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Economist-speak

Fiscal effects =
« State Revenue

- State Expenditures to manage or promote the
iIndustry

Does not include economic effects

 Jobs & income
« Revenue to businesses







Figure 1. