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BASE YEAR EMPLOYMENT
FOR SKAGIT REGIONAL TRAFFIC MODEL
D. Baltz
8-26-94

INTRODUCTION

Skagit County, Burlington, and Mount Vernon cach, around the same time, bepgan
to consider building a traffic model 1o support the transportation element work for
their local comprehensive plan. (Anacortes was already in the middle of such 2
project and Sedro-Woolley decided to pursue a traffic model sometime later.) Agthe
time it was suggested that some coordination among the models would be beneficial.
The coordination that was pursued focused on a coordinated effort to acquire
employment data. Other coordination took place on the establishment of (raffic
analysis zone boundaries and on the definition of SIC groupings. County staff pushed
hard on this coordination because it would have been extremely difficult 1o do a
County-wide model without some degree of coordination on these three topics.

PROCESS FOR ACQUIRING EMPLOYMENT DATA

It was agreed that the best available source for employment data was the State
Employment Security Department (E.S.). Since it is common for local jurisdictions
to request employment data for tralfic modeling purposes, E.S. staff had already
developed a process to accommodate such requests.  I'be general process is as
follows:

1. Request a listing of the address of all the employers in the Counly sorted by
City (zip code), by street, and by address.

& Have local staff code each address by traffic analysis zone (and possibly Block
Group and/or BNA).

3 Return the address list coded by traffic analysis zone to Employment Security
for processing.

4. Submit to Employment Security the employment breakdawn (SIC groupings)
requested.

5 Employment Security then produces cmployment totals by traffic analysis
zones, broken down by the SIC groupings. #

-

6. Employment Security sends the traffic analysis zone employment totals ta the
local agency.

Tn Skagit County, this process was handled through Skagit County Public Works
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Department. The digital file with the addresses was sent to Public Works which
divided it into five sub-files, one for the zip code area of cach of the four o
models, and the remainder of the County. Printouts of the files for Burlington,
Mount Vernon, and Anacortes were sent to local staff for address coding to TAZ,
The hand coded printouts were returned to Public works, which did quality control
checks and then transferred the data back into a digital form. Digital information
was then sent to Employment Security. Not all of this data processing took place at
the same time. (The data for Sedro-Woolley was sent to their staff in digital form,
and they worked directly with Employment Security.)

The reason for this cumbersome coding process is to ensure the confidentiality of the
data. In managing the confidentiality, data suppression rules come into play.
Because of the potential loss of data through suppression, it is critical in step 4. to
properly sequence data totals that are to be produced. This was one reason that the
County and most cities deflined TAZs to be subdivisions of BNAs, This allowed a
hierarchy of data to be requested.

REGIONAL MODEL EMPLOYMENT

In order to produce the base year employment data for the Skagit Regional Tralfic
Model, we originally assumed that we would be able to take the base year data from
each of the four city traffic models (Anacortes, Burlington, Mount Vernon, and
Sedro-Woolley) and add it to the employment data for the rural County to have
regional base year figures. "Ihis assumption was based on two facts: 1) that, with the
exception of Anacortes, all the models started with the same [irst quarter 1992
employment data from Employment Security Department; and 2) that we defined our
regional traffic analysis zones (TAZs) to be combinations of local TAZs. After
apgregating all the base year employment data into the regional TAZ format, we did
our first few calibration runs. Problems with calibration led us to look closely at the

employment data that we were using. Some problems with the data became
apparent.

We were aware of certain inconsistencies in the data bases from the start. For
instance, for the Regional Model, we used agricultural acreage rather than
agricultural employment to project agricultural trips. All the city models included
agricultural employment. Also, one of the city models used hotel/motel rooms
instead of Thotel/motel employment to project those trips. Both the use of
agricultural land, and the use of hotel/motel rooms added accuracy to these
individual models. But it also created an inconsistency in the Regional Model's base

year data. These discrepancies were taken into consideration in the first calibration
Tuns.

