percen·t for state and 
local government over the forecast period) . 'I'he construction pay­
roll is forecast to rise in 1982 and 1983 and fall dramatically by 
1990. · (Table 2. 3. 3 .14) 

In Fuirbanks, the support sectors and 9overnment are foreco.sted 
to continue as t.he rna.jor con·tributors to payroll and also to experie~1ce 
the most rapid gro-.vth.. (Table 2.3 .. 3 .. 15) r~s in ·the case of P~nchora<;;e., 
the forecast for manufacturing shot.·lS a very lar:-ge grov1th, as could be 
expected from growth in local demand for bakeries, dairies, and the like, 
which make up most of this sector .. 

(Editor's note: Real \'iages and salaries by region, Table 2. 3. 3 .11, 
include payments to Natives urlC1er the 1'-Tative Claims Settlement Act. 
through a clerical error~ T~1iB is never large!:" than 5 percent of · 
the total in the largest case, and the amount of payment.s falls to 
zero by 19B5 ~ ~.rhe impact section results a.re no·t 5.nfluenced by the 
report:ing errorJ nor is the reg.?..onal distribution of any other vari­
able in the three base pases.) 

I~ 5 



1978 
1979 
1980 
19i3l 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1936 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1930 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
19 87 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
J.9 Sl 
1982 
1983 
198fl' 
1985 
1986 
1987 
19C8 
1989 
1990 

Table ?..3.3.12 
l\CCEL8H.ATED DEVELOPl·!EN'.l': 1\'l\Gl::S 1\ND ~31\L/\H.IJO:S BY INDUS'i'RY, St.ate 

(Millions of Dollars) 

Ag. Fish, Fores·t · Hining Construction 

24.777 
25.651 
26.545 
.27.438 
28.389 
29.371 
30.425 
31.485 
32.565 
33.737 
34.887 
36.078 
37.326 

Transporta·tion 
Communications 
Public Utilities 

293.804 
328.625 
368.836 
423.398 
500.708 
565.368 
595.519 
635.551 
693. Oll. 
764.759 
850.375 
941.093 

1041.59 

'rrade 

375.663 
424.7t,l 
481.491 
545.344 
642.593 
735.761 
800.333 
860.62 
940.963 

1035.94 
1l_il8.65 
1269.89 
1403.61] 

219.252 
242.709 
359.328 
390 .. 582 
392.943 
415.017 
407.021 
427.531 
455.245 
488.615 
539.877 
552.554 
560.654 

Finance 

106.848 
125.713 
146.946 
170.122 
207.427 
2l\9.983 
289.456 
323. t\37 
367.707 
t\20.t\94 
484.915 
558.554 
643.579 

GOVERt\li'!ENT 

•rotal Federal 

1446.34 714.99 
1643.26 766.9lt\ 
1866.71 822.478 
2044.07 882. H6 
2389.22 945.986 
2769.65 1011\.48 
3113.82 10fJfl.l2 
3383.5 1166.99 
3653.5 12 Oil. 6 
3947.03 1341.48 
4276.76, 109.74 
4650. ~i4 1543.91 
5047.01 1GS5.98 

344 .. 303 
361.977 
393.986 
566.488 
787.856 
864.725 
731.389 
707.675 
707.538 
761.772 
816. 72 
889.685 
968.2 

Services. 

341. 497 
397.167 
463.27 
545.74 
678.825 
807.615 
899.686 
990.29 

1112. 4i 
1261.99 
lt\43. 36 
1651.7 
1890.62 

State & 
Local 

731.352 
876.347 

10<11\.23 
1161.93 
1443.23 
1755.17 
2025.7 
2216.51 
2 1101.9 
2604.55 
2837.02 
3106.64 
3391.03' 

Hanufactu:cing 

182. 05 
201.023 
221. 306 
241.531 
261!..311 
289.05 
316.887 
347.728 
382.085 
420.354 
463.548 
510.738 
564.202 

Region 
Total 

..., 

3334.96 
3750.87 
4323.41 
4954. 7l 
5892.27 
6726.53 
7184.53 
7707.8 
8345.02 
9134.68 
1. Oll:'·c04 
1. lll"+O 4 
l. 22F+04 



'fi!b.le ?.3.3.1.3 

ACCJ~L!;fzAT.E:D DEVl:LO!?HEtrr: ~·:/~GLS /~i~D ~;Jd.:A:\Il.:S BY Il'tDUS~.CRY 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
:1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

ANCHOl\AGI: F.LGJON 
(Hi.llions of llol.lar·s) 

.hgr icul·ture, 
. Forestry, 
Fisheries 

0.971 
1.006 
1.043 
1. 081 
1.119 
1.16 
1.188 
1. 231 
1.275 
1. 32 
1. 367 
1.415 
1. lf65 

Transportation, 
Commt.J.nic2tior1s, 

Public Utilities 

153. 1!02. 
174.987 
203.669 
233.542 
275.213 
317.89G 
3l}6. lt81 
376' 20lf 
lf15.865 
lf63.662 
521.795 
582.626 
650.328 

Hining 

40.376 
43.58 
55.082 
59.192 
60.735 
64.202 
65.133 
6.8. 714 
73.05 
78.033 
84.78 
87.794 
90.274 

Finance 

78,lf18 
93.525 

111,l~l~3 

129.999 
160.'<09 
195.92lf 
229.123 
258.639 
295.298 
31;.:1, 2LJ.S 
396.625 
lfGO. lf!<S 
53lf,873 

If/ 

Construct:ion l'Ianufuctu:!"'ing 

139.17 
154.817 
172.143 
188.983 
214.629 
2!;2. 283 
25G.434 
286.805 
311.507 
339. lf3 
371.917 
lf07. 233 
!;1+5. 083 

Ser·vices. 

?.1';. 82 
255. 9lf7 
3Qt;.. 769 
3St;, '173 
438 .lt95 
535.2G7 
62!).595 
'/Q3,2Lf7 
802.9B1 
922.llf9 

j.,069.18 
1,238.57 
1,1+35.19 

31.372 
35.537 
lfO. '+29 
45.838 
52.385 
59.501 
67.638 
76.814 
87.905 

100.053 
11'+.lf8 
130.726 
149.148 

'I'rade 

2LfQ, 927 
275. lf85 
318.093 
361.031 
lf25.lf7 
lf93.106 
51;3. 95 
589.696 
649.927 
720.691 
so,;. 87 
897.?.52 
998.993 



TabJ.,~ 2.3.3.1.3 (contimtc,d) 

Tot,'tl 
Fcde:r-21) s·tate 

£. Local I'ederal State & Local Region 
Gove:cnr.1ant Gover·nr:-!ent Government Total 

1978 660. 0'19 389.321 270.723 1,559.5 
1979 '142.718 417.594 325.124 1, 777.6 
1980 835.956 447.85 388.106 2,042.63 
1981 912.601 480.339 1132.262 2,287.0'+ 
1982 1,052.9 515.101 537.797 2,681.36 
1983 1,207.22 552.396 6511,822 3,117.56 *• 

198'+ 1, 3'18. 81 592.493 755.316 3,49'+.36 
1985 1,463.34 635.44 827.890 3,824.96 
1985 1,578.96 68:!.. 513 897.45 4,217.77 
1987 1, 70!.f,lf7 730.998 973.'176 '1,671.77 
1988 1,844.64 783.954 1, 060.69 . 5,210.56 
1989 2,002.52 840.677 1, 161. 84 . 5,808.58 
1990 2,170.23 901.702 1,268.53 6,476.58 



1973 
1$79 
:i. C.• 8 0 
1081 
1982 
1933 
1984 
1935 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1939 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
19 82 
1983 
19 84 
1985 
19 86 
1987 
l9 88 
1989 
1990 

1978 
J.979 
19 80 
l9Bl 
19 82 
1983 
193-1 
1.93:> 
198() 
1987 
19(18 
19 89 
1990 

'l'ablo 2. 3. 3. 1'> 
71CC1•:LER!\TED DEVE:LOl'~lEN'i': 

IV AGES AND SAL!IRIES BY INDUS'l'HY, IN'l'ImiOH, IN'.l'EIUO!l REGION 

Ag. Fish, Forest 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Transportation 
Corrununications, · 
Public UtiJ.i·ties 

13.457 
13.822 
H. 349 
15.291 
16.403 
16.893 
16.617 
16.987 
17.509 
18.215 
19.044 
19.846 
20.706 

'l1 rade 

5.759 
5. 719 
6.733 

11.366 
18.618 
17.644 

9. 64tl 
8.808 
8.751 
9-. :) 5 

lO. 81.7 
ll. 612 
12. 419 

(Millions 

Mining 

73.01\2 
79.189 
98.8ti2 
98.01.5 
93.198 
88.174 

. 86.793 
93.473 

104.629 
110.025 
119.426 
122.861. 
125.837 

Finance 

0.029 
0.031 
0.033 
0.035 
0. 0 37 
0. 039 
0.042 
0.045 
0.047 
0.051 
0.054 
0.057 
0.061 

of Dollars) 

·Construction 

19.275 
9.851 
4.949 

52.078 
ll0.222 
105.271. 

34.445 
20.879 

6.213 
6.454 
6.703 
6.962 
7.231 

Services 

13.722 
13.837 
16.339 
26.925 
4 3. 155 
41.702 
24.202 
22.594 
22.8" 
25.101 
28.592 
31.003 
33.49 

GOVERJ.'li1ENT 
S·tate 

Total Federal JJocal 

29.659 1.7.086 12.574 
33.622 1.8.327 1.5.295 
38.101. 19.654 18.446 
41. 7 36 21.08 20.655 
48. 5t,2 22.606 25.936 
56.033 24.243 31.791 
62.871 26.002 3G.8G9 
68.337 2'/.8[!7 40.1\5 
73.839 29.909 43.93 
79.814. 32.0Bl 0.734 
8G.502 31i.t105 52.097 
94.0:;2 36.894 57.158 

102.068 3'l;Ci72 62.tJ9G 

qg 

Nanufacturing 

0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 

&" Region 
·Total 

154.9?4 
156. 071 
179. 346 
245.445 
330.175 
325.756 
234.615 
2 31. 124 
233.783 
249.21 
271.137 
286.393 
301. 812 

~ 

' . 



Table 2.3.3.1.5 
1\.CCI-~LEIZA'.i~D DEVELOPi:~lEN'l': \17AGES 1\ND Sl\Ll\1\IE~J DY INDUS~i.'H.Y 1 l"ai:t.~banks · P.etjion 

(Millions of Dollars) 

Ag .. E'ish, Forest: Hining Cons ·true tion .Nanufactur:i.ng 

1978 0.141 7.94 49.08 6.502 
1979 0.145 8.35 43 .. 733. 7.365 
1080 0.148 8. 779 53.3!;2 8.299 
1931 0.152 9.232 6G.421\ 9.589 

'1932 0.156 9.706 82.209 10.6~3 
1983 0.16 10.205 84.868 12.301 
1984 0.164 10.732 . 72. 5t,9 14.095 

.._ 

1985 0.181 11.284 72.447 16.217 
1986 0.185 12.909 72.732. 18.279 
1987 0.189· 13.575 76.573 20;76 
1988 0.194 14.274 81.096 23.705 
1989 0.199 15.007 84.891 27.166 
.1990 0.204 15.781 88.89 30.921 

Transportation 
Corn ... -nunications 
Public Utilities Finance Services 

1978 37.368 11.415 38.305 
1979 42.112 12.947 42.999 
1980 47.284 . 14.612 48.059 
1981 53.766 16.686 54.325 
1982 64.056 19.919 64.12 
1983 7 4 .115 23.068 73.506 
1984 82.278 25.66 80.959 
1985 89.963 28.124 87.946. 
1986 99.287 31.086 96. 316 
1987 110.135 34.512 105.90 
1988 122.687 38.453 1.16. 923 
1989 .137.00tl 42. 9 25 129.323 
1990 152.927 47.883 142.882 

GOVElu"iNENT 
State & Recr:i.on 

Trade •rotal Federal Local Total 

1.978 <17.143 265.369 142.569 122.8 463.263 
1979 52.265 298.29 1.52. 923 ).45.367 513 .. 205 
19 80 57.687 335.498 161).002 171.496 573.709 
1981. 6<1.321 365.71.4 175.9 189. BJ.il 640.209 
1982 74.625 422.227 188.63 233.597 71>7.7]. 
1983 84.3).8. 484.'1\3<1 202.287 282.11,6 846.975 
1984 91.875 51\1.223 2J.G.97.l. 321>.253 9l'l.534 
l9BS 98.762 S 8 6 . 6 t; 'I 232.6'JB 353.949 991.57 
1986 lOG.979 632.37tl 21\9.57 382.804 1070.15 
).937 llG. 343 682.035 ?.G'/. 691 tll4.3H 1160. 07 
J.9BB 126.95 '/37.61 2 8 ., . 0 llt. t.S0.526 1261. H~ 
l 'lB 'J 1.38. 78<1 800.3/;4 307.856 <i92.1t89 J.37S. 64 
1990 lSJ.. 628 866.954 330.203 536.752 1498.07 

so 



Personal lncorne, Population) Per Capit.a lncor.'.8 

As would. be expected from U1o data on \·Jclg.::.~s and salaries 1 

Alaskan aggregu..t-2: personal incow.es grow substantially over the 
period of 1978 to 1990. \·lhile it is demonstrated in ~'able 2. 3. 3.16 
that personal incomes for the state as a \,;hole rise be·tHecn 190 and 
340 percent, in real terms, the grm;th rate is only 80 to 180 percent, 
and in real per capita terms 15 to 20 percent. This reflects the 
fact that even at growth rates in Alaska cost of living between 
1978 and 1990, which are somewhat balm; those of the United States 
as a whole, the Alaska Relative Price Index shows an increase of 59 
percent, equivalent to a 63 percent decline in purchasing power. 

Furthermore, as \.;as mentioned in connection \.vith sta·te and local 
spending, the !~~ population model ass~~es that increases in real 
personal income ~---ill induce additional migration to Alaska; and 
therefore) additions to personal incor:'.e \.Vill be "averaged11 over a 
much larger population base than was present before inc~rnes began 
to rise. 

The projected regional distribution of population bet<·Teen 1978 
and 1990 which the HAP models project in the absence of a gas p.ipeline 
is shown in Table 2.3.3.17. Except foo:: the construction period, 
the model predic·ts much of the grotNth will occur in the Anchorage 
region. This follows from the relative gro•.vth in employmE>nt in 
Anchoo::age. 

The J.LZ\P models do not give regional personal iP.come estimates 
at this time; hot.Yever, if it is assumed that the state\vide non­
wage personal income groHth rate is applied to the l~egions as 't·iell, 
the resulting increases in regiona.l total personal income would be 
shown in rr2ble 2. 3. 3.18. No claim is made that these \·Jould be 
the incomes <·Thich would actually prevail. As a matter of fact, the 
the component of personal incorr.es, v1age.s and s3.laries, grows 
at a rate faster than the state average in Anchorage, \·;hile the 
gro\vth rate in this component is far below. the s·tate average in 
Fairbanks and the Interior, but it is unknown \·1het!1er non-\·Tage incor:;e 
gro~·JS at t:hese or some other rates in each region. Under the assurn .. otions 
given, Interior \,:auld see a decrease in real income during the period 
of 1978 through 1990 relative to 1974, in the most restricted case. 
Hu.vever, in all other cases personal income in each region tends to rise. 
On a per capita basis, real personal income declines slightly in the 
Interior region Hhile rising beb,7een 14 and 24 percent in the other 
regions, if the gas pipeline is not built. ~rhis comparGs \lith a 
s·tate,vide increase in real per capita income of bett.·;e.en 15 and 21 
percent betHeen 1978 a~cl 1990, in the absence of a gas pipeline. 
('rable 2.3.3.19) 
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Table 2.3.3.16 

ALASKA PERSONAL INCm.m l'.i:W PER CAPITA INCONE 

Personal 
. rincome 

(10° Dollars) 

LI1<ITED DEVELOP!v!ENT 
1978 3,953.4 

79 4,237.9 
30 1\,784.4 
0' 
~.!. 5,245.6 
82 5,874.7 
33 6,527.7 
84 7,126.4 
85 7,647.4 
8G 8,189.6 
87 8,842.9 
88 9,587.3 
89 10,434.6 
90 11,401.6 

ACCELE!V\TED DEVFLOPl-~:SNT 
1978 4,076.0 

79 1\,567.1 
80 5 1 11)0.7 
81 5 1 859 .. 5 
82 6,921.8 
83 7r863.B 
84 8 1 391.5 
85 8,894.8 
86 9,617.5 
87 10:.512. 0 
88 11 1 557.3 
89 12,688.5 
90 13,924.0 

RIP 

231.8 
240.9 
250.3 
260.1 
270.3 
281.0 
291.9 
303.1\ 
315.2 
327.6 
3t!0.4 
353.8 
367.7 

231.8 
210. 9 
250.3 
260.1 
270.3 
281.0 
291.9 
303.4 
315.2 
327.6 
31\0,4 
353.8 
357.7 

Real 
P~rsonal 

Income 
110 6 19G7 Dollars) 

1 1 705.2 
lr759.3 
1 1 911,3 
2,016.5 
2 1 173,1 

.2 1 323.1 
2 1 441.3 
2 1 521.0 
2 1 597,9 
2,699.1 
2,816.3 
2 1 91\9;3 
3 1 101.2 

1 1 758.1 
1 1 896.0 
2,053.6 
2,252.4 
2,560.5 
2,798.6 
2,874.8 
2,932.1 
3 1 050.9 
3r208,5 
3 1 394.9 
3,586.3 
3 1 787,2 

Real Personal Income 
Per Capita 

(1967 Dollars) 

.. '.,.t, 

3,885.2 
3,849.1 
3,965.7 
4,020.tl 
4,103.3 
4 1 174.3 
4 1 221.2 
4,226.9 
4,239.2 
4,283.2 
4,337.4 
4,399.1 
4,468.8 

3,927.3 
4,005.0 
4 1 062.7 
4,192.1 
4 1 357.7 
4,424.6 
4,371.7 
4,316.4 
4,335.6 
4,38·1.1 
4,4,16.6 
4,504.3. 
4,562.8 
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T,:;.ble 2.3.3.16 (Con't) 

Al·ASI<A PERSONAL INCOHE AND PER CAPITA Il~COHE 

PGrconal 
·.., Income 

(106 Dolla:cs) 

!•·:AXI: .. :U?>1 DEVELOP~1ENT 
1978 4,076.0 

79 4,567.1 
80 5,309."6 
81 6,154.6 
82 7,438.8 
83 8,752.3 

.84 9,496.5 
85 9,993.2 
86 11,268.4 
87 12,843.3 
88 14,400.4 
89 16,028.5 
90 17,889.4 

RIP 

231.8 
240.9 
250.3 
260.1 
270.3 
281.1 
291.9 
303.4 
315.2 
327.6 
340.4 
353.8 
367.7 

Real 
Personal 

___ -- .... Income 
(10° 1967 Dollars) 

1,758.1 
1,896.0 
2,121.1 
2,365.9 
2,751.7 

·3,114.8 
3,253.3 
3,294.2 
3,574.6 
3,920.1 
4,230.1 
4,530.3 
4,865.8 

Real Personal Incc~e 
Per Capita 

(1967 Dollars) 

3,927.3 
4,006.0. 
4,159.3 
4,302.5 
4,501.4 
4,611.2 
4,556.6 
4,445.9 
4,531.7 
4,625.5 
4,676.2 
4,718.3 
4, 770,2 

.... 

. ·. ; .; 



'l'ablo 2. 3. 3. 1'/ 

POPlJLATION JJY i·~EGICN 
( 'i'housemrb of p,,,•sons) · 

LIIH'i'ED D~VELOP~·12ijT 

!tnchora~e Int">rior Fai rban~~£ Statc~·Tid~ 
1978 198.962 1~}.l~59 (;1. (;78 1~38 .. 899 
1979 210.093 13.937 63.959 457.069 
1980 223.839 14.163 65.995 1}81. 957 
l.981 235.1.07 13.55 68.008 501.552 
1982 250.732 13.263 71.05 529.598 
1983 265.851 12.744 73.579 556.537 
198!} 279.377 12.8 75.69 578.353 ... 
1985 292.135 12.968 77. 718 956. 402 
1986 304.283 12.861 79.318 612.838 
1987 316.941 12.925 80.642 630.162 
1988 331.382 12.893 82.092 6119. 29 

. 1989 346.721' 12.989 83.68i 670.lf22 
1990 363.809 13.166 85. lf12 693.9lf9 

ACCEI.E?J\TED DEVELOH!EN'i' 
Anchorage Interior Fairbanks S-tate;·Tide 

1978 203.377 15.541 62.11 4lf7.653 
1979 217.552 15.293 64.625 1173. 272 
1980 23lf. 92 1.6.6 67. 8111 505.1f87 
1981 . 248.012 21.097 70.38 537.302 
1982 269.153 27.165 75.133 587.559 
1983 29lt. Sl~4 25.813 79.912 632.522 

. 1984 316.595 18.732 83. 56lf 657.571.; 
1985 333.025 l7 .97 86.274 679.299 
198G 350.821 17.673 88.lf98 703.69 
1987 369.858 18.038 90. 787 7 31. 8lflf 
1988 391. B77 18.705 93. 5,16 763. ~:-SG 
1989 J..r::il~. 78t~ 18.91f2 95.71!; 796 .. 198 
~L990 1;39.21;7 19.13 98.271 830.02 

H/\XIL-1UH DEVELOPHE!!T 
Anchorage Interj_or Fairbanks Statet;ide 

1978 203.377 15.541 62.11 lf47.653 
1979 217.377 15.293 64.625 1;73.272 
:t.980 235.653 15. 8G'+ 67.705 509.973 
1981 253.56 21.555 71.126 5'+.9. 883 
1982 277.83 27.682 76.088 611.295 
1983 306.096 25. 7lf2 80 .. ~ltr2 575.4B8 
1981f 33G. 09'+ ~l9.038 85.773 .713.975 
:1.985 sGo.2os 18.622 90.286 "/!}0. 95!..~ 
1985 385.136 18. 30'1 92.393 '/83.'/95 
1~187 lf19.2(l 18.989 HG. t}QQ B1T?. t;.g:.;. 
1988 JtGO. 595 20.175 ~101.575 90!f.608 
1989 501. 2G5 20.83'1 106.575 960.158 
1990 5I~G. Bl8 21. 3U8 111.09 1020.03 
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Table 2.3.3.18 

ESTIMATED REAL PERSONAL INCOHES RECEIVED, BY REGION 
(Millions of 1967 Dollars) 

Year Anchorage Interior Fairbanks 

19 7 4 Ci vili.c:tn CJ75.5 140.1 351.4 
Nilitary 123.2 9. 0 61.0 

. TOTAL .. 1,098.7 149.1 412.4 1•2 1974 Real Income (1967 ~/l,J 569.3 77.3 213.7 
Lii·1ITED DEVEI:OPY3:·JI'3 

., 

1978 757.3 71.4 225. 8 . 
1980 877.2 68.3 21\9.2 
1985 1 1221.6 60.9 322.8 

·.199 0 11592.0 64.8 386.3 
3 _l:l.r'C";":'T,':':'R.."\11"l-::'P D~-'V;:-Lr""'\?ME}jfi' 

...... ...._..._.._..~. ... -.~ • .J -~ - v- .~.~ '-

1978 778.3 76.9 228.9 
1980 931.1 80. 8 259.5 
1935 1,409.5 85.9 364.3 

3 .l-990 1,944.2 94.0 <)53. 4 
l~:r"\XIl•lU:-1 DEV.ELOPME!~T 

1978 778.3 76.9 228.9 
1980 950.8 83.7 26r!.l 
1985 1 1552.7 89.2 389.9 
1990 2 1507.7 104.8 538.9 

Stiltc 

2 1261.3 
250.0 

2,511.3 
1,301.2 

1,705.2 
1,911.3 
21521.0 
3,101.2 

1 1758.1 
2,053.6 
2 1932.1 
3 1787.2 

1 1758.1 
2 1121.1 
31294.2. 
4,865.8 

1 Eilit2.ry payroll estimate of $250 million was divided among regions in the 
sv.n;c proportions as 19 7 4 mili tv.ry population 1 as estimated by the Alaska Dept. 
of Lc:bar~ 

2 "k::t\.!s.l" Civilian incomes •:1ere computed using Alaska Dept. of L2.bor, STATISTIC.I'.L 
QUJ\RTERLY 1 payrolls for 19741 and v.dding the other components of personal incomes 
as estimated by the U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of. Econoraic Analysis. No 
rGsidenc2 u.djust2-r:2nt \qas m~de. 

