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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 

Senator Bert Stedman, Co-Chair 
State CapitoL Room 516 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
(907) 465- 3873 - Phone 
(907) 465-3922 - Fax 
Senator_BerLStedman@legis.state.ak.us 

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 

Official Business 

Senator Lyman Hoffman, Co-Chair 
State Capitol, Room 518 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone - (907) 465- 4453 

Fax - (907) 465- 4523 
SenatocLyman_Hoffman@legis.s~te.ak.us 

SPONSOR STATEMENT 
SB 312 - Vessel Passenger Tax 

SB 312 proposes to reduce the commercial passenger vessel (CPV) excise 
tax from $46 per passenger to $34.50 per passenger traveling on a 
commercial passenger vessel in state marine waters. The bill will also 
allow a reduction in the amount of the tax for taxes paid to a municipality 
that levies its own passenger fee. The reduction could not exceed 50% of 
$34.50 regardless of the amount of passenger fees charged by other 
communities. 

In addition, SB 312 repeals the regional cruise ship impact fund. As a 
result, all revenues collected from the CPV tax would be deposited in the 
CPV tax account in the general fund. SB 312 will not affect community 
revenue sharing. 

Finally, SB 312 will require the Department of Commerce, Community and 
Economic Development to create a report every three years that addresses 
the projected needs of the communities that host cruise ship passengers 
and the extent to which the tax proceeds have been utilized for projects in 
areas that are directly impacted by cruise passengers. 
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(907) 465-3922 - Fax 
Senator_Bert_Stedman@legis.state.ak.us 

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 

Official Business 

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
SB 312 - Vessel Passenger Tax 

Senator Lyman Hoffman, Co-Chair 
State Capitol, Room 518 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone - (907) 465- 4453 

Fax - (907) 465- 4523 
Senator_Lyman_Hoffman@legis.state.ak.us 

Section 1 amends AS 43.52.200 to codifY a regulation and clarify that the commercial passenger vessel excise 
tax is imposed upon passengers traveling on a vessel that hosts them overnight in Alaska and stops in porte s) 
in Alaska where they are allowed to embark or disembark. In other words, this tax does not apply to 
passengers on vessels merely transiting the state's marine waters. 

Section 2 amends AS 43.52.210 to reduce the tax rate from $46 a passenger per voyage to $34.50 a passenger 
per voyage. 

Section 3 amends AS 43.52.230(a) to clarifY the guidelines on how commercial passenger vessel excise tax 
proceeds should be appropriated to comply with federal law. 

Section 4 amends AS 43.52.230(b) to clarify the guidelines on how commercial passenger vessel excise tax 
proceeds should be spent by municipalities to comply with federal law. 

Section 5 amends AS 43.52.250 to reduce the commercial passenger vessel excise tax by the total amount of 
municipally-imposed passenger taxes a passenger pays when purchasing a voyage that includes a stop in 
municipalities imposing such taxes. This reduction, however, is limited to municipally imposed taxes that 
were in effect on December 17, 2007 and such municipality did not elect to receive revenue sharing of$5 per 
passenger under AS 43.52.230(b). 

Section 6 ofthe bill provides for a report to the Legislature, the Governor, and the public every three years by 
the Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development that addresses the projected needs of 
the communities that host passengers and the extent to which, during the preceding three years, commercial 
vessel passenger excise tax proceeds have been utilized to defray the cost of hosting passengers in Alaska. 
This report may be used by the Legislature to determine if the tax rate remains commensurate with the cost of 
safely and efficiently hosting passengers in Alaska. 

Section 7 amends AS 43.52.200 to clarifY that "voyage" means spending 72 hours in the state's marine 
waters. 

Section 8 repeals the regional cruise ship impact sub-account in the general fund. Thus, all proceeds from the 
commercial passenger excise tax will go into the commercial vessel passenger tax account subject to 
appropriation by the Legislature. 

Section 9 provides an immediate effective date for the bill. 
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DATE: 3/30/10 

Date of S-Day Notice: 

, (-~ 
SEr~ATE FINANCE COMMITTEE REf-CRT 

First Committee of Referral 

FURTHER: 

(in accordance with Uniform Rule 23) 
DATE TURNED 
IN TO OFFICE: 

Finance Committee considered SENATE BILL NO. 312 

SB 312 VESSEL PASSENGER TAX 
"An Act providing fO( a reduction in the excise tax \0 $34.50 for a passenger for each voyage on a commercial passenger vessel; providing-for a reduction in the stale !!)leise tax imposed on a 
passenger on a commercial passenger vessel by the amount of tax on a passenger traveling on a commercial passenger vessel imposed by a municipality that does nol elect to receive an 
appropriation of a portion of the proceeds from the state lax; authorizing an appropriation from the proceeds from the excise lax imposed on a passenger on a commercial passenger vessel for stale­
owned infrastructure to proper1y provide for commercial vessel or passenger visits; requiring a municipality receiving funds appropriated from the excise tax imposed on a passenger on a commercial 
passenger vessel to use the funds 10 improve port and harbor facilities and other services and infrastructure to properly provide for commercial passenger vessel or passenger visits; limiting the 
reduction for the excise tax imposed by a municipality on a passenger on a commercial passenger vessel to $17.25 a passenger for each voyage; requiring the Department of Commerce, Community, 
and Economic Development to prepare and submit a report on the needs of communities to safely and efficienUy host passengers subject to the state tax imposed on a passenger on a commercial 
passenger vessel, and to summarize the extent to which appropriations from the state tax have been used to defray the costs of meeting those needs; eliminating the authority to appropriate funds 
received from the excise tax imposed on a passenger on a commercial passenger vessel to an area of the state that Is nol one of the first five ports of call in the state for a commercial passenger vessel 
carrying a passenger subject to the state excise tax imposed on a passenger of that vessel; and providing for an effective date.' 
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FISCAL NOTE 

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: 

2010 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: SB 312 

() Publish Date: 

Identifier (file name):SB312-CED-DED-4-1-10 Dept. Affected: DCCED 
"'T",itT:le="'-'='-"'====-="'C"P"'V';:;;E"xc"i""se"""T"ax.,-;;R"e"'vi"ew",-,a"'n""d"R"e"'p"o"'rt-----ROU Comm Assist and Ec Dev 

"""' ___________ ~-~~-~~-~~------Component Office of Economic Development 
Sponsor Senate Finance Committee 
Requester ______ -'S::e"n:::a"'te:.-F:.:i::.:n:::.an:.:;c"e"'C:::o"'m=m:::it"te:::e'-______ Component Number 2743 

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars) 

Note· Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below 

Appropriation 
Required Information 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2011 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OPERATING 

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( 

FUND SOURCE 
1002 Federal Receipts 
1003 GF Match 
1004 GF 
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other Interagency Receipts 

TOTAL 

Estimate of any current year (FY2010) cost: 

POSITIONS 

I 
FUll-time 
Part-time 
Temporary 

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) 

10.0 10.0 

10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

10.0 10.0 

10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 

This bill lowers the commercial passenger vessel excise tax on passengers, and requires the Departll]ent of Commerce, 
Community and Economic Development to conduct a periodic review of projected community needs and usage of past 
appropriations. 

The travel component of this fiscal note represents staff outreach to communities and industry to better understand 

existing conditions and anticipated needs in port communities as a component of periodic review requirement in 
section 6 of this legislation. 

The report and recommendation will be completed with existing staff resources. 

Prepared by: Tyson Fick, Legislative Liaison 
Division Commissioner's Office 

Approved by: Emil Notti, Commissioner 
Commerce, Community and Economic Development 

(Revised 1116;2009 OM8) 

Phone 465-2503 
Daterrime 4/1/10 12:00 AM 

Date 4/1/2010 
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FISCAL NOTE 

STA TE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: 

2010 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: S8312 

o Publish Date: 