PROBLEMS

When we began to inspect the data much closer after the first calibration run, various



data problems surfaced. Most of these problems were created because of (he data
"suppression” in the information received from the Employment Security Department.

Employment Security works under data suppression rules that prohibit them tg give
out data totals which would allow data users to figure out employment totals for
individual employers. Thus, data is suppressed (no data is given) when the mimber
of employers in a geographic area or SIC group is small. A general rule is that as
the number of SIC categories increases and as the size of the geographic arens
decrease, the amount of suppression increases substantially.

The problem that arose with Burlington, Mount Vernon and Sedrm~Wﬂnlley was that
most of the TAZ level data received from E.S. was suppressed. Sedm—Wun!Icy and
Burlington ran into another problem. They did not ask for grand totals by SIC group
to be calculated first. Grand totals were calculated after suppression, leaving a larpe
"hidden” portion of the grand total which was not broken down by SIC group, Thus,
control totals were not available for SIC groups. A final problem associated with the
Mount Vernon and Sedro-Woolley employment work was that they did not appear
to use the all the available E.S. data (particularly control totals for SIC groups). In
the case of Sedro-Woolley, it appeared that little, if any, of the E.S. data was used.

CONTROL TOTALS

It was important for the regional work to have control totals broken down by SiC
groupings. Becanse of the "hidden" data caused by suppression, we could not get
accurate control totals from the employment security data that came from (he
address matching work. However, that same data (March of 1992) was available
through an E.S. publication. This would have been the logical one to use.

Concurrent to the work on the Regional Model, an employment forecasting effort
was laking place by E.D. Hovey, a consultant for SCOG working on the Overall
Economic Development plan (OEDPF) and the Economic Development Element of
the County's Comprehensive Plan. That work used a 1992 annual average as the
base data. Because the Hovey forecasts were 1o be used as the basis for future year
control totals for our employment forecasts, it made sense 1o consider this hase year

information as a possible control tatal. The Hovee data and the E.S. data were used
as coatrol totals in this work,

INDIVIDUAL JURISDICTIONS' EMPLOYMENT

1. Anacortes

The Anacortes area was a particular problem because the Anacortes Traffic
study began over a year prior to the other traffic studies. Employment
Security data was not used for the base year employment data in the study.
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Also, Anacortes used different employment categories than the other
jurisdictions. Thus, the Anacortes employment data was inconsistent with alj
the other data used from the start.

Fortunately, in conjunction with the rural address coding, Anacortes staff did
the address coding for the Employer addresses within the Anacortes zip code
area to see what the results might be. The 1992 employment figures that
came back from Employment Security totaled 4195 compared to the 1990
base year employment total od 3116 used in the Anacortes study. ‘Ihis was
a major discrepancy since only a small portion of this 1,000 + dilference could
be explained by the temporal difference.

Generally, the employment data that Employment Security provided for
Anacortes had SIC grouping breakdowns only for the city total. At the TAZ
level, only employment totals were available without suppression. Thus totals
for TAZ's needed 1o be desegregated to SIC groupings. Tan Munce, City of
Amnacortes staff, helped do this disaggregation. The results of the work with
lan were adjusted twice more; first to adjust government and health service
to reflect that all the employment at the local hospital appeared under
government in the Employment Security data; and second Lo make additional
adjustments to ensure that both sub-totals for the TAZ's and totals for the
SIC groupings added to the study area control totals.

A final adjustment was made to the data for March's Point. Originally, we
knew that the figures coming from E.S. were way low because we had
independent sources for employment at the refineries. Initially, we had added
(fudged) 737 employment to the two TAZs for that area Lo better represent
what we knew was out there. Later we found that there were in 9 firms
representing 772 employment in the Anacortes zip code area that were
"uncoded”. We figured that most of these 772 were the missing refinery
employment, and thus assigned all of this employment to the two March's
Point TAZs. This eliminated our need to "fudge”, and it enabled us to
reasonably allocate the "uncoded”. (If we had assumed that this "Uncoded”
was actually in Anacortes, the employment discrepancy between E.S. and the
Anacortes Model would have been closer to 1,804,

Burlington Employment Discussion - Base Year 1992

There was a large discrepancy between the data that came from the
Employment Security by TAZ and the data that was used in the Burlington
Transportation Study. E.S. data shows employment for Burlington in 1992 as
3,993 coded, 405 "hidden”, and 1,069 “uncoded”. Again, the "hidden”
represents employment in the Burlington Modeling area which is not allocated
to any SIC categories or to any geographic areas because of suppression, and
the "uncoded" represents addresses inside the Burlington zip code area, but



outside the Burlington Modeling area. Thus, the E.S. base year employment
total for Burlington’s Modeling Area is 3,993 + 405, or 4,398. The base year

cmployment is shown in the Burlington Transportation Element as 6,287,
This is a discrepancy of 1,889.

Part of this discrepancy was simply an error on the part Bill Popp &
Associates. They assumed that the 1,069 "uncoded” employment were located
inside the Modeling Area. Thus, they allocated the "uncoded” along with the
"hidden” to TAZ's, giving an interim total of 5,467, (Only the "hidden" should
have been allocated.) Then they added School employment of 172 that, they
felt, were not included in the ES. data, increasing the total to 5,639
(Typically school employment is included in government in E.S. data.)

The above explains 1,241 (1,069 + 172) of the discrepancy. ‘The remainder
of this discrepancy can be explained by an additional adjustment made (o
supplement the E.S. data. Ttis generally known that E.S. data does not cover
all workers. A sub-consultant on the project, Tim Waterson, used adjustment
factors he got from Scott Bailey of Employment Security to inflate the Wage
and Salary Employment data from Employment Security. Two Factors were
used: one to get those Wage & Salary employment not covered, and the other
1o get non-wage and salary employment (self employed, ctc.). Tim Waterson's
iinal adjustment put the final base year employment total for the Duarlington
Modeling area at 6,287,

In order 1o sort all this out, we discussed it in detail with Bill Popp Jr,
Fortunately he had the employment totals for Burlington by TAZ prior to
adding a distribution of the "uncoded". (Apparently, the "hidden" were
allocated prior to the "uncoded".) His sending this data to us allowed us to
make adjustments discussed below. It should be noted that later, when the
County did its own address coding, it was found that 385 of the 1,069
Burlington "uncoded” actually was located inside the Burlington Modeling
area. An appropriate final adjustment was made as shown below.

1o adjust backwards we did the following:

a. We created two matrices, one with the final Burlington employment
data and one with the data from Bill Popp Jr. prior to the allocation
of "uncoded”. The difference (our adjustment) was 1,043, (The actual
“uncoded” from E.S printouts was 1,069, so we were off by 23.)

b. Next we created tables with the Waterson adjustment factors.
C. We then created a third matrix that was a linear combination of the

first two and the adjustment factors. This made an additional
adjustment of 631. (The actual should have been 648, so we were off
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17.)

o Finally, 385 of the "uncoded” which was found to actually be in the
Burlington model area was added to the appropriate TAZs. Of this
385, 257 was allocated to Trade, 50 to Industrial, and 78 to service.

A remaining concern is the 172 school employment that Burlington added for
school employment. This is included in the E.S. government category.
However, all government employment was completely suppressed in the
Burlington run. Thus government was a part of the "hidden” category. An
initial adjustment probably should have been made 1o reduce the Burlington
employment total by 172. However, it was not made for the Regional Model.

(Possibly, we felt that we had already reduced the Burlington numbers
enough.)