3 Real v ... ages c.nd snl~ries Here added to an estimate of non-wage income implied by 
statewide growth rates. 

. ... 
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Table 2.3.3.19 

ESTil.'J.i\TED REAL PER CAPITA INCOME 1 BY REGION 
(1967 Dollars) · 

Anchorage Interior Fairbanks 

LI1~ITED DE"ilELOPl-'.rENT 
1978 31806 41935 31661 
1980 3,919 4,822 31776 
1985 4,182 4 r 696 4,153 
1990 4,376 4, 922 4,523 

ACCELEP-.1-"\:'ED DEVELOP1ltENT 
1978 3,827 4,948 3,685 
1980 31963 4,867 3,827 
1985 4,232 4,780 4,223 
1990 4,426 4/914 4,614 

!--lAXI!tlU~:: DEVELOPMENT 
1978 31827 4,948 3,685 
1?30 4,018 4, 963 31901 
1985 41311 41790 41318 
1990 4,586 41898 4,851 

State 

3885.2 
. 3965.7 

4226.9 
4468.8 

3927.3 
4062.7 
4316.4 
4562.8 

3927.3 
H59. 3 
4 4,15. 9 
4770.2 

I·~ 



State and Local Hevenues and Expc:nU i t.ur.c.s 

.State and local revenues and cxpencl.Lturc-~s u.re expected :to gr0\-1 

quite rapidly, even without a gas pipeline;. From a 1978 level of 
about $1.5 billion, s-tate annual revenues are conservatively c.sti­
mated to rise to bet1-1een $4.6 and $7.5 billion in 1990 with $7 oil, 
depending upon the exact path of oil and gas development and the 
applicable features of the future tax structure. rrhis is bet"Y!een 
9 and 15 tiroes the 1974 level of receipts. Local revenues are pro-· 
jected to rise from $530-550 million level in 1978 to bet\;een $2. 3 
and $4.3 billion in 1990. This is bet1-1een 10 and 18 times 1974 levels. 
Part of local revenues Hould be shared revenues from the state, but 
even local revenues from local sources can be expecteq to grow 
to bet1-1een $1.7 to $3.4 billion from 1990, compared 1·1ith $330 to 
$340 million in 1974. (See Table 2.3.3.20) 

Due to large populaiton increases acco~panying development, 
backlogs of derMnd for services created by relatively lO'?I real per 
capita exp~nditures in the past and numerous other factors, Alaska 1 s 
state and local governments are expected to increase expenditures 
rapidly, in spite of the existence of a permanen·t fund to save a 
subs·twi.tial (25 percent) portion of the state's petroleum revenues. 
Expenditures by the state governr:1ent} including revenue sharing,~ would 
rise from around $1.~ billion annually in 1978 (compared to $700-800 
million in the current budget) to between $4.0 and $6.6 billion in 
1990. Local government also expands rapidly, from $520-560 million 
in 1978 ($310 million in 1974) to bet<.;een $2.3 and $4.2 billion in 
1990. 

·rn curren·t dollar terms, state and local combined expenditures 
increase from three to seven times, In per capita terr.B 1 this 
gro",vth in coriliined expenditures is mu8h slo1.ver, ranging from 121 
percent grmvth in the LimitE;!d case to 157 percent: in the Haximtun case. 
In real per capita terms, it is lo~,,er still. 'l'otal gro-:..;th in real 
combined state and local expendi·tures ranges from $1610 to $1623 
per capita in 1978, to $2241 to $2636 per capita in 1990. This 
reflects the state's inability to prevent migration in response to 
Alaska's increased real incomes and er<1.ployment opportunities c-r-eated 
by development and by state spending, and represents c:?..n incrGase of 
1.4 to 1.6 times the 1978 level during the period 1978-1990, in the 
absence of a gas pipeline~ 

The distribution of futuro 9overnment revenue sources is also 
of interest. Hithont the pipeline, petroleum revenue3 provide abou-t: 
53 percent of state revenues in 1973 and from 118 to 51 percent by 1990. 
The next largest: source, of stute revenue is expected to be. the individual 
income tux, \·lh:Lch \·Jould provide abou·t 7 percent of state revenues 
in 1978, and about 10 t:o 11 percent by 1990. Niscollaneous charges, 
revenues from miscclLJ.neous taxes, etc. m-c~ke up the ne:.::t largest cate­
gory, \Vith 2bOUt 9 percont Of the total in 1990.. ri'he J.ar9est 
EOUrce of local revenue i~> ·the sl:atc governm2nt., Hith the property ta.x 
second.. rrhe property tax could become a la.r~JC~r source if local govern-

. ments \·:ere t.o toke mcD<:imum nclvo.ntage of ·the ~;t-.at.c tax lu.w \\'hich permits 

-. 



Table 2.3.3,20 

STA'ft: /1.!{1) LOC1\IJ c: o "/E rz:; ;.: u i'i l~!~vr:uu1:~: J\i-f)) 1 ~>:iJEtr lJ I TU~),::::~ 
Ho Gas Pip:;.line (l!ilJ.ions of DollcLN;) 

LIHI'i'ED DEV.ELOl~t.!EJ.!'i' 

Indl?i.dual Corpo~atc Sales c:nd NiscE:l1en;:::ot:.s 
Income Incor11e Gr.·os3. I~E~ce.i.pts Ta~...;-33 and 

Tax Tctx Tm:es Charges 

1978 112.6 21.lf 60.1 106.8 
1979 132.0 25.5 67.0 124.5 
1980 144.5 28.2 71.2 135.8 

' 1981 169.1 33.7 79 .. 3 158.1 
1982 190.6 33.4 86.1 177. lf 
1983 220.8 45.3 95.1 204.5 
1984 253.3 52.7 104.lf 233.4 
1985 283.8 59.9 112.9 260.5 
1-985 311.1 65.3 120.1 284.6 
1987 340.0 73.2 127.6 310.1 
1988 375.7 81.8 136.6 341.5 
1989 lf17. 3 91.9 1lf5. 7 377.9 

' , .. 

1990 465.8 103.9 158.2 lf20. 2 

ACCELERfi.TED DEVELOPl·lEHT 
1978 119.8 22.9 62.7 113.3 
1979 137 ,If 26.7 68.8 129.3 
1980 159.2 31.5 76.1 149.1 
1981 185.7 37.3 8'+ .. 5 173.0 
1982 220.1 lf5 .1 9lf, 9 203.8 
~l983 273.3 57. L~ :1.10. 0 251.2 
1934 322.6 69.0 123.1 294.7 
1985 351.0 75.8 130.1f :H9. 8 
1985 378.5 82.5 13'1.3 344.0 
1987 419.0 9?.. I~ 11:-7.2 3 79 ,If 
1988 470.3 105.0 159.2 l~24.1 

1989 53J .• 9 120.5 173.1 lf 77. 6 
1990 600.5 137.9 188.1 535.9 

J.lAXIHU~'i DEVELOPNEHT 
1978 119.8 22.9 62.7 U3.3 
1979 137 .I~ 26.? 68 .. 8 129.3 
1980 159.2 31.5 '16.1 il~9. 1 
1981 193.7 39.1 87.0 180.1 
1982 23Lt. 6 lf(l, 4 99.1 216.8 
1983 300.1 63.'7 117.2 27<r.9 
198l~ 3 '/ 0. '/ 80.6 135,1; 337.1 
1985 1;12 .1 90.? 11f5. 5 373.4 
1985 tp~o. 1~ 9'/.G 152.2 3,13. 0 
1987 51l}. 7 11G.1 169.3 If 52. 7 
~L ~H~ 8 G10.1 1Lt0. a 190.1 5!.:5.2 
1989 707.8 1G5.G ?10, If . 629.3 
1990 813.5 193.3 231.3 '/19. 7 



Table 2.~~.3.20 (cor:tinu<>d) 

LH!lTfJ.l lJl~Vl:~I~OPl·iENT 

Total Total 
Petroleum State State 
Re·.,enues Revenues E>:pendi tures 

1978 798.9 1,'181. 0 1,281.3 
1979 996.6 1,764.8 1,515.7 
1980 1,276.8 2,113.6 1, 794-. L~ 
1981 1,375.8 2,325.1~ 1,981.5 
1982 1,763.8 2,818.0 2,377.1 
1983 1,9'/9.8 3,175.1 2,680.2 -. 
1981f 2,051.8 3,400.6 2,887.7 
1985 .2,116.8 3,6111.9 3,085.7 
1985 2,172.8 3;"811. 9 3,268.7 
1987 2,180.8 3,968.7 . 3,423 .. 5 
1988 2,186.8 t~,ll~7.5 3,600.8 
1989 2,192.8 11,346.7 3,798.6 
1990 2,196.8 4,559.3 4,020.1 

ACCELERA.TED DSVELOPHENT 
1978 798.9 1,503.8 1,304.1 
1979 1,0911.6 1,880 .. 0 1,5_81. 8 
1980 1,3'14.8 2,262.5 1,894.3 
1981 1,1~04.8 2,411!.8 2,063.6 
1982 1,877.8 3,035.2 2,565.7 
1983 2,238.8 3,615.1 3,055.11 
19811 2,1}90.8 l~,OS:t.B 3,1;59.1 

"1985 2,695.8 !~,J~37.5 3,763.5 
~L986 2,883.8 4,778.5 If, 0 57, 6 
1987 2,981.8 5,077.2 11,331.7 
1988 3,0411,8 5,380.9 1~,619.? 

1989 3,097.8 5,'111.9 1;,937.4 
1990 3,102.8 6,021.9 5,2tr5.2 

HAXHiUH DEVELOPHENT 
19'/8 798.9 1,503.8 1) 30!·+. 1 
1979 1,094.6 1,880.0 1,581.8 
1980 1,37'1.8 2,26/..5 1,89lf. 3 
1981 1,502.8 2,538.6 2,~t38.lf 

~L982 1,979.8 3,188.0 2,668.5 
1983 2,2G3.ll 3,'/35.3 3,169.3 
19811 2,S63.8 ~~~321.~l 3,681.0 
19W> 2,8lf5.8 4,fl00.3 '1,038.8 
198(; 3,~Lif8,8 5~?.61.8 ~~, !J. 7 Lj.. 6 
19t17 3,393.fl 5,£:27.9 '1:.979.S 
1988 3, 61L 8 6,'tlr6. 2 5,5!.~3.3 

1989 3,'/86.8 7,036.9 6,090.2 
1990 3,878.8 7,579.3 6,609.G 

59 



LIHITJ~D DEVELOPH~:t!T 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198'~ 

1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

Total 
Local 

Reveil;_~cs 

530.3 
63'r.•~ 

721.1 
836.8 
9'/3. 6 

1,130.5 
1,283.6 
1,432.1 
1,566.6 
1,707.2 
1,881.5 
2,086.7 
2,330.9 

ACCELERATED DEVELOPBEHT 
1978 557.7 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1981~ 

1985 
1986 
198'/ 
1988 
1989 
1990 

l·!AXIUUH 
19?8 
1979 
~L980 

1981 
1982 
1983 
198!~ 

1985 
1986 
1987 
19H8 
1989 
1990 

653. ·~ 
788.2 
909.0 

1,110.9 
1,387.1 
1 ,6!.~1. 2 
1,800.6 
1,955.7 
2,165.5 
2 '1f31. 1f 
2,752.1~ 

3,113.8 

DEVELOPi,~EHT 

5[i7.7 
653. 1[ 

788.2 
9l}9. 5 

1,1C1.0 
1,~i:L0.3 

~L,872.7 

2,105.7 
.2,279.3 
2,6'/9~5 

3,~L9'/.8 

3 ''/1[1. 2 
~~,338.3 

Total 
Loc2l. 

Expenditures 

565.2 
650.1 
736.1 
850.6 
985.4 

1,139.3 
1,289.0 
1,lf33.5 
1,554.2 
1,700.5 
1,868.9 
2,056.6 
2,301. 2 

593.5 
688.9 
802.6 
921.8 

1,120.2 
1,389.8 
1,636.6 
1,790.8 
1,940.11 
2,11~3.3 

2,397.5 
2,704.!.;. 
3,0':·8. 7 

593.5 
688.9 
802.6 
961.8. 

1,188,8 
1,509.7 
1,860.3 
2,08'r.8. 
2,?.51.6 
2,G:·F~. 8 
3,128.!i 
3:.Gt.~3.8 

lf,20?.G 
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Stn.te and Local 
E;.:pendi tures 
(Adjusted fol:' 

Rcve~n.1e Sharing) 

1,638.2 
1,927.9 
2,238.5 
2, 511.6 
2,982.7 
3,395.9. 
3,724.1 
lf,039.7 
lf,328.5 
1~,599.2 

lf,921.5 
5,291.1 
5,718.6 

1,684.5 
2,012.0 
2,389.0 
2,652.2 
3,278.1 
3,967.7 
lf,562.6 
1~>980.7 

5,3a5.9 
5,827.7. 
6,333.2 
6,917.8 
'/,532.8 

1,68'+.5 
2,012.0 
2,389.0 
?.,755.5 
3 ,t;3l~.l.f 

. ~~)185.1~ 
1r,977.8 
5,555.3 
5,059.0 
6,882.9 
7,870.2 
8,865.8 
9,886.9 
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t:hem to tax oil .:1nd gas p1~o<1uct:ion and tro.n!.;I:L~sc;j.on f.:.1.cilit::i.es at a 
maxir:1.um rate of 20 raill~;, replacing a stut.e tax at th8 r;a.t\'.e maximum 
rate, \·ihich is included in rrable 2. 3. 3. 20 '!-S part of pc-:!trolcum revenues. 
ln such a case, the state might be exp2cte<.l to equivalently reduce 
revenue sharing, resulting in the sa.:oe total level of local incorae. 

Government operations in the areas nost likely to be affected 
by construction and op"lration of a gas pipeline will show varied pat­
terns of development in future years. At present the HAP model is unable 
to p~oject specific local revenue and expenditure patterns but it is 
clear that there \Vill be significant departures from the state.wide 
pattern·in particular corr~unities. 

In Fairbanks, petroleum development--related activities will 
have a substantial direct effect on the tax base particularly as 
more development occurs in the northern pottion o~ the statee For 
example, in 1975, 8 percen·t of the estiroated full value of property 
\Vithin the borough YTas "petroleum explora·tion, production and pipeline 
transportation property. In addi·tion, property values in related 
industries and the residential and comrnercial sector vill rise in 
response to development in the petroleum sectoo::. The largest 
taxpayers in the borough and city are shm;n in Table 2. 3. 3. 21. 

Revenue available for the expansion of ·governmen·t services 
will expand most rapidly at the st.ate level and Hill undoubtedly 
continue to be a major source of revenue to both Fairbanks City 
and the North Star Borough~ Gene:cal revenue sharing from the state 
to local governments is presently relatively small but large increases 
in in state revenues could lead to substantial increases in this 
program. The rationale is that a significant po:::::-tion. of the \·Jealth 
producing property of the state is outside the ·taxing jurisdiction 
of the local communities and t.hat the s·tate should act as a tax 
collector \Vho then would allocate the revenues to local governments .. 

The gro\vth in local government services in the Fairbanks 
North s·tar Borough Hill probably not be able to· smoothly accor.-:o.Ja·te 
population increase resulting from econom ... i..c gro"'.vth~ •rhis is a result 
of the high c.""!.egree of uncertainty involved in petroleum exploration 
and development activities~ 'rhus, not only \·;ill increases in required 
expenditures probably not co:cresponc1 to increases in revenues, but the 
time constraints necessary to provide the services us needed \·Till . 
increase. costs substantially. Here 2tgain, the-! state may be called 
upon to provide assistance t:o smooth out ·:::he cycle at the loc<1l 
level. 

'£he North Slope Borough is in a sm-rte\·lhut d.iffc~rent position .. 
Economic development, nnd thus g:ro\vth in the ta)~ bas?, is mo:rc highly 
deJH:~ndent upon developr;1ent of the petroleum industry ''dithin its 
ro9io:1s than is Fairbanks. Tt has pr~?sently a tax base consisting 

Gl 
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Table 2.3.3.21 

LARGEST TAXPAYERS IUTHIN FAIRBANI~S NORTH STAR BOROUGH 

J. c. Pen~y 
1\ortl:~·.rc:rd Opcrati!;g Corporation 
Tr~velers Inn of Fairbanks 
Tl:e I:;::. throp Co::-:? any 
Bently Trust 
F2irview Development, Inc. 
Gu..7o:::-c:., Ir~c. 
VSSRDi>: 
S , -F~·.·;ooy. "tO.,.."S T~c 

{,...~-'V'···~~ '"" _._ r -~· • 
Arth~~ J. Schaible, et al 
Second & LQcy Street 

Ap~rtments 1 Inc. 
Xorth St2r, I~c. 

~e=la~d Corporation 
F~irb~~ks Medical Center 
Tc:r:.e.n.2. Clinic 
Medic2l & Dental Arts Building 
:\o::-:.l:c::cn Cor:~2rcial Company 
Xo:rdst.:co::-~ s 
?2i~b~~ks Developreent Corporation 
PolaYis Invest:r,er:t Company 
y•.; ...... ,.- :> 
~"-··::: •,J 

C::e:--1u. Vie1.._1 

. Retail Sales 
Apartment, Hotels, Co;11mercial Buildings 
Hotel 
Commercial Rental 
Land 
Apartments 
Shopping Center 
Mining Corporation 
Re·tail Grocery 
Medical Clinic building 
Ape.rtments 

Industrial Building Area 
Co~~ercial Rental 
Medical Clinic Building 
Medical Clinic Building 
Medical Clinic Building 
Ret.c..il Sales 
Retail 80-lcs 
Apartment Rental 
Hotel, Apartment Rental 
Hotel 
Hotel 

So:lrce: !"airbc:.nks North Star Borough, ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT 1974-75, City 
of Fairbanks, A~NUAL FINili~CIAL P~PORT 1975 
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of '/7 pe:~rcont of pe·troleum exploration) dovclop:at.:~nt a!".d pipelinr~ tr.·uns­
rui!:Jsion properf:y. rl'his pY:opC:!rty i;.; taxable by the DtU te but the 
borough can recoup the revenues using i t:s o·,.~·n pro;)-:~r ty tax.. It 
can c1o so, ho\..;ever, only up to limits c~;tablished by the legis-
lature so as to prevent both discrimina-tory tu.xa.tion of thic property 
within the borough and also a grossly inequit<:tble stat:mv.ide dis­
tribution of the revenues gcn~rJ.ted by the state property tax 
on the petroleum property.. Principal taxpayers in the borough 
are listed in Table 2.3.3.22. Questions regarding the taxing juris­
dicition of the borough in relation to the state and the forr:mla for 
the sharing of revenues Hill undoubtedly continua to be a significant 
issue as pe. troleu.m development proceeds in Northern Alaska. rrhe borough 
is presently in a strong financial position with a very lo" ratio 
of debt to values as shmm in 'l'able 2. 3. 3. 23. 

One other feature of importanco:= to the futrue of local 
government in the North Slope Borough is the ne\vly established 
Arctic Slope F.egiona.l Corporation \Vhich is nearly cuterminous 
with the North Slope Borough. If the Corporation invests its 
assets in economic activity Hithin the region, it could have a 
significant impact on the tax base of the Borough. 'l'he Corpora­
tion has follo«ed that line of development thus far, by placing 
emphasis on the selection of lands "~dhich sho\v the largest poten­
tial for mineral development \-lithin its territory. In addition, 
through subsidia~ies, it has ~oved into petrolelli~ exploratio~ and 
clevelop::1ent service rela·ted operations. This \'lill have an impact 
on traditional local sources of revenues .. 

Expenditures for services \'lill not need to expand as rapidly as the 
tax: base gro·,V's because t.he increase in value of property will not be 
connected Hith a large influx of permanen-t residents~ Hmvever, the 
Bo:cough has a large c2.pital developfi1.e:nt program under \Yay which is 
dcsign2d to 1-:1eet the public n.:;:;eds of th2 community. Sorr.e of these 
services represent a b(lcklog of unnet c1ema!lds \vithin t:he co!7'u.tuni·ty 
to bring its public facilities up to i.:he level of other corrnmnitios 
Hithin Alaska~ This activity \~·ill lt1ect:1 an increase in government 
expenditures in the Borough in the future years. 

Other cor::ununities directly along the route of the pipeline 
are small ancl have only ruc1ir;en.t.u.ry levels of lcca.l governr..ent. 
None imposes a prop2rty tax and su.los taxes are rare. 'I"he impact 
of growth on the finances and se:tv.i.ces of these corr .. <J.unitias \·Jill, 
in general) come ·th:rousrh ·the extension o:E these sta·te services pro­
vided by the state revenu2s~ 

Expansion of t.:he tax base in the Eunicipnlit.y of Anchorage \vill 
proceed mo:ce rcCJuLJ.rly than eith(~r Fairbanks ·or the !Jorth Slope be!cause 
the growth of the econo;uy t.hc~:r:e is not ar.> tlcpenclt-"!nt upon pe troletu"1\ 
developm~nt <:tS t:hese othE~r communi tie.::;~ 'l'he estimated full value 
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Source: 

'l.'able 2. J. 3. 2?. 