.. ld;;e"n;.:ti;.:fi;.:er;.:(",fi;;;le-,n",a",m;.:e,,)";.:" ..;.S.::B..;.3.;.12:;;-;.:R",E"V_-T;.:AX-'-'--i0"'4::'-0"'2':-1-:'0""==,-________ Dept. Affecte-;.;d:;.: __ --.=:':R;:e-'-ve;:;n-:'u:;:e=== ___ _ 
Title Reduce CPV Tax ROU Taxation and Treasury 

~~~~--------~~~~=~~~~~-------Component __ -----T-'a=-x-'D=-iV-'i=.si.::o-'n ____ ___ 
Sponsor Senate Finance Committee 
Requester ______ -'S"'e;;.n..;.a"te;..;F-'i"na:;;n"c;.;:e...;C"'o:.:.m"'rn;.:I;.;;"tt"ee=-_______ Component Number 2476 

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars) 

Note" Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below 

Appropriation 
Required Information 

OPERATING EXPENDtTURES FY 2011 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OPERATING 

(CAPITAL EXPENDITURES ( 

(CHANGE IN REVENUES ) ( 0.0 

FUND SOURCE 
1002 Federal Receipts 
1003 GF Match 
1004 GF 
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other Interagency Receipts 

TOTAL 

Estimate of any current year (FY2010) cost: 

POSITIONS 

I
FUII-time 
Part-time 
Temporary 

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) 

See Attached 

Prepared by: Johanna 8ales, Deputy Director 

0"0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

( ( ( ( ( ( 

1.l22,00o.o) Ll22,000.0) U22,000.0) lJ22,000.0) 1122,000.0).L "(22,000.1ll. 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Division ..:T"'a"x.::D"'iv::;is"io"'n.!-_____________________ _ 
Phone (907) 269-6628 

Dale/Time 4-2-2010; 11:20 am 

Approved by: Ginger Blaisdell, Director 
Administrative Services Division 

[Revised 1116QOQ90MBl 

Date 04·02-10, 3:07pm 
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FISCAL NOTE 

STATE OF ALASKA 
201 0 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

BILL NO . ..:;5::;:8..:3"'12=--___ _ 

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION 

Bill Language: 

This bill will reduce the commercial passenger vessel (CPV) excise tax from $46 per passenger to $34.50 per 

passenger traveling on a commercial passenger vessel in sta'te marine waters. The bill would allow a reduction in the 

amount of the tax for taxes paid to a municipality that levies its own passenger fee. The reduction could not exceed 
50% of $34.50 regardless of the amount of passenger fees charged by other communities. All revenues collected 

from the CPV tax would be depOSited in the commercial vessel passenger tax account in the general fund. No 

revenues would be deposited in the current regional cruise ship impact fund to which 25% of the current CPV tax is 

deposited. The language which created the regional cruise ship impact fund would be repealed. Department of 

Revenue would continue to share $5 with the first five ports of call. This bill would not affect community revenue 
sharing. 

Revenues: 

Commercial passenger vessel tax revenues would decline by approximately $22 million in fiscal years 2011 and 

forward due to the reduction in the CPV tax from $46 to $34.50 per passenger and the further reduction allowed for 

passenger fees paid to municipalities. Again, this bill does not change the rate at which the state shares CPV tax with 

communities that do not levy a passenger fee. We expect passenger fee sharing to remain at approximately $10 
million each year. Since the bill has an immediate effective date, we expect a reduction in fiscal year 2010 CPV tax 
revenues of approximately $3.2 million. 

Expenditures: 

The provisions of this bill can be implemented using existing resources. 

Page 2 of 2 
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GOOD MORNING AND THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO 
ADDRESS CRUISE TAXATION. 

IN 2006 THE CITIZENS OF ALASKA PASSED A COMPREHENSIVE 
LEGISLATION THAT ADDRESSED CRUISE SHIP POLLUTION 
AND TAXATION TOPICS. THE MEASURE WAS AND IS STILL 
CHARACTERIZED BY CRUISE INDUSTRY ADVOCATES AS 
PUNITIVE, VINDICTIVE AND DESIGNED TO DRIVE CRUISE 
TOURISM FROM ALASKA. THESE CHARGES ARE WITHOUT 
MERIT. 

THE LAWS THAT PASSED IN 2006 WERE DESIGNED TO 
PROVIDE THE ALASKA LEGISLATURE WITH THE FINANCIAL 
RESOURCES TO MAKE ALASKA A SUPERIOR CRUISE 
DESTINATION. INCREASED CRUISE TOURISM AND THE 
STEADY GROWTH OF PASSENGERS TROUGH THE 1980's AND 
BYOND REQUIRED MORE AND LARGER INFRASTRUCTURE 
FOR THE VESSELS AND PASSENGERS INCREASINGLY 
COMING TO ALASKA. 

THE 2006 INITATIVE LEVYED A VARIETY OF TAXES: 

./ IT BROUGHT BACK THE APPORTIONED CORPORATE 
INCOME TAX PASSED BY THE LEGISLATURE AND 
APPROVED BY THE ALASKA SUPREME COURT . 

./ IT LEVYED A TAX ON GAMBLING ABOARD CRUISE 
VESSELS . 

./ IT LEVYED AN EXCISE TAX ON PASSENGERS IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $46. 

ALL OF THESE TAXES WERE SUPPORTED BY ALASKA 
RESIDENTS. AT THIS POINT, ONLY THE PASSENGER EXCISE 
TAX IS AN ISSUE. 

THE USE OF THE PASSENGER EXCISE TAX IS RESTRICTED BY 
FEDERAL LAW. ACCORDING TO FEDERAL LAW, THE EXCISE 

CRUISE TESTIMONY 
J. W. GELDHOF - AprilS, 2010 

1 
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TAX MUST BE USED TO FACILITATE THE SAFE AND EFFICIENT 
TRANSPORT OF CRUISE PASSENGERS. FOR THE MOST PART, 
THE ALAKSA LEGISLATURE HAS DONE A GOOD JOB AT 
PUTTING ALASKANS TO WORK IN ALASKAN PORTS TO MAKE 
SURE THAT OUR WHARFS AND OTHER PRIMARY 
INFRASTRUCTURE USED BY THE CRUISE VESSELS AND 
CURISE PASSENGERS ARE ADEQUATE. THE GOAL OF MAKING 
ALASKA A FIRST-RATE TOURISM DESTINATION IS BEING 
ACHIEVED. 

THE ISSUE NOW IS WHETHER SOME SORT OF TAX ROLLBACK 
IS JUSTIFIED. AT THIS TIME, IT IS NOT. 

ALASKA NEEDS TO COMPLETE THE CAPITALIZATION OF 
NECESSSARY PRIMARY INFRASTRUCTURE TO SERVE THE 
CRUISE INDUSTRY. WHARFS AND OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE 
TO HANDLE LARGE PANAMAX DOCKS ARE EXPENSIVE. THE 
BUS TURN AROUNDS AND OTHER PRIMARY INFRASTRUCTURE 
REQUIRED TO DEAL WITH HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF 
PASSANGERS IN A COMRESSED TOURISM SEASON CANNOT 
BE PAID FOR USING LOCAL PROPERTY TAXES AND SALES 
TAXES. 

THERE WILL BE A TIME WHEN THE EXCISE TAX ON 
PASSENGERS CAN BE REDUCED. NOW IS NOT THAT TIME. 

THERE WILL BE A TIME WHEN ALL OF OUR PORTS, INCLUDING 
ANCHORAGE, KODIAK, HOMER, THE PWS PORTS AND PORTS 
THROUGHOUT SOUTHEAST ALASKA HAVE ADEQUATE 
WHARFS AND PRIMARY INFRASTRUCTURE TO MAKE SURE 
OUR STATE IS THE BEST TOURIST DESTINATION FOR CRUISE 
PASSENGERS ON THE PLANET. WE ARE NOT AT THAT POINT 
YET. 

IT IS CLEAR TO ALL OBJECTIVE,OBSERVORS THAT THE 
GLOBAL RECESSION, CHANGING DEMOGRAPHICS AND SHIFTS 
IN TOURISM HAVE CAUSED REDEPLOYMENT OF VESSELS FOR 
THE 2010 SEASON. CRUISE TOURISM IS A DYNMIC INDUSTRY. 
SOME PORTS WILL SEE REDUCED TOURISM, INCLUDING 
VANCOUVER. OTHER PORTS INCLUDING BALTIMORE, 

CRUISE TESTIMONY 
J. W, GELDHOF - April 5, 2010 
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BOSTON, AND SAVANNAH HAVE WITNESSED GROWTH IN 
RECENT YEARS. PLACES LIKE AUSTRALIA ARE 
EXPERIENCING RAPID GROWTH. LOCATIONS LIKE ALASKA 
ARE MORE MATURE MARKETS AS WELL AS BEING EXPENSIVE. 

ALASKA IS STILL A VERY DESIREABLE DESTINATION. THE 
SUB-CONTINENT WE CALL HOME IS ONE OF THE MOST 
BEAUTIFUL PLACES TO VISIT IN THE WORLD AND WILL 
CONTINUE TO ATTRACT VISITORS. WE NEED TO BUILD THE 
WHARFS AND INFRASTRUCTURE TO MAKE ALASKA A GREAT 
PLACE TO VISIT. 

CONSISTENT WITH VOTER SENTIMENT, I URGE YOU TO KEEP 
ALASKA'S EXISTING PASSENGER VESSEL TAX REGIME IN 
PLACE UNTIL OUR STATE COMPLETES WORK ON THE CAPITAL 
PROJECTS NECESSARY TO SERVICE THIS VITAL INDUSTRY. 
AT SOME POINT IN THE NOT TO DISTANT FUTURE, A PARTIAL 
REDUCTION IN THE PASSENGER EXCISE TAX WILL BE 
APPROPRIATE, BUT NOT THIS YEAR. 

LET ME CONCLUDE WITH ONE FINAL THOUGHT THAT 
UNDERSCORES THE HOLLOW ARGUMENT MADE BY THE 
LOBBYISTS AND ADVOCATES FOR MIAMI REGARDING THE 
EXCISE TAX. ASK YOURSELF WHETHER A TAX REDUCTION OF 
15% OR 25% -- BASICALLY $7 OR $11.50 -- FROM THE $46 IS 
REALLY GOING TO CHANGE BEHAVIOR? WE LIVE IN A WORLD 
WHERE AIRLINE PASSENGERS ARE NOW CHARGED $50 FOR 
EACH EXCESS BAG THEY DESIRE TO CARRY ON PLANES. IS IT 
REALISTIC TO THINK THAT DROPPING THE PRICE OF A CHEAP 
LUNCH FROM THE TOTAL COST OF A TRIP TO ALASKA IS 
GOING TO YIELD A BURST OF NEW VISITORS? 

IN THE END, THIS DUSTUP ABOUT THE EXCISE TAX IS REALLY 
ABOUT POLITICS. ARE WE GOING TO STAND UP AS A STATE 
FOR OUR STATE OR WILL WE BOW TO THE PRESSURE OF THE 
MIAMI BASED INDUSTRY. SENATOR STEDMAN WAS EXACTLY 
RIGHT WHEN HE TALKED ABOUT THIS BEING AN ISSUE OF 
SOVERIGN POWER. 

CRUISE TESTIMONY 
J. W. GELDHOF - AprilS, 2010 
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YOU NEED NOT ACT LIKE SUPPLICANTS TO MIAMI HERE. YOU 
SHOULD KEEP THE TAX STRUCTURE IN PLACE WITH AN EYE 
TO AN APPROPRIATE REDUCTION EXACTLY AT THE POINT 
WHERE ALL THE LEGITIMATE PORT INFRASTRUCTURE IS IN 
PLACE TO MAKE ALASKA A GREAT CRUISE DESTINATION, 

THANK YOU, 

CRUISE TESTIMONY 
J. W. GELDHOF - April 5, 2010 
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KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH 

RESOLUTION NUMBER 2228 

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH 
ENCOURAGING GREATER TOURISM MARKETING FOR ALASKA AND SUPPORTING 

PROVISIONS OF SENATE BILL NO. 311, SENATE BILL NO. 312, AND HOUSE BILL 
NO. 422 REDUCING THE STATE EXCISE TAX LEVIED ON CRUISE SHIP PASSENGERS 

WHEREAS, tourism, particularly cruise ship tourism, has long been a significant 
segment of the economy of the Ketchikan Gateway Borough; and 

WHEREAS, on February 7,2005, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assembly adopted 
Resolution No. 1864 opposing House Bill No.2 and House Bill No. 24 before the Twenty­
Fourth Alaska State Legislature, which proposed to levy State excise taxes, respectively, of 
$50 and $75 per passenger on certain commercial passenger vessels operating in Alaska; 

and 

WHEREAS, on August 22, 2006, voters in the Ketchikan Gateway Borough voted 
2,073 (58.1%) to 1,494 (41.9%) against a State initiative to levy a State excise tax of $46 per 
passenger on certain commercial passenger vessels operating in Alaska, although voters 
statewide approved the initiative by a vote of 81,963 (52.1%) to 75,432 (47.9%); and 

WHEREAS, the City of Ketchikan and the City and Borough of Juneau levy local taxes 
or fees amounting to, respectively, $7 and $8 per passenger on certain commercial 
passenger vessels, which raises the overall taxes or fees to $61 per passenger visiting 
Ketchikan and Juneau; and 

WHEREAS, on June 1, 2009, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assembly adopted 
Resolution No. 2161 urging the Alaska State Legislature to reduce the State excise tax on 
certain commercial passenger vessels operating in Alaska; and 

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska shares a portion of its excise tax on cruise ship 
passengers with local governments in the first five ports of call that do not levy their own 
tax on cruise ship passengers which, in the case of the Ketchikan Gateway Borough, 
amounts to $2.50 per passenger in shared excise taxes; and 

WHEREAS, after decades of steady growth in cruise ship passenger visits, Alaska is 
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Resolution Number 2228 
Page 2 

facing an estimated loss of 140,000 passengers during the 2010 cruise season, resulting in a 
projected $165 million reduction in spending by tourists, $72 million in lost payroll, and 
significant fiscal impacts on local governments (including as much as $350,000 in lost excise 
taxes shared with the Ketchikan Gateway Borough and $556,500 in lost Borough sales tax 

revenues); and 

WHEREAS, on March 25, 2010, Alaska Governor Sean Parnell stated that "Alaska's 

tourism head tax structure must be modified to grow our Alaska businesses," and that 
efforts are required "to make Alaska a more affordable destination for travelers and create 

jobs for Alaskans;" and 

WHEREAS, on March 25, 2010, Governor Parnell submitted legislation (Senate Bill 
No. 311 and House Bill No. 422), in part, reducing the cruise ship passenger excise tax to 
$34.50 per passenger, with credits up to 50% of that amount for cruise ship passenger head 
taxes levied by municipalities that imposed such taxes as of December 17, 2007 (thus 
reducing the effective State tax to $19.50 per passenger visiting Ketchikan and Juneau); and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill No. 311 and House Bill No. 422 maintain existing provisions in 
law for sharing the excise tax proceeds with local governments (thus, the Ketchikan Gateway 
Borough would not suffer a reduction in funding even though State revenues would decline 

by an estimated $22 million annually); and 

WHEREAS, in September 2009, the Alaska Cruise Association filed a complaint with 

the United States District Court in Alaska seeking relief from the $46 State excise tax 

imposed on the passengers of its member cruise lines; and 

WHEREAS, Governor Parnell has been quoted as expressing the hope that 
enactment of Senate Bill No. 311 or House Bill No. 422 will help settle a lawsuit with the 
Alaska Cruise Association, and John Binkley, Cruise Association President, was quoted as 
saying that discussions are under way with State Attorney General Dan Sullivan on a 

possible "stipulation" to end the pending federal lawsuit; and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill No. 311 and House Bill No. 422 also include a measure 
intended to stimulate the economy in Alaska by establishing corporate income tax credits 
to boost tourism marketing (provisions that are somewhat similarto legislation introduced 
last year as House Bill No. 167 and Senate Bill No. 138 [now Committee Substitute for 

Senate Bill No. 138]); and 

WHEREAS, House Bill No. 167 before the Twenty-Sixth Alaska State Legislature, 
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which was sponsored by sixteen members of the House of Representatives to provide 
corporate income tax credits for contributions by a person owning or operating a 
commercial passenger vessel to a qualified trade association, is languishing in that it has 
not moved from the House Finance Committee since it was referred to that committee on 

April 8, 2009; and 

WHEREAS, Committee Substitute for Senate Bill No. 138 before the Twenty-Sixth 
Alaska State Legislature, which is similar to House Bill No. 167 and was sponsored by 
seventeen members of the Senate, is also languishing in that it has not moved from the 
Senate Finance Committee since it was referred to that committee on March 20, 2009; and 

WHEREAS, a number of legislators have expressed concerns regarding the corporate 
income tax credits for tourism in Senate Bill No. 311 and House Bill No. 422 (the bills 
submitted by the Governor on March 25, 2010); and 

WHEREAS, on March 30, 2010, the Senate Finance Committee introduced legislation 
(Senate Bill No. 312), substantially similar to those provisions in Senate Bill No. 311 that 
reduce the cruise ship passenger excise tax to $34.50 per passenger, with credits up to 50% 
of that amount for cruise ship passenger head taxes levied by municipalities that imposed 
such taxes as of December 17,2007, (thus reducing the effective State tax to $19.50 per 
passenger visiting Ketchikan and Juneau); and 

WHEREAS, time is of the essence in that the Second Regular Session ofthe Twenty­
Sixth Alaska State Legislature is scheduled to adjourn on April 18, 2010, 

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF THE ABOVE FACTS, BE IT RESOLVED 
BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KETCHIKAN GATEWAY BOROUGH as follows: 

Section 1. The Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assembly hereby expresses its strong 
support for the provisions of Senate Bill No. 311, Senate Bill No. 312, and House Bill No. 422 
that reduce the cruise ship passenger tax to $34.50 with credits up to 50% of that amount 
for cruise ship passenger head taxes levied by municipalities that imposed such taxes as of 
December 17, 2007 (thus, in effect, reducing the State tax to $19.50 per passenger visiting 
Ketchikan and Juneau), with no adverse fiscal impact on the Borough. 

Section 2. The Ketchikan Gateway Borough Assembly hereby expresses it strong 
support for tourism marketing, but recognizes that there appears to be substantial 
opposition on the part of legislators to the provisions in Senate Bill No. 311 and House Bill 
No. 422 that would accomplish that end through corporate income tax credits. Thus, the 
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Assembly urges the Governor and Legislature to resolve any differences so that the 
reduction in the cruise ship passenger tax may be implemented in 2010 and, if possible, 

funding is provided for tourism marketing. 

Section 3. A copy of this resolution shall be provided to: 
• The Honorable Sean Parnell, Governor; 
• The Honorable Bert Stedman, Co-Chair of the Senate Finance Committee and 

State Senator for Senate District A; 
o The Honorable Kyle Johansen, House Majority Leader and State 

Representative for House District 1; 
o The Honorable Mike Hawker, Co-Chair, Alaska State House Finance 

Committee; and 
• The Honorable Bill Stoltze, Co-Chair, Alaska State House Finance Committee. 

Section 4. Given pending scheduled adjournment ofthe Second Regular Session of 
the Twenty-Sixth Alaska State Legislature on April 18, 2010, the Governor and Legislature 

are urged to deal with this matter in a timely manner. 

Section 5. This resolution is effective upon adoption. 

ADOPTED this 5th day of April, 2010 . 

.• ~~ . 
. \ EFFECTlV£ DATE APRlL 5. 2010 

I~~~I 
/~=--.'-. ::---

Kacie Paxton, Borough Clerk -, 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Scott A. Brandt-Erichsen, Borough Attorney 
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Senate Finance Committee 
Juneau, Alaska 

Dear Senators, 

9(. 

~*£ 
S 

Responsible Cruising in Alaska 

April 5, 2010 

RE: S8 312 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on S8 312. This Governor­
submitted bill would severely degrade the Commercial Vessel 
Passenger Fund. The following bullet points regarding S8 312 are 
meant to critique this Governor's bill, to improve it, and make it less 
punitive to Alaska port communities that host cruise ships in Alaska 
each summer. I trust these points are considered and viewed 
favorably by the Finance Committee. 

• S8 312 was industry-written as a punitive reaction to the voter­
passed cruise initiative of 2006; it punishes cruise port towns. 

• The bill is designed to lower the state fund by 59%, from $46 
million per year to less than $19 million in cruise capital funding; 

• The major result of passing this bill would be short-changing 
smaller cruise ports in Alaska; Sitka, Hoonah, and especially 
the westward ports of Seward, Whittier and Kodiak. 

• 312 limits state ability to capitalize large cruise projects like 
Panamax docks which cost $20 million to build. 

• As a direct critique, S8 312 is a "Cap and Skim" math trick that 
has no justification except to decimate the tax revenue fund. 

• Funding will be limited and municipalities will return on bended 
knee to Vancouver and Miami for partial dock funding. 

• S8 312 takes Alaska 'back in time,' restoring bickering and 
competition between ports for industry visits & dock funding. 

Box 21884 Juneau, Alaska 99802 (907) 586-2117 chipt@alaska.net 
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ON A POSITIVE NOTE: 

~ All Alaska cruise ports have received some funding from the 
state head-tax fund. These primary port projects are good 
investments for both industry and local communities; 

~ Cruise tax funding has not been hoarded as many wrongly 
claim, but is appropriated each year for new capital projects 
and paying down bonded debt for cruise docks; 

~ FY 11 proposals for cruise funding thus far are exactly what 
Alaska voters intended - thanks to AG and OMB leadership. 

~ In years ahead, as the economy keeps improving, more 
ships will cruise to Alaska and require new and improved 
port projects; the sole purpose of the passenger head-tax. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR CRUISE TAX REFORM: 

./ A modest cut in the $46 state tax equal to the decline of 
2010 passengers: 15%. A $39 tax is a positive message to 
industry and preserves state ability to appropriate funds . 

./ 2010 Alaska taxes have already been collected by industry 
in the cruise ticket price. An effective date of 2012 on SB 
312 gives industry time to re-deploy more ships to Alaska 
and achieve the 1 million passenger high-mark of 2009; 

./ Eliminate the words Regional Fund in state cruise law, but 
not the funding. The Legislature has always appropriated tax 
revenue as a whole, not by the words "Regional Fund." 

Alaska voters want reform of cruise ship practices in our state; 
Protection of Clean Water and Fair Taxation of this multi-billion 
dollar industry. While modest changes in state cruise law will be 
tolerated, wholesale changes that cripple funding for cruise capital 
projects should be addressed by Alaska voters, not Miami-based 
threats. Please conduct an objective, state review of this important 
issue, which may lead to modest reforms in SB 312. Thank You, 

'- \(2~Q~~ 
Theodore Thoma, President 
Responsible Cruising in Alaska 

Attachment: 3/12/10 letter to Governor Parnell 
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Governor Sean Parnell 
Juneau, Alaska 

Dear Governor Parnell: 

Responsible Cruising in Alaska 

March 12,2010 

RE: Cruise Ship Tourism 

Responsible Cruising in Alaska supports both your travel to the Seatrade 
Conference in Miami and sustainable tourism, including large cruise ships, when 
these activities provide positive economic and revenue benefits to the state. 
Also, the large-ship cruise industry must meet Alaska's existing water quality 
standards at the point of discharge, as set out in Alaska law, in order to protect 
marine waters used for sport, commercial and subsistence fisheries. 

Regarding pollution, the Alaska cruise industry has made enormous strides in 
preventing pollution since a decade ago when the industry was routinely being 
charged and convicted for felony dumping offenses. Installing working Advanced 
Wastewater Treatment systems on these vessels has put the industry on the 
cusp of meeting all Alaska's water quality standards (Was's) at the point of 
discharge. The January issue of The Maritime Executive magazine supports 
this view that compliance with Alaska was's is now attainable. Remaining 
concerns are removing harmful discharge amounts of ammonia and copper, 
which directly affect marine growth and returning salmon. In fact, it is evident 
from DEC review and industry comments that the high levels of copper on some 
ships stem from water softeners interacting with the ship's copper plumbing; a 
problem easy to solve. The copper problem is the ships themselves, not local 
water sources. 

Because tourism is a vital part of Alaska's economy, the great news is that recent 
financial upheavals and world-wide recession are ending. According to recent 
travel publications and journals like The Economist, advance cruise bookings 
including trips to Alaska are robust In fact, one good measure of cruise booking 
strength is the rising cost of Alaska tickets. The average cost of berths for the 
state Ocean Ranger program is up 21% in 2010 compared to last year. That is a 
clear and positive sign of industry rebound and recovery. 

When you meet with cruise executives in Miami to encourage increased cruise 
tourism to Alaska, please stress the following points: 

./ Industry is very close to achieving Alaska was's for pollutants, especially 
heavy metals and ammonia. Keep working to reach these goals, using the 
rapidly improving removal technologies. 

Box 21884 Juneau, Alaska 99802 (907) 586-2117 chipt@alaska.net 
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~ The cruise lines spend $70 M a year to market cruises here. Alaska can 
either add to that figure or market primarily to independent air travelers. 

~ When cruise ticket prices are up in 2010 by hundreds of dollars, a $46 tax 
that pays solely for primary cruise infrastructure in Alaska is stable. 

~ Alaska is not 'hoarding' tax revenues collected from the passengers. 
Every available dollar has been appropriated for docks, sidewalks, 
restrooms and road projects, all used by the passengers on their visits. 

~ Capital projects proposed for FY 2011 from the passenger tax are for 
primary cruise infrastructure in many Alaska ports. These projects also 
mitigate the economic impact on local and state residents. 

~ As one of the most beautiful and desirable travel destinations, the industry 
and state should work together to expand other opportunities for cruise 
passengers when traveling in Alaska, e.g., development of a world-class 
lodge on the south side of Denali. 

Alaska is a great place for cruising. Passengers come to Alaska from around the 
world to experience the vast beauty of Glacier Bay and the scenic splendor of 
Prince William Sound. Passengers love the sights and sounds in historic 
communities like Ketchikan, Skagway, Sitka and Talkeetna. 

RCA urges you to continue working with the cruise industry so that Alaska 
remains a premier visitor destination. But Alaska cannot afford to alter the water 
quality standards that protect the marine waters and resources directly related to 
those experiences that cruise visitors seek. And at least for the next decade, the 
current, stable tax structure is needed to build primary infrastructure for the safe 
and efficient movement of passengers. These capital improvements are critical to 
the long-term viability of the industry. 

Cruise tourism in Alaska will continue to grow in the coming decades, as it has 
each year for the past 25 years. Working together with port communities, the 
industry, and with fair and stable passenger taxes, Alaska can be the best cruise 
destination on Earth, sustaining a vital economic sector for many years to come. 
Thank you for your continuing interest and assistance, 

Copy: Mike Nizich, Chief of Staff 
Larry Hartig, Commissioner, DEC 
Pat Galvin, Commissioner, Revenue 

~RCL~(L 
Theodore Thoma, President 
Responsible Cruising in Alaska 

Emil Notti, Commissioner, Commerce, C & ED 
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"'~J~~east 
~{,rence 

March 29, 2010 

Dear Legislator; 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Southeast Conference we strongly support Governor 
Parnell's efforts to reduce the amount of the Alaska cruise ship head tax from $46 to $34.50 
and encourage tourism marketing tax credit legislation. We have to compete in a global 
market that is steadily taking away the state's cruise travel market. Bermuda just lowered 
its cruise ship taxes and fees, which now makes Juneau the most expensive port in North 
America. These efforts by the Governor will bring our taxes more in line with our 
competitors. 

Southeast Conference is a regional, nonprofit corporation that advances the collective 
interest of the people, communities and businesses in Southeast Alaska. Members include 
municipalities, native corporations and village councils, regional and local businesses, civic 
organizations and individuals throughout the region. Our mission is to undertake and 
support activities that promote strong economies, healthy communities, and a quality 
environment for Southeast Alaska. We are the State-designated Alaska Regional 
Development Organization (ARDOR), the federally-designated Economic Development 
District (ED D), and the federally designated Resource Conservation and Development 
Council for Southeast Alaska. Each of these designations requires Southeast Conference to 
take an active role in regional resource management and economic development planning. 

After decades of steady growth in the tourism sector, Alaska is facing a 17 percent decline 
in cruise visitation this summer. That will translate to 140,000 fewer passengers coming 
here during the four-month cruise season. Alaska businesses have come to rely on the 
tourism business for the stability they need to run a year round business. These projected 
reductions will be devastating to our small businesses in Southeast Alaska. This tax 
reduction is good faith toward the value we put on our most renewable economy, tourism. 
Support for this legislation will let the cruise companies know that we value their business. 

Southeast Conference urges the legislature to support the head tax reduction. 

On behalf of the Board of Directors, 

Shelly Wright 
Executive Director 

is! 
P.O. BOlt 21989 612 W. Willoughby Avenue, Suite B, Juneau Alaska 99802 

(907) 523-4353 (907) 463·5670 Fax ipfQ@srrgnfergoce prg 
www seronftrenre org 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to measure the economic impacts of Alaska's out-of-state visitors. The visitor 

industJy is a challenging one to measure, reaching into a wide variety of economic sectors, including 

transportation, lodging, and retail, among others. The nationwide economic crisis of 2008-09 and 

accompanying drop in visitor traffic and spending added urgency to the need for up-to-date information on 

this critical component of Alaska's economy. The Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and 

Economic Development contracted with McDowell Group to gauge the impacts of Alaska's visitor industJy, 

including direct, indirect, and induced effects. 

Visitor Volume and Spending 

• An estimated 1.58 million out-of-state visitors traveled to Alaska between May and September 2009. Two­

thirds of this total (1,026,600, or 65 percent) were cruise passengers. An additional 242,500 out-of-state 

visitors traveled to Alaska between October 2008 and April 2009. 

• Visitor traffic to Alaska dropped an estimated 7.3 percent between summer 2008 and summer 2009, the 

largest decline since McDowell Group started tracking visitor traffic in 1985. The decrease occurred 

primarily in air passenger exits, which dropped an estimated 15 percent Ferry exits fell 16 percent, and 

highway exits were down 8 percent 

• Declines in the air, ferry, and highway markets were moderated by flat cruise passenger volume between 

2008 and 2009. However, cruise passengers traveled less within the state, more often choosing cruise­

only packages (rather than cruise-plus-land tour packages). 

Visitor Volume, by Exit Mode, Summers 2008 and 2009 

Exit Mode 2008 2009 % change 
Air 800,600 684,400 -14.5% 

---------_._----_ .. _---"--------_._, .. _.-. __ .,-------
Cruis:_~_~ip ' ____ .. _~~,~~~___~_~~,OO~____~?~. _ 

__ ~~~_~aL _____ ~,90~ __ ~~00 _____ -7.8% __ 
_ Fe~ _____ . _____ 1 0,400 8,700 -16.3% 
Total 1,707,400 1,583,300· -7.3% 

1 The total number of cruise ship visitors to Alaska in summer 2009 
was 1,026,600, including passengers exiting Alaska by air after 
completing their cruise. 

Another impact felt by businesses throughout the state was lower spending levels. Many businesses were 

forced to lower their prices to compete for fewer visitors, and visitors themselves tended to spend less on 

everything from lodging to gifts and tours. A survey of 172 visitor industJy businesses found that two­

thirds of businesses experienced a decrease in gross sales to out-of-state visitors (11 percent reported an 

increase, 7 percent reported no change, and 14 percent didn't know). The average estimated change in 

gross sales among all surveyed businesses was a decline of 16 percent 
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• A number of additional indicators reinforce the lower volume and spending estimates in summer 2009: 

o 13 percent decline in cruise passenger land tour volume 

o 16 percent decline in out-of-state visitors on the Alaska Marine Highway 

o Bed tax revenue declines (second and third quarter only) ranging from 10 percent in the Mat-Su, to 

22 percent in Anchorage, to 30 percent in Sitka 

o 23 percent decline in Anchorage car rental tax revenues (second and third quarter only) 

o 16 percent decline in non-resident sportfishing license sales (calendar year 2008 to 2009). 

• In contrast, fall/winter visitor volume was down only 2 percent from the previous fall/winter period (2007-

08). However, sUiveyed businesses reported slightly larger declines in gross sales, an average of 8 percent. 

Some decreases were reported in bed tax revenues over this period, including a 6 percent decrease in 

Anchorage (first and fourth quarter only). 

• Out-of-state visitors spent an estimated $1.5 billion in Alaska during the study period of October 2008 

through September 2009. This figure does not include spending on travel to enter and exit Alaska (such 

as cruise packages, feny passage, or air tickets). Spending figures are based on visitor survey data from the 

2006-07 Alaska Visitor Statistics Program, conducted by McDowell Group, adjusted to account for changes 

in overall visitor volume, volume by region, spending behavior, and inflationary factors. Spending was 

further adjusted to extract commissions that do not affect the Alaska economy. 

Visitor Spending, Oct. 200S-Sept. 2009 
By Region 

Visitor Spending, Oct. 200S-Sept. 2009 
By Sector 

Transportation 
$156.7m 

10% 

Total Visitor Spending: $1.5 Billion 

• Additional visitor industry spending that must be taken into account for the purposes of economic impact 

analysis includes spending by cruise lines, estimated at over $300 million during the 2008-09 study 

period. The largest components of cruise line spending include employee payroll, payments to local and 

state govemment on taxes and fees, payments for transportation services, and payments to 

accommodations (on beha~ of cruise/tour passengers traveling before or after their cruise, whose 

package price includes lodging). 
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• Crew members sailing on board cruise ships spent an estimated $16 million while visiting Alaska ports. 

• Further, the visitor spending above excludes spending to enter and exit the state. An estimated $282 

million in visitor spending on air and ferry tickets to enter and exit the state affects the Alaska economy. 

• This additional $610 million in spending by cruise lines, crew members, and visitors purchasing air and 

ferry tickets brings total visitor industry spending in 2008-09 to $2.1 billion. 

Visitor Industry Spending, October 200S-September 2009 

Visitor spending 

Cruise line spending, cruise line labor 
income, and crew spending 

Air and ferry tickets 

Total spending 

Economic Impacts 

Expenditures 
$1,502.2 million 

$328.4 million 

$282.2 million 

$2.1 billion 

• Direct visitor industry spending in Alaska of approximately $2.1 billion in the 2008-09 study period directly 

generated 27,100 jobs in Alaska, and $800 million in labor income. 

• Indirect or secondary visitor-related spending totaled approximately $1.3 billion. The statewide 

employment and income effects of $1.3 billion in secondary spending are estimated at 9,100 jobs and 

$346 million in labor income. 

• In summary, Alaska's visitor industry accounted for a total of 36,200 full and part-time jobs in 2008-09, 

over $1.1 billion in labor income, and $3.4 billion in total spending, including all direct, indirect and 

induced effects. 

• The visitor industry is strongly seasonal, with the vast majority of visitation occurring between May and 

September. Therefore, peak employment directly or indirectly connected to the industry is estimated at 

over 40,000 in 2009. 

Approximately ha~ (49 percent) of visitor industry employment occurred in the Southcentral region, and 

slightly less than one-third (29 percent) in Southeast About one in six (1 7 percent) visitor industry-related 

jobs were in the Interior region. 

Total Visitor Industry Employment, labor Income and Spending in Alaska, 
October 2008-September 2009 

(including direct, indirect and induced effects) 

Employment Labor Income Spending 

Southcentral 17,600 $514 million $1,751 million 

Interior 6,200 205 million 519 million 
-,--- -.-------------

Southeast 10,600 373 million 1,004 million 
._ .. __ ._-----_. __ .. _---_._--

Southwest 1,500 41 million 115 million 
--.----~~-------------------.---------------~--------.-----~--------. 

Far North 300 10 million 25 million 
--_._------

Total 36,200 $1-1 billion $3.4 billion 
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• Compared to other Alaska regions, visitor indusuy employment is most important in the Southeast 

economy. The region's 10,600 visitor-related jobs represented 21 percent of the total 50,000 full and 

part-time jobs in Southeast. Total visitor indusuy-related labor income of $373 million was 17 percent 

of total regional labor income of approximately $2.2 billion. 

• In Alaska's Interior region, 6,200 visitor indusuy-related jobs accounted for about 9 percent of 

employment (regional total of 65,500 jobs) and 6 percent of all labor income (regional total of $3.4 

billion). 

• Visitor indusuy-related employment of 17,600 in Southcentral Alaska represented approximately 7 

percent of total employment in the region (263,000 full and part-time jobs) and 4 percent of total 

labor income (approximately $13.7 billion). 

• Statewide visitor indusuy-related employment of 36,200 accounted for 8 percent of all employment 

in Alaska. Total statewide visitor indusuy-related labor income of $1.1 billion represented 5 percent of 

all labor income in Alaska. 

Impacts of Visitor Volume Changes 

• The decline in visitor traffic between 2007-08 and 2008-09 was accompanied by an estimated $270 

million decline in visitor spending, a 15 percent drop. 

• As a result of the decline in visitor spending in 2009, summer season visitor indusuy-related 

employment in Alaska was about 2,000 to 2,500 jobs below the 2008 level. Businesses likely 

addressed the decline in visitor sales with a combination of reductions in per.;onnel and non­

per.;onnel costs. As such, the decline in employment in 2009 was less than proportional to the 

decline in sales. 

• Alaska is facing a loss of more than 140,000 passenger.; in the 2010 cruise season, accompanied by 

a potential loss of up to $150 million in direct and indirect spending in Alaska. 

Revenues to Municipal and State Governments 

• Visitor-related tax revenues to municipalities in 2008-09 totaled nearly $70 million in sales and bed tax 

revenues and cruise line payments. Sales tax revenues are estimated at $28.9 million, and bed tax 

revenues are estimated at $23.5 million. In addition, cruise lines paid over $17 million in dockage, 

moorage, and municipal passenger fees in 2009. Propeny taxes provide an additional revenue stream 

to municipalities. 

Visitor-related revenues to state govemment during the 2008-09 study period included $139 million 

in cruise line fees, fishing/hunting licenses, vehicle rental taxes, revenues to Alaska Marine Highway 

and Alaska Railroad, and corporate income taxes. Cruise lines alone paid $58 million in commercial 

passenger vessel fees, gambling taxes, Ocean Ranger Program fees, and Environmental Compliance 

Program fees. 
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Selected Revenues to Municipal and State Governments 
October 200B-September 2009 

Municipal Revenues 

Sales tax revenues 

Bed tax revenues 

Dockage/moorage revenues 

State of Alaska Revenues 

Commercial Passenger Vessel Tax 

Passenger Gambling Tax 

Ocean Ranger Program 

Commercial Passenger Vessel 
Environmental Compliance Program 

Non-resident fishing/hunting/trapping 
licenses and tags 

Alaska Marine Highway revenues 

Alaska Railroad revenues 

Vehicle rental tax 

Corporate income tax 

Total Selected Revenues 

Economic Impact of Alaska's Visitor Industry, 2008·09 

Revenues 

$69.8 million 

$28.9 million 

$23.S million 

$17.4 million 

$138.8 million 

$46.4 million 

$6.3 million 

$4.0 million 

$1.0 million 

$17.1 million 

$17.6 million 

$19.4 million 

$5.6 million 

$21.4 million 

$208.6 million 
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Introduction and Methodology 

Introduction 

The most recent comprehensive assessment of the economic impact of Alaska's non-resident visitor indusuy 

was conducted in 1999 (by McDowell Group).' Since then, visitor volume has increased substantially, as has 

visitor spending and the number of visitor indusuy businesses, warranting re-assessment of the economic 

impact of one of Alaska's most important basic industries. Recent changes in Alaska's visitor indusuy added 

urgency to the need for an up-to-date economic impact measurement. The global economic recession in late 

2008 and 2009 fundamentally affected Alaska visitor traffic and spending. 

The Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development contracted with McDowell 

Group to measure the regional and statewide economic impact of Alaska's visitor indusuy in fall 2008 through 

summer 2009, including direct, indirect and induced effects. In addition to measuring visitor-related 

spending, employment, payroll and tax payments over a one-year period, the study provides objective, 

quantitative information on how recent events have affected Alaska's visitor indusuy. 

Methodology 

Visitor Volume 

The last primary data collection on visitor volume was conducted (by McDowell Group) in 2006-07 as part of 

the Alaska Visitor Statistics Program V (AVSP). Visitor/resident ratios were collected at airports, onboard ferries, 

and at border stations as visitors exited Alaska. Since 2006-07, McDowell Group has estimated visitor volume 

by applying 2006-07 visitor/resident ratios, by month and location, to traffic statistics (ferry embarkations, 

highway exits, and airplane enplanements). Prior to this study being undertaken, this exercise was completed 

for the study periods (fall/winter 2008-09 and summer 2009). Sources for traffic data included: Cruise Line 

Agencies of Alaska, Alaska Marine Highway System, Yukon Department of Tourism and Culture, Alaska 

Airlines, and the Anchorage and Fairbanks airports. 

Since the 2009 season was so different from previous years in terms of visitor volume, and because it has 

been three years since the original ratios were determined, the original summer 2009 visitor volume estimates 

were adjusted to more accurately reflect the latest visitor season. 

In order to gather information on the 2009 season, and how it differed in terms of visitor volume and 

spending from previous seasons, a survey of visitor indusuy businesses was conducted in early 2010. A total 

of 172 businesses were interviewed by the study team. Specific businesses were targeted in order to obtain a 

representative cross-section of visitor businesses across business type and location, as well as businesses 

representing the largest amount of visitors (cruise lines, Alaska Railroad, Alaska Airlines, etc.). Most businesses 

1 The Office of Economic Development commissioned a Tourism Satellite Account in 2004 that measured the economic impact of all 
travel and tourism activity in the statei however, the data from that study is not comparable with this study or previous studies. 
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were selected from the mailing list of the Alaska Travel IndustJy Association. Other sources included the 

websites of Convention and Visitors Bureaus and The Milepost guidebook. 

Businesses were asked about their visitor markets (cruise, air, highway/feny), seasonality, and percentage 

increase or decrease from 2008 to 2009 in both visitor volume and gross sales, among other questions. 

Nearly all businesses contacted were willing to participate, and often offered additional perspectives on the 

2009 season, and/or described factors affecting their particular business. 

Additional sources considered in the volume adjustments included: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Infonnation provided by Alaska Airlines and Alaska Marine Highway on resident travel. 

Land tour passenger volume data provided by cruise lines. 

Bed tax revenues collected from the following municipalities and boroughs: Anchorage, Fairbanks, 

Denali, Juneau, Mat-Su, Sitka, and Valdez. (Other communities either did not have a bed tax or were 

unable to provide 2009 data.) 

Vehicle rental tax revenues collected from the Municipality of Anchorage. 

Fishing and hunting license sales data from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 

Previous studies conducted by McDowell Group, including economic impact studies for the Juneau 

Convention and Visitors Bureau, Ketchikan Visitors Bureau, and the Alaska Cruise Association. 

• Employment data from the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development. 

Fall/winter visitor volume was not adjusted, reflecting the flat traffic trends and little change reported in the 

business survey. 

Visitor Spending 

As with visitor volume, the last primary data collection on visitor spending was conducted for AVSP V in 2006-

07. The survey of visitor businesses conducted for this study provided valuable data on how visitor spending 

changed in 2009 compared to previous seasons. Another important source of infonnation was shore 

excursion sales data provided by cruise lines, showing changes in cruise passenger spending pattems over the 

last several years. 

All of the sources cited above (bed tax revenues, vehicle rental tax revenues, and previous economic impact 

studies) were taken into consideration in detennining the spending adjustments. Inflation was also accounted 

for, by economic sector, based on the Anchorage Consumer Price Index. 

Addldonal Visitor Industry Spending 

Additional visitor industJy spending includes cruise line spending, crew member spending, and spending on 

air and feny tickets to enter and exit Alaska. 
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• Cruise line spending was derived from expenditure and payroll data provided by cruise lines for a 

study of the 2007 season, prepared for Alaska Cruise Association (ACA granted permission to use this 

data for the current study). Spending was adjusted to account for inflation as well as the drop in land 

tour volume between 2007 and 2009. (Overall passenger volume was flat between the two years.) 

• Crew member spending was based on previous surveys of crew members conducted by McDowell 

Group, modified to account for changes in crew member volume by port 

• Spending on air tickets was based on average Seattle-Alaska airfares, estimated volume by location, 

and an assumption that roughly half of spending on air tickets to enter and exit Alaska actually stays 

in Alaska. 

Spending on feny tickets was based on reported spending in AVSP V, adjusted for inflation, and 

estimated visitor volume entering and exiting Alaska via feny. All spending on feny tickets was 

assumed to stay in Alaska. 

Economic Impact Analysis 

McDowell Group maintains an Excel-based visitor indusuy economic impact model for assessing the effects of 

visitor indusuy-related spending in Alaska. Estimates of direct visitor indusuy employment and payroll are 

derived from visitor indusuy spending estimates, and verified using employment and payroll data from the 

Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development and U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. The model 

incorporates IMPLAN multipliers to estimate indirect and induced impacts. IMPLAN is a predictive input-output 

model of local and state economies, and is widely used to measure the economic impact of industries and 

industrial/commercial development Indirect effects include those jobs and income created as a result of 

visitor indusuy businesses purchasing goods and services in support of their business operations. Induced 

effects include jobs and income created as a result of employees of the visitor indusuy spending their payroll 

dollars in support of their households. Together, indirect and induced impacts are often termed "multiplier 

effects." 

Visitor Industry Tax Revenues 

The report includes estimates of tax revenues to municipalities and state govemment from out-of-state visitors, 

to the extent possible. 

Regional sales tax revenue estimates were calculated based on visitor industry spending and visitor volume at 

the community and regional level. Bed tax revenues were based on data from the business survey (where 

accommodations reported the percentage of their business from out-of-state visitors) as well as previous visitor 

volume and survey research. For both bed and sales tax estimates, tax rates and total taxes collected by 

community (from the Alaska Taxable report, 2009) were taken into account in the analysis. Total calendar 

year 2009 taxes were assumed as a proxy for the study period of October 2008 through September 2009. 

Cruise ship dockage/moorage revenues were collected from municipalities. 

Cruise line payments to the State of Alaska were reported by the Departments of Revenue and Environmental 

Conservation. Fishing and hunting licenses and tag revenues were reported by the Department of Fish and 
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Game. Vehicle rental taxes were reported by the Department of Revenue, adjusted to account for out-of-state 

visitors (using business survey results). The Department of Revenue also reported corporate income taxes 

associated with the visitor industJy. An Alaska Railroad official reported passenger-related revenues and the 

percentage attributable to out-of-state visitors. 

Economic Impact of Ala5ka'5 Vi5itor InduHry, 2008-09 McDowell Group, Inc. • Page 9 
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Visitor Volume 

Visitor Volume, Summer 2009 

An estimated 1.58 million out-<lf-state visitor> came to Alaska between May and September, 2009. Over haW 

of these visitor> (53 percent) exited the state via cruise ship; 43 percent exited via air, 3 percent exited via 

highway; and 1 percent exited via feny. 

Because some cruise ship visitor> exit the state by air after completing their cruise, it is also useful to consider 

volume in terms of cruise and non-cruise visitor>. As the chart below shows, 65 percent of all summer visitor> 

spent at least one night on a cruise ship while in Alaska. 

Chart 1 
Alaska Visitor Volume, Summer 2009 

By Exit Mode 

Chart 2 
Cruise Market Share, Summer 2009 

Highway 
55,200 

3% 

Total Visitors: 1.58 million 

Visitor Volume Decline, 2008 to 2009 

Visitation to Alaska dropped an estimated 7.3 percent between summer 2008 and 2009. While cruise 

passenger volume remained essentially the same, air visitor traffic decreased by 15 percent (from 800,600 to 

684,400). Highway exits were down by 8 percent, while feny exits decreased by 16 percent (See table, next 

page.) 

The visitor volume figures for air, feny, and highway are based on visitor/resident ratios collected in summer 

2006.' Additional information was taken into account to adjust the 2006 ratios, including: a survey of 172 

visitor businesses on their 2009 season; reports from air canier> and the Alaska Marine Highway on resident 

travel; reports from cruise lines on in-state travel; and changes in bed tax revenues reported by municipalities. 

2 Because cruise passengers are assumed to be 1 00 percent visitors, and cruise passenger data is more measurable, there is less 
uncertainty in the cruise volume figures. 
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The overall decline of 7.3 percent may appear low in light of the larger decreases felt by many businesses in 

the state. It is important to keep several factor.; in mind when considering the overall decrease: 

Total cruise passenger traffic was flat; because cruise visitor.; represent two-thirds of overall visitation, 

this moderated the significant declines in the other modes. 

• While total cruise passenger volume to Alaska did not change, there was a significant decrease in the 

number of passenger.; who purchased land tour.;, translating to less in-state travel, particularly to 

Fairbanks and Denali. These decreases are not reflected in total traffic volume. 

• Because visitor.; were reportedly spending less money while in Alaska, their impact in terms of dollar.; 

spent was more dramatic than their decrease in volume. 

Please see the chapter in this report on "Recent Changes" for a more detailed discussion on the summer 

2009 visitor season, along with survey data and other indicator.;. 

Table 1 
Visitor Volume, by Exit Mode, Summers 2008 and 2009 

Exit Mode 2008 2009 % change 

Air 800,600 684,400 -14.5% 

Total 1,707,400 1,583,300 -7.3% 

1 The total number of cruise ship visitors to Alaska in Summer 2009 
was 1,026,600, including passengers exiting Alaska by air after 
completing their cruise. 

Visitor Volume, FaU/Wlnter 2008-09 

An estimated 242,500 out-of-state visitor.; came to Alaska between October 2008 and April 2009. Nearly all 

of these visitor.; (95 percent) exited the state via airplane, while 5 percent exited via highway or feny. 

Fall/winter 2008-09 saw a slight (2.0 percent) decrease in visitor volume from fall/winter 2007-08. Air visitor 

exits were down by 1.9 percent, and highway visitor exits were down by 4.0 percent While feny volume 

increased, it had little impact on overall volume, as feny exits represent less than 1 percent of all fall/winter 

visitors. 

(These estimates are unchanged from the previously published report on fall/winter visitor volume 2008-09. 

The survey of visitor businesses revealed no significant changes in visitation between 2007-08 and 2008-09. 

Please see the chapter on "Recent Changes" for more detailed survey reSUlts.) 

Table 2 
Visitor Volume, by Exit Mode, Fall/Winter 200&.09 

Exit Mode Number of Visitors 

Air ---_._- ---------_. __ . 
Highway 
Feny 

---- - - ------- - ---
Total 

Economic Impact of Aloska's Visitor Industry, 2008·09 

231,300 
9,700 
1,500 

242,500 
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Visitor Industry Spending 

The spending figures presented below are based on sUlVey data from the 2006-07 Alaska Visitor Statistics 

Program V, conducted by McDowell Group for the Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and 

Economic Development To update these spending figures to 2008-09, the study team took into account 

changes in the visitor market since 2006-07 in terms of visitor volume, visitor type, and spending behavior. 

Information sources for estimating the effects of these changes included: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

SUlVey of 172 visitor businesses on changes in their business in terms of both volume and sales from 

previous seasons. (For detailed sUlVey results, please see the chapter on "Recent Changes.") 

Traffic data including air passenger data from airports and Alaska Airlines; feny passenger data from 

the Alaska Marine Highway; cruise passenger data from Cruise Line Agencies of Alaska; and highway 

border traffic from the Yukon Department of Tourism and Culture and U.S. Customs. 

Data on cruise passenger spending on shore excursions provided by cruise lines. 

Land tour passenger volume data provided by cruise lines. 

Bed tax revenues collected from the following municipalities and boroughs: Anchorage, Fairbanks, 

Denali, Juneau, Mat-Su, Sitka, and Valdez. (Other communities either did not have a bed tax or were 

unable to provide 2009 data.) 

Vehicle rental tax revenues collected from the Municipality of Anchorage. 

Inflation factors, by economic sector, based on the Anchorage Consumer Price Index. 

Employment data from the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 

Visitor Spending, Summer 2009 

Out-<>f-state visitors to Alaska spent an estimated $1.31 billion in Alaska between May and September 2009. 

This figure includes instate spending only, excluding the cost of transportation to and from the state, such as 

air tickets, cruise or cruise/tour packages, and feny tickets. 

While cruise visitor spending on cruises and cruise/tour packages is excluded in this figure, cruise line 

spending in Alaska is accounted for in the economic impact analysis, and is addressed further, below. This 

spending includes payments to hotels, motorcoach companies, the Alaska Railroad, and other components of 

land tours that are included in the cruise package price. 

For the purposes of this study, tour commissions were extracted from passenger spending data because they 

accrue directly to travel agents, tour operators, and cruise lines at the time of the sale. 
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Spending by Region 

In the 2006 AVSP survey, respondents were asked to estimate how much they spent in each community they 

visited. This spending was updated to reflect 2009 visitation by region and changes in spending behavior, 

among other factors. The chart below shows how summer visitor spending is distributed throughout the 

state. Southeast and Southcentral account for the bulk of visitor spending at 39 percent each, followed by the 

Interior at 15 percent, Southwest at 6 percent, and Far North at 1 percent. 

Spending by Sector 

In the 2006 AVSP survey, respondents were asked to estimate how much they spent by spending category 

(lodging, tours/activities/entertainment, gifts/souvenirs/clothing, food/beverage, cars/fuel/ transportation, and 

other). Spending estimates were updated to reflect changes in visitor volume and spending behavior in 2009. 

Total spending by sector is presented in the chart below. 

Visitor spending is widely distributed, with no one category accounting for more than one-quarter of 

spending. The largest sectors were gifts/souvenirs/clothing at 23 percent, tours/activities/entertainment at 21 

percent, and lodging at 17 percent. Readers are reminded that all tour commissions have been excluded from 

the tours/activities category. The "other" category is primarily spending on lodge packages within one 

community. 

Chart 3 
Visitor Spending, Summer 2009, by Region 

Southwest Far North 
$77.3m $13.1m 

6% 1% 

Chart 4 
Visitor Spending, Summer 2009, by Sector 

Transportation 
$122.6m 

9% 

Total Summer Visitor Spending: $1.3 Billion 
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Visitor Spending, FaUjWinter 2008-09 

Out-of-state visitors spent an estimated $197 million in Alaska between October 2008 and April 2009. This 

figure excludes spending on air and feny travel to enter and exit the state. Like the summer spending figures, 

the basis for the fall/winter spending estimates is survey results from 2006-07. However, fewer adjustments 

were necessary to update these figures: volume only dropped by 2 percent between 2007-08 and 2008-09 

(3 percent since 2006-07), in contrast to summer traffic. The data was updated to reflect a small decrease 

reported in the business survey and corroborated in other data such as bed and vehicle tax revenues. It was 

also adjusted to reflect the effects of inflation, by sector. 

Spending by Region 

In contrast to summer season spending, fall/winter visitor spending is much more focused in the Southcentral 

region, which accounts for two-thirds of all fall/winter spending. This reflects the much higher visitor traffic to 

the Southcentral region, nearly all of it to Anchorage. One-fifth of spending occurs in the Interior region, while 

Southeast, Southwest, and Far North each account for less than 10 percent of fall/winter spending. 

Spending by Sector 

Fall/winter visitor spending is more focused in the lodging and food/beverage categories when compared to 

the summer season, when gifts/souvenirs and tours/activities are the top two spending categories. This 

different spending pattem reflects the very different make-up of the fall/winter market: few visitors are 

shopping for vacation/pleasure purposes, and instead are much more likely to be traveling for business or to 

visit friends or relatives. They are therefore much less likely to participate in tours or purchase souvenirs. 

Chart 5 
Visitor Spending, Fall/Winter 2008-09 

By Region 

Southeast 
$13.8m 

7% 

Southwest 
$10.7m 

5% 

Chart 6 
Visitor Spending, Fall/Winter 2008-09 

By Sector 

Tours/activities 
4% 

Other 
3% 

Total Fall/Winter Visitor Spending: $197 Million 
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Additional Visitor Industry Spending 

Cruise Line Spending and Payroll 

Cruise lines and their subsidiaries spent approximately $250 million on goods and selVices from Alaska 

businesses during the 2008-09 study period. This estimate is derived from detailed 2007 purchasing 

information provided by six major cruise lines for a report conducted by McDowell Group on cruise indusUy 

impacts for the Alaska Cruise Association. (Permission was granted by ACA to use the cruise line data for the 

purposes of this study.) The data was sorted to eliminate spending outside of Alaska, as well as payments to 

tour vendors accounted for under passenger spending. 

To develop an estimate of 2009 cruise line spending, the 2007 spending data was adjusted to account for 

differences in the cruise market between 2007 and 2009, including a drop in land tour participation. (Total 

passenger volume was essentially the same between the two years.) The 2007 data was also adjusted to 

account for the effects of inflation. 

One-third of all cruise line spending accrues to govemment in the form of taxes and fees. Transportation 

spending accounts for over one-fifth of all cruise line spending, while the accommodations sector receives 17 

percent of all spending. 

In addition to spending in Alaska on goods and selVices, cruise lines also paid their Alaska employees a total of 

approximately $62 million in payroll and benefits. Cruise lines directly employed approximately 1,800 workers 

in Alaska in 2009, including motorcoach drivers, hotel employees, and other shoreside personnel. This does 

not include any shipboard personnel. 

Crew Spending 

Approximately 25,000 crew members visited Alaska in 2009, each crew member generally sailing on 10 to 20 

individual voyages, viSiting multiple communities on each voyage. Crew members make a wide variety of 

purchases while in port: they visit restaurants and bars; they purchase communication-related items such as 

phone cards, Intemet, and postage; and they visit retail outlets such as Fred Meyers, Costco, and Wa~Mart 

Spending data for crew is primarily based on sUlVeys of crew members previously conducted by McDowell 

Group, updated to reflect 2009 crew member visitation. 

Table 3 
Crew Member Spending, By Region, Summer 2009 

Total Spending 

Southeast $16.1 million 

Southcentral $0.3 million 

. Total $16.4 million 

Visitor Spending on Air and Ferry Travel 

AIR TRAVEL 

Although visitors did not report their spending on airplane tickets to enter and exit the state in the 2006-07 

AVSP, a rough estimate is necessal)' to complete the picture of visitor spending in 2008-09. Visitor spending 
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on air travel impacts the state's economy in the form of landing fees, fuel purchases, airline employee wages, 

and other purchases in support of airline operations. 

To estimate visitor spending on air travel, the estimated number of air visitors was multiplied by average 

Seattle-Alaska round-trip fares, for both summer ($600) and fall/winter ($500). One-haW of the total ticket 

spending was assumed to stay in-state. Spending was distributed by region based on exiting air traffic. This 

methodology is inexact passengers fly to and from various destinations with various pricing, and many 