Mount Vernon

Much of the work that went into the Mount Vernon employment was good.
The SIC grouping totals for the entire study area, after the considering the
adjustment to the data that Mount Vernon made, were exactly the same as
the Employment Security data totals. However, from the E.S. data there were
control totals by BNA for the SIC groupings, and toial employment totals
control totals by TAZ. The latter were not used since the TAZ, employment
totals from the Mount Vernon smdy tumed out different that those from
Employment Security. We feel that this was a slip up by the city's consultant,
not using the available TAZ totals as control totals. Since the discrepancies
balance across the Mount Vernon study area and the final TAZ totals were
estimated based on local knowledge and land use surveys, we did not consider
this a problem for the regional model.

The base year employment data analysis work by Mount Vernon made one
major adjustment. This was to reduce one TAZ by 700 because it was found
that the actual work location of these employees was outside of the Mount
Vernon area. (E.S. allocated them to Mount Vernon because of the location
of the administrative office.) The analysis needed to determine the
distribution of this employment of 700 was never done, and the 700 was never
allochted.

Mount Vernon's analysis did pick up the fact that the Hospital employees
showed up under government, and the appropriate adjustment was made.
What it did not pick up was the fact that all of the hospital employment from
the hospital in Sedro-Woolley showed up at the hospital in Mount Vernon.

Thus we moved 300 from medical services from Mount Vernon to Sedro-
Woolley.



In BNA 9522, there were 437 employment from the County (rural) listings
that were actually in the Mount Vernon study area. These were added along
with 94 in BNA 9526. Total adjustments here by SIC grouping was: 379
Trade, 6 Industrial, 52 T.C.U., and 94 Service.

Final adjustments were made for school employment. Generally, if the
specific 'TAZ had government employment in it, the added school
employment was subtracted from government. If not, then the school
employment was simply added. Of the 916 school employment added, 630

was sublracted from Government, giving a net increase in total employment
of 280. i

Sedro Woolley

There were major discrepancies in Sedro-Woolley between the Employment
sccurily employment figures and the ones that were used in the Sedro-
Woolley model. These discrepancies were in both the total employment and
in the distribution among the SIC groupings. Because there was such a large
diserepancy in trade and industrial /manufacturing, a negative adjustment was
made.  Also, the S-W model did not include any of the 393 school
cinployment, nor did it adjust for 300 hospital employment that showed up in
Mount Vernon. Positive adjustments were made for both. Essentially, it
appears that the Sedro-Woolley model did not use the employment
information that came from the Employment Security Department.

The following adjustments were made:

a. Add 393 for school employment.

b. Reduce both Trade and Industrial by 14% across the board, reducing
the total by 227,

c. Add 300 health employment to medical services.

d. Total: Net increase of 466 (from 2980 to 3446).



2014 EMPLOYMENT FORECASTS
FOR SKAGIT COUNTY REGIONAL TRAFFIC MODEL
' 8-23-94

INTRODUCTION

Employment forecasts are important in the development of the County's
Comprebensive Plan for several reasons. With respect to the County's transportation
element, the forecasting of future travel for the transportation clement réquires
future forecasts of employment be made for small geographic areas called Traffic
Analysis Zones (TAZs). These forecasts along with other information are used in
the traffic modeling process. The employment forecasts discussed here have been
developed specifically for the needs of the traffic model forecasts.

In base year employment data used in calibrating the traffic model (sce separate
discussion) every cffort was made to use the employment data that was used by the
Tour largest cities in the County that did their own GMA traffic studies, (A number
of adjustnents needed to be made in order to produce one consistent employment
database.) The city traffic studies also produced employment forecasts, [t was hoped
that the work done by the cities could be adjusted and incorporated into the county-
wide employment growth forecasts.

Concurrent with the work on the County's transportation element has been a
consultant effort to produce an Overall Economic Development Plan (QEDP) for
SCOG which will be the basis for the County's Economic Development Element for
the Comprehensive Plan. A part of this effort has been the development of County-
wide Employment forecasts by SIC groupings. With minor adjustments, the Hovee

forecasts were used as County-wide control totals for the Skagit Regional Traffic
Model.

ORIGINAL APPROACH

The general approach we were originally hoping to used was quite simple (and
naive). It was the following:

1, Use the city forecasts for the TAZs in the urban growth areas of the four
large cities.

2 Use the OEDP employment forecasts as control totals for the entire County.

3. Take the difference between the totals for the cities' forecasts and the OEDP
forecasts as the forecast total for the rural area and the small cities and towns.

a2 = Subtract the base year totals for the rural area and the small cities and towns
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from 3 above to give the future employment growth.

3. Work with the Planning Department to allocate the totals in 4 above down
to the TAZ level.

There are a number of problems with this approach. First, there were a number of
adjustments to the base year employment estimated for all the cities. Somehow we
need to adjust the future year forecasts to take into account these adjustments.
Second, the future year for the County-wide traffic model is 2004. The future year
for the city employment forecasts is 2012 for two of the cities and 2010 for two
others. Some temporal adjusunents are needed. Finally, we were extremely
optimistic to assume that the difference between the city totals and the County-wide
total from the OEDFP will give a reasonable figure for the rural and small town
forecast

With the above problems in mind, we developed a methodology that is shown in the
next section.

ACTUAL PROCESS
1. Process Needs

To summarize, the actual process had to deal with:

a. Base year adjustments.
b. Temporal differences in forecast year.
c. Possible problems with the rural residual.

To do this, a number of calculation steps were required prior to the
employment forecasts being finalized. The discussion below focuses on the
sleps to get to city area control totals. Some discussion is also made on how
the adjustments were applied down to the TAZ level.

2. SIC Group Totals by City Area

Mosf of the analysis which produced the 2014 employment forecasts took
place through the adjustment of city area or model area forecasts done for the
city traffic models. The primary adjustments are shown in Figure A. We will
go through the Sedro-Woolley adjustments as an example. The following
steps were uses to produce the 2014 forecasts:

a. List the original employment figures (from the city traffic model)
- broken down by SIC grouping for the 1992 base year and for the city
future year (2010 in this case). Determine the growth percentage (%
growth) projected for each SIC grouping. Then list the adjusted 1992
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base year employment figures (those used in the Regional Model) by
SIC groupings. (See separate write-up on Base Year Employment.)

b. Multiply the adjusted 1992 figures by the % growth. This gives an
adjusted forecast for a city [uture year (2010 in this case).

c. Determine a temporal adjustment (adjusting for the difference hetween
2010 and 2014) by figuring the yearly adjusted growth, and multiplying
that by the number of years (here it is 4).

d. The final 2014 adjusted forecast (by SIC group) is the addition of the
adjusted forecast (for 2010) and adding the temporal adjustment.

This process was straight-forward for Sedro-Woolley and for Burlington.

However, slight adjustments of this process were needed in Mount Vernon
and Anacortes.

In Mount Vernon, no schools showed up in the original figures. (They were
theoretically included in with government.) Assuch, we applied the % prowth
for government to the adjusted 1992 schools to produce the adjusted 2012
forecast for schools.

In Anacortes the original forecasts had only two SIC groupings rather than the
seven in the regional model. These two categories were "retail” and "non-
retail” employment. The retail "% growth” was used to produce the adjusted
2010 forecast for wholesale /retail only. The "non-retail” "% growth” was used
for all other SIC groupings. Again, all this is summarized in Figure A

Figure B is simply a restructured summary of data from Figure A. The
important collum is the "sum total” for 2014 which will be used in calculations
below.

Base Year Control Totals

Figure C is an analysis of the consistency among the Regional Model base
year .data, the Employment Security March 1992 data, and the 1992 Hovee
data (yearly average for 1992 from Employment Security). All three have the
same data source, Employment Security. In theory, the Regional Model data |
and the March 1992 data should be the same or very similar since they had
the same date, March, 1992. There are some differences in the SIC totals,
but the total difference is only 321 (about 1%).

You may notice that, for every SIC grouping except government/schools, the
Regional Model data fell between the totals for two other two. This is good,
since it shows that, after all the adjustments of the base year data from the
cities, the totals are in the right range. (It was lower than both on
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govermment /school.) Overall, the Regional Model data had 1,346 Jess
employment (4.05% less) than the Hovee OEDP base year data.

Determining Rural Employment Forecast

Figure D is a summary of the ED. Hovee forecasts developed for SCOG's
Overall Economic Development Plan (OEDP) and for the County's Economic
Development Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The "Irend Forward”
rather than the "Population Based" are the forecast used in this analysis,
(Both are very similar.)

The Skagit Regional Traffic Model is based on, among other things, March
1992 employment figures. The Hovee forecasts are based on a 1992 yearly
average for employment. In order to have one consistent set of employment
figures for the model forecasts, we decided to adjust the Hovee forecasts.
Adjusting in the other direction (adjusting the base year employment to match
the Hovee figures) would have been an enormous amount of work.

Figure E starts with the Hovee projected growth from 1992-2014 (from Figurc
D), and adjusts it down by 4.05 % in order for it 10 be consistent with the
Repional Maodel base year data. The logic here is that if the base year
employment for the model is 4% lower than that vsed by Hovee, then the
projected growth should be adjusted by the same amount.  Adding this
adjusted growth to the adjusted base year totals for the Regional Model
produce the interim forecasts. The "Missing & Adjusted” collum takes into
account such things as the portion of the County outside of the modeling area,
the rural agricultural employment not used in the Regional Model, and the
hotel fmotel discrepancy. These were pul back in to give numbers comparable
with the Hovee numbers. The "Adjusted Forecast” is the actual model
forecast, after taking back out the "Missing & Adjusted". Subtracting the City
forecast totals gives the rural residual labeled "Remainder Rural”. These are
the figures we hoped would be reasonable. Subtracting the 1992 rural totals
gives the "Rural 1992-2014" growth.

This rural residual approach did not turn out too bad. The total growth, 6690,
represents about 25% of the forecast employment growth for the County as
awhole. Compared to the 91% CEUJH)’-WiijC- employment growth forecast, this
6,690 represents a 156% growth in the rural areas and small towns. This

methodology produced figures that were somewhat higher than would have
been optimal.



FIGURE A

SEAGIT COUNTY EHPLOYMENT - 5/16/94

Oripinal Sedro-koclley Adjusted Final Adjuar
1997 2018 T Growth 1992 2018 2016-14 - geny
Wholesale/Retail 638 965 51.25 549 #3g 63 893
Man/Tnd/Const 288 1279 28.54 B850 1993 54 1147
Tran/Com/Util 35 43 22.86 35 43 2 i
Office/Service 764 1825 34.16 764 1925 58 1083
Government 2p@ 378 35.28 289 37 29 LPD
Schools 4] %] -3 393 531 29 560
Health Services 275 2949 8,73 575 625 11 636
TOTALS 2980 1988 33.56 W46 4525 278 4763
Hount Vernon Adjusted Final Adjusted
1992 28012 % Growth 1992 2812 2012-14 2014
Wholesale/Retail 3269 6825 B3.19 3668 6719 339 7058
Han/Ind/Const 2188 3862 83.21 2114 aB73 195 LAGN
Tran/Com/Util 657 1284 83,26 789 1299 66 1365
Oifice/Service 1889 3468 83.17 1983 3632 183 3815
Covernment 2395 3641 52.83 1765 26073 182 27485
Schools %) %] . 916 1393 a5 1477
Health Services 2054 3763 83.20 1754 3213 162 3376
TOTALS 12392 21955 77.17 12999 22813 1132 23945
EurIin?tan Arljusced Final Adjusted
1992 2812 L Growth 1992 2812 2012-14 2014
Wholesale/Retail 2339 49135 111.82 2253 4755 278 5032
Man/TInd/Const 1826 3375 B4.83 13488 2477 126 2603
Tran/Com/Dril 268 645 141 .84 131 316 21 336
Office/Service 1395 2320 66.31 B43 1Az 62 1464
Government 146 378 158.98 131 339 23 362
Schools 172 261 51.74 172 261 14 271
Healch Services 141 278 91.49 128 245 13 258
TOTALS 6287 12186 93.83 LOOH G794 533 18327
Anacortes ) Final Adjusted
1952 28180 =% Growth 1992 2819 2019-14 2014
Hholesale/Retail 1283 1836 43.18 1839 1444 97 1541
Man/Ind/Const 1833 2007 58.59 1383 2066 178 2236
Tran/Com/Uril 141 224 18 252
Office/Service 546 866 71 937
Government 368 571 57 618
Schools 267 423 35 458
Health Services 569 9@ 74 o976