PRINCIPAL 'fAA'"PAYE?-.5 IH tJOR'.l'H SLOPE HO?..OUGrt 

Alyeska Pip2line Service Company 

SOHIO Patrole~~ Company 

Atlantic Ricnfield Company 

!1obil Oil Corporation 

I}.laska Ger.aral Construction Co":L1pa!'!.y 

Parker Drilling Company 

Bechtel 7 Inc .. 

RoHan Drilling Co~..oa.ny, U.S. 

Kodiak Oil }.'ield Huulers 

Geophysical Services 7 Inc. 

\·les ter.n GeophyE>ical Company 

At\'lOOcl Ent>-:!rprises, Inc. 

Nabors Alaska Drilling 

Puge·t SounCl Tu9 & Barge Cor;->.p:u1y 

l'!orth Slope Bo:r.ough 7 Al'fNUAL · FINAi\iCIAL RE!?OR? 
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1965 
67 
G8 
69 
70 
7l 
72 

C> 73 
tn 74 

75 

1966 
67 
68 
G9 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74. 
75 

General O~ligation 
Bo:-ldeC. Debt 
(million $) 

41.917 
44.853 
58.719 
64.046 
66.734 

116.572 
171.441 
182.298 
210.371 
211.781 

Table 2.3.3.23 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND STATUS OF 
SELECTED ALl\SKA COH•'iU1\riTIES 

l•:UNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE 

Per Capita Per cupitu 
Debt Val1.1ation 

$ $ 

31,5 5,709 
369 6,434 
483 6,961 
527 7,574 
536 8,724 
884 10,273 

1_.189 11,099 
1,179 12,437 
1,295 13,<-168 
1,205 15,856 

FAIRBANKS CITY l;.'lD NORTH STAR BOROUGH 

15.939 514 5,178 
15.058 471 5,460 
15.613 488 5,697 
14.1!02 52G 6, 625 . 
13.233 432 6,594 
11.812 378 7,345 
12.470 382 8,159 
13.629 3"n :)Q 7,912 
14.828 354 8' 2<16 
27. 27·1 431 7,117 

-· 
Rate of 
Debt to 

$ 

6.04% 
5.75% 
6.94% 
6.96% 
6.14 ., 
8.61% 

10.71% 
9. 48'' 
9 .Gl% 
7.60% 

9.93% 
8. 62% 
8.56% 
7. 94'• 
6.55% 
5.15'' 
4.67% 
4.520.. 
4,30:0 
6.05% 
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C> 
V>· 

,. 

1973 
74 
~-/:0 

Source: 

Gcner~l Obligation 
Bo:lc1Cd Debt 
(:nillion $) . 

9.000 

Ta:Ole 2. 3. 3. 23 (Con 1 t) 

GENER:'\L OBLIGATION BOND STP~TUS OF 
SELECTED i\LAS!:Jl~N C01-l:'~UNITIES 

NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH 

PGr Capita 
Debt 

$ 

1}337 

Per Capita 
Valuation 

$ 

N/A 
56,203 

38,539 

·Rate of 
Debt to 

$ 

3.47% 

ANNUAL FI!'fu~CIAL REPORTS, City of Anchorage, Greater Anchorage Area 
Borough} City .of F~irb~~ksJ Fairbanks North Star Borough, City of 
3ar::-o-; .. ~, North Slope ?a rough, and ALASKl'\ TP. .. Y..ABLE 
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of property in the l\ncho:cage Borouyh has qro1.•m at an anrn .. l~ll 17 percent 
rate over the past <.locadc~. This r>trong gro',..,rth ~~houlcl continue over 
the NAP projection period althou9h the rate of 9rm;th Hill bG ch­
pendent upon petroleum developmen-t:. elsewhere in the f.; tate~ The 
value of propE!rty clar,;sificd by the statG as pe~croleum cxploration1 
production 1 and transmission forr:ts an insi'gnificant portion of 
the value of property in the Borough since thG majority of th0 
land is either urban or state park. The largGst tah~ayers in 
the Borough according to recent annual reports are sho•.vn in 
Table 2.3.3.24. As ,.,ith other .local governments '"ithin the 
ntate, a significant portion of future revenues Hill continue to 
coma from the state govarnrr.ent because the Borough forms such a 
large portion of the population of the state. 

Local expenditure groHth in lU~.chorag.e Hill follow the state 
pattern more than other corr.rnunities and tvill be rapid and steady 
as population growth continues in Anchorage. The requirement for 
increased public services for human needs in Anchorage v1ill also be 
affected by the large number of deper.dents of petroleum workers 
who will reside in Anchorage ,,,hile the faro_ily wage earners <·70rk in 
th9 camps located at ·the development sites. 

Summary of Growth Hithout the Pipeline 

On the whole, in the absence of a gas pipeline project, the 
econorr.y of the state gror...;s quite rapidly. Gross output goes up 
betv1een 50 and 160 percent betv;een 1978 and 1990; employment, bet~,.;een 

60 and 140 percent, real personal incoroe, bet«een 80 and 180 per-
cen·t; and population,. bD:b,..;een 60 and 130 percent. 'i'he results are 
different in the a.reas t:o be directly i1~pacted by pipeline cons·truc­
tion than they a.re in areas Hhich t·lill only receive the indiiect 
benefits in the form of additional state spending. None of the 
directly ir0:,vacted areas is 11 typical" t·lhen its expected 9ro"t·1th pa·ttern 
in the absence of the pipeline is compared to that of the state. 
Anchorage grow-s much faster. Gross output increases bet\veen 90 and 
180 percent, and populo:tion beb;een 80 and 170 perc<mt. Interior 
shows eit:her slight growth or soC1e decline from 1978 to 1990 in 
the absence of a gas pipeline project. Gross ou·tput falls by nearly 
40 percent in the lot.\'"est case 1 and shot,,;s no gro· . .;t:h t·li th Naxirmun Devel­
opment. t"fnile employment booms "..::o as much as 77 percent above 1978 
employme.nt in the absence of a gas pipeline during the early l980'p, 
over the \.;hole pa~iod cwploymen-t chaDges arc expected to range any­
\·rherc from a 15 percent decrease .to n thirty perc(,~nt increase--far 
bHlo•.v the statewide rate~ Populat.ion also \·iill virtually sta~rnate 
in comparison to the state and to the faster gro•.v.ing regions. 
F'airbanks Hill not gro\v as slmvly as Interior in absence of a gas 
pipfJline, bnt it w.Lll 92nerally ~~ro',..; at. a rate sliqh.tly belo-;.,r the 
stu.-teHicle cnrer<:19e and u.-t a far £>loh·er rate than that: of Anchorilge. 
Gross out.pt!t \vill rise bebveen 50 2nd 100 percent, \Yhilc employi:'.en·t 
incrc;:-:tt;es from '.10 to 80 p.::~rccnt dur.insr the period, c:~ncl population 
increases bet\V~~f~n 40 o.ncl 80 percent:. 
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Source: 

'!'able 2. 3. 3. 21~ 

LARGEST 'l'AXPAYERS I'!I'rHUI THE hNCH0:\1\GE NUNICIPALI'l'Y 

Anchorage Natural Gas Co:n~>Ja.ny 

A.'1chorage Vlesttvard Hotel 

Carr·• s/Gottstein (\fnolesale/Retail Trade} 

Hickel Inves·tment Co.::npany 

J~ C. Penney Co~pcny 

Lathrop Corporation (Building and ri1heater O,·:ner) 

R.C.A. Alaska Corrnmnica:tion, Inc .. 

S·tandard Oil Co:T._.oany of California 

Union Oil Company 

Wein l\ir Alaska 

Grea·tcr l\nchor<J.ge r.rca Boro_n9h, A"NNU;'\L FINl\NCii\L 
RePORT 1974-1975 
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FOOTNOTES 

lFor a more thorough explanation of the HAP. models, see 
David T. Kresge, "Alaska's Growth to 1990," ALASKA P.EVIE\·1 
OP BUSIN.SSS lU\10 ECONOHIC CONDITIONS,. University of Alaska 
Institute of Social, Economic, and Government Research, 
13(1): January, 1976 

2The HPA regions ar~ cornbined groups of census divisions from 
the 1970 Census of Population. The regions are: 

North•,;est (Barre•,;, Kobuk, Nome) 

South;.;est (Aleutian Islands,. Bethel, Bristol Bay, Kusko~~.,im, 

\<Jada Hampton) 

Southeast (Juneau, Ketchikan, Haines, Skagway-Yakutat, Prince 
of \•1ales, Sitka, Wrangell-Petersburg,. Outer Ketchikan 
Angoon. 

Southcentral (Cord6va-NcCarthy, Kenai-Cook Inlet, Kodiak, 
Hatnnuska-Susi tna, Seward, Valdez.-Chi·tina-
1'/hitter) 

Anchorage (Anchorage) 

Interior (Upper Yukon, Yukon-Koyokuk) 

Fairbanks (Fairbanks) Southeast Fairbanks} 
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Sources: 

1\laska Department of Labor, Research and Analysis Section, 
published and unpublished data OC! Alaskan employment and 
payroll. 1961-1974. 

David Kresge, "Alw.ska Economic GroHth 1951-1972", ~~laska Re­
view of Business and Economic Conditions, ISEGR, University of 
Alaska, August, 1974. 

George Roge~s, THE FUTURE OF ALASKl\: ECON0~1IC CONSEQUENCES OF 
STATEHOOD, John Eopkins Press, Baltir.:ore, 1962. 

U. s. Department of Cornrr.erce, Bureau of EconorrJ.c Analysis, 
"Survey of Current Business", various issues. 

U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Hon­
thly Labor Revie~Y" 1 various issues .. 

U .. s. Department of Agriculture, Cooperative Extension Service, 
"Retail Price of 45 Food Items. in Thirteen Alaska Citiesn 1 

Palmer, various releases .. 

Alaska Department of Cornrr.unity and Regional Affairs, "1'1.laska 
Taxable", annual .. 

Pllaska Dapartment: of Community and Regional Affairs, "State 
Aid to Local Governments", annual. 

Alaska Department. of Administration, "Annual Financial Report", 
annual. 

City of lmchorage; "l1nnual Financial Report 11
, annual. 

Greater Anchorage Area Borough, "1\nn\.!al Financial Reportu, 
annual. 

City of Fairbanks, "Annual Financial Report11
1 annual .. 

Fai1~ba.nks North Slope Borough, 111\nnual Financial Report", annual~ 

City of Darrm..; 1 "Annual Financial.nepor.t", annual. 

Neville O~ Beharie, "Fiscal D~tta for Alaska"~ Alaska Rcviei.·T of 
Bu.siness and Economic Conditions, ISEGR) Universi·ty o£ Alaska, 
~June, 1975. 

North Slope Borough, Annual Financial Report~ nnnual. 
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Alaska Department of Revenue, "Revenue Sourcr-!S 11
, annu<l.l. 

'l'homas A. Horohouse and Victor Fischer, BOROUGi! COVBRNt-IEN'l' IN 
ALASYJ\, ISEGR, UniversLty of Alaska, 1971. 
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3 .1. 3 Ilapact on Alaska 1 s Econoray of the Northwest Pipeline to 1990 

3.1.3.1 Assumptions and Hethoclology Used for Economic Inpact Study 

'fhe FlAP models show rapid cconor.~.ic gro'.vth in Alaska between 1978 
(the first year of gas pipeline construction) and 1990·. 'l'herefoH,, 
the ir..pact of the gas pipeline on the l\las}~an cco:1omy ~.·:ill be to increase 
thiG .growth rate some".vha·t, 1t1hile changing t.he regional distribution 
of growth to~vard the three major inpacted regions--Interior 1 Fairbanks 1 

and 1\nchorage. In order to test the difference the gas pipeline ma~{es 
in th~ HAP ~oC.el results, the middle development scena·rio was selected 
ar.d· modified to reflect the higher level of petroleuin sector (mining) 
and construction sector employment directly created by the pipelin~ 
project, and to show the grea·ter level of petroleum revenues \ ... ·hich 
~;auld accrue to the stnte at current prop~rt.y tax rates, production. 
tax rates) and royalty rates. The effect of these additions was traced 
thr-ough the model, and· the impact of the cha.nges measured. as differences 
from the case in which no gas pipeline is bUilt, including changes 
in gross product 1 employment (direct and indirect), wages and sala:ries 1 

personal income, and state and local revenues and e:xpendi tures. 'i'hese 
irnpacts uere measured using the middle (Accelerated Developrr:ent) case, 
but the absolute size of the impacts \•JOuld be approxir<1ately the same 
regardless of the base used. 'I'he only difference would be in the 
relative irnportance of the impact) \·lhich ,,,;ould obviously be greater, 
the lo1.,e:r. the economic baseline against v;hich it is applied. This 
Ctbstracts some·.vha·t from realit.y, since the absolute size of the baseline 
econo;:ay may r:1a·tter becaus2 of economies of scale; hot,~·ever, the differences 
are probably of second order importance \·:hen compared to other factors 
which canno-t be accura_-tely prec1ictec1> such a!:-> the price of gas. 

The project conter:1plated in this repo::-t \vould bc~gin in 1978 1 

and \•;ould ba opera:tional in Jam.:a:r.y) 1981, \Vi th t:v1o pur!1p stations 
at a level of one billion cubic feel: per da.y. r.r;.:Telve rnoYe pump stations 
\<7ould b2 completed over ·the follo·.-d.ng t.hrt.;t:":! year::;, bringing average 
ditily procluc tion ·to an assumed level of 2, 25 billion cubic fee·t of 
9as per day by January, 1984~ \'lith a.bo1.~t 10-15 persons er;-•ployed in 
operations: and maint.en<.::1nce per pu:np st~ti.on, long-term direc-t operations 
(tn.d naint:enance cmpl.oyn~ent is o:~:pectcd to be. 190 person.s. Employ~aent 

in construction is assumed to bP at the levels project'-~d in '£able 
3.1.3.1. 

Since the Hellhead price of gas is unc0.rtain, three alternative 
prices HE:~re selected for dif.fere;::t rens of thE-~ !·!J\1? noc1P.l to .:i.ndic0.te 
t:1:e range of the size~ of effect'-~> \·.'h:i.ch could b'?! expected. rrhe mini:mwn 
\·;ell11ead price of ~jQ cents is oft:cn u::~ed to sugsrc~sl: the approximab.~ 
lo;ver bound for a price of ga~; in Prud~1o~ Bay, sine~.:~ it \·:ould require 
about. that. much per t:hous0.nd cubic f.:~\~t to convert and/o::. install -. 

,, ., .f' , 

t.h.::~ necessary collection lii1es an(:. ;,tut:ion·.- to 1:-take 2.2~:; be£ available 
t.o any pipeline~ If delivery co:_; t-.~; to Lu.ver ~8 HEtrkets average about 

-. 
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Yco.r 

1978 
1 0" n _..,;~ 

1930 
.. !"\...., .. 

.l.';;o.J.. 

1982 
1933 
l92Lr 
1935 
1986 
1937 
1933 
1939 
1990 . 

Tc.bl~ 3.1.3.1 

Nortlm~st Gc.s Pip~lin~ Dit'~ct 
Emplo~cnt Annunptions Uscdl 

In N.AI' Hodel 

' ( .... 
; ! i I -:-:·!.·; 

:-r: ; . 
·1 · . 

. (Avcr:tgc A11nunl Proj cct \lorkforcc) ·· 
. . ! ~~ ): 

Direct Construction Enp1oymcnt2 Direct }fining Employmcnt2 ·. · ',''!., Tott-.1 
Direct Interior Fairbanks Subtoto.l . Interior Fairbanks Subtotni".:; ·, 

' 
! ... ·Er::ploy-

''· i ; ... : I:':.O!.:t 
_: . ; : . . . ~! . : : '. 1 

1120 1120 22L;O 0 0 0 c.' !:: : A 221•0 
2645. 261;5 5290 0 0 o • . :: < 5z9o 
2957 . 2953 5915 0 0 0:. ,';. ·sn5 

890 890 1780 15 15 30''. ·' : 1810 
935 935 1870 35 35 70'' .• , .. 191;0 

1215 1215 2430 65 65 130 . ' .. 2560 
0 0 0 95 95 190 190 
0 0 0 95 95 190: .. ·. 190 
0 0 0 q" .:> 95 190. 190 
0 0 0 95 . 95 190 . 190 
0 0 0 95 95 190 190 
0 .0 0 95 95 190 190 
0 0 0 95 95 190 ' 190 

lE~ploy~c~t C~ta Source: Gulf Intcrst~te, Houston, Texas 
2Avcrngc a·.-,.,ual e::\p1oyr..cnt assu::-.cd to be divided ~vcnly b~twc~n Fnirbanks and 

Interio-r -:frcgions 

:· 
·:·-

I 

' 
:;; 

:; 

' 
' ', ( 'j' ! 

::· r 
,, :'· .... 

' ·' 
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one dollar per liiGf, then the \·;eJ.lht:o.d pt·ice ca.nnot. rise much above 
$1.50 per mcf ~ 'fhis is becuuse l"'Ei\ prt:d.icts that WCtrkets. for gas 
in the Lower 48 \·1ill disappear at p:r.ices nbove about $2.40 per mcf. 

Uhile the exact construction costs and taxable value of the 
pipe and pUI;-tping stations in place is not. known 1 . initial estimates 
of direct cornrn.ittecl capital cost in Alaska are availuble, and these 
were used as a proxy for the eventual taxable property value in pipeline 
equipment~ The direct revenues injected into Alaska's economy by 
the Alaska Highv;ay gas pipeline are shown for the three different 
prices ass~ed above in Table 3.3.3.2. 

The structure of the ~ffiP models does not permit a neat division 
of impacts into a construction period and an operations and maintenance 
period. This is partly due to the fact that the construction activity 
directly gives rise to general economic g·rowth which continues beyond 
the construction period~ In v.dciition, some state revenues are collected 
in the const!:uction p8riod, and the spending of t.hese revenues also 
extends past the construction period of 1978-1983. Finally, the con­
struction, operations and maintenance periods overlap (1981-1983) 1 

further confusing the effects~ Consequently, the impacts are reported 
by year only. \·ihile the reader may wish to divide the projection 
period in his own mind at January 1, 1981 or at January 1, 1984, he 
should recognize that the growth impacts of a gas pipeline are essentally 
a continuing process. 
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Table 3.1~3.2 • ' j ;;J •.. :' { 
Annual Property Taxes, Production Taxes, and Royalti6s Receipts:·~ •. ·•i 

. i- ::' ! . 

Cu:r.ul<:>. ti vc 
Capital 

Cost 

$ -~,- ~g-
~-ro.-5:;; 

l,53l.GG3 
2,015.310 
2,211.13:5 
2,277.9']0 
2,277.990 
2,277.990 
2,277.990 

2,277.990 
2,277.990 
2,277.990 
2,277.990 

" '' ~ G p· 1' nor·cn<:.·7es.... as 1pe ~ne 

Alaska Portion 
(millions of dollars} 

Property Tax 
Gas Production 

(106 l'lcf per day) 

. $ 10.9 
30.6 
40.3 
44.2 
45.6 
45.6 
45.6 
45.6 
45.6 
45.6 
45.G 
45.6 

0 
0 
0 
1. 00 
1.50 
2.00 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 

.. 
. :~ i . : . . ; 

.,: 

Gas Production Tax6s, :Plus Royalt 
$.50 $1.00 ' $1.50 

Per 1·1cf P0r l~~c:t pc~ z-:cf 

0 0 . 0 
0 . ~; ;_; 0 . 0 
0 : b ;, 0 

$30.1 $60,2 $90.3 
45.2 . 90.3 135.5 
60.2 120.1 130.7 
67.8 .lJs,s·_· 20343 
67.8 135.5 2C3.3 
67.8· 135.5. ...... ,..... .......... 

~v.:: . .) 
67.8 135. 5 .. 203.3 
67.8 135.5 203.3 
67.8 135.5 2C3 .. 3 

·.; 

' 

,. 

.. ;i 
::·. 

' 

'-· -:-· 
; . .. :t 

,,, 

'· 
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3 .1. 3. 2 Economic lmpclC tn 

Impact on Gross Product 

The impact of the gas pipeline on ·gross product reaches its peak 
·during the construction phase in 1980, g~Jnerat:ing an· additional $210 
millio!"l. (in 1958 dollars) stateHide. O·.<ing to th" specification of 
the developr.1ent. scenarios, roughly three-quarte·rs of this construction 
period ir;tpact occurs in the Fairbanks and Interior regions. (Table 
3.1.3.3) Follm•ing co:npletion of the project in 1983, the level of 
impact fallG sharply in these t\;o regions, and by 1990, the total 
impacts for .these regions range from 40 percent of the total statewide 
impact, given $0.50 gas, down to 28 percent for the $1.50 case. 

Impacts on the Anchorage region peak at a someHhat lotver level 
in 1983, but also fall off much more slov;ly, so tha·t by 1990 this region 
accounts for 45. G percent of the total state\.; ide impact for $0.50 
gas and 54.2 percent for $1.50 gas. Interestingly, the impact analysis 
shows that the distribution of gross procluct iwpact bet\veen the three 
regions (and most particularly bet:\.;reen 1\nchorage and the other t\·10 

regions) is very sensitive to the price of gas. 1\t higher gas prices, 
more of the gross product impact goes to the Anchorage region. This 
is undoubtedly a function of increased st.a·te revenues for higher priced 
gas, Hhich are more likely to enter the state economy in the Anchorage 
regio:1. that in Fairbanks or in the Interior. It should also be pointed 
out that a·t all three prices of gas, these three regions in total 
accotmt:cd for a fairly constant ·share of the total g:t~oss product impact 
(roughly 84 percent in 1990). 

l\.n industry-by-industry impact sir.mlation \Ets performed fa:-c $1 ~ 00/mcf 
gas. (Tables 3.1.3.4, 3.1.3.5, 3.1.3.6, 3.1.3. 7) In the Interior, 
gross product impact peaks in the early 1980's, then falls to zero .. 
1'~c1ditio:r.al gross product in Hining reaches $16 millio:-:t by 1984 and 
remains constant throughout t.he forecast=: period. Ir.tpacts in the support 
sectors {Service, 'l'racle, 'J.'ransportation, etc.) tend to follo•tT t.he 
construction boom and bus·t, leveling out in 1984 and remaining essentially 
constant through 1990. The additional ir:1pacts in the Fairbanks region 
follow the same pattern as those in the Interior.. In fact, a strong 
case can be made tha·t much of the suppo:rt sector outPut and employ;nent 
'Hhich are allocated to Interior \,·ill actually occur in the Fairban~<.s 
Regio~1.. For all Gectors ex~ept r-Unin9 ar.d Constxuct.ion, it is prbb~=tbly 
useful to think o£ these regions as a corr:Dined total, t.hough rc~ported 
sepc,ra:tcily, herf?.. Ry 1990, rousrhJ.y half the :i.mpctc·t i.s experienced 
by the w.inin9 sector, nnd half by the support sectors, st.::tt~J and local 
government 1 anc1 construction fo~ both Inter).or and F.-:tirbanks regions~ 

In J\nchora9e 1 \Yit.h th(~ exc2ption. of small short-run bursts in 
1980 and 1983, ~rr.oss product: impacts increase steadily for all inc1ust.ries 

76 



Table 3.1.3.3 

IEP/~CT OH GRO~;~:; PRODUCT BY EEGTOll 
(1-i:lllions of 1o:;n Dollar>:;) 

PRICE = 50¢/mcf 
Anchorage Interior Fuirb?,nks S·tG.te:·riCe 

1978 10.563 25.221 19.913 56.788 
19'79 33.825 69.526 lf9.344 :153 ~ 5l~3 
1980 53. 1.f08 85.636 " 58. 1!9 210.082 
1981 47.211 30.065 25.1f18 121.359 
1982 42.005 lf3. 611 27.454 12i;. 742 
1983 49.221 59.066 37.062 151.852 ' 

198'• 1f3.lf18 18. 391+ 19.013 98.758 
1985 3lf.975 18.082 17.359 83.902 
1986 32.798 18.182 17.018 80.004 
1987 33.217 18.233 16.959 80.121 
1988 35.097 18,1f71 17.135 82.562 
1989 37.802 18.48lf 17.lfl;8 86.02 . 
1990 L}i. 365 18.492 17. 853 90.505 

PRICE = $1.00/mcf 
Anchorage InterioP Fait"'b2.nks State;.; ide. 

1978 10.663 25.221 19.913 55.788 
1979 33.825 69.526 !}9. 3t.;.t~ 15S.643 
l980 53.408 85.636 58. lf9 2J.0.082 
1981 51.25G 30.233 2G.222 123.222 
1982 Li-9. Lr33 1}3. 9.88 28.905 1L~1.648 
1983 60.182 59.604 39.157 130~578 
198'+ 56.956 l.8.772 21. 5lf 120.992 
1985 1f9. 739 18.lrG3 20.06 107.719 
1986 48 .lf'/6 18.565 19.822 1C4.~3 
1987 lf9. 869 1£:~631 19.87 105.289 
1988 53.002 18.893 . 20.158 110.. 32. 
1989 57.J.G 18.926 20.525 11.5.556 
1990 62.G03 18.959 21.229 122.65 

PRICE = $1.50/mcf 
Anchorazc Int0rior Fairber.ks Stn:::e~-:ic!e 

1978 10.663 25,22:L ~19.913 55.788 
1979 33.825 69.526 L~g. 344 158.61.;3 
19[)0 53. lf08 85.63G 5B. t~g 210.082 
1981 55.305 30. lf 27.026 135.297 
1982 56.891 1}t~.35G 30.361 :1.54. 59 
~L9H3 71.201 GO ,llflf 1~1. 252. 199.3~!1 
198lf 70.579 19.152 2'<.075 :J.l~3. 352 
198:> G1r.G2'! 18.845 22 .. '/82 131.723 
198() f>lf. ?.9'/ 18.951 22.64'/ 130.052 
198'/ 66.GH:? 19.032 22. '/[)() :132.&84 
1988 71.093 19.32 23.20'/ . 138.352 
1cl89 76. '/36 19.373 23.8:12 11;5. 605 
1990 8!f. 02!f 19.1}32 ?.l;, 53 1. 55. oo~~ 
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19'/8 
1979 
1980 
1931 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1935 
1985 
1937 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198!} 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1983 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1930 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
198 ~) 
1935 
1987 
1988 
1939 
1990 

$1. 0(J/i·;c(:: Il\P/\CT Ol·l Cl~O::~:; l'!~CHHJC'i', BY :U~D~J~)'L\Y: li'i'i'f::~T.OR 
(1·\.i.llions of J9Sli Do.U<~c·s) 

1\g, l-'ish, Fot'C'!tit 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 

Transportation 
Cominunications 

Public Utflitics 
1. t}}l} 

3.55 
L~. 2L~ 

1. 501 
1. 69 
2.262 
0. 3lf8 
0.321~ 

0.322 
0.331 
0. 3L~S 
0.363 
0. 385 

Governr.1ent 
Tot<!l 
0.019 
0.128 
0.28 
O.lflf7 

0.387 
0. lf2lf 

0 .'f88 
0. t\0 1+ 
0.37i 
0.359 
0.355 
0.3~i'l 

0.356 

Hining 
0. 
0. 
o. 
2.6'/ 
6.1 

11.091 
16.006 
16.087 
16.302 
16.302 
16.'+11 
16.336 
16. 2'15 

Finance 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

I'E,dcra1 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

·o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 

'/0 

Con::;t.ruction 
H. H !JI~ 

20.91 
23.377 
7.036 
7.392 
9.605 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 

Services 
12.193 
37.335 

118. 395 
15.551 
2'f. 305 
30.928 
1. 577 
1.33() 
1. 27 
1.23 
1.'152 
1.525 
1. 605 

Stute an1 
Local 

0.019 
0.128 
0.28 
0. 'l'f'l 
0.387 
0 ·'~21~ 
O.l}H8 
0 .'lOll 

0. 3'/1 
0.359 
0.355 
0. 3~i9 
0.3GG 

u~nuracturing 

0. 
o. 
o. 

. 0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 

Trade 
2. 'I'll 
7.592 
9. 3'+3 
3.019 
l~.lllt 

5.293 
0.352 
0.311 
0.3 
0.31 
0.33 
0 ~ 31f3 
0.353 

Region Total 
25.221 
()9.526 

85.636 
30.233 
1~3. 988 
[}9. 604 
18.772 
18 ,1153 

18.565 
18.G3l 
18.89:1 
18.925 
18.959 

-. 



$J.oo;r.:cr: lt·1PAC:T (Jl~ CI\VSS l 1 l~ODlJC't'. BY ltrDU~;-l'l~·r: l'AII;~p,;\!;::s 

(Hillicn~ of 1958 ~ol1ars) 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1981; 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
198! 
1982 
1983 
l98t~ 

1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
J.9tl2 
1983 
198'+ 
l~l[J;j 

198ti 
1q87 
1988 
19fl'J 
l'JclO 

1\g, I':i.sh, Fcr.C>est 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

'fransporation 
-Communications 
Public Utilities 

lf, 09 2 
10.1198 
12.801 

5.766 
6.039 
'7.8'72 
3. 351! 
2.96'7 
?..B87 
2.937 
3. 059 
3.237 
3. 1;6 

Governm~!nt 

Total 
0.!0?. 
0.703 
1. 51.~2 
?. • ,, :;s 
2.123 
2.326 
?. • 6'/CJ 
2. 21G 
?.03S 
)..'It:/ 
1.9:>1 
1.967 
?..003 

Hining 
0. 
0. 
0. 
1.5'+7 
3;632 
6. 805 

10.028 
10.028 
10.191 
10.191 
10.191 
10.191 
10.191 

Finance 
1.668 
l;, 066 

''· 805 
2.15 
2. Jlf6 
2.689 
1.132 
0.99 
0. 9L~8 
0. 9'f6 
O.CJ55 
1.001 
l. 0'17 

Federal 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

79 

Con~;t;cuet i.on 
8. 99lf 

21.16 
23.505 
7.228 
7. 51;8 
9.77 
0.232 
0.213 
0.207 
0.204 
0. 201. 
0.204 
0.209 

se·['vices 
1.311 
3.195 
3. 775 
1.689 
1.687 
2 .ll'f 
0.89 
0. 778 
0.7'f5 
0.71~1f 

0.76 
0. 787 
0.8?.1; 

State and 
Loc~1l 

0.102 
0.?03 
1.5!}~< 

2. 1~56 
?.123 
?..3?.6 
2.Gnl 

'2.216 
2.035 
l. 9[)'/ 

1. 9:>1 
l. 'lb'/ 
2.003 

ltuntlf ar.:: tu:t· :i.ng 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 

Trade 
3. 7'f6 
9.724 

l.l. 95 
5.385 
5.73 
7.581 
3.225 
2.868 
2.81 
2.882 
3.03 
3.237 
3.1193 

Region Total 
19.913 
t~9. 3l~l~ 

58 ,1;9 
?.5.222 
28.905 
39.157 
21. 51; 
20.06 
19.822 
19.8'/ 
?.0.158 
20.G25 
2J. 229 

-. 



1978 
1'!79 
1930 
1931 
1982 
1933 
19.S!f 
1985 
1935 
1987 
1988 
1939 
1930 

19'18 
'1979 
1930 
1981 
1982 
1983 
l98L~ 

1985 
1986 
l~l87 

1988 
1989 
1990 

.1.978 
1979 
1980 
198.1 
1982 
1983 
1981~ 

19~~ s 
19B6 
.lCJil'/ 
1'18il 
1989 
1990 

Ag, Fish, F'oPest 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Tt:>ansportation 
Communications 

Public U ti.lities 
3.763 

10.9lfl; 
16.08 
12.842. 
12.725 
15.81f2 
13 .If 57 
ll~H53 

n. csn 
12.098 
12.987 
}If .108 
15 .. 558 

Govcrn:nent 
Total 
0. 2119 
1.7J.If 
3.763 
5.998 
~).192 

ti. ()98 
c. ~)(;8 
~) .. 1~33 
I~. 99 
If. 821f 

lf.78G 
If. 828 
IJ. 923 

'f<1blc :1.1. 3. G 

Hin:lng 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
o. 

. 0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Finance 
1. 1113 
If. 268 
7.607 
9.065 
8.758 

10.719 
1J.IJ6If 

lO.llG 
9. 971f 

10.388 
ll.l8l 
1?..?.3S 
l3.G07 

Fed2r-al 
0 • 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
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Con.-::;tpuct ion 
0. 2lf1 
0.857 
J..lf56 
1.673 
1.529 
1.773 
1.828 
l. 579 
l. 514 
l. 529 
1.591 
1.632 
1.808 

Ser-vices 
0.809 
8.035 
5.1132 
6.lf9!l 
6. 301~ 
7. 752 
8.3lG 
7. 353 
7.267 
7.589 
8.].93 
8. 992 

10.029 

State ancl 
Loc.al 
0. 2!~9 
l. '/.l.lf 
3. 7G3 
5 .. 999 
5 .. 19?. 
S.G98 
G.SG8 
5.1!33 
1~. 9~l 

·~. 8~~/t 
If. '185 
lt.n?.B 
If. 923 

f·!~!lufacturin~; 

o. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 

Trade 
t~.l~57 

13.008 
19.059 
15.183 
14.924 
18.397 
15. 321~ 
13 .l.f07 
13.074 
].3,1~39 

J.lL 255 
J.s.:ns 
16. 6'17 

Region Total 
10.653 
33.825 
53.1~03 

51.256 
1~9.'>33 

60.182 
5G.956 
lf9.'/3q 
1i8 ,lf7G 
1i9. 869 
53.002 
57.15 
5::>.503 

-. 



1 ')'If; 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
1.985 
1985 
1937 
1988 
1989 
1930 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
l'J85 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1~180 

1.931 
1982 
1983 
l98!t 
J.9t15 
1986 
1987 
1988 
l'l<l9 
l':l'IO 

' ~il. 00/1-:cf: JJlP/\Ct OU CWJSS P}{ODUC'i', JW I ;::JUSTi(!: STA'i'f:: 
(t.Ji.1J.ion:: of 1'Joi8 Dollarc;) 

fig, I' :ish, Forest 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Transportation 
cOmmunications 

Public Utilities 
9.616 

26.533 
35.931 
25.053 
26. Olf 
32.338 
23.021 
19.6lf9 
18.985 
19.583 
20. 8lf 7 
22.lt93 
2lf. 506 

Govern;nent 
Total 

0.'72 
l~. 9 55 

10.879 
17.33~i 

15.001 
1G.It~i'/ 

18.966 
15.68'/ 
]lf,lf(l8 

13.92'/ 
13.818 
13.937 
1lf. 2ll 

H.tn i.ne 
o. 
0. 
0. 
lf. 217 
9.733 

17.895 
25.03l; 
26.115 
26.ll92 
26.1;92 
25.602 
26.527 
26,lt36 

Finance 
2.855 
8.63 

13.Cll5 
12.238 
11.807 
Jlf. 1;?5 
13.823 
12.12[1 
11.906 
12.333 
13.188 
1lf. 33 
1:i.Bll 

Federal 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
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Constr·uct ion 
18.16'1 
lf3.1t38 
lf9. 58'/ 
17.818 
18 .1Gif 
23.081 

'>.35'1 
3.75 
3.578 
3.585 
3.69 
3.865 
If .103 

Services 
H.373 

. lf8. 972 
58.50lf 
25.201 
33.585 
l~?. 243 
12. :iOif 
10.927 
10.655 
11. Qlf 
11.811 
12.763 
13.989 

State and 
Local 
0. 721 
lt.955 

10.07'1 
17.335 
15.001 
1G.'~~)7 

18.%6 
1S.G87 
Jlf ,lf08 

13.927 
13.818 
13.937 
Jlf. 211 

r.l:J.nufacturing. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 

Trade 
11.059 
3l.lllf 
'>? .lll 
26.1161 
27.316 
311.136 
22.283 
19.1161 
18.895 
19.32S 
20.359 
21.739 
23.507 

Sta·tc Totul 
ss. nw 

158. 6'>3 
210.082 
128.328 
ll.~.l. 643 
180.578 
120. 9SI2 
107.719 
10'+- 93 
106.289 
110.32 
115. G:1G 
122. GG 



c·xctp t a9ricul·turc, f:i. sher .ie;.;; 1 fo1:cf.; try 1 and rnanuf:'ac t-.ucinsr, throur:.~hou t 

the forecast periocl. 'fhe support soctorn (t.raru:;portntion, finance:!, 
services, and trade) account for the major portion of the additional 
gross product impact. 

Impact· on Er.1ployment 

Employment yields a slightly different view of the ir.pacts caused 
by the gas pipeline, owing to the differences in capital intensity 
beb..,reen economic sectors. That· is to say, the labor requirement for 
a given level. of gros" product are far lower for the mining sector 
than for the support sectors. (Table 3 .1. 3. B) 

Statewide, the impact on employment peaks in 1980 when an additional 
20,278 jobs are created ~<ith the envisioned scenario indicating 13,000 
jobs in the Fairbanks and Interior regions. \·lith the completion of 
the project in 1983, employment impact falls dramatically and gro~.vs 

slowly for the remainder of the for-ecast period. In the Anchorage 
region, additional impact grmvs slo•.;ly throughout the period \•lith 
a minor boom and decline during construction period. 

In contrast to the impact on gross product, the ~-egional distribution 
of irr:pact on employmen·t is far less sensitive ·to· changes in the price ,...., 
of gas. Comparison of 1990 forecasts sugge3ts that ·the Anchorage 
share of total employment impact renained roughly constant at about 
58 percent. 

Owing to the Interior region's reliance on employment in the 
m~ning f>ector, v.. sector \vith a low labor output ration, its share 
of the total employm.Bnt if\tpact. \·las half of v;hat its gross product 
share Has. Construction employment impacted during the C:.evalo;xr.ent 
phase o:f the pipeline shoo;,vs no additional irr.pac·ts follo•.¥:i.ng corr.pletion 
of the project in the Interior region. Follo\ving i~itial impact, 
c.c1ditional employment in th€~ support sectors and gover_r. ..... -r,ent (whether 
actually in Interior or Fairbanks) full dJ:ar~atically and gro-.vs very 
slo·..;ly to 1990. (Table 3 .1. 3. 9) The discussion of employment im..nact 
on Interior :i.n general holds true for the Fairbanks region although 
the impacts on the support and government sectors c1o not decrease 
as dramatically follo•.ving the completion of the project. (Table 3 .1. 3 .10) 

'l'h·~ employment impact in t:he l-mchorage region is far Ir,ore stable 
than in the. other ·two, and ranges bet:\veen 5,000 in 1980 and 6,886 
in 1990 Hith qeneral growth throu9h the forcco.st periocl. 'i'he support 
and government sectors once tH]ain account fo:: ·the najor portion of 
the employmen-t impact. ('fable s 3.1.3.11 1 3.1.3.12) 

Impact on Hectl Hage3 and Salari.c.~s 

Ha9es and salaries impact in goneral follows the se1r:1e pa·ttern 
as employm:::!nt ir:1pact. (1.\.tble 3 .1. 3 .13) Statewide, payroll impact peaks 
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Table 3.1.3.8 

ll·!P /tC'i' OH E!·;PIJOY:·:i~!~T rv '- RECIW 
('!.'hoU3t!.nJ~ oi: 'da,Ge I:~rc:nEn:"'s) 

PIW;E. - 50¢/r~c.f 

Anchcra;;e Intc~io:c>. J'airb~nY.s State 
1978 0.'/9 2.29· 2.055 5.289 
1979 2.865 5.903 5.062 14.87 
1980 ~~a90L:. 6.999 6.036 20.278 
1981 5.263 2.293 2.687 13a543 
1982 lf.lf91 2.785 2.579 12 .. 1;lj.g 
1983 5.088 3.591 3.18 i'i-.562 -. 
198lf 5.047 0.335 1.191 9.684 
1985 '1.01'+· 0.292 0.961 7. 6Lt5 
1986 3.719 0.278 0.88 6.991 
1987 3.725 0.278 0.855 6.89 
1988 3. 8911 0.264 0.857 7.06 
1989 lf.159 0.289 0.874 7.38'+ 
1990 1~ .. 516 0.295 0.901 7.84 

PRICE = $1.00/mcf 
Anchorage Interoior- Faix·banks State 

1978 0.79 2.29 2.055 5.289 
1.979 2.856 5. 903 5.062 1'<.87 
1980 1~ 0 964 6.999 6.036 20.278 
1981 5.757 2. 312 2.798 1!~. 519 
1982 5.335 2. 822 2.773 1lf.183 
1983 6.39 3o643 3,1;52 17.035 
198lf 6.645 0.385 1. 515 12.GS1 
1985 5. 7 4lf 0.3lj.t~ 1.302 10.82 
1986 5.538 0.33 1. 227 10.275 
1987 5.637 0.33 1.208 10.232 
1988 5.926 c.:<38 1.215 10.595 
~t989 Go ::;35 o. 3'+4 1. 21;1 11.101 
1990 6.8[(3 0.353 1.28:!. 11 ... i95 

PRICE = $1.50/mcf 
Anchorage Inter'ior rairba.nks State 

1978 0.79 2.29 2.055 5.289 
1979 2.865 5.903 5.062 14.87 
1980 Lt.l}.964 6.999 6.036 20.278 
1981 6.2S:1. 2.331 2.91 15.1~91 

1982 G.2il3 2.859 2.958 15.9?.2 
1983 r/ o G93 3.595 3.7:<'' 19.517 
1984 B.2S3 0.'<35 1.8L~~~ 15.652 
1985 '/, lffl7 0.395 ~l.GlrG J.l;.015 
1986 '1. 377. 0.332 1.576 13.552 
1987 7.566 0.383 1. .. 562 13.701 
1988 7. 9?7 o. 3'l2 l.57G 1It.152 
1989 8.G36 0 o tr 1. 61.2 :tt~. US'l 
1990 9.2G9 O.Ltl~t 1. 6Gt: 15.782 
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'i'al>l<~ ~i .1. 3. 9 

$1. 00/t·icf: It·:Pt~CT Oi~ FJ1PLOYHCl!T, BY I!IDU;)TJ{Y: IlYfi:rnce. 
(Thow::~ands of Hag8 tarn . .=x··::>) 

Ag, Fish, f'orost I·lining Cow;: truct ion .Nanufucturing 
1978 0. 0. 1.12 o. 
1979 0. 0. 2. 51~5 0. 
1980 0. 0. 2. 957 0 .. 
1981 0. 0.015 0.89 0. 
1982 0. 0.035 0.935 0. 
1983 0. 0.065 l. 215 o. 
1984 0. 0.095 ' 0. 0. 
1985 o. 0.095 0. 0. 
1985 0. 0.095 0. 0. 
1987 o. 0.095 o. 0. 
1938 0. 0.095 0. 0. 
1989 0. 0.095 0. 0. 
1990 0. 0.095 0. o. 

Tru.nsporta·tion 
Communications 

Public Utilities Finance SeL>viceS Trade 
1978 o.on 0. 0.539 0.509 
1979 0. Ol~ 0. l. 753 1.1~3 

1980 O.Ot~5 0. 2 .llf6 l. 772 
1981 0.015 o. 0. 693 0.572 

. 1982 0.015 0. 0.932 0.795 
1983 0.02 0. 1.201 1.021 
J.(]8L~ 0.003 0. 0.082 0.06~ 

19H5 .0.003 0. 0.073 0.058 
1986 0.003 0. 0.07 0.055 
1987 0.003 0. 0.072 0.057 
1988 0.003 0. 0. 0'17 0.061 
1989 o. oo:1 0. 0.08 0. OGLf 

1990 0.003 0. 0.083 0.067 

Gover·nment s-tate and S;:~lf 

Total Feder2l Local Ew;:>lo;rcd Region Totu1 
1978 0.005 o. 0.005 0. 2.29 
1979 0.035 o. 0.036 0. 5.90~ 

1930 0.07'3 0 . - 0.0'/9 0. 5.999 
1981 0.125 0. O.l2G 0. 2.312 
1982 0.100 0. 0 .10'J 0. 2. 822 
1983 0.1.2 0. 0.12 0. 3. 6!~3 
198!; 0.130 0. 0.139 0. 0.385 
l~H1S O.ll~i o. 0.115 0. 0. 31~1+ 
19H~l 0.105 0. 0 .lOl> 0. 0.33 
1~!8'7 0. _l_O? 0. 0.10?. 0. 0.33 
l'J8~! 0.102 0. 0.102 0. 0.332 
J.98~l 0.10?. o. 0.107 0. 0. 3'!1• 
l 'J'l () O.lOoi 0. O.lO~i o. 0.353 



'f~1hlo :J . .l.:l.lO 

$1. OO/I·:cr: Hli'M:T O~i l:t-iPLOYiV~tiT, BY ~U:DUS'J.T:Y: l'AT 1ZB/\ l:;~:; 
('i'hou(.;and~; of \·,'age T:m:•ncl~S) 

Ag, Fish, I'orest Hining Construction Nunufu.cturing 
19'78 0. 0. 1.16 0. 
1979 0. 0. 2.735 0. 
1980 0. 0. 3.059 0. 
1981 0. 0.015 0. 9l~l 0. 
1982 o. 0.035 0.984 0. 
1983 0. 0.065 1.275 0. 
198lf 0. 0.095 0.032 0. .. 
1985 0. 0.095 0.029 0. 
1986 o. 0.095 0.029 0. 
1987 0. 0.095 0.028 0. 
1988 0. 0.095 0.028 0. 
1989 0. 0. 095 . 0.028 0. 
1990 0. 0.095 0.029 0. 

Transportation 
Communications 

Public Utilities Finance Services Tl'ade 
1978 0.156 0.072 0. 2!~8 0.275 
1979 0. 393 0.177 O.G09 0.675 
1980 0 .. !~71~ 0.2ll. 0. 72lf 0.802 
1981 0.213 0. 09!f 0. 32~~ 0.36 
1982 0.219 0.095 0.325 0.362 
1983 0.282 0.12 0. 1 ~11 0.'~57 

Elll1+ 0.119 0.051 0.173 O.J.S3 
1985 0.105 0. Olf5 0.152 0.159 
1986 0.102 0. 0'13 0 .11~5 0 .lf.3 
1987 0 .. 103 0. 0'13 O.llfG 0.163 
1988 0.10'/ 0. Olflf 0.1.5 0.157 
1989 0.112 0, ()Iff, 0.155 0 .J7Lt 
1990 0.119 O.Olffl 0.163 0.183 

Governr:1ent State and Self 
Total Federal Local l)r:ployed Region. Total. 

1978 0.029 o. 0.029 0.115 2.05~i 

1979 0.201. o. 0.?.01 0.272 5.052 
1980 O.I~t}2 0. 0.'~'12 0.315 6-.035 
1981 0.'/0C> 0. 0.705 0 .1'1 5 2.798 
1'182 O.Gl2 0. O.Gl2 0.13'1 2. 773 
1~1(13 O.G7'r 0. O.G7lf 0.157 3.'152 
1~1811 (I. 778 0. 0.778 0. 073 1.516 
l 'Jfl5 0. 5!-}t.~ 0. 0. 61fl~ O.OG3 l. 302 
1906 0. ~)~12 0. 0. 592 0.059 1. 227 
198'/ 0. ~>72 0. 0. ~>'12 0.057 1.208 
19BB 0.5GD o. 0.568 0.057 l. 215 
1CJB9 0.5'/3 0. 0.~>'13 0. 0~>7 l. 21~1 
19'10 o.sn:> o. o.~n~·> 0.058 l. 2fll 
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'l'i.tblc 3.1.3.11 

$1.00/iicF: Hli'!IC:T ON l~!,iPLOYnr:wr) BY ItiDU~)'l'RY: A!·!Ci iOl!.;\Ct-: 
(Thousands of Hnge l::<rcner") 

Ap;, Fi:::;h, Forest !·Lining Construction Nanufucturing 
197[! 0. 0. 0 0 03~i 0. 
1979 0. 0. 0.126 o. 
1980 0. 0. 0.216 0. 
1981 0. 0. 0. 2lf9 0. 
1982 o. o. 0.23 0. 
1983 0. 0. 0.268 0. ~. 

198'f 0. 0. 0.278 o. 
1985 o. o. 0. 21f1 0. 
1985 0. 0. 0.232 0. 
1987 o. 0. 0.235 o. 
1988 0. o. 0. 2lf6 o. 
1989 0 .. 0. 0.262 0. 
1990 0. o. 0.283 o. 

Transportation 
Communica·tlons 

Public Utilities Finance Services Trade 
1978 0.153 0.045 0.161 0.256 
1979 O.lf33 0.169 0.612 0.799 
1980 0.515 0. 303 1.107 1. 2lf1 
1981 0 .1}55 0.363 l. 33lf 1.178 
1982 0. lflPf 0. 351f 1.317 1.13 
1983 0. 51f3 0. lf 36 l. 633 1.359 
198!~ 0. lf2 5 0.1}69 1. 757 1.299 
1985 0.37 0 .lfJ5 l. 57 Ll3fl 
1986 0" 3~l~J O.lfll l. 562 1.11 
1987 0.366 0 .1~3 l. (;lf2 l.llf2 
l98R o. 385 0 .trG5 l. 787 l.21J. 

. 1989 O.trOB 0.512 1.976 l. 305 
1990 0. lp.f o. 572 2.221 J..1f28 

Governrttent State uncl Self 
Total Federal Local f:mployed Region Total 

1978 0.07 0. 0.07 0. OE>9 0.79 
1979 0 .'I·B2 0. 0.'182 0. 2lf7 2.B66 
1980 1.061 0. 1.051 0.'121 '-L 964-
1'181 l. 692 0. l. 692 0 .1~81-:. t>.'757 
l9H2 J.lf7 0. 1. '~7 O.t}W/ 5.385 
19fl3 l.Gl8 0. l.GJ.8 O.b?3 6.39 
l~J8l~ 1. BGfl 0. l. 8li8 0. 5~~9 G.C45 
198S l. ~)1~6 o. l.~}lf5 O.t~G~-~ 5. 7lflf 
1985 1.1~? 0. J.lf? 0. 1~1~1~ ~). 5 38 
1'l8'1 ]..3'13 0. 1.3?3 O.lt'-}9 5. (>37 
1~188 1. clG3 0. ].. 3(;3 0 .lf(i8 5. '126 
1989 l. 3'/G o. .l. 37(; 0. lf'rJ 6.336 
1990 l.'IO.'J 0. 1.1:01~ 0.535 (;.883 
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1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1932 
1933 
198ll-
1985 
1986 
1937 
1938 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1933 
1984 
1935 
1936 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

19'/3 
19'/J 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1'lfllf 
l9B3 
l9Ub 
1'lB'/ 
1988 
1989 
l'E10 

'i'abJ.e 3 .1. 3.12 

~;1. 00/i·:cr: Hii'IICT Oil UiPLO'>'I·i!::l·l'i', BY Il!DU3TP,i: ST/\TE 
(..-l'hotwunds of HLige [ttrnern) 

Ag'> Fish, F'or·cst 
o. 
0. 

[·lining 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0.03 
0.0'1 
0.13 
0.19 
0.19 
0.19 
0.19 
0.19 
0.19 
0.19 

Constrttction 
2.3?.6 
5.579 

0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 

Transportation 
Communications 

Public Utili·ties 
0.334 

Finance 
0.119 
0.358 
0. 5'f1 
0.501 
0.'f88 
0.501 
0.573 
0.504 
0. '197 
0. 516 
0.555 
O.G05 
0.671 

0. 899 
1.195 
0. 77G 
0.769 
0.946 
0.651 
0.562 
0.5ta 
0 .. 5!.!-9 
0.574 
0. 607 
0.65 

Governmen·t 
Total 
0.202 
1. 3'15 
3.0'/3 
l}. 90:1 
lf. 258 
l}. G86 
S.'-l-12 
lf. lf'J (l 

lf .11'1 
3.9'/'1 
3.~Jlf'J 

3.986 
''. Oli7 

Federal 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 

State and 
L::>ca1 
0.202 
l. 395 
3. 073 
lf.'l03 
~~.?.58 

If. G86 
5. lf12 
lf. lf'l (l 
lf.l11i 
3.979 
3.C)IJCJ 

3.98G 
!J. 0[i7 

(1'/ 

6. lf03 
2. 3lf 7 

'2.39 
3.035 
0.641 
0.551 
0.528 
0.531 
0. 5lf9 
o. 577 
0.615 

Services 
1.062 
3.066 
If .185 
2.695 
2.88 
3.G 
2. tP}3 
2.l:i2 
?..116 
2~198 

2.358 
2.572 
2. 81J8 

Self 
Empl::>yed 

0.1'13 
0.582 
0. 872 
0.8'J?. 
0.'165 
0.882 
0.83'! 
0.'/ll 
0. G7't 
O.G'/2 
O.G'J 
0.72 
0. 7'13 

l'lanuf actur .Lng 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o, 

Trade 
1.054 
2.99 
If. 01 
2. lf25 
2. 5611 
3.155 
1.919 
l.G72 
1.617 
1.6'•8 
l. 73 
1.843 
1.99 

Sta·te Total 
5,289 

llf.(l'/. 
20.278 
1'1.519 
14. 183 
17.035 
12.661 
10.82 
10.2'75 
10.282 
10."596 
11.10.1. 
11.7% 



'fal>-le :J.1. 3.13 

IHPi~CT on P.L!iL \111c~~s !\liD S.t~~j\EIES P t~ID ~ BY 1·, ·.:·r· ·- r··' 
~-·-·..:•.l J., 

(l·iil1i001S of :i.9G? DolJ.ur•:;) 

PRXCi: -· 50¢/mcf 
/inchorage Inter.io~ Fail~b?~n}~s St3.te 

1978 5.332 2?.. 8'f7 18.637· '>7. 3 
19"/9 19.5t;.~ 55.311 lj.lf.593 1?.7 ,lflf 
1980 34. 21;8 64.978 53~042 157.958 
1981 35.815 20.71f2 22.879 103.654 
1982 31.791 23.695 22. t:-01 96 .. 529 
1983 36.43 30.921 28.044 115. 2lf1 
1984 36.683 2. 599 10.053 .72.656 :' 

1935 29.558 2. 38lf 8.2"/7 53.39 
1935 27.723 2.331 7.725 5lf,254-
1987 28.103 2.357 7.654 510-.25 
1988 29.707 2.42 7.805 56.339 
1989 32. 07lf 2.lf83 8.102 59.69t~ 
1990 35.202 2.558 8 .. 5 6!f.182 

PRICE = $1.00/mcf 
Ancho~age Interior F'ai:r.banf.:s State 

1978 5.332 22.847 18.097 47.3 
1979 19.542 55.311 44.533 127.44 
1980 34.2lf8 6!.;.978 53 .. 0~2 167.958 
1981 lfO. 272 20.848 23. 7''9 110.529 
1982 38.133 23.902 23.953 109. 
1983 45. T/1 31.216 30.27 133.325 
1981.; lf8. 302 2.902 3.-2. 762 gt;, 817 
1985 1~2. 29!~ 2.703 11.:187 82.399 
1986 t~~L.2as 2.659 10. '"JL'rf> 79.1.'(/7 
~!987 lf2. 53 2.596 10.'i75 80.698 
1988 L}~l.215 2. 775 1~L .. Q!~'"/ 81.;.298 
1989 1~8. 87'+ 2.855 11.1~~)5 89. t;g 
1990 53.f>SB 2. 9lf9 12.031 96.307 

PRICE = CJ.. 50/reef 
A11Chorage Inte"!"'ior Fa5_rb2.n};:s State 

1978 5.332 22.847 1H.097 1~7. 3 
1979 19.51f2 55.311 l~t~. 533 127.1;10-
19fl0 31f,21f8 6'>.978 53.0'.'2 H/1. 958 
1981 1~3. 73 20. 9 55 2t;.G2 117.1;03 
~l ~) 8·2 lflf. '+9 7 24.103 25.519 121.511 
19B3 55.151~ 31.513 32.502 151.lf77 
1984 ~)9.985 3.207 1~i.t;.31 117.0131 
1985 ~)5.127 3. 0 21; 1l}.J.~L4 ~L00.558 

1985 5'·1.955 2. ~l9 13. '/85 10lf, 878 
l987 5'7.08:1. 3.038 13 .. 917 107.345 
1988 G0.8G9 3.132 1lt, 3~L?. 112.lf8'/ 
1989 G5.8';G 3.229 1I~.9J.t~ 119. 551; 
1990 72.268 3. 3l~l;. 1 S. G·J 128.695 
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in 1980, creating un additional $1G7 niJ.lion in real wa~fe ana salnry 
income in t.hal: year. Pc:-ty.coJ.l impact in t.he Fairb~tnks and Jnturior 
rcgiuns peal::s in 1~80, falls cJru.matically :i.n l0B4, nnd then ()r0\vs 
slo·.~ly through 1990 ~ In thi.":?: Anchol-r.lge region, to~.al impac·t groHs 
mod0rately throug~t 1990. By 1990, the Anchorage region co~tains 55 
percent of total statetvide in~oac·t for all ·throe gas prices. 

As \vas the case for employment and gross product, Mining and 
Construction payroll are most directly affected in the Interior and 
Fairban:<s, construction falling off dra~oaticillly with project completion 
and mining payroll irnpact remC!-ining relatively constant.. (Tables 
3.1.3.14, 3.1.3.15) Fairban~<s, in addition, has significant irapacts 
in. the support sectors and government. ~1chorage experiences favorable 
impact in all sectors \Vith the exception of agriculture, fisheries, 
forestry, aP.d manufacturing. (Table s 3 .l. 3.16, 3 .1. 3 .17) Here again, 
the support sectors and government absorb the largest portion of'the 
\</age and salary incor:la impact_ As was the case in employment, the 
price of gas appeared. to have little effect on the regional impact 
distribution. 

Population Impact 

The impact of the gas pipeline, as denonstrated in the previous 
discussion, serves to increaz-:,;a payroll anc1 gross product.. This, in 
turn, has effects on personal income v-;hich the sirnul<:ttion model u.ses 
to estil.'late statewide im.,..,igration .. The results (Table 3 .. 1.3.18) of 
the gas line simulation indicate a statetvide population impact in 
1990 of 19,456 for $0.50 gas, 26,479 for $1.00 gas, and 33,547 for 
$1.50 gas. Scenario CO<l.Struction estima:tes a sta:tmvide peak popula·tion 
impact of 28,692 in 1980 for all C8.Se3- 'l'hus by 1990, only in tha 
$1.50 gas case is the impac·t greater ·th.:l!\ the COllstruction boom pea~-c .. 

Regional population impacts are related to rcgiollal employr.:ent; 
hence, t.he magnitude of impact. \Vill tend to follo\V t.he employment ir:·,.pacts .. 
For Anchorage, this implies a peak population impac·t during t:h2 pipel:Lne 
developr:-:ent phase of around 10,000 for all three cases, and a 1990 
population impact of 10, 692 for $0. 50 gas, 14, 72? for $1. 00 gas, and 
18,783 fo:t- $1 .. 50 gas. rrhe Inb.-:rior impact amounts to a peak of 14, 354 
during the construct:ion phase for all cases, and a 1990 population 
impact of 715 fo:r- $0.50 gas, 845 for $1.00 gas, and 978 for $1.50 
gas. rrhe Fairbanks impact amoun-ts to a peak o£ B, 413 for the construction 
phase in all cases and a 1990 impact of 2,279 fo:c $0.50 gas, 2991 
for $1.00 9as, and 3, 707 for $1. 50 .gas. 
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19'/8 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1932 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1938 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
l98i~ 

1985 
1985 
198'1 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
198? 
1.9[13 
l98lf 
l9H5 
1986 
1'JU7 
l9HB 
1989 
1990 

$1. OCl/i :cf: U:l' /,C'i' 0!! m:;\ G \IM:r::~ t.t: 'l Silf.til:lES l'i;I D, 
BY RF:GIO!!: IIITERlOl\ 

(I.Jillious o [' 1907 Dollars) 

ftg, r'is·h, Forest 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Transportation 
Co:nmun icat ions 

Public Utili-ties 
O.lf06 
L 
1.195 
0. lf31l 
0.1;61 
0. 6'f 7 
O.llG 
o .n:> 
0.119 
0.125 
O.:L35 
0. Jlf6 
0.1.6 

Covern1:1ent 
Total 
0.058 
0.1;98 
1.17 
1..991 
.l.8'f3· 
2.J.G? 
2.6S?. 
2. 3 1 ~9 

2. 301 
2. 372 
?..Sl 
?. . '/0.1. 
?..~JJ[I 

f.iinint?; 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. lf9 3 
1.21 
2.363 
3.632 
3.819 
If. 016 
lf. 223 
If. lf4 
4.669 
4.909 

rinance 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

·Federal 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
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Construction 
lfO. 613 
99.638 

115.693· 
36.1.68 
39. L~63 
53.25 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Servic·2S 
8.ll9 

23 .. 505 
30. 371 
10.356 
Jlf. 697 
19.985 
1. t~,-~ 
l. 3'f8 
l. 375 
J.lf96 
l. 575 
1. 838 . 
2. 0211 

State and 
Loc~l 

O.OGS 
0.1198 
1.17 
l. 9'Jl 
l .. tP+3 
2.1G2 
?..66? 
?..:~1~9 

2.301 
2. 3'/2 
2.51 
?. . '/01 
2.938 

Hunuf.:1cturing 
o. 
0 •. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
o. 

Trade 
3.759 

11..006 
Jlf. 225 
If. 792 
6. 91f 
9.297 
0.522 
0 .. 5G9 
0. 572 
0.517 
0.686 
0. 7'16 
0.81.3 

I; . . ~ l -.eg1.on 1ota 
c>2. 969 

13~). 6t~7 

1G2.C55 
5'+. 235 
cq .. G1'f 
8'1. '/llf 

8 .lf72 
8.2 
8.3fJ2 
B. 83!f 
9.lflf6 

10.1 
10. 8'fl+ 



1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
1985 
1986 
)_987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
19"/9 
1980 
1~l81 

198/. 
1983 
1 <)[I'+ 

10-H :~ 
l'JH5 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1'1'/8 
19'/9 
19(!0 
l'J[ll 
l9ll2 
1983 
l9fl!J 
l9HS 
1~1nG 

1 ()(\'/ 
1988 
l9H9 
1990 

Tuble 3.l.3.1S 

$J. 00/i·icf: JHPACT o;·! REAL ~i.\C:Y.:S AriD SALl~niES Pli.ID, 
BY INDUf.:iTIZY: I'/\ TRGA~!!~S 

(Billions of 195'/ DC>.llc:rs) 

Ag~ Fish) Forest 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Transporta·tion 
Cormnunications 

Public Udli-ties 
3. 213 
B. 597 

11.007 
5. 2'16 
5. 71+ 
7.839 
3.526 
3.?.97 
3.386 
3. 63l.;. 

3.991 
l}. t~5l 

5. Ol'J 

Covernmen·t 
Total 
0.56?. 
I] .133 
9.70?. 

lG. ~;o7 
.l5.2Hl 
17.928 
?2. 0711 
J9.J:'JIJ 
1~1. 0'/C 
.l~l. (,()8 

?O.flliJ 
2'1. 3'11]. 

?.IJ. 3l>l 

J.lining 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0.'105 
0.995 
1. 945 
2.99 
3. ).ltlj 

3.306 
3. lf 76 
3.655 
3.843 
If • Olfl 

Finance 
1. OJ. If 
2.659 
3.368 
l. 605 
1. 7?.lf 
2. :ns 
1. Ott 
0.97 
0. 992 
1.059 
1.155 
l. 279 
J..lJ3l 

FedcY\'11 
0. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o . 
0. 
0. 
0. 

91. 

Construction 
30. 2'}4 
74. 0'J7 
85.311 
27 .lf83 
29.861 
lfO .191 
1.053 
1.001 
1.007 
1.03 
1.057 
1.116 
1.187 

Services 
3.299 
8.553 

10.723 
S .. 066 
5.381 
7 .lGI; 
3.185 
2,. 91~~) 
?..98!~ 

3.1~)5 

3 ,lfJ. 
3. 71J.l 
t; .11; 5 

State und 
Local 
0.552 
lj .).33 
9.702 

1G.SO'/ 
).5.281 
1'/. 'J/.G 
?2. 0'1'1 
1.9 ,1;'/1) 

1'1.0'/l> 
1~1. GG8 
20. f:liJ 
?.7. :i91~ 
?.t~. 3GJ 

Hanufacturing 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0 •. 

0. 
0. 

. 0. 

0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 

Trade 
3.626 
9.357 

1.1. 665 
5. lf69 
5.785 
7.667 
3. 381+ 
_3 .106 
3.].25 
3.?.83 
3.526 
3.845 
t;. 237 

Region 'l'otal 
41.957 

107.395 
132.776 

61.. '/82 
6'+. 7GG 
85. 0~}3 
37.25?. 
33.937 
33.875 
3:>. 3011 
3'7.608 
lfO. G7 
l:Jf. lfl'/ 



1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1;183 
198'1 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198lf 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1'188 

·1989 
1990. 