passengers fly to or from points other than Seattle. In the absence of more specific data, this provides a 

reasonable and conservative estimate of impacts from visitor spending on airfare in and out of the state. (See 

table, below.) 

FERRY TRAVEL 

Similar to airplane tickets, spending on feny tickets to enter and exit Alaska are not included in the initial visitor 

spending estimates because the expenditures are not "out-of-pocket" To estimate this spending, the total 

number of visitors estimated to have entered or entered Alaska by feny from fall 2008 through summer 2009 

was multiplied by the average spending on feny tickets reported in AVSP, with adjustments for inflation. This 

results in a total spending estimate of $11.4 million. This does not include spending on in-state feny travel by 

visitors, which is captured elsewhere in the expenditure data. For the purposes of economic impact analysis, 

all feny spending is attributed to Southeast because all ferries entering and exiting Alaska sail between 

Southeast ports and Bellingham or Prince Rupert (though visitors sailing to Southcentral and Southwest ports 

clearly have economic benefit to those regions). 

Table 4 
Visitor Spending on Air and Ferry Travel to Enter/Exit Alaska 

October 200S-September 2009 

Air Travel Ferry Travel 

South central $209.0 million n/a 

Southeast $25.5 million $11.4 million 

Interior $36.3 million n/a 

Total '. $270.8 million $11 .4 million 

Economic Impact of Alaska~s Visitor Industry, 2008-09 McDowell Group, Inc . • Page 16 



1703 

FuB Year Visitor Industry Spending 

The table below shows full year (October 2008 through September 2009) visitor industJy spending, 

combining the spending by visitors, cruise lines, and crew members, along with spending on air and feny 

tickets to enter/exit Alaska. The total figure of $2.1 billion is primarily focused on visitor spending, which 

accounts for 71 percent of total spending. 

Table 5 
Visitor Industry Spending, October 200S-September 2009 

Expenditures 

Visitor spending $1,502.2 million 
Cruise line spending $250.0 million 
Cruise line payroll spending $62.0 million 
Crew member spending $16.4 million 
Air tickets $270.8 million 
Feny tic kets $11.4 million 
Total spending S2.1 billion 

The chart below shows how visitor industJy spending is distributed by region. Regionally, Southcentral 

captures the largest share at 45 percent. followed by Southeast at 33 percent, Interior at 17 percent. 

Southwest at 4 percent. and Far North at 1 percent. 

Chart 7 
Visitor Industry Spending, October 200S-September 2009, By Region 

Southwest Far North 
$88.0m $20.7m 

4% 1% 

Total Spending: $2.1 Billion 
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Economic Impact Analysis 

Spending in Alaska by visitors and visitor industry businesses creates jobs, income, and business activity 

throughout the Alaska economy. Visitor spending creates jobs and payroll with tour companies, hotels and 

lodges, retail establishments, transportation providers, and a range of other business. Visitor industry 

businesses and their employees in turn re-spend a portion of that money with other Alaska businesses (some 

is spent outside Alaska). 

For most industries in Alaska, it is possible to rely on govemment agencies to routinely report employment and 

payroll. However, because visitor activity directly affects a blend of numerous other industries (retail, 

transportation, services, and others) there are no regularly published data on visitor industry employment and 

payroll, either in Alaska or elsewhere in the U.S. Tourism "satellite accounts" have been developed for the 

purpose of isolating and measuring tourism economic activity; however, these efforts still fail to provide a true 

measure on tourism activity in Alaska because resident travel is included in the analysis. Therefore, for a pure 

analysis of the economic impact of non-resident visitor travel to Alaska, custom research and modeling is 

required. McDowell Group maintains an Excel-based visitor industry economic impact model for assessing the 

effects of visitor industry-related spending in Alaska. 

All impact analysis refers to the October 2008 through September 2009 study period, abbreviated to "2009." 

Direct Employment and Labor Income Effects 

The visitor industry's direct economic impacts include the jobs and income created by: 

• Non-resident visitor spending on all goods and services purchased while in Alaska. 

• Ha~ of visitor spending on air travel to Alaska (based on fares for travel from Seattle to Alaska 

destinations) and all visitor spending on Alaska Marine Highway tickets. None of the expenditures 

made by cruise passengers on their cruise package is included, though some of that money flows 

through the state in the form of cruise line purchases of goods and services. 

Spending in Alaska by cruise lines in support of their operations, including payroll for their shoreside 

employees in Alaska and all taxes and fees paid to state and local govemments. 

• Spending by cruise ship crew while in Alaska. 

As described in the previous chapter, all these components of direct visitor industry spending totaled 

approximately $2.1 billion in the 12-month study period. This spending directly generated 27,100 full- and 

part-time jobs in Alaska, and $800 million in labor income, based on McDowell Group's economic impact 

modeling. Approximately ha~ (46 percent) of direct visitor industry employment is in the Southcentral region, 

and approximately one-third (31 percent) is in Southeast 
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Table6 
Visitor Industry Employment and Labor Income in Alaska, 2009 

(direct effects only) 

Employment Labor Income 

Southcentral 12,600 $349 million 
-------

Interior 4,900 154 million 
Southeast 8,300 256 million 

_ Southwe~t _______________________ ~1QQ ______________ . 30 million ___ . 
Far North 200 8 million 
Total 27,100 $797 million 

These employment and labor income estimates do not include multiplier effects, i.e., those jobs and income 

created _in Alaska as the visitor dollar is re-spent by visitor indusuy businesses and their employees. In fact, 

modeling indicates that this secondary spending totaled approximately $1.3 billion. That amount, added to 

the initial direct spending of $2.1 billion, indicates total direct, indirect and induced spending of approximately 

$3.4 billion in 2009. The statewide employment and income effects of $1.3 billion in secondary spending 

are estimated at 9,100 jobs and $346 million in labor income. Regional direct and indirect employment and 

labor income totals are presented in the following tables. 

Table 7 
Direct, Indirect, and Total Visitor Industry Employment in Alaska, 2009 

Direct Indirect Total 

_~outh:":'~. ___________ 1},600 _________ l.,.000 . ______ 17,600 ___ . 

_I nt:~()~__________ ____ .. _'!,~~ ___________ 12QQ _______________ 6~2_0..Q ____ _ 
_ ~uth!ast ._._ ..... _________ 8,30~ ___________ 2,3~ ______ ]..Q,~OO _____ .. _ 

~().~th~~ ____ . ______ !_.!g_~____________ 40~ ____ . __ . ___ 1200 ______ _ 
Far North 200 100 300 . _ .. __ .. __ .. _--_._ .. __ ._--- .•.. ---_._._ .. -', ------ .. --. --". .. _.- --- -.... __ ... , ... - .-... _.- •... _-----', -- -_._._. -_._._-.---
Total 27,100 9,100 36,200 

Table 8 
Direct, Indirect, and Total Visitor Industry Labor Income in Alaska, 2009 

Direct Indirect Total 

Southcentral $349 million $165 million 
Interior 154 million 51 million 

$514 million 
205 million 

-----~-.~---.----.-----.------.~---

50utheast 256 million 117 million ----------
~()_':'th_w_e_s_t ______ _______ ~Q_"'_il_lio_n _. __________ !.!million __ _ 

373 million 

41 million 

Far North 8 million 2 million 10 million 
~-----------'----' .~~----------.-------------.-... --.-----.------

Total $797 million $346 million $1,143 million 

In summary, Alaska's visitor indusuy accounted for a total of 36,200 jobs in 2009, and over $1.1 billion in 

labor income, including all direct, indirect and induced effects. It should be noted that this estimate of visitor 

indusuy-related employment is a tally of the total number of full and part-time jobs linked to non-resident 

visitor travel to Alaska in 2009. This tally includes annual average wage and salary employment, and total 

proprietors' employment (the total number of sole proprietorships or partnerships active at any time during 

the year). Though non-resident travel to Alaska occurs year-round, the visitor indusuy is strongly seasonal, 

with the vast majorily of visitation occurring between May and September. Because of the seasonal nature of 

Economic Impact of Alaska's Visitor Industry, 2008-09 McDowell Group, Inc . • Page 19 



1706 

the industry, estimates of annual average employment understate the total number of people directly 

employed in the industry during the peak of the travel season. In the accommodations sector, for example, 

wage and salary employment averaged about 7,700 jobs in 2009. Peak employment that year, in July, totaled 

1 1,000 jobs. Alaska's "scenic &: sightseeing transportation" sector is even more seasonal, with annual 

average employment of about 1,800 and peak employment of about 3,800, according to Alaska Department 

of Labor and Workforce Development data. Therefore, while this study measured 36,200 full and part-time 

jobs related to Alaska's visitor industry, the total number of workers whose jobs are directly or indirectly 

connected to the industry was over 40,000 in 2009. 

Table 9 
Total Visitor Industry Employment, Labor Income, and Spending in Alaska, 2009 

(including direct, indirect, and induced effects) 

Employment Labor Income Spending 

Southcentral 17,600 $514 million $1,7S1 million 

Interior 6,200 205 million 519 million 
. ------~~-.~.--- -----.- - --.----~.- ---------,-----------.----~-------~----

Southeast 10,600 373 million 1,004 million 

Southwest 1,SOO 41 million 
----~---.---.---.--~-----------.--.-~.-.-----.-

Far North 300, 10 million 
----------.-.~ ._- .. _--------- .... __ ._--,,_. __ . __ ._--,-_ .. __ .-

Total 36,200 $1,1 billion 

Importance in Regional and Statewide Economies 

115 million 

25 million 
---.---~----~-

$3.4 billion 

Proportionately, visitor industry employment is most important in Southeast Alaska, Visitor industry-related 

employment of approximately 10,600 represented 21 percent of the region's SO,OOO full and part-time jobs, 

Total visitor industry-related labor income of $373 million was 17 percent of total Southeast region labor 

income of approximately $2,2 billion,' In the Interior region the visitor industry accounted for about 9 percent 

of employment (out of a regional total of 6S,SOO jobs) and 6 percent of labor income (out of a regional total 

of $3.4 billion), 

Total Southcentral employment of 17,600, represented approximately 7 percent of total employment in the 

region (about 263,000 full and part-time jobs) and 4 percent of total labor income (approximately $13.7 

billion). 

Statewide, visitor industry-related employment of 36,200 accounted for 8 percent of all employment Total 

statewide visitor industry-related labor income of $ 1,1 billion represented 5 percent of all labor income in 

Alaska.' 

Employment and Labor Income by Sector 

Jobs created as a direct result of visitor spending are concentrated in five sectors of Alaska's economy. Visitor 

spending directly accounted for 4,200 accommodations jobs in 2009, 3,SOO jobs with firms providing tours 

and other visitor activities, and 4,500 retail jobs, Visitor spending also directly generated 4,400 jobs with 

3 Based on Bureau of Economic Analysis employment and labor income data for the Southeast region in 2007. 
01 Based on BEA employment and labor income data for the Alaska in 2008. 
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restaurants/bars and 2,700 jobs with transportation providers. Another 2,600 jobs were scattered among a 

number of other sectors of the Alaska economy, as a direct result of visitor spending. 

Spending by cruise lines was also broadly distributed throughout the Alaska economy, creating jobs in the 

same sectors as those affected by visitor spending, plus jobs in professional and business services, wholesale 

businesses, and construction, among others, and in the government sector as a result of tax payments to 

state and local governments. 

Indirect and induced jobs linked with the visitor industry are the most broadly distributed throughout the 

Alaska economy and includes all of the sectors that provide goods and services to Alaska businesses and 

households - virtually the entire service and support sector. 

Table 10 
Visitor Industry Employment and labor Income, with Sector Detail, 2009 

Employment labor Income 

Accommodations ---------
Tours &; Activities 
Retail 

_____ 4,200 
3,500 
4,500 

$1 01 million 
---

140 million 
102 million _._--_._---_ ... _---_._._ .... _---_._- ----------------------_.-

Food/Drink Services 4,400 91 million ----_._---_._--_. __ ._._-----_._-----------------------._--
___ Transportation _____ . ____________ . __ 2,700 ________ 1_1 ~~illion ___ _ 

Other 2,600 70 million ._--_. 
Total 21,900 $620 million 

All other direct jobs 

Total visitor industry-related 
employment and labor income 

Economic Impact of Alaska's Visitor Industry, 2008·09 

5,200 

36,200 

$ 177 million 
$346 million 

$1.1 billion 
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Alaska's Visitor Industry: 
Recent Changes and Future Outlook 

Decline In Visitor Industry, 2008 to 2009 

As described in the Visitor Volume chapter of this report. Alaska's out-of-state visitor market declined 

considerably (by an estimated 7 percent) in summer 2009 when compared to summer 2008. In fact, the 

visitor market has not seen this signWicant a decline since McDowell Group began tracking visitor volume in 

1985. While the cruise market was basically flat, the air market dropped an estimated 15 percent; the feny 

market 16 percent; and the highway market 8 percent. In addition, the cruise passengers that did visit Alaska 

were less likely to travel within the state, making the declines in the Southcentral and Interior regions more 

dramatic. Following is a more detailed description of the 2008-09 visitor season, and how it dWfered from 

previous years. 

Business Survey Results 

A major source for this study was a survey of 172 visitor industry businesses, specWical1y targeted in order to 

obtain a representative cross-section of visitor businesses across business type and location, as well as 

businesses representing the largest amount of visitors (cruise lines, Alaska Railroad, Alaska Airlines, etc.). 

Businesses were asked about their visitor markets (cruise, air, highway/feny), seasonality, and percentage 

increase or decrease in 2008-09 in both visitor volume and gross sales, among other questions. 

Results from the survey should be viewed in light of the fact that responses are not weighted by size or type of 

business. It should also be noted that the survey sample included only a few Southeast tour operators catering 

exclusively to cruise ship passengers, because the study team had access to shore excursion sales data 

provided by cruise lines. This data was taken into consideration along with survey data when making 

adjustments to passenger spending data. 

Table 11 
Visitor Business Survey Sample Definition 

% of Total 
Location 

Southcentral 39% 
Southeast 24 
Interior 18 
Statewide 8 
Southwest 6 
Far North 5 

Business Type 
Accommodations 32% 
Activities and attractions 25 
Retail 20 
Transportation 10 
Dining 6 
Package tou rs 6 

Average # of years in business 25 years 
Average # of employees 35 employees 
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CHANGE IN GROSS SALES AND VISITOR VOLUME, SUMMER 2008 TO SUMMER 2009 

Two-thirds of businesses surveyed said their volume and their sales decreased in summer 2009 compared to 

2008. One in ten saw an increase, and about the same said there was no change year-to-year. 

Businesses that saw an increase, as well as those that saw a less-than-average decrease, often explained their 

results. They were a growing business, for example, or they anticipated the decline by offering lower rates or 

special promotions. Respondents also commented that visitors were buying lower-priced tours and lodging -

if a business was in the right price range, they may have had a better year than those in the higher price 

range. 

Retail businesses were asked a follow-up question: whether per-visitor spending changed (as opposed to 

overall gross sales). In response, 6 percent said that per-visitor spending increased, 58 percent said decreased, 

26 percent said it stayed the same, and 10 percent didn't know. These results correspond with comments 

that visitors were buying lower-price retail items (as well as lower-price tours and lodging). 

Table 12 
Changes in Sales and Visitor Volume, Summer 2008 to Summer 2009 

% of Total 
Change in number of visitors served 

Increase 11% 

Decrease 67 
No change 7 

Don't know 14 
Average % change 14% decrease 

Change in gross sales 
Increase 9% 
Decrease 65 
No change 10 
Don't know 

-,--------
Average % change 

16 __ _ 
16% decrease 

CHANGE IN GROSS SALES AND VISITOR VOLUME, FALL/WINTER 2007-08 TO FALL/WINTER 2008-09 

Businesses who reported operating in the fall/winter were asked about their last fall/winter season (October 

2008-Apri12009) compared to the previous season (October 2007-April 2008). 

There was much less change reported in the fall/winter season compared to the summer season - not 

surprising, considering that fall/winter visitors tend to be traveling to visit friends and relatives or for business, 

and these markets were not as affected by the economic crisis. In addition, traffic data reflected only a 2 

percent decrease in visitation between the two periods. 

A little less than one-quarter reported an increase in visitors, a little more than one-quarter reported a decrease, 

but the most popular answer was "no change." There were a few more reports of decreases in terms of sales, 

probably reflecting lower prices. The reports of lower sales were reinforced by bed tax and vehicle rental tax 

declines. 
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Table 13 
Changes in Sales and Visitor Volume, Fall/Winter 2007-08 to Fall/Winter 2008-09 

% of Total 

Change in number of visitors served 

Increase 23% 
Decrease 28 
No change 41 

Don't know 8 

Average % change 1% decrease 

Change in gross sales 
Increase 20% 
Decrease 31 
No change 42 

Don't know 7 

Average % change 8% decrease 

SUMMARY OF BUSINESS SURVEY COMMENTS 

Additional comments were offered by respondents on their 2009 season, summarized below. 

• Although cruise lines filled their ships, it required heavily discounting prices. According to some 

contacts, this led to passengers with lower incomes and higher price sensitivity. 

• Although a couple of contacts reported a decrease in intemational visitors, most of those who 

commented on this market said they held steady or increased. Several noted increases in the 

European and Japanese markets. 

• 

• 

The group tour and incentive markets were reported to be down. 

The excellent weather experienced statewide in 2009 not only tempted more visitors to purchase 

outdoor tours, it allowed for fewer flightseeing cancellations. 

• Businesses selling all-inclusive package tours that included a cruise component were especially hard hit 

because they were competing heavily with cruise lines, which were offering unprecedented prices. 

• Businesses selling add-on packages to cruise passengers (such as two-day tours to Nome) were also 

affected. One contact pointed out that with cruise packages priced so low, it became hard for visitors 

to justify paying as much or more for add-on packages as they had paid for their cruise. 

• The sportfishing market reported heavy losses in both the charter and lodge sectors. Owners cited 

new sportfishing regulations as a factor in the downtum, in addition to the economic recession. 

• 

• 

A few contacts reported more travel by Canadians. 

There were several comments on the in-state market, that Alaskans were traveling in-state as much or 

more than before. (This report measures impacts from out-of-state visitors only.) 
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Retail vendors commented on how sales have fluctuated over the last several years. For many, the 

trend towards lower-priced items began in 2008 and continued in 2009. 

Additional Visitor Industry Indicators 

The table below presents additional indicators that help describe the 2009 season. They tend to reinforce 

what was reported in the survey, and were taken into account in the adjustments made to spending and 

volume for the 2009 season. 

• Domestic air passenger traffic exiting Alaska was down in every market, ranging from 7 percent in 

Fairbanks to 20 percent in Sitka, for a total decline of 10 percent. While resident travel is included in 

these figures, resident air travel was reported to have held fairly steady in summer 2009. Intemational 

air traffic was likewise down, by 8 percent. 

Cruise passenger traffic was down only 1 percent between 2008 and 2009; however, as reported 

previously, cruise passengers were traveling less within the state. Based on information provided by 

cruise lines on 2008-to-2009 shifts in the land tour market (passengers that purchase ovemight tours, 

generally to Denali and Fairbanks, in addition to their cruise), it is estimated that land tour volume 

dropped 13 percent between 2008 and 2009. 

• Some of the more striking declines can be seen in bed tax revenues, with declines ranging from 14 

percent in Denali to 30 percent in Sitka. The increase in Valdez' bed tax revenues likely reflects their 

relative dependence on the in-state market. (In viewing these figures, it is important to keep in mind 

that these declines reflect decreases in prices as well as room nights.) 

Anchorage showed a 23 percent decrease in vehicle rental tax revenues, and a 26 percent in RV rental 

tax revenues. As with bed tax revenues, these figures likely reflect decreases in prices as well as rentals. 

• Department of Fish and Game license sales show a 16 percent decline in non-resident fishing license 

sales between 2008 and 2009, reinforcing reports from lodge and charter operators. While hunting 

licenses were down only 2 percent, big game tags were down 18 percent 

While sales tax revenues are not direct indicators of visitor spending as they reflect both resident and 

non-resident spending, it is interesting to note that sales tax revenues were down 16 percent in Sitka, 

12 percent in Juneau, and 9 percent in Skagway. The Skagway figure is particularly indicative of the 

visitor market, as visitor spending represents the vast majorily of spending on goods and services in 

Skagway during the 2"' and 3" quarters. 
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Table 14 
Summer 2009 Visitor Industry Indicators 

Change 2008 to 2009 

__ ,:>~~!ic a.!!:!'.I~."~.p'~~~",:,.~_"~~._~~!i."l1.~.~ska,~~~~~".!'.~,,,:,,~,,~.________. 
Anchorage -10% 

Fairbanks -7% 

Juneau -15% 

Ketchikan -12% 
Sitka -20% 

Other -6% 
Tota-Cl---- -----··_----·---------10%---

_._. ____ . ___ . ___ . ___ . ______ .....,--;-_:...:.c..:_ 
International airplane passengers ex!ting Alaska, May-September ,..,-__ _ 

Anchorage -9% 

Fairbanks -8% 

Total -8% --_ .. _--_ .. 
Cruise passenger traffic_~ ___________ _ 

_-.,.T_o_ta.1 pa-,sengervolume_ 
Land tour volume 

-1% 

.--.• _ .. _ .. _._._ ... _-_ .. _ ... _._--
__ Bed ~." Reven.t'es, April-Septem.b:.cer____ _ __ -,_.,..,... __ _ 
_ .. _!-nch~ra!:l" ____ ._._ .. __ .. ________ ... _____ . -22~._ .. __ 

Fairbanks 
Denali 
Juneau 

------.--.-------.----~--

Mat-Su 
Sitka _._-_.-.. _---------
Valdez 

-:-:-:-:---c:--.------.--:---:-:-::­
Vehicle Rental Tax Revenues, April-September 

-18% 
-14% 
-28%--

·10% 

-30% 

+7% 

·23% 

__ ~nchorage RV ~nt:a..!.._ .. ____ . _____ .. _____ . _____ .26~_. __ _ 
Department of Fish and Game License Sales 

, (calendar years 2008 and 2009) 

Nonresident sport fishing licenses ------------
.. l\I~I1_~~den.~ ~~n.\l S~lm.",:, ~!ils__ 

Juneau 

·16% 

·18% 

-12% 
---.--------~. - -._ .. _ ...... -._--, ... _._-_ .... -- .-.~-.--- - ... -- ---'" .. --- --- --.-----------~--. 

_Skagway -9% 

Sitka ·16% 

Sources: Alaska Airlines, Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport, Fairbanks International 
Airport, Cruise Une Agendes of Alaska, cruise lines, Alaska Marine Highway, Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, and the munidpalities/boroughs of Anchorage, Fairbanks, 
Denali, Juneau, Mat·Su, Sitka, Valdez, Skagway, and Sitka. 
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Economic Impact of 2009 Decline 

While within the scope of this project it is not possible to measure precisely the economic impact of the 

decline in visitor spending in 2009, available data provides an indication of the significance of the decline_ 

Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development employment data indicates that statewide annual 

average employment in the accommodations sector (hotels, lodges and 8&8s) was down by 600 jobs in 

2009. Accommodations employment in July 2009, at the peak of the visitor season, was 1,100 jobs below 

the july 2008 level. Other visitor-affected sectors of the Alaska economy also experienced employment 

declines in 2009, as illustrated in the following table. Not all of the job loss in these sectors can be attributed 

to a decline in visitor spending; Alaska residents account for a significant portion of spending in these sectors. 

Nevertheless, it is clear from the long list of declining visitor indusuy indicators (reported above) that lower 

visitor spending was a key contributing factor. 

Table 15 
Annual Average and Peak Month Employment Declines in Visitor-Affected Sectors, 

2009 versus 2008 

Annual Average Change, July 2008 
Change, 2008 to 2009 to July 2009 

Retail -600 -500 ------------
Air transportation -300 -500 

-
Accommodations -600 -1,100 

Food and drink 400 -1,200 

Source: Alaska Department of labor and Workforce Development. 

Detailed sector employment data for the third quarter of 2009 further illustrates job losses during the peak of 

the visitor season. In these selected visitor-affected categories, statewide employment during the third quarter 

of 2009 was .about 2,300 jobs below the third quarter of 2008, a decline of about 7 percent Payroll was 

down $14 million for the quarter, a decline of 6 percent Two sectors that are most heavily affected by non­

resident visitor travel, scenic/sightseeing transportation and tour companies, saw employment declines of 9 

percent and 25 percent, respectively. 

Table 16 
Changes in 3,d Quarter Employment in Selected Visitor-Affected Sectors, 2008 to 2009 

3rd Qtr 09 Change from Percent Total Change in Percent 
Employment 3rd Qtr 08 Change Payroll Change 

_Jewelry stores 598 -17 -3% -$507,708 -10% 

__ <:;Jf!,_!,_ov"'-I)I!~nd _s_~"-ven""- s~o!es _________ !!37~ __________ -=-~ _________ :5~ ____ ~6,04y ____ -9% 
Nonscheduled air transportatio"--____ 12~ -140 __ -8~__ :224,008 -1% 

_5ce.,;cand~ghtse!'!~gtrans""rtation___ 3,106 -310 -9% -3,161,303 -11% ------
~I'port activities fortransportatio~ ______ 2,848 __ -243 -8% -1,386,541 -4% 

~assenger car rental ______ 425 -27 -6% -84,549 -3% 

_ Tour ol'"rators ______________ 6~ _____ _=_"24. _____ __:_:c:_ -25% -974,955 -15% ------
-3% -1,084,540 -6% Amusements and recreation 4,333 -112 

Traveler accommodation 8,885 -665 -7% 4,672,572 -8% 

Full-service restaurants 8,455 -465 -5% -1,541,174 -4% 

Total All Categories 32,318 -2,268 -7% -$14,203,396 -6% 

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development. 
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Based on the modeling conducted for this study, total visitor spending in Alaska declined by approximately 

$270 million between 2007-08 and 2008-09, a 15 percent drop. A 15 percent drop in visitor spending 

could translate in to loss of 5,000 direct and indirect jobs if it were to persist for several years. In the near term, 

however, the direct employment loss during the summer of 2009 was significantly less than that amount 

In 2009, on average, $82,000 in visitor spending created one direct job. At that rate, a spending decline of 

$270 million would suggest a loss of approximately 3,300 jobs. However, employers are often more inclined 

(at least initially) to reduce non-personnel costs and/or eam reduced profits before resorting to job cuts. As 

such it is likely that statewide the decline in visitor spending reSUlted in the loss of perhaps 2,000 to 2,500 

mostly seasonal jobs. 

Industry Outlook 

One aspect of the 2010 visitor market that is currently measurable is a forecasted decline in cruise passenger 

capacity. Overall, capacity is expected to be down 14 percent from 2009, based on several changes. The 

following ships will be re-deployed to other markets: 1,270-passenger Ryndam (Holland America Line), 

2,600-passenger Star Princess (Princess Cruises), 2,002-passenger Norwegian Sun (Norwegian Cruise Line), 

2,100-passenger Serenade of the Seas (Royal Caribbean Intemational), and 114-passenger Spirit of Oceanus 

(Cruise West). Holland America's Amsterdam will make 11 Alaska voyages (of 14 nights each) instead of 20 

seven-night voyages. There have also been changes from cross-gu~ to round trip itineraries for two ships (the 

1,950-passenger Coral Princess and the 2,124-passenger Camival Spirit), which eliminates the option for 

passengers to travel additionally in-state (either independently or on land tour packages). 

Different ports will feel the drop to different degrees, as seen in the follOWing table. 

Table 17 
Anticipated Changes in Cruise Passenger Volume, 2009 to 2010 

% Change 
Juneau -14% 
Ketchikan -12 

Skagway -12 
Sitka -36 

Whittier -40 

Seward -16 
Icy Strait Point -11 

Haines -26 
Statewide -14% 

Source: Cruise Une Agencies of Alaska. 

A decline in cruise passenger travel to Alaska of approximately 14 percent (140,000 passengers overall) in 

2010 could reasonably be expected to result in a 14 percent decline in cruise passenger spending, compared 

to 2009. If a decline of 140,000 passengers is accompanied by a proportional decline in spending, $90 

million in direct spending would be lost, and as much as $150 million in total direct and indirect spending. 

This spending decline, plus the decline experienced in 2009, could bring the total employment loss from the 

2008 peak to near 5,000 jobs, including all the direct and indirect effects. 
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However, 2009 was an unusual year in the Alaska cruise market The result of a severe national recession, 

deep discounting was required to fill berths on cruise ships. The discounting fuWilled its objective; cruise traffic 

was down only about 1 percent. However, cruise passengers that did travel to Alaska in 2009 proved to be 

reluctant spenders, purchasing fewer excursions and spending less on gifts and souvenirs. Early indications for 

the 2010 season suggest that Alaska can expect a retum of the more traditional (less frugal) cruise passenger. 

Anecdotal information indicates discounting is not being required to fill berths, meaning the typical cruiser in 

2010 will spend at a higher rate than the typical 2009 cruiser. To the extent that 2010 cruisers do spend 

more, the spending and employment losses potentially stemming from the decline in cruise traffic will be 

mitigated. 