TOTALS 3116 4743 52.21 4195 6497 511 7048



FIGURE D

Auediwo)) 79 33ACH "' PUB JUSWISSEURIA [RIOUBM
30 5010 “Aimoas Jusméordary ‘neamg snsusy) 'S} 1204105

199°LT 11609 TEE'8T 78619 0ST'EE LT6°1C eL
8T LIT’E 79 IST'E 680°c 6¥1°C e BPO
#09°6 $99'61 1786 788'61 1900l €ST°9  (dNgngd) reuopmpsu)
7866 EODTT SIZ°01 YET'IZ 61011 6989 [elyauuIo))
LO9'E T6T'L L8Y'E TLE'L $89°C S10'C Ansnpuy 1q3ry
€Y'y ¥E8'6 LIS €v6'6 96E'C T¥9'%y  Ansmpuj faeay
981 EFL0T $OE'Y 198°01 LSS9 9€S‘H JISUIUIAOD)
6£7°8 910°v1 £6£°S OLI'P1 LLL's 8IZ'c SIIATG
v6b TEYT  60S LYP'T 886 659 CRINE!
9¢T‘L 1Z6°¢1 0Th'L S80°CT 699°L <€Z¥'¥ Ipel], jreryy
Z19 €9L'T 1£9 Z8L'T ISIT 8¥L JpeL], F[eSIOUM
6CS 8067 0SS 6T6'T 6LET +HO°T Ndo'L
9187 660°L +68°C LLT'L €8T'v  LLL'E SunmioeInuEy
£0S°€ PI6'S 895t 6L6°S 1TH'T €LE'l uonoNnsuo))
8¢ LITE ©0  IST°t 680°t 6vI'c  Summwemymopsy
PI0Z-T66T [PI0T |PT0Z-Z66L |PL0T |2661 |086T | .

poseq uonejndoy PIBAIO] pUaI] [Enpy

= N

E.E:uunm hmu:mﬁmwuw..a.mhm_uEME wy Auno)) N3eyg:




ADJUSTRENTS OF NOVET PORECASTS - S/18/94
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FIGURE F

ADJUSTHENTS TO CITY & E.S. BASE YEAR EMPLOYMENT - 5/13/94
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PURFPOSE OF ADJUSTMENT

Original adjustment was 737 based on EDASC data.
Allocation of 772 "mnooded” in Anacortes area.
School data sdjustment: +85 Schools +35 Government

Adjust to Employment Security Totals.

Adding Schools.
Factoring dowm Trade and Industrial.
Inclwling 388 Hogpital Faployment showing op in H,

M_V. removed 780 because workers are outside UGA.
Remove 388 Hospital Eaployment bal%ﬁing to S-H.
County employment located in M.V. i

ﬁcjmg{ data adjustment: +916 Schools —638 Governs

Adjustment from Bill Popp Jr. to back out "uncode
Adjustment from Haterson to back out factors.
County employment located in Bur. UGA (9518).