1978 
19'/9 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
19Bl~ 

1985 
1985 
1987 
l~l8H 

l'lll9 
1 ~190 

'l'a1).le ~~-l.(l.lG 

$1.00/?-;cF: Ji·1P/\CT 0~·! l\(;,A.L \·!l\n!:~~ E; ~::/·,L:\T'.Tr~; P/~ID) 
DY JJ!DUS'l'RY: A1~CHO:'ZJ\CI:; 

(lHllions of 19G7 llol1aro;) 

Ar,, F:i.sh) I'or·(~.;;.t 

0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 

'fransporta·tion 
Communications 

Public Utilities 
3.2 
9. 578 

11L lf37 
ll. 326 
ll. 713 
15.208 
12. GG2 
lJ. 70li 
12.0311 
l3.02lf 
)_lf.5'>3 
16.1101 
18.753 

Government 
Total 
l. 35'1 
9.961 

23.387 
3'l.79 
36.833 
lf3. 215 
53.209 
lf(;.'Jlf2 
lf~i. '181 
W/.lfOtl 
50.1'/1. 
53.97q 
5B.'/2 

!lining 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

Finance 
0.76 
3. Olf2 
5.809 
7. lf06 
7. 6711 

10.073 
11. 52'+ 
10. 85lf 
ll.IJ-31} 
12.'/28 
14. 6'+9 
17.138 
?0.383 

Federal 
0. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
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Constract:i.on 
0.809 
3.009 
5. 31fS 
6. lfl5 
6.137 
7. lf4 7 
8.018 
7. 21G 
7. 21'1 
7.604 
8.254 
9.113 

10.223 

Services 
2.219 

. 8. 877 
16.95 
21.567 
22.381 
29 .t:.J0 
33.57:! 
3l.l}8l 
33 ~ 01+8 
36. 53Jf 
t:2.llG 
119 .167 
S8 .. 33 

Stzrtc and 
Local 
.l.35t~ 

9.961 
?3.387 
39.79 
35.833 
113.215 
53.?.0') 
t~G. 91t2 
ll~. 931 
lf7.lf0[! 
50.171 
!;3. 97q 
!~H. 7 2 

l·ianufacturing 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

'"i'r2.de 
If. 02 

12.605 
19.8 
18.26 
18.349 
23. 2'f3 
22.012 
20 .JOlf 
20 .l~3S 
21.892 
2lf.l9lf 
27.121 
30.867 

Region Total 
12.3()2 
1;7.072 
85.'131 

JO!}. "/5lf 
103.036 
123.61 
1'-10. 997 
128.302 
130 . .1J~5 
139. 3'1 
l~i3.'l2G 

172.918 
197.2"17 



1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
198l~ 

1985 
1985 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1931 
1.982 
1983 
193 1+ 
1985 
1.986 
1.987 
1.988 
1989 
1.9SO 

1.978 
1979 
1~180 

1.981 
l9B2 
1.98:\ 
19a:..~ 

1.98S 
1986 
1987 
1.988 
1989 
1.9JO 

$1. 00/l·icf: I!·a)t~C.:T o;J El:l\L h'/\C~l~~; Ann S/-.L!\P.T!~S :1:\ID, 
BY lliDUS'i'RY: S'I'/I'i'l: 

(Hilllon3 of l%7 JJollilr3) 

f\g, r:i.sl.1, f'Or'<?~:->t 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 

Tra~sporta-::ion 

Communications 
Public Utilities 

6.968 
1.9.797 
27. 811~ 

18.828 
19.779 
2!:i. 903 
1.8.68 
1'/ .17 
1.7.556 
18.929 
21.019 
23.51.2 
26.873 

Government 
Total 
3.61 

?6. ~)52 
6?.33H 

10G.05 
9fl.l79 

115.192 
J.l~l. 83 
125 .12~) 
122.56~) 

126. :;G8 
133.'/3 
.11~:~.8DJ 

1~)() .. ~?. 

tH.nj.ng 
o. 
0; 
o. 
0.899 
2.207 
lf. 309 
6.622 
6.963 
7.321 
7.699 
8.095 
8.511 
8.95 

Finance 
1. 799 
5.881 
9. 587 
9.7J!l 

10.057 
13.179 
13.57 
12.718 
13.337 
ll~. 765 
16.835 
19.622 
23.155 

Federal 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
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Construction 
7J..95G 

1'/8. 7'30 
212.138 

78.2G3 
83.18lf 

ilO.O% 
20 ,lf92 
18.289 
18.166 
18.987 
20.386 
22.259 
2lf. 518 

ServiCes 
l3.78lf 
lf2. 005 
50.575 

. lfl.376 
lf6.635 
6l.G09 
lf4. 518 
t~l.l.!l~:, 

1~3.075 

WI. 307 
53. 6LI~l 
61. 81+8 

S·t;-J:te artd 
Local 
3 .C.l 

2G.552 
62.33H 

lOG.OG 
98 .17~) 

n:;.J'l? 
]_l}l.El3 

l2S.l?S 
l22.SGS 
12b.3G8 
133. ·n 
1'l3.8B3 
15G.~ll~l 

!·1antifactur·ing 
0. 
0. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
o. 
o. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 

• 

Trade 
J.l. 54lf 
33.955 
~:7. 984 
32.288 
31+. 521 
l!-4. 636 
3]..063 
28.253 
2B.522 
30.325 
33.21 
33.882 
lfl. 5lf7 

St<' t0. Total 
J.09. 652 
305.987 
t: 20. '+37 
287. 5?7 

37t;.625 
?75.781 
21!9. 961 
20i0.539 
2l~!~ 0 337 
286 0 9~/3 

3l6.l\?l 
3:lt;.Q'78 
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rJ'ah.lt~ :l. L 3. :l8 

JllPiiCT ON POI'ULt\TiO:' JJY RJ:cw:; 
(Tf ' , ... n 1,, lO~l..;.d .. (~ .• of Per•sons) 

PRICE = 50';/nc£ 
Anchorage Int~rio~ rc.~ir;.-,ai.lkS: State 

1970 0.115 Lt.56'/ 2.015 6.537 
1979 1.705 1:1.976 6.893 19.'>58 
1980 [f. 92 14.354 8. lf13 28.692 
1981 8. 4!f9 L~. 76 t~. 355 23.28 
1982 7. 9lf5 5.997 4.279 23.191 
1983 8.886 7.617 5.154 26.708 
1984 10.736 0.792 2.751 21.721 ""\ 
1985 9.734 0.723 2.486 19.473 
1985 9. !f85 0. 69lf 2.373 18.69 
1987 9. 5lf5 0.693 2.316 18.497 
1988 9.799 0.704 2.283 18. 616 
1989 10.175 0.709 2.273 18.93G 
1990 10.692 0. 715 2.279 19.456 

PRICE $1.00/mcf 
Anchorage Interior Fairbanks State 

1978 0.15 LL56"J 2.815 6.537 
1979 1. 705 11.976 6.893 19.'>58 
1980 lf, 92 14.354 8. !)13 28.692 
1981 9.03 4.778 lf, 496 24.48 
1982 9.065 6.031 4.542 25.45 
1983 10.586 7.676 5.535 30.054 
1984 12.903 0.878 3.23 25. s:r'+ 
1985 12.207 0.81.9 3.018 2';.n:; 
1906 V.222 0.797 2. 9L~5 23.854 
1987 12.552 0.803 2.922 2'1.079 
1988 13.10'/ 0.821 2. 92L~ 24. 631.;. 
1989 13.815 0.832 2.95 25.Ir24 
1990 1'1. 72'< 0.845 2.991 2- t•"o 0 • r I J 

PRICE - $1. 50/mcf 
Anchorage Interior Filirb0.nks State 

1978 0.115 t;,5G7 2.8~l5 6.537 
19'/9 1.705 11.976 6.893 19.1;58 
1980 lf, 9 2 1'1.354 8. !;13 28.592 
19[11 9.612 4. 796 l;, 637 25.682 
1982 10.188 6.065 lf.805 27. 7 :i.L~ 
19.83 12.292 7. 735 5.919 33. t;.33 
1 981; :L!i.OS2 0.955 3. 71 30.183 
1985 1'1. G97 0.915 3.t;:;2 29.0!)1 
1986 1 If, 9 8 0.901 3.51() 29.066 
:t9Wl 1[,. !.i81 0. 91'1 3.532 29.694 
198U 16.1;1;:\ 0.939 3.558 :oO. G9 
1989 l7. '1·86 o. 957 3.629 31.958 
1990 18.7!33 0.978 3.707 33.S4"/ 



Impact on Personal lncomt~ 

'!'able ] . 1. 3.19 con-tains the l-esults of ·the gus line simulation 
statewide i.P.-..pn.ct on pr:~r~._,onal income, real p0r:~;onal incor~~~, and real 
personal per capita. income for each of the three postulate(! gas prices. 
'i'he trend in both personal income and r.-eal personal income impacts 
is essentially the same for each of the th~ee assumed gau prices. 
That is, the impact is highest during the constx:uction -phase, peaking 
in 1980 and again in 1983, >Vhen additional impact ranges between $368.2 
million and $483.9 million for personal income and $131 million and 
$172.2 million for real personal incoiT!.e, depending on the assumed 
gas price. The size of impact then declines slightly, after which 
it increases through 1990, \;hen the impact ranges betl;een $265.8 million 
and $532.9 million for personal income, and $72.3 million to $145.0 
million for personal income, and $72.3 million to $145.0 million for 
real personal income. 

The model projects a negative impact on real personal per capita 
income following the construction phase, v;hich is 1nore pronounced 
for $0.50 gas than for $1.50 gas. This curious impact is undoubtedly 
the result of several factors. First, high paying construction employment 
attracts in-migrants. Second, once the construction is completed~ 
continued economic impacts are in the relatively lo,.ver paying support 
and government sectors.. Hence, even though wages and salaries groH 
over the simulated time period (see Table 3. 1 .. 3 .. 13), popula·tion increases 
caused by· the gas pipeline causes v1ages and salaries per capita for 
the impact siP.'.ulation to fall belo;; the level in the base case follo-;;ing 
project completion, as more people compete for jobs in the grm-1ing 
support and government sectors. 

It should be noted) hot...·ever, that there are favorable ir:tpacts 
on per capita personal income during the construction phase .. This 
impact peaks in 1980 1 \Vhen for all three assumed ga.s prices there 
is an increase of $141.80 per capita. 

State and Local Governraent Revenues and Expenditures 

The construction and operation of the proposed pipeline would 
have a substantial impact on state and local revenuc~s Dnd expenditures 
no matter Hhich asst..unption is made·concerning the price of gas at 
the wellhead~ (Table 3.1.3.20). Und2r each· assumption, the additions 
to annual state revenues rise to $93 million in 19BO, of 'Hhich $40.3 
million, or about 43 percent,· are prov5..dt-'!c1 directly by p2t.roleum sector 
taxes and chargE~s .. •rhe next largest component, at 17 percent, is t:he 
individual inconv~ tax, and a fairly su---~stantial portion of the revenu2.s 
collectc.cl under t:his and the corporate incom8 tax Hill be p.:1id by 
workers and businesses directly employed on the pipeline. 1\ddi t:ional 
local revenuer< ($13 million of >Ohich ar8 projected by the HAP model 
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'.l'ablcc 0.1. :J.l'l (Con 'T) 

H!Pi>C'l' ON PETISONAL INCOc·lE AND PER CAPI'i'i\ lNCONE 

Real 
Real Personal 

Personal Personal Per Capita 
Income Income Income 
(mil$) (mil$) · (Bil$) 

PRICE=$1. 50/l1CF .... 
1973 126.2 54.4 63.3 

352.4 . 146.3 138.7 
481.4 192.3 141.8 
328.6 126.3 42.2 
335.8 124.2 21.2 
426.0 151.6 28.0 
314.4 107.7 -8.4 
283.6 93.5 -15.7 
283.9 90.1 -18.4 
299.2 91.3 -18.8 
324.2 95.2 -18.1 
357.1. 100.9 -16.5 

1990 398.9 108.5 -14.4 
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eo 

"' 

?ricc-SOc/1-:cf 
1973 
1.979 
1 0~'l 
--"'-''-' 

lSSl 
1932 
1933 
::..?34 
1935 
1986 
.l. ';)•::: I 
... ,.,,....,.., 
.l. :;C·:O 

~'"'"'"' J..;:O";J 
-<I'"\ AI"\ 
..;...:;:;)"\.,< 

-
0 

M 00/'' • :::-J.c'2-yJ.. dc:r 
:S78 
lS79 
:::so 
..:.::vi. 
lS-S2 
.:..::.:b...) 

lS24 
lS85 
l9GG 
l?57 
.., ,.... ..... ,., 
.l.;'·.:;O 

2.909 
1990 

:L:-.cli vicl ur.l 
I:-~co~c. 

..,... ..... ~, 
..1. '-•. 

0.0 
5.5 

16.1 
22.9 
15.2 
15.4 
19.8 
-- ·r . .l..J • -
11.2 
11.0 
11.7 
13.0 
14.7 

0.0 
5.5 

16.1 
22.9 
16.2 
17.3 
21") :) "-·-
17.2 
15.8 
16.1 
17.5 
19.5 
22.0 

Table ·3 .1. 3. 20 

E?ACT OX S:li\T: Al-:D LOCAL GOVERI-:~ffi:\T REVENUES Al\'D EXPENDITURES 
(Hillion of Doll.::cs) 

Co:-por~tc Sales and l-fisc. Petroleum Total Total Total 
Inccrn.c Gr.oss Rcc. T~xcs Revenues State State Local 

T.., ... ---··· T2x & Rev. Exp. R8v. 
Crgs. 

o.o o.o o.o 10.9 10.9 8.2 l.i} 
1.2 1.9 5.0 30.6 48.6 41.0 25.7 
3.6 5.2 1/;. 6 40.3 93.2 83.1 70.3 
5.2 7.0 20.5 74.3 150.1 131.5 101; .4 
3.5 4.l> 13.5 90.8 143.0 120.3. 75.1 
3.6 4.2 13.6 105.8 160.6 13!;. 2 80.0 
4.7 5.1 17 ·'' 113.4 185.0.156.7 103.2 
3.2 3.3 11.6 113.1; 165.3' 136.9 73.8 
2.7 2.7 9.8 113 ,I, 160.8 132, l1 65.3 
2.7 2.6 9.6 .113. 4 162.4 134.1 65.8 
2.9 2.7 10.2 113.4 167.1 138.7 70.8 . 
3.3 2.9 11.3 113.4 173.7 145.3 78.8 
3.8 3.1 12.7 113.4 181.8 153.4 89.6 

0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 10.9 8.2 l.l} 
1.2 1.9 5.0 30.6 48.6 41.0 25.7 
3.6 5.2 14.6 40.3 93.2 83;1 70.3 
5.2 7.0 20.5 101; ·'' 180.2 154.1 107 .s 
'< " -, I Lr. 7 14.4 135.9 191.9 157.9 84.5 
I; .1 I+ .·7 15.4 166.0 228.7 187.2 95.5 
5.5 5.9 20.2 181.1 265.5 220.2 121;, 9 

· lr .1 L;.. 3 15.1 181.1 250.0 201;. 7 100.0 
3.3 3.9 1") 0 

~.v 181.1 · 2L;S, 6 203.3 94.5 
4.0 3.8 14.1 181.1 253.3 208.0 93.1 
4.3 4.0 15.2 181.1 261.3 216.0 •106.7 
4.9 4.3 16.9 181.1 271.7 226.4 119.3 
5.6 I}, 7 19.0 181.1 284.2 238.9 135.6 

. '-~ 

Tctd St~tc (, LOC(!.l 
Locc.l Ex?Cr.diturcs 

Exp. ( ... ~· ~ .......... ,.,. ..:•OJ • ... c .... .:.\.._\, . 
Sh~ri::.g) 

l.l> 8.2 
2- <; . :J,_ 59.8 
69.4 139.5 

_102. 7 21/;. 0 
73.5 176.2 
77.8 193.0 
99.9 235 .l 
71.3 189.7 
62.9 177.7 
63.2 179.7 
67.8 188.5 
75.2 202.0 
85.2 219.2 

1.4 8.2 
25.5 59.8 
69.4 139.5 

106.0 23G .5 
82.7 217.5 
92.8 253.7 

120.9 310.9 
96.5 273.6 
91.0 267.3 
94.2 271-.. 9 

102.1 290.2 
113.8 ......... ~ 

.JJ..i. • ..) 

128.9 337.3 
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IMPACT ON STATE A.'\'D LOCAL GCVERl;}illNT REVENUES Lu'lD EXPENDITURES 
(Million of Dollars) 

Corporate Sales ~nd M' ~~J..SC, Petroleum Total Total Total 
Incorr:.c Gross Rcc. - Taxes Revenues State State Local 

Ta:< Ta:~ & Rev. · Exp. Rev. 
Crgs. 

0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 10.9 8.2 l.i> 
1.2 1.9 5.0 30.6 i;S. 6 41.0 25;7 
3.6 5.2 16,.6 40.3 93.2 83.1 70.3 
5.2 7.0 20.5 131;. 5 210.3 176.6 111.2 
3.9 5.0 15.3 181.1 240.9 195.7 93.9 
4.5 5.2 17.1 226.3 296.9 240 ,l, 110.9 
6.2 6.7 22.9 21>8. 9 3!;6 .1 283.9 11~6.7 

5.1 5.3 18.7 248.9 334.9 272.7 126.3 
5.0 5.0 17 .. 9 248.9 336.7 274.1; 123.9 
5.2 5.1 18.6 248.9 344.5 282.2 130.6 
5.8 5.3 20.2 248.9 355.8 293.6 11>2. 9 
6.6 5.7 22.5 248.9 370.1 309.8 160.2 
7.6 6.2 25.4 248.9 387.0 324.8 182.2 

. ·' 

Total Stc.tc. & I..oc~!. 
Local Exper:Cit-.;:-c:s 

Exp. (ad· • - D, •• J ...... 0~ ... ,.,_,.. 
S1~ ... 'r" .. .,.... r--) 

••Q- ..1..-·6 

1.4 8.2 
25.5 . 59.8 
69.4 139.5 

109.4 259.0 
91.8 253.9 

107.9 314.4 
lU. 9 336.9 
121.9 357.9 
119.3 357.4 
125.4 370.7 
136.8 30? ::; ., ......... 
152.8 421." 
173.2 457.2 



to be £;hared revenue from the ~;trJt:e) \·Jill <:1mounl: 1.:o $'10. 3 million 
in each case, und additional stat:e und local expenditure~·:, adjusted 
for revenue sha.ring, amount to t.llmost $140 million per yeu.r by 1930. 

In 1981, the gas begins t.o flo'.v, and the three cases diver9a .. 
State revenues peak twice -- once in 1984 and once in 1990, ;;ith total 
impact in that year ranging from $185 million with 50 cent gas, to 
$346 million Hith $1.50 gas. Thereafter, total state revenues impacts 
decline briefly because of the end of construction activity, but then 
the grorHth of the state econor.ty i.n response to government spending 
ta~es over, and steady growth in revenues continues to 1990, with 
revenues impacts ranging from $182 million in the $ .50 case to $337 
million in the $1.50 case. Total local revenues impacts follo~ a 
similar pattern, but peak three times-- 1981, 1984, and 1990. 

The additional state revenues in the peak year of 1984 are mainly 
from direct taxes and royalties on the gas industry. These range from 
61 percent of the total (contrasted 1dth 43 percent in the construction 
year 1980) for the price of $ .50/Ncf, to 72 percent (contrasted Hith 
43 percent) in the case of $1. 50/l·lcf. 'rhe next largest component 
is again the individual income tax, \•lith impacts ranging from 11 percent 
~1ith 50 cent gas down to 7. 5 percent 1·1i th $1.50 gas, and miscellaneous 
taxes and charges are a close third. By 1990, petroleum sector (gas) 

'revenues have declined in relative importance in the $1.00 and $1.50/Ncf 
cases, but in all cases this direct source still provides ~<ell over 
half of all state revenue additions. 

Impacts on expenditures tend to follow the pattern established 
by revenues in both the case of the state governnent 2.nd in the case 
of the local government. There :i.s a peak in co1r.bined additional spending 
during the first production year (made possible by production revenues) 
of between $214 and $259 million. ~·lhen the line is fully operatio!1al 
and up to rraxirr.um capacity in 1984, the additional re.veP..ues ma}<.e possible 
additional combined expenditures o£ beb·1een $235 a.nd $386 million. 
l'lith the end of the construction boor:\, spending tails off, but the 
irnpact by 1990 in response to longer ten.1 g:r-u.vth s·till ranges from 
$219 million to$457 million. 

In per capita terms, the impacts on state and local revenues 
and expendi-tures are not nearly as iw:Pressive. 
turning point years of 1981, 1984, and 1990 in 

Referring to the key 
Table 3.1.3.20, another 

table has been constructed ('fable 3 .1. 3. 21) \Vhich sho~.vs state reve:;:n.:es 
and state and local expendit.ures in per capita and real ( 1967 dolla:r-) 
per capita t.erms for the.se years. After the ini·tial construction 
period 1 \·lhich shows reduced per capita rev~nues and expenditures because 
of rapid increases :tn State population associa·tcd Hith pipeline construction 
it:tpact, the impact on both sta·te revenues and expenditures is positive_, 
but minimal.. In real terDs, the J.nrgest nt<?.a~-iured impa.ct on state revenue 
is only 79 dollars per person in 198•1. Population increases, in re-
spo:-Ise to inc1:-casf~d personal incomt~S in l\laska and increases in employment 
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?able 3.1.3.21 

IO:!'ACT ON PER CAPITA MD REi\L PER CAPITA REVENUES 
AKD EXPENDITURES OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNHENTS 

Real 
?cr Capita ?er Capita 

Stc:.t:e Reve:J.l.!es S'ta:::e Revc:1ues 
(DOLLARS) (1967 DOLLARS) 

-24.4 -10.!+ 
81.0 31.1 
73·. s 25.3 
/_~ 7. 8 13.0 

2'' ,, 
- -i"o"':' 

1 ('\ ,, 
--vo"T 

12~.9 43.0 
:52.8 52.3 
107.5 29.2 

,...,, ,, 
-L~."7 -:1.0.4 
~L 68. G ..... , "' o ..... 0 

230.8 79.1 
1G5.3 Lf5. 2 

Per Capita 
Sttite 

Expenditures 
(DOLLARS) 

-23.9 
7 5.1 
62.5 
35.9 

-23.9 
106.9 
122.5 

83.5 

-23.9 
138.5 
181.9 
130.6 

Real 
Per Capita 

StD.te 
Expenditures 

( 1967 DOLL'.RS) 

-10.3 
28.9 
21.4 
9.8 

-10.3 
41.1 
42.0 
22.7 

-10.3 
53.2 
62.3 
35,5 

Per Capita 
State aT!d 

Local 
Expenditures 

(DOLLARS) 

-36.2 
176. 7· 
124.2 

50.2 

-36.2 
205.8 
191.5 
113.8 

-36.2 
23lf. 8 
253.1 
1'76.8 

') 

Real 
Per Ce.pita 
State c:.:;d 

Lccal 
Expenditu:--es 

( ' 0"7 "" 0 '" .. ·'...,S' :.L..-0 lJ'-"J....J:...·c.;-... / 

-:1.5.6 
67.S 
42.5 
12·. 7 

, ~ t; -............ 
79.1 
65.5 
'"''"'· c ..:>v • ..~ 

-15.6 
90.3 
88.4 
48.1 



opportuniti.c~:-,; 1 reduce even t~hi~ irr,yact. to ~~~i doJJ.<::>,r!.~ in real te:cm":."> 
by 1990. Huch ·the f;tUl\C! ~.::tory cu.n be told for stutr_: expc:Edi tures ancl 
for state and locu.l co:-i'bined expenditur..:~s. •rh<·! direct .construction 
period impact actually reduces th:;~ level of: spending pE:r capita; and 
\'ihilc the state· enjoys a brief increase in potcn·tial sp~mdin~r \-Jhen 
gas begins to floH, the impact per capita is both sma·ll i_tnd short­
lived. 

\·iithin those local communities directly impacted by the construction 
and operation of the pipeline, the revanue effect of pip9line construction 
would show considerable variation. 7he major staging area for construction 
\·lould be Felirban~\:S, as it is for the trans-Alaska oil pipeline. Drcn.;ing 
on the recent experience of that cort~unity, one would_project a significant 
increase in the value of property in the col'r'.r.mnity as a result of 
both an increase. in the stock of capital resources in the community 
ar.d a derr:and generat'3d increase in property values- For exa!<!.ple, 
between 1974 and 1975, the estimated full value of property in Fairb=tnks 
City and the Uorth Star Borough increased 40 percent.. Receipts from 
the property and sales taxes increased sharply betveen 1974 and 1975. 
In both the city and the Borough, property tax revenues Here up 33 
percent and general sales tax revenues 53 percent. Expenditures in 
the city vere up 13 percent and in t'he Borough 69 percent over the 
pre· .. dous yea:c. 1'he large popula-::ion influx associated \•lith trans-
Alaska pipeline related activities has had a significant inpact on 
the ability of the community to provide both private and public services. 
Ability to respond is a function of the position of the corrmunity at 
the tima of the impact. One \'lould not expe.ct the same. relative iw.pact 
on either revenues or expenG.it.ures from the proposed gas pipeline 
as the trans-Alaska oil pipeline, because of an :i.ncreasa in ·the supply 
of se:rvices noH available Hhich \·las a response to the construction 
of that pipeline. 