Looking ahead to 2011, Cruise Line Agencies of Alaska predicts that overall passenger volume will be about 

the same as in 2010, with additional losses being balanced out by new arrivals. 

Further decline in the independent (non-cruise) travel market is not expected in 2010, and the outlook is for a 

modest rebound from 2009. Several factors point to this outcome. 

• The reduction in cruise capacity - and stronger early cruise bookings despite lack of sign~icant 

discounting - indicate better overall demand for Alaska and increased consumer economic capability. 

Cruise capacity limitations likely mean some visitors will choose a non-cruise Alaska trip. 

National retail spending and consumer confidence show some modest promise in early 2010. Since 

Alaska visitors tend to be well above average in income and education, they are less affected by an 

economic downturn. 

• Past research in the Alaska market indicates that potential visitors may postpone their Alaska trip during 

uncertain times but not cancel their Alaska ambitions altogether. Some pent-up demand from the 

recent independent visitor downtum is expected. 

• Most independent visitors enter and exit by air, and Alaska's dominant carrier - Alaska Airlines - is 

doing much better financially in 2010 than the aviation industJy overall, so is likely to maintain 

sufficient summer frequency to service independent Alaska demand. 

• Independents will be looking for value, as opposed to low price, and travel offerings throughout the 

state are more modestly priced as a result of the recession. The perceived (and true) value of an 

independent Alaska experience has improved since 2008. 

• While the U.S. dollar may be strengthening somewhat in 2010, Alaska travel is still a good value for 

overseas visitors, and some additional independent traffic might be expected. 

While all of these factors point to modest improvement in Alaska independent visitor volume and spending for 

2010, the nation's recent economic troubles are indicators of much more comprehensive and long-term 

systemic issues with the U.S. economy that will continue to be of concem for all travel markets. 
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Revenues to Municipal and State Governments 

The visitor industly generates significant revenues for state and local govemments in Alaska. User fees, sales 

taxes, bed taxes, property taxes, income taxes and other payments all flow to state and local govemments in 

Alaska directly or indirectly from the visitor industly. This chapter details, to the extent possible, state and local 

govemment revenues that can be attributed to out-of-state visitors. 

Summary 

Visitor-related tax revenues to municipalities in 2008-09 totaled nearly $70 million in sales and bed tax 

revenues and cruise line payments. Sales tax revenues are estimated at $28.9 million, and bed tax revenues 

are estimated at $23.5 million. In addition, cruise lines paid over $17 million in dockage, moorage, and 

municipal passenger fees in 2009. Property taxes provide an additional revenue stream to municipalities. 

Visitor-related revenues to state govemment during the 2008-09 study period included $139 million in cruise 

line fees, fishing/hunting licenses, vehicle rental taxes, corporate income taxes, and revenues to the Alaska 

Marine Highway System and the Alaska Railroad. Cruise lines alone paid $58 million in commercial passenger 

vessel fees, gambling taxes, Ocean Ranger Program fees, and Environmental Compliance Program fees. 

Additional revenues to the State of Alaska from the visitor industly not included in this total are airport fees, 

State Parks user fees, and State Museum revenues, among others. 

Please see the following pages for more details on these revenues. 

Table 18 
Selected Revenues to Municipal and State Governments 

October 200s-September 2009 

Municipal Revenues 

Sales tax revenues 

Bed tax revenues 

Dockage/moorage revenues 

State of Alaska Revenues 

Commercial Passenger Vessel Tax 

Passenger Gambling Tax 

Ocean Ranger Program 

Commercial Passenger Vessel 
Environmental Compliance Program 

Non-resident fishing/hunting/trapping 
licenses and tags 

Alaska Marine Highway revenues 

Alaska Railroad revenues 

Vehicle rental tax 

Corporate income tax 

Total Selected Revenues 

Economic Impact of Alaskals Visitor Industryl 2008·09 

Revenues 

$69.8 million 
--

$28.9 million 

$23.5 million 

$17.4 million 

$138.8 million 

$46.4 million 

$6.3 million 

$4.0 million 

$1.0 million 

$17.1 million 

$17.6 million 

$19.4 million 

$5.6 million 

$21.4 million 

$208.6 million 
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Municipal Tax Revenues 

Sales Tax Revenues 

Total sales tax revenues associated with visitor industry spending are estimated at $28.9 million for the 

October 2008 to September 2009 study period. Visitor-related sales tax revenues are particularly important in 

communities such as Juneau, Ketchikan, and Skagway, where spending by visitors provides a significant 

portion of total spending in each community. 

Regional sales tax totals were calculated based on visitor industry spending and visitor volume at the 

community and regional level. Tax rates and total taxes collected by community were taken into account in 

the analysis (total calendar year 2009 taxes were assumed as a proxy for the study period of October 2008 

through September 2009). Taxable spending rates were also considered in the analysis. Not all visitor-related 

spending is taxable; for example, spending on flights is exempt, and some communities have sales tax caps. 

Bed Tax Revenues 

Table 19 
Sales Tax Revenues from Out-of-State Visitors 

By Region, October 200S-September 2009 

Region Sales Tax Revenues 

Southeast $18.3 million 

Southcentral $9.8 million 

Other regions combined $0.8 million 

Total $28.9 million 

Sources: McDowell Group estimates based on sales tax rates and 
revenues from Alaska Taxable 2009 (Alaska Department of 
Commerce, Community and Economic Development); and AVSP 
visitor survey and volume data. 

Out-of-state visitors paid an estimated $23.5 million in bed tax revenues in the one-year study period. The 

bulk of the revenues accrue to Southcentral, where Anchorage has the highest bed tax rate in the state (12 

percent) and attracts the highest number of ovemight visitors. The Interior, with Fairbanks at 8 percent and 

Denali at 7 percent, accounted for about one-fifth of all bed tax revenues. While most Southeast communities 

charge bed taxes, revenues are not as high as in other regions because they have fewer ovemight visitors 

(cruise ship visitors rarely ovemight in Southeast). Both Southwest and Far North regions are estimated to 

receive less than $1 million each in bed tax revenues from out-of-state visitors. 

Over 30 different communities with bed taxes were considered in this analysis. Total calendar year 2009 taxes 

were assumed as a proxy for the study period of October 2008 through September 2009. Each community's 

tax revenues were assigned a different "percentage out-of-state visitors" rate, based on data from the business 

survey (where accommodations reported the percentage of their business from out-of-state visitors) as well as 

previous visitor volume and survey research. 
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Table 20 
Bed Tax Revenues from Out-of-State Visitors 

By Region, October 200S-September 2009 

Region Bed Tax Revenues 

Southcentral $15.6 million 

Interior $5.6 million 

Southeast $1.7 million 

Southwest $0.5 million 

Far North $0.1 million 

Total $23_5 million 

Sources: McDowell Group estimates based on bed tax rates and 
revenues from Alaska Taxable 2009 (Alaska Department of 
Commerce, Community and Economic Development); AVSP visitor 
survey and volume data; and business survey data. 

Property Tax Revenues 

It is beyond the scope of this study to measure property tax revenues in each Alaska community affected by 

visitor traffic. The analysis would be very complex; most property tax revenues are indirect. that is, paid by 

businesses that provide goods and services to visitors. Many visitor-affected businesses also provide goods and 

services to Alaska residents. Therefore, not all of the property taxes paid by these businesses could be 

attributed to the visitor industry. 

A previous study estimated property tax revenues associated with the cruise industry at $3.5 million for 2007. 

This figure was based on data provided by cruise lines on property tax payments, a review of property tax 

payments on cruise industry-related businesses in Ketchikan and Juneau, and previous estimates. This is only a 

relatively small portion of property tax revenues accruing to local governments from visitor industry-related 

sources. It does not include the lodging, tour operators, and other businesses serving the non-cruise market; 

nor does it include property taxes paid by businesses less dependent on visitor activity (but still deriving 

income from visitors) or taxes paid by households of employees of visitor-related businesses. 

Cruise Ship Revenues 

Some municipal governments in Alaska's cruise port communities receive revenues from cruise lines in the 

fonm of moorage and docking fees, primarily Juneau, Ketchikan, Sitka, and Haines. (The docks in Skagway, 

Whittier, and Icy Strait Point are privately owned. Seward's dock is owned by the Alaska Railroad.) Juneau has 

both private and public docks. Sitka does not have a deep-water dock, but charges lightering fees. 

Each community has its own system of charging cruise lines for using port facilities. Dock charges are 

generally assessed on a per fooVper day basis. Additional charges may include tonnage fees, passenger fees, 

lightering fees, and water fees, depending on the community. 

Total revenues for 2009 were $17.4 million, most of it collected in Southeast Juneau and Ketchikan account 

for the vast majority of this figure, with $8.6 million and $8.5 million, respectively. 
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Table 21 
Cruise Ship Dockage/Moorage Revenues to Municipalities, Summer 2009 

Port Revenues 

Juneau $8,587,000 

Ketchikan $8,478,000 

Sitka $115,000 

Haines $99,000 

All other ports $75,000 

Total $17,354,000 

Sources: City and Borough of Juneau; City of Ketchikan; City 
and Borough of Sitka; City and Borough of Haines. 
Note: Docks in Skagway, Whittier, and Icy Strait Point are 
privately owned. Seward's dock is owned by Alaska Railroad. 

State of Alaska Revenues 

Direct Payments from Cruise Lines 

The State of Alaska receives several fonns of direct payments from cruise lines: the head tax (Departments of 

Revenue and Environmental Conservation), the gambling tax (Department of Revenue), the Commercial 

Passenger Vessel Environmental Compliance Program (Department of Environmental Conservation) and state 

conporate income tax (Department of Revenue). 

HEAD TAX 

At the end of December 2006, a new head tax was established for passengers on large vessels. The tax is $50 

per passenger, with $46 dedicated to the Department of Revenue for redistribution, and $4 dedicated to the 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation to operate the Ocean Ranger Program. 

According to the Alaska Department of Revenue, the State received $46.4 million for the $46 portion of the 

tax in 2007. These revenues are deposited in a special "commercial vessel passenger tax account" in the 

General Fund. For each voyage of a commercial passenger vessel providing overnight accommodations, the 

Commissioner of the Department of Revenue must identify the first five ports of call and the number of 

passengers on board the vessel at each port of call. Subject to appropriation by the legislature, the 

commissioner distributes $5 per passenger of the tax revenue to each port of call. Each port of call must use 

the funds to improve port and harbor facilities and other services to properly provide for vessel or watercraft 

visits and to improve the safety and efficiency of interstate and foreign commerce. 

Head tax revenue for Department of Environmental Conservation amounted to $4.0 million in 2009. This 

revenue is used to operate the Ocean Ranger program, which requires U.S. Coast Guard licensed marine 

engineers on board vessels to act as independent observers monitoring State environmental and marine 

discharge requirements, and to ensure that passengers and crew are protected from improper sanitation, 

health, and safety practices. 
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The large passenger vessel gambling tax was also introduced in December 2006. This tax applies to the use 

of playing cards, dice, roulette wheels, and coin-operated instruments or machines designed for gaming or 

gambling activities aboard cruise ships operating in Alaska water.;. The tax is 33 percent of the adjusted gross 

income from these gambling activities.' Gambling taxes are payable to the Department of Revenue and 

deposited in a special "commercial vessel passenger tax account" in the General Fund. The Department of 

Revenue reports gambling tax revenues of $6.3 million in 2009. 

COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VESSEL ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PROGRAM 

The Commercial Passenger Vessel Environmental Compliance (CPVEC) Program was established in July of 

2001. This program requires all large passenger vessels to register and comply with quality control regulations. 

The program is operated with fees collected from large and small passenger vessels ($1 per berth). In 2009, 

$1.0 million was collected for the Commercial Passenger Vessel Environmental Compliance Program. 

Corporate Income Tax 

Alaska's corporate income tax rates are graduated from 1 percent to 9.4 percent in increments of $10,000 of 

taxable income. The 9.4 percent maximum rate applies to taxable income of $90,000 and over. Multistate 

corporations apportion income on a water's edge basis using the standard apportionment formula of 

property, payroll, and sales. 

Tax payments by individual corporations are confidential; however, the Department of Revenue reports total 

corporate income taxes in the "tourism" category, including payments by cruise lines and other visitor 

industry businesses, of $21.4 million in Fiscal Year 2009. 

Vehicle Rental Tax 

Alaska levies a 10 percent passenger vehicle tax as well as a 3 percent recreational vehicle tax. In Fiscal Year 

2009, the Department of Revenue collected a total of $8.0 million in vehicle tax revenues. Survey results 

indicate that approximately 70 percent of rental vehicle revenues are attributable to out-of-state visitor.;. Visitor­

related tax revenues from vehicle rental are therefore estimated at $5.6 million. 

Revenues to Alaska Marine Highway and Alaska Railroad Corporation 

While not in the category of fees or taxes, out-of-state visitor.; account for significant revenues to two 

transportation provider.; operated by the State of Alaska: the Alaska Marine Highway and the Alaska Railroad. 

The Alaska Marine Highway reports that in calendar year 2009, out-of-state residents accounted for $17.6 

million in revenues to AMHS. For purposes of this report, this figure is assumed to represent the study period 

of October 2008 through September 2009. (This figure does not resemble the $11.4 million reported in the 

Visitor Spending section because it is total spending, rather than spending only on passage to and from 

Alaska.) 

The Alaska Railroad Corporation reports total passenger-related revenues of $21.5 million in 2009, $19.4 

million of which is attributable to out-of-state visitor.;. 

5 RAdjusted gross income- refers to gross income, minus prizes awarded and federal and municipal taxes paid or owed on the income. 
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