In the North Slope Borough, the revenue iP.pStct of the construction 
of the gas line :i.s Rore problema·tical. . ~'he line would pass wi thir! 
the boundary of the Borough f:or a significan-t distance and thus \·iould 
come \Vithin i·ts taxing jurisdiction. Since petroleum transportation 
facili·ties are presently taxed by the state CJOV<.~rnrnent with transfers 
to local com.<tuni·ties based upon a formula., the Borough could receive 
additional property taxes according to the guidelines of the forr..ula 
at the time of pipeline ins·tnlla.tion. At present, the ceiling \·;ithin 
\Vhich the local co::f\.m1..1. .. .>1ity mus·t stay in collecting property t:ax f:r-om 
pet.role.u~'.l production and· pipe lint:~ propE~rt.y can be calculatecl in b-vO 
\•Jays. It can be taxed ~•o t.hu.t the yield pe:;::- capit-.a from the tot.e1.l 
prop0rty tax does not e~-:ce;.:~cl $1, 000) or so that t.h0 yield is dcri v0-d 
fror~ a tux base \•7hich c1oes not e:xcced the proclnc t of 2 2 5 percen·t of 
ave!"age per capita asse,.ssed value of prope:cty .in the stu:te and the 
number of residents in the taxing rnunicipali ty. •rhe fon~1ulae are 
generous to the local conununity and all01; gro,th in th;:, yield as the 
to.x base 9:C0'>\1 ~-_;. The s·tipulutions of the formulae at any tin2 are essent1<:l.lly 
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a political decision. 

Requirements· for ~1ervices provided by local communities in the 
Borough '\'lould not increase coiT'.mensurate ·with the potential increase 
in revenues. 'rhis is essentially the result of the nature of the 
work car:tps associated \<ith the line and in all likelihood, the operations 
and maintEmance thereafter. The camps are self-contained Hith services 
provided from Fairbanks and Anchorage. Construction and operation 

. support facilities would, to a certain extent, be in place as a result 
of the trans-Alaska pipeline and additional infrastructm:e would be 
provided by a cowbination of private, state, and local interests. 

The rural regions of the state along the proposed pipeline route 
would experience little direct revenue impact because of a thin tax 
base and little local government structure. The presence of the line 
within a region might serve as an incentive for a region to incorporate 
to take advanta<;e of the tax base created by the pipeline itself. 
Requirements for the provision of human services \·lould increase only 
slightly in the region north of Fairbanks, because of its sparse population. 
Since population density is higher along the portion of the route 
southeast of Fairbanks, the requirements for services \·7ould increase 
there somewhat more. Primarily these services \':auld be provided by 
the state, because of a lack of local government structure. A major 
uncertainty at this time is the status .of the haul road constructed 
by Alyeska Pipeline to supply their construction operat.ions in the 
northern part of the sta·te. Upon completion of the line, the state 
\oill take over the road and there is debate as to Hhether to open it: 
to private vehicles for recreational and other uses. Here this dona) 
demand on the road created by construction "''auld add to demand created 
by recreational use. In the section southeas·t of Fairbanks, the existing 
road system t·;ould be employed during construction, greatly adding to 
required expenditures on maintenance. 

Impacts on revenues and expenditures in Anchorage t,·;ould be more 
generalized. The property tax base \oould rise as a direct result 
of pipeline construction support activities, but also as a result 

of increased state inco:rr.es gen·~rated by government spending at the 
state level. Requirements for the services provided by· local government 
and the private secto:r- t~7ould rise but: against t:he background of general 
rapid growth of the l\nchorage economy, t:he impact uould be less than 
that crea'ced by the Alyeska pipeline. 

Special Economic Impacts 

rl'here are three ~;pecial topics in econornlc impacts which the preceding 
discu~;s.ion does not address~ '£hese arc~ the impact of gas pipeline 
clcvelopn~ent: on the Na:tive regional nnc1 \d.ll2l9t"'! corporations, the impact 
o£ the pipaline on in-statn gas nse in 1\la.!:.~ka, and the impact of the 
construction of t.he Canadian section of the line on "l:ho .f\.laskan econo:7ty ~ 
'l'here is no formal model or nnalys:i.s to 91..\ide thesr~ corlli-nents, so the 
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most that can be done. iG to identify the effect:;.> antl give some not:ion 
as to thEdr direction. 

By the terms of the l\laska Native Claims Settlement l\ct, there 
\'lere 12 regional corporations and one corporation for l\laska natives 
living outside of Alaska. A specific system of payments· ,.,?as incluclecl 
in the Ac·t by ... ,•hich the Federal and State governments agreed to buy 
out the Native aboriginal land claims. These- payments are macle to 
the corporations, vThich in turn required to redistribute part of the 
received funds to their individual stockholders and to the village corpora­
tions formed in their regions. Only about 10 percent 9oes directly 

. to the Natives as individuals. The rest, about $63 million in each 
of the 1974, 1975, 1976 fiscal years, becomes the contributed capital 
of either the village or regional corporations. 

Several of the corporations have been inclined to invest at least 
part of their money in pipeline or construction servicerela·ted businesses. 
For example) Cook Inle·t Regional Corporation has participated in tv;o 
joint venture contracts on the trans-Alaska oil pipeline. l\htna supplies 
gravel to Aleyeska Pipeline Service Company, and has acquired a joint 
venture agreement \·lith Rogers and Babler, a construction firm which 
January 1976~ NANA Regional Corporation has four companies involved 
in TAPS: its Security Systems Division provided guards for the northern 
pipeline camps, NANA Oilfield services provides lodging and food at 
~)eadhorse along with electricity and catering services, NA)JA Environmental 
Systems builds was·te. disposal facilities in the Jl..rctic) and NANA Cormnercial 
Catering oepra·tes at the Ship Cree}c and Deadhorse Camps. Bering Straits 
Native Corporation O\vns an airline (Pacific l'llaska), a ·trucking firm 
(Alaska Truck Transport), and Coo.stal Barge Lines, all cnpable of serving 
ne\v develop:nent in Alaska. In addl·tio:n, this corporation now oHns 
Central Construction. of Sea·ttle, having previously \vorked \vith this 
fi:t-m to build a $14 millio!1 dollar highHay from Sk9-gway to the Canadian 
border. Doyo!1' s joint ven·ture \·d:th Alaska International Construction 
mai~1tains the pipeline haul road north of the Yukon, and this corporation 
has expressed interest in other construction ancl mineral-related businesses. 
Finally, 1\.rctic Slop9 Hegional Corporation has been involved \•lith National 
Hechanical on pipeline \•Trapping at Valdez and t~aintenan.ce at Prudhoe 
Bay. 1'-.rctic Slope also Han·ts to bid on schood construction in its 
region. Several corporations have thus demonstrated interes·t and cu.pab~li ty 
to do pipeline-related or construction \•7ork. 

If these corporations Here to displace poten·tial con·tructin9 firms 
from the Lmver 48 in the proposed }-)roject, this \Vould have the effect 
o.f: reducing the lcaka.ge of profits t\nd soma other non-wage payments 
to the LmvE:~r 1'18, to the extent that th2 regio::tc:-tl corpo~ations reinvest 
a. greater proportion of pipeline after-i:ax p:cofi ts in .l'~laska than would 
Lower 48 contractors.. If so, thi~; \VOuld reduce the cos"l: and enhance 
t.hc nvr:1ilabilit.:y of venture cu.pit..-"11 in Alaska, pos~d.bly increasing the 
gr.mvth rate above Hhat the HAP mod::::d \~·auld p.cc:dict:.. ·1\lso) to the extent 
the village and regional corpor.:""!.t.ions arc ~a~cces~~ful bidders and t:heir 
ventures profitable) they Hould increase ·the \VC~alt:h. position of their 



Hu.tive stockholders, \~·ho as a ~Jroup h.ave the lo\·Jf~;;;t per capitu incomes 
in l\laska. 

'l'he HAP moclt:Jl computer runs were b<:lsed. on the ar;su .. 'llption. that the 
entire 2.25 ncf/day of gas would be exported from 1\laska, since no 
consideration Has given to in-state gas use in the I='airbanks area or 
elsewhere along the pipeline. 'l'herc is potential for such gas use 
in Fairbanks in at least two ways. Space heating is an obvious use 
of gas in the Fairbanks vicinity, since x:~ost homes are currently heated 
with oil, 1<eod, or electricity. Since 1973, the price of this Bhipped­
in oil has increased dramatically, as has the cost of electrici·ty, a 
large part of which has been generated 1-1ith oil-fired gas turbines. -, 
l'lith the completion of the 'rAPS pipeline and a small (30, 000 b/d) refinery 
at North Pole, it is expected that the cost of heating fuels to the 
utilities and conSu.rners \'lill drop; however, gas could be made available 
as a substitute fuel. The impact on the Fairbanks economy and state 
economy of such a substitution in heating and electricity '"ould have 
to the subject of a separate study. 

Finally, the impacts sho\>Jn on the Alaskan economy by the MAl? model 
are those produced only by construction and maintenance of the Alaskan 
portion of the line, using the same basic staging areas as \Vere used 
for the trans-Alaska oil pipeline. However, it may be possible for 
other Alaskan ports to be used as staging areas for Canadian section 
construction, e.g. Haines and SkagHay. rro the extent that Alaskan 
ports and Staging areas are used to support the Canadian section, the 
NAP model \·Jill .have understated the impact of the gas pipeline on the 
Alaska economy~ 'l'o the extent that different ports and staging areas 
such a~ Haines and Skag\vay are used to support the pipeline in Alaska, 
there \vill be some resrional re-distribution of effects \·d thin Alask<i 
during construction, but the long-term stateHide and regional impacts 
ought to be about the same as shoNn in the ~!AP model simulations. 
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3.1. 3. 3 1I~lp<1Ct on t:he Human Environmunt (Social Eff(~cts) * 

'l'he social effects of tl1e l\.lo.sktt Highway gas pipeline \·lould 
inclt!cle chi).rt9es a.-t the individual, family, and community levels~ 
Our discussion of these effects is ba3ed on a bre.akdotvn of communities 
into five categories: 

P •• ·l·lajor support centers (Anchorage, Fairbanks) 

B. Hajor staging areas (Fairban!<s, v1hitehorse) 

C. Construction carn_;o locations (Tok, No;:-th,...ray, Delta, 
and camps located north of Fairbanks) 

D. Communities along the pipeline corridor and major 
supply corridors (approximately 11 small Native 
communities~ 5 small non-Native communities) 

E. Communities exporting labor (throughout Alaska) 

l•lithin each of the above categories the projected social effects \<auld 
differ by coa~unity according to at least the following factors: 

1 .. Extent of experience \Vi th the co!!s·truction phase 
of the trans-Alaska oil pipeline and other major 
projects (e.g., OCS exploration, high\Hys, de­
fense). 

2. Degree and success of cornmunity integration \·:i th 
a regional cash economy. 

3. Presence of cri tica1 limitations to co!>trnm:.ity 
grO\'lth, such as a lack of private land, potable 
\'later, employable local manpo·Ner,. or highr.vay 
links \•li th the rest of the sta·tc. 

4. Conflicts Hith other sectors at the cof!'l.munity 
resource base, such as the tourist industry and 
subsistence a.cti vi ties. 

*j.'"'his section \'letS o:r-iginally prepared under the title 11 1\n Ove.r.v.iew · 
of the Soc;ial Ef fee ts Possible Under ·the North~·les·t Gas Pipeline Proposal 11

, 

by John l\.. Kruse, :CSEGR, for Gulf Interstate Corpor<ltion 1 June 10 1 

1976. 
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5. The tir:1in9 and ocCUjX.ltional ch.:tractcri!';tic:.-; of: 
the ra0.n?O'.ver rt~qu:L:rcd for thG ~;cc l.:or o£ th!:! gas 
p.ipf~line in \Vhich a ~iven corm~tunity is located. 

6. The extent to which construction activities are 
based t'li thin caTI'.ps a~; opposed to. nearby towns .. 

7. Comr~unity attitudes to•,.;rard social chansre, in­
cluding alterations in community size, the social 
characteristics of its resident population, and 
alteration in the social characteristics of a 
cornrnuni t.y 1 s transient popula:tion. 

8. Community attitudes to,;ards planning. 

He in·tend to discuss the social effeCts of the Northwest gas 
pipeline proposal in the conte:<t of th2 five cor.munity cate9ories 
and eigh:t key factors n\entior..ed above. For a discussion of the alternative 
routes, Yle refer the reader to the report su~mitted to the Bureau 
of Land Nanageonent.1 All qualifications contained in that report 
apply here as ... ,ell. 

Impacts on Hajor Sup?ort Centers 

The Anchorage region clearly would provide the bulk of the required 
support services in Alaska. l-1..!\P projections inclica·te a continued 
high gro,...;rth rate for the urea_, and one can expect continued bottlenecks 
.i.n the expansion of corrmunity services. In addJ:tion, the sc0.rcity 
of large lot., single family housin~J sites y;ould continue to ·result 
in an cscu.lu.t.ion of land prices 1 an expansion into the o.gr icul-tural 
and rur.:ll recreational areas in the Hatanuska. c1nd Susi·tr!.a VallE:!YS 1 

as \•Jell as a further shift to higher density housinsr. 

rrhe incidence of social impacts on the Anch.orage population is 
d~fficnlt to pr-oject in vie\v of its high turno~'er ra·te. J~.-vailable 
data for l?airbanks, discussed below, suqgest .. c.hat long-term Ancho:c2.ge 
residen·ts arc :r.:ore likely to bear the brunt of social costs, not receive 
as many of the social and econoraic benefits) t•.nd to prefer the city 
as it Has at an earlier time. 

The relatively smooth gro·.vt:h pattern projected for r~nchorage 
is not likely to be observed in Fairbanks due to its 1H..~avy dcpenc.l2nc·::! 
on con:.;t:r:uction employ~-2nt~ J\lthonqh J-:-:uch of th~.:~ er:~ployment gene.r.:ttDd 
by the oil pipeline construction ~lctivit::ies is isolated \·J.i.t-.hin th8 
construction cu.mps, a substun·tial po:cti.on of the Fa.irbZJ.nks populat:iorl 
(22 percent of the hou~·;eholds) is currcr!tly eraployed by 1\lyE.~ska o):-

a. St'!bcont.ractor (s9e r.rablc 3.1.3.22) . 2 'J.'he high proportion of construction 
m~_mpm·;er amonq Fairbdnks households can be s0en in 'rablo 3 .1. 3. 23. 
Nost: of t.hos~~ ,~-orJ~ing on th<-! pipeline hc:.ve bC!en rcsidin9 in the l·~aixb.~1nks 

a red three ye?lrS or les~:; U·.:ee Table 3 .1 .. 3. 24) tlot. su~:-prisingly, t:herefore, 
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Tv.blr~ 3.1.3.22 

FAIEBANIZS COHi'lU>:'JITY SURVEY 

PIPELINE CONPANY ENPLOYNEN1' 
(percentage distribution) 

Presently working for pipeline 
company 

Trying, interested, or possibly 
interested in becoming employed 
by pipeline company 

Not employed by pipeline company 
and not·interested 

TOTAL 

Numbe"r of respondents 

108 

Percent 

22 

24 

54 

100 

265 



·•ruble :;.1. 3. 23 

Fl<IRBANKS C0l·11-CUNITY SURVEY 

OCCUPATION OF Ei:~l>D OF HOUSEHOLD 
(percentage distribution) 

Percent 

Professional-Technical 24 

Nanagerial-Administr<ttive 15 

Sales 4 

Clerical 6 

Craf·tsman 23 

1 Operatives 11 

·Transport 8 

Laborers· 3 

I:' arm 0 

Service 6 

100 

Nurnber of responden-ts 257 
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Table ':?.1.3.2~ 

FAIR3ANKS COY.Uf:UNITY SURVEY 

L:SNGHT OF RESIDENCE BY PIPELINE CONPANY EMPLOYMENT 
(percentage distribution) 

I..e::.gth of ResicJ:2nce 

Th:rse yec.~s or less 

eve~ ttrce to ten years 

Ovc::- te:1 years 

r:'fl~ '\,. - v .!....l·.,j..J 

Nu~ber of respondents 

~·~orking for 
Pipeline Co. 

Percent 

69 

12 

19 

100 

59 

Trying, Interested 
or. 

Possibly Interested 
Percent 

45 

33 

22 

100 

64 

'-' 

Not Employed . 
or Interested 

Percent 

35 

16 

49 

100 

142 



it il:; the ne.vcomcrs that a:ce primarily dcrivjn9 t.he lxmefits of pipel:i.n(~ 
ir~pact and the long-term resiC.:Jrlts Hho arc. benrin0 the .costs (see 
"J.'ilble 3.1.3.25}. 

In p·art, t:ha negative impacts caust~U by rapid coaur.nnity gro'l..;th 
\•:ould not be repeated during the construction of a ga~.> p{pelinf:!. 
The construction boom recently expe:!::'ienced has resulted in significant 
capital investments in schools, telephone systems, utilities, and 
private housing stacks. Some support services, however, \>79re transferred 
from local to absentee O',Ynership, thus increasing the floH of money 
out of the corr~unity. 

A further rise in the cost of living acco~pnnied by shortages 
of manpo~,o1~r and supplies directed to pipeline const:ruction activities 
ca..,_ be expected during another construction boom .. \·fuile incomes of 
Fairban'%s households have risen over the period of pipeline construction 
(see Table 3 .. 1 .. 3.26), pipeline enployees ea~n considerably higher 
salaries (see rrable 3 .. 1.3 .. 27) >>lith a resul·tant drain on roanpo•der and 
loss in status of professional positions .. 

Since Fairbanks employment \Vill follow a boom-bust pattern \•lith 
regard to pipeline construction, post-construction social effects 
of the oil pipeline will, in large part, depend on the speed at \-.,·hich 
outr.tigration will qccur.. Ta!Jle 3.1 .. 3.28 indicates that a serious 
discrepancy may exist between occupational supply and deiT.and. \'ihile 
a sl.±lstantial 37 percent o:;:: those hBads of households who nre enga~reC. 
in a professi6P..al-technical occupation dis·tribution o:C Fairbanks residen·ts 
presently holding pipeline jobs suggests a surplu;,; cif blue collar 
\·Jorkers (see Table 3 .. 1. 3. 29) . FurtherRore, 40 pe.rcen·t of those residents 
hera three years or less have no plans to rc.ova frorit Fairbanks (see 
Table 3 .1. 3. 30) . l\ trans-Alaska gas pipelinr~ rente way mi tigat,e a 
manpower .surplus, at least temporarily, srr.oo·;:hing the changes in econorr:ic 
activity. A delay in gas pipeline construct.ion might, hor.vev2r, aggrava·te 
the negativ,~ social impacts by clelaying outmigra:tion. 

A gas line rou·tc passing near Fairban:~s is cl,lrrcn·tly favo:ced 
by 70 percent of t:he adult population surv8yed (see rrable 3.1.3 .. 31). 
•:ehis percen·t:age varies by m.;plo:;,rment status Hit:h respect to the pipeline 
(see Table 3 .1. 3. 32} . Hany locill resident.s explain theh· support 
by saying that t.he negat.ive ·impacts of co!lstruc·tion have alre.ndy occurred 
and it: is no~,, importu.nt to prevent a serious decline in econowic activity. 

The long-range social effects of the Nor·th~·Te3 t: ~jus pipeline 
co:1struction on the I·'airbanks :n.~gion aY."e· likely to include an c~conomic 
do\.;n·::urn durinq the pos.t.-co!1s·trnc:tion ph:J.se \•lhich \•lill range in de(;::.-o2e 
from ~;ome;vhat loss t:o much less than that projected for the p'3riod 
follo•.vin9 the oil pipeline, depcr~c1ing on oil and gas i"l.Ctivitios in 
the Ir~tcri.or, No.ct:h SJ.ope, and Outer Continental Shelf. 

H1 
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Leng·th of 

FAIRBANKS COHc1UNITY SURVEY 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE BY RECEIVING OF 
BENEFI'.rS OR BEARING COSTS 

(percen·tage of distribution) 

Receiving .Bearing 
Benefits Costs 

Residence Percent Percen·t 

Three years or less 61 32 

Over three to ·ten years 13 21 

Over ten years 26 47 

TOTAL 100 100 

Nurrtber of respondents 67 121 

112 

Neither 
or 

Both 
Percent 

49 

22 

29 

100 

77 

i 
t. 
' l ;,· 
; ,. 
r. 
~~ 

.... 



Income 
(thousands of $) 

Under 12,000 

12,000-24,999 

25,000-39,999 

Over 39,999 

TOTAL 

Number of 
RespondeDts 

'l'nble. :r.1. 3. 25 .. --- .. , ...... ~,-~ 

FAIRBANKS CO:.~MUNI'l'Y SURVEY 

INCO~l.ES OF HOUSHOLDS. 
(percentage distribution) 

Percen·t Percen·t Percent 
1973 1974 1975 

33 20 15 

43 40 23 

19 30 34 

5 10 28 

100 100 100 

246 253 260 

113 

~ .. 

Percent· 
1976 

10 

21 

29 

40 

100 

238 
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Table _3, 1.:3.~! 

Fairbanks Co~munity Survey 

HOUSEHOLD INCOV:E BY PIPELINE CONPANY ENPLOYNENT 
(percentage distribution) 

Income 
(thousands of $) 

Unckor 12, 000 

12,000-24,999 

25,000-39,999 

Ovez: 39,999 

TOTAL 

Nu:n.Dcr of respondents 

ltJorking for 
Pipeline Co. 

Percent 

3 

3 

35 

59 

100 

58 

Trying, Interested · 
or 

Possibly Interested 
Percent 

19 

22 

38 

21 

100 

63 . 

Not Employed 
or Interested 

Percent 

17 

31 

32 

20 

100 

136 

•j' 



•.rable _ 3 ~ l. 3. 28 

FAIRBA1'1'KS CON.NUNITY SURVEY 

OCCUPA'riO~l OF HEAD BY PLANS TO NOVE FROH FAIRBN·lKS 
(percentage distribution) 

Crafts-Operat-
Ngr-Sales- Trans-Laborers-

Plans to Nove Prof-Tech Cler-Serv Farl\\ 
~·Ti thin Percent Percent Percent 

Next 6 mos. 21. 9 12 

Next 2 yrs. 16 16 9 

In the future 21 19 22 

No plans to move 42 56 57 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

Number of 
respondents 62 78 117 

115 
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Table ~ :l .... :l..29 

FAIRBANJ<S COMMUNITY SURVEY 

OCCUPATION OF HEAD BY PIPELINE EHPLOYNENT 
(percentage distribution) 

Presently working for pipeline 
cc~p~ny 

Trying, interested, or possibly 
interested in becoming employed 
by pipeline company 

Not employed by pipeline company · 
and not interested · 

TOTAL 

Nu~ber of respondents 

Prof-Tech 
Percent 

13 

28 

59 

100 

Gl 

Hgr-Sales-
Cler-Serv 
Percent 

17 

24 

59 

100 

76 

;-< 

Crafts-Operat-
Trans-Laborers-

Farm 
Percent 

28 

24 

48 

100 

117 

... 
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'J'ill:>.Le .. 3 .. ~ .•. 3.. :Jo. 

F/\lH.Bl\NKS COl·il•'.lJNrl'Y SURVEY 

r ... Et.:C?l'H O'F RF:SID}~NCE BY PLl\NS r?O HOVE FR0(1l F..-"\IHDl\NI<S 
(parcsntage distribution} 

Length of Residence 

3 Years Over 3- Over 10 
or Less 10 Years Years 

Plans to Nove Percent Percen-t Percent 

N.ithin next 6 months 22 8 4 

lhthin next 2 years 20 8 5 

In the future 18 23 24 

No plans. to move 40 61 67 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

Number of respondents 120 52 96 

117 
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~·able :J.l.3.3J .. 
. ········~---·-. '..,... 

FAIRBANKS C0£.1."-\UNITY SURVEY 

ATTITUDE 'i'OHARD A GAS PIPELINE PASc;n;G ~i2AR FAIRBANKS 
(percentage distribution) 

Strongly favor 

Nildly favor 

No opinion 

Nildly oppose 

Strongly oppose 

TOTAL 

Number of responden-ts 

118 

Percent 

36 

34 

8 

12 

10 

100 

267 

·""\ 
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Table .3,._}. 3. ~2 

FAIRBANKS COMBUNITY SURVEY 

ATTITUDE OF A GAS PIPELINE Pl>.SSING NEAR FAIRBANKS 

Strongly favor 

l{ildly favor 

No opinion 

:<ildly oppose 

Strongly oppose 

TOTb.L 

Nurr~b9r of ~espondents 

BY PIPELINE CONPANY EHPLOYHENT 
(percentage distribution) 

Trying, Interested 
l'l'orking for or 
Pipeline Co. Possibly Interested 

Percent Percent 

52 33 

36 33 

7 11 

3 9 

2 14 

100 100 

59 64 

Not Employed 
or Interested 

Percent 

29 

35 

7 

18 

11 

100 

141. 
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1'-~o.jor SbJ.g.i..n9 Areas (Frd.:r:banks 1 Hhitohor£;e) 

It is Ueyond the scope of this report i.:o con~Jider- the .nociul 
offncts o£ t:he Alaska High•day gas routG on \{nitc;hor.se. The Canadian 
portion of th:!: proposed line \voulcl be handled as a separate operation. 
It ~;ould be difficult for job seakeo::s from the Lo•,1er 48 to obtain 
employment through a Canadian union hiring out of l•lhitehorse. For 
this reason 1 transients can be expected t:o continue on to Fairbanks, 
the most probable hiring center. 

l•ie have previously given a brief overview of the social effects 
of a gas pipeline on Fairbanks in its role as a support center. Fairbanks 
is also the major staging area as plans call for pipe -to be landed 
at Seward, transferred by rail to Fairbanks, double-jointed there 1 

and distributed by truck. The distinction between support and staging 
activities is somewhat arbitrary since the support activities will 
primarily involve the management of construction. Operations management 
is likely to primarily occur in Anchorage. 

The demands created by oil pipeline construction activities 
have resuJ.ted in heavy capital invest:P..ents in ltlctrehousing, equipment, 
and service facilities. The high local construction employme~t generated 
overlapped \·lith employment demands for the pipeline construction activities 
and may have resulted in an over-dependence on the construction sector. 
Since these facilities \ .. ~auld be used for the cons·truction phase of 
the gas p·ipeline, it is possible that construction employr;,ent t-~ill 
not peak (and later fall) to the degree observed for the oil pipeline. 
Alternatively, a shift in cons·truction may occu~ Hhereby the rnana9emen·t 
and service potential of the Fairbanks area may be realized. 'l'he 
latter would be risky not only because it Hould involve another local 
construction boom but also because it is less certain that a large 
manager:-:ent operation can continue to be supported in Fairbanks. 

The employment picture is critical to an evalua·tion of the sociu.l 
effects of the proposed gas line on the E'airbanks area. Drarr.atic shifts 
in employrnen·t opportunities have set in mot.ion a chain of effects 
ranging from the arrival of neH far:tilies possessing no money, few 
skills, and little chance of obtaining housing on the one hand to 
the departure of long-term residents in the face of rising costs and 
a changing to1Nn Hhere a strang·~r is more frequently seen than a friend. 
Other residents appear t9 have personally experienced few of these 
social effects. Research is no~·' unden-vay to assess the scope and distribu­
tion of social effects on the Fairbanks population. 3 

J.lajor Camp Locations (Tok, Delta, North~;ay) 

Construction carnps north of Fairbanks are relo.tively isolated 
and 'vill no·t directly effec·t existing conununi ties. For this reason, 

120 



our. discussion i~> di:coctec1 to t.ho exist..i.nrJ camp a·t D:.::lta nnd i:he proposed 
car.<ps at 'i'ok and North>11ay.. 'l'wo J\lyeska con~.:;t.ruction carr,ps from GOuth 
of Delta are to be moved to location!:> v:t '.i.'ok a.nd North\-Ja.y. Peak e~ploy­
rnent at each canp might reach 1,000-1,500 in the sumrner. rl'he planned 
construct;. ion season \vould occur beb.;een !·larch o.nd late November. Civil 
work is planr!ed to commence in Barch, 1978. 

The· communities of 'fok., Delta, and Northway possess \•lidely divergent 
social characteristics. 4 Tok is a small, primarily non-Native high',;ay 
corr~unity service as a tourist stop and subregional co~~e~clal and 
service center. The Tok co~munity has already experienced the effects 
of pipeline construction in the forn of increased truck traffic, increased 
volu.--::a of transient job seekers, a lack ·of available local manpoWer, 
decreased tourist activity, housing shortc..ges, as \Yell as rising farnily 
incomes. The population of Tok has increased from 214 in 1970 to an 
estimated 450 in 1975.5 In part, this population increase is due 
to construction and transportation \·lorkers v;ho have decided to use 
Tok as a home base. 

A construction ca~p located near ·Tok is likely to draw on the 
skills of residents in the blue-collar t~ades~ Continued growth in 
perma:1ent and transient populations may fu:r-ther erode the community 
potential for tourist trade and strain local services. 

The cofiUll.unity of Glennallen provides a useful comparative case 
in vie-:..; of the oil pipeline construction camp located there and its 
similar size and highway orientation. Glennallen has experienced 
significant personal income gains, in:prover.1ent of housing stock, and 
a grm;th in cor:ununity infrastruct.ure. 6 'l'he ability of Glennallen to 
respond to growth pressures has been limited by a severe lack of p::..-ivat.e 
land and high construction consts ~ \·;thile private land holding3 are 
plentiful in the 'l'ok area (although much is onwed by non-residents) 1 

high constJ:.~uction costs may con·tinue to result in a deficit in low 
to rr,oderate cost housing~ 

Both Tok and Glennallen residents share a strong a.ntipathy to 
goverrunent interference M Tok residents, ho;vever 1 appear r..o:::::-e \•Jilling 
to provide co!C'rnunity services for themselves and may be able to respond 
to growth pressures in that sector. Non-residen·t control of the local 
por.ve!"' util:i.ty, a scarcity of good \·.1ater supplies, and a lack of solid 
Haste disposal sites may become problems in the 'rok area .. 

A recent opinion poll of 'l'ok residents indicates a level of 
support among adult residents for a gas line corridor nearby that is 
simila!"' to the support found in r'airbanks (70 p3rcent) ~ 7 '!'here is 
some evidence, ho~.;e,.ler, that there is less support arr.ong hiqrh school 
n9e youth in the To}c area~ Both aqe groups rar..k 2. pipeline construction 
canter as the least preferable alternative on \'lhich to establish a 
co:-.·.raunity economic base (the other al·ternati~v·es being: tourism, federal 
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anU. ~=;tate progr:o.rn::.:;, rc~sourcc. do::!VC-!lop:r~~:~nt, reyion,:.ll !,;upply r.1.nd t::ervico 
center 1 transportt..~tion). rrhe const:rc.ction camp tlt: Dc!lta \\'auld continue 
to be used undor the North\-;est g~s pipeline proposal~ bel ta ha.s oxperi~~ncc:d 
sit:~.iL:u: effects ·to those outliP.ed for 'rok {truck tr..:tffic, tra:-tsients, 
local rr.anpower d~ficit, drop in tourist activity, housing sho:r'tages) 
due to its highway orientation. The effect of the construction ca~p 
itself has been not only to magnify the o.ctual extent of change but 
also to genera·te local fears concerning the occurrence of problems. 
Such expectations have led to decreased use of local corr.rnercial facilities 
and an increase in confrontations betv;een pipeline \·7orkers and local 
residents. The location of the camp at Delta has also led to an influx 
of far.tilies of pipeline \'lorkers. ~ 

In contrast to Tok, \Yhere many residents are engaged in construction 
trades, Delta residents are primarily oriented tm<ard nearby Fort 
Greely. A large contingenty of retired military live in Delta and 
the co~munity's economy has traditionally been dependent on the military 
base. Delta also has a corr~aratively successful farming co~~unity 
by Alaska standards and caters to the sWNner tourist trade. The farming 
cor.ununity has benefit·ted from a demand for hay in connection ,.,ith 
oil spills but has been hurt, as well, by an escalai:ion of land prices 
and resultant subdivision of agricultural land. Land speculation, 
in general, is more salient in Delta than in Tok. 

Th~ community of Delta has not been able to successfully respond 
to a need to expand community services. An unstable political situation 
has resulted in de·terioration of cornrnunity services ,,~hich Hould be 
intensified by continued use of the Delta construction camp. 

The cornrnunity of Northway, located en a side road about seven 
miles off the Alaska Highway, is populated by both Natives and non­
Natives, the lat.ter being primarily employed by the FAA and ·the local 
lodge and gas facilities. 

The Native co~munity suffers from a poor adjustment to high levels 
of \·lestern con·tact and is reported to have relatively high rates of 
alcoholislil, broken homes, and \Velf:are cases-. •rhe ioca:tion of a lv.rge 
construction camp nearby is not likely to result in the relatively 
successful communi·ty response projected for Tok.. Labo:r- participa:tion 
rates would be low and con·tacts bet•.veen constructio:1 v,rorkers and village 
residents \·Jould probably· a.ggravate existing Social problems. Physical 
disruption and contact T.'li·th ·transients in the village itSE!lf should 
be less t:han for those cowmu.'1ities located on the I1laska High;vay itself. 
The residents of Northway engag\~. in subsister:ce activities but it 
is not kno•.vn to tvhat ex·tent these activities Hould be di~;rupted by 
the construction of a 9-as line. 

Conununitics Along the Proposed Pipeline Corridor 

. ··. 

The communities along t:he pipeline corridor north of Fairban}(S 
already experienced some of the social effects of tJ1e oil pipeline . 
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Only \·7iseman and Livengood are located near t.he pipeline and those 
comrnuni ties \VOulc.l probably not be add.i tionally changed lJy a gus pipeline. 
'l'he major social effects for the·~ remainder of the cornrrtunities north 
of Fairbanks have been related to changes in employment opportunities 
for persons willing to leave their community. 'I'hese coramunitics can 
be thus more appropriately discussed under· the heading.of communities 
which export labor. 

Present plans call for the pipeline to closely follow the highway 
between Delta and. the border. Comm~>ities located close to the road 
(including Dot Lake and, to a lesser extent, Tanacross) are vulnerable 
to s.evere physical disruption. 'fhe extent of the social impacts range 
from the need to physically remove existing structures to the tempor:ary 
incon.veniences incurred by the movement of materials and equipmen·t .. 
A more precise estimate can only be made \'lhen the engineering for 
the route has been completed. 

The communities of May Creek, Dot Lake, Tanacross, and Tetlin 
are located along the proposed corridor and have not been previously 
discussed. Proceeding southeast from Delta along the Alaska Highway, 
the first community is 11ay Creek, a religious settlement of about 
200 located somewhat off the main high;;ay; Cormnunity residents ><ish 
to re~ain isolated and as self-sufficient as possible, growing their 
own food and fiber. The youth of, the settlement have at times obtained 
employment outside the community and may take advantage of local err.ploy-

.ment opportunities provided by pipeline construction or fill jobs 
vacated by others. In view of the purpose for >·Jhich Hay Creek \•las 
established, a major construction effort >wuld require careful planning 
to avoid a serious disruption of the co~~unity. 

Dot Lake is the next community to the southeast. I·t is reported 
to have a current population of 24 non-t-latives, an increase of 60 
p9rcent over the 1970 population~8 The Do·t Lclke Native cormnunity 
is active iil the regional Native corporation, Doyon, and its non-profit 
counterpart, the Tanana Chiefs Conference. 'l'he community has been 
relatively successful in adapting to uestern cultural influences. 
Residents of Dot Lake \·Jork for the government, on road or other construction, 
and recently have been employed on the pipeline. Huntinq and trapping 
activities occur in winter. Residents are likely to participate in 
employment opportunities provided by the gas pipeline. 

The community of Tanacross is primarily Native, has shared in 
the exposure to \Vestern cul turc experienced by other high\·lay corr.r:mni tics, 
and has adjust:ed to such influences \Vith a level of succGss interrr.E:!diatc 
to Dot Lake and Northway. rranacross, as Hi th other Native commu:.1i ties 
in the area, faces the challenge of mixing subsi.st·~nce pursuits \Vith 
rising material expectations. Seasonal trapping and ·carpentry, hi~~h-.>~ay 
construction, and fire fighting \York have, in part, met the increa.:.;.i..ng 
need and/or desire for a cash income.. 'J'he construction of a gas pipeliae 
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net:Lc the comrr.unit.y \Vould be liY..ely to c:r:eatc~ u. salicn·t. nl·tc-~rnat:i.ve 

source of ::.>easonal employment. l\c-ting against thi~:; incentive i:-J the 
possible necessity of having to travel to Fairban1:s to participate 
in the unio::-t call, or worse, being transferred to a construction camp 
awEty from home. In any case 1 Native participation in pipeline employ­
ment opportunities "ill largely depend on the existence of a policy 
to hire Natives coupled with a means to disseminate employrr.cnt information 
and actively recruit Native manpower. ~·he long-range effects of the 
pipeline should not be expected to include a stable economic base 
and, in most cases, it appears that job opportunities are correctly 
perceived as a temporary source of seasonal employment. 

The final community to be discussed under the category of communities 
located along the proposed pipeline corridor is Tetlin. Presen·tly 
unconnected by road to the state highway system, the residents of 
Tetlin have enjoyed the ability to better control the degree of con·tact 
with other cultures. This is not to say Tetlin residen·ts have not 
sought employrr.ent outside the coro.munity.. The lack of easy access 
not only limits unsolicited outside contact it also makes it expensive 
to leave the com;nunity to seek employment or to obtain food and fuel.9 

Under optimum circumstances, a gas pipeline constructed along 
the Alaska Highway will provide employment opportunities for Tet:lin 
residents without imposing un\'-lelcome outside pressures on the community. 
Even under these conditions, the dependence on locally available· subsistence 
resources·may be jeopardized by construction activities, or more likely, 
increased use of the area by non-resident hunters.. The latter pressure 
has already been reported. 10 

Communities Exporting Labor 

The pattern of village participation in pipeline employment 
opportunities is at this point unclear.. I-!esidents of villages throughout 
Alaska have been employed on t.he pipeline but some villages hava exported 
a substantially higher percentage of their manpmver than others. 
Some of the factors \'lhich probably influenc·e villag-~ pa::::-ticipation 
are: 

1. A village orientation toward seasonal jobs, 
particularly in construction. 

2. Inexpensive, convenient t.ransportation connec­
tions to hiring centers. 

3. A village age/sex distribution weighted toward 
young males. , 

4. Saliency of the employment opportunities 
either by proximit.y t.o construction sites 
and/or an active dissemination of employment 
information. 
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:>. lm effective recruitment proqrwm by <JOVc:rnn:e:nt 

aqE!nc.ie.s and Native organi?.ations ~ 

6. A lack of t.ime conflicts bct,Je<!n traditional local 
job and subsistence activities .. 

One prevalent hypothesis is that villages \vhich have successfully 
adapted to non-Native contacts in the past are more likely to contribute 
reanpower •. This statement is, of course, nearly a tautology in the 
absence of a detailed discussion of the factors related to successful 
adaptation. Such an integrated perspective has yet to be prepared. 

·It is significant to note, however, that villages currently suffering 
from a deterioration of traditional lifestyles and an inability to 
incorporate successful new lifestyles may not be helped by pipeline· 
employment opporturlities. These co!%\unities may continue to have high 
rates of alcoholism and accidental death and a heavy dependence on 
welfare while more successful communities take advantage of the additional 
employment opportunities. 

Village Natives who do take pipeline jobs do not necessarily 
achieve a net gain in total well-being,_ either for themselves or for 
their village. The necessity of coning through Fairba~ks or Anchorage 
on their way to and from a pipeline job poses a problem for those 
not acquainted with city life. If temporary housing cannot be found, 
the streets must be used and some spend their earnings before they 
ever reach home.. Meanwhile, the village may experience a scarci·ty 
of local manpot,ver and leadership, forcing \Vomen to take on heavy- \'lark 
and conununity projects to be postponed. There have been some reports 
that the discrepancy bet\veen pipeline and local .... ~age rates has deterred 
village youth from \•7orking at all. 

Since distance to the construction site is only ·one fac·tor influencing 
village manpoHer participation, the projected social impacts for this 
category of communities should be proportional to the projected manpo·.·1er 
demand and Native hire policies of each of the proposed routes. 

Surr~ary of Social Impacts 

The discussion of social impacts presented in the previous section 
has focused on the conu11unity level. Such a perspective is necessary, 
given variations in community functions and characteriStics. \11hich 
ever gas route becomes a reality, ~;ocial impac·ts Hill be fel-t in a 
wide range of Alaskan cormnuni ties~ Employraen ·t opportunities and the 
redistribution o:f state revenues from 9as production arid transportation 
are t\-10 forces operating to diffuse impacts. 

He have not dealt extensively \Vith the social impact of changes 
in subsist.ence resource availability. \·Jhile ~~1any COR..'\\uni t:ie.s have 
noted decreases in the availability of game, it is not clear \•7hether 
natural migration changes, over_-hunting, mismana~J(~m.ent, lack o.E tin~e 

spent hunting, or actuo.l effects of the pipelinE~ arc primary lind tin9 
factors~ It is possible, hoHever, that the dovelopmen""'..:. inccn·ti ves 
provided by the pipeline \vould cause major disrup·tions to sub~.;istencc 
over the long term. Recreation hunting accessJ for oxa.Pple, has r·csult:ed 
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in competition for subsistence resourcer.; in the Copper Hiver region .. 

r~l.so o.f Ptajor concern ure chu.ngr:~s in the social dBsirabili ty 
of subsistence activities 1 particularly ar.tong young people. !::vidence 
of nur:1erous changing attitudes are present in the rm:1arks of many 
village elders~ Village activities Hhich depend on vol.untGf:.!r or lo~..., 

salary labor are rejected by teenagers 1-1ho are well aware of the high 
paying jobs available. The construction of a gas line will aggravate 
the co!lflict bet1;een self-interest and village l•relfare. 

The proposed pipeline route 1'lill become a salient force against 
traditional lifestyles in an expanded number of communities. lfuile 
some.communities may currently desire wage incomes, it is our observation 
that such attitudes may shift back and forth over time. The process 
of cultural change cannot be docillnented by .an undinensional change 

-. 

in attitudes; rather, it is an interplay between adaptation and consolidation. 
The use of small villages as major supply depots 1;ould prevent the 
community from maintaining elements of its traditional lifestyle. 

The optimum employment opportunity for a village resident with 
strong family ties and who depends on subsistence opportLmities is 
one 'Hhich is near home and is temporary~ Adverse social impacts increase 
when er.1ployment is only available. far away from horce or is so near 
home that it is related to a decrease in subsistence opportunities 
and provides the only source of income. Obviously, no route can ta~<.e 

such an alignment with respect to every J,laskan village. 

Incoming population groups may not share the same cultural background 
of long-tem residents, v.Jhite or Native. Should the original villasre 
population become the minority 1 it is possible that new in·tcrc;!st anc1 
activities Hill supplant old ones. In some cases this process may 
threaten efforts to preserve Native cultures. rrhe unique lifestyles 
and perspectives held in small Alaskan co!nrrn.L.'1i ties represent a reservoir 
of diversity tha·t massive popula·tion increases could overwhelm~ 

The social impacts of a gas pipeline cannot be predicted in detail 
\'lithout a subs·tantial research effo.rt involving communities likely 
to be affected~ In addition 1 the presence or absence of a nu.rrber 
of mitigating measures is also a prerequisite for assessment: 

1. Hill the builder provide funds for 
short-t.erm dislocations tha·t result 
from direct and induced activities? 

2. Hill the builder be t·equired to consult 
,.,d th local communi ties Hi th reqard to 
local hire, the types or training that 
\vould become a long-term regional resource, 
and t:l1<.~ local time and space requirement£~ 
for all phases of living? 

3. Hill the community have continued access 
to tho builder in ordc"r that unanticipatced 
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impacts can be dealt Hith? 

4. l'lill the builder be liilbl8 for long-term 
changes of a drastic nature) such as the 
loss of subsistence resources? 

5. Hill the builder be held to previous 
impact projections, such as for population 
increases? 

These and oL~er issues should be forw.ally addressed in the environ­
mental impact statement .. 
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FOOTNOTES 

lKruse, john A. A Cursory Comparison of Social Impac·t.s 
ld.ternative Gas Pipeline Routes from Prudhoe Day, 1\lasl-::a, 
Institute of Social, Economic, and GoverP..ment Research, 
University of Alaska, December 23; 1975. 

2The tables in Section 3.1.3.3 are based on a preliminary 
analysis of 268 interviews presently completed in a prob­
ability sample of 500 Fairbapj:s households. The results 
are subject to modification as the study is not yet complete. 
Y.xuse, J. A., Institute of Social, Econor.tic, and Government 
Research, Spring, 1976. 

3Kruse, J. A. and Kleinfeld, J.K., Institute of Social, 
Economic, and Government Research. A household survey 
based on a probability sample of 500 Fairbanks households 
was 60% complete as of June 6, 1976. Results will be 
reported in the fall of 1976. 

4Alan Epps, University of Alaska Cooperative Extension 
~ervice provided much of the background info~ation on 
the comrnuni ties bet\·Jeen Fairbanks and the Canadian border~ 

5Fairbanks 'l'o\vn and Village Association for Develop~ent, Inc., 
cm:NOOli'I'Y FACILITIES SUH.'IARY, October, 1975. 

6rnstitute of Social, Economic and Governr:-:ent Research, 
COPPER RIVER-l·iRANGELL NOUNTAINS REGION SOCIO-ECO:.iO~-!IC 

Pi,O£'ILE (working draft), .~larch 30, 1976. 

7l.~organ, Ray and Epps, Alan, coop:2.rative Extension Service, 
University of Alaska, 'rOK, /\LASKA OPINION POLL, Hay, 1976, 
X:h1il questionnaire of 107 residents 

8Fairbanks T01m and Village Association, Op Cit. 

9rwirbanks •ro~m and Village Association for Developme;-tt, 
J r:::. 1 1\ural Pipeline Impact Information Program, P..EPOS.T 
O:l QUES'riONNAIRE SURVEYS, June, 1975. 
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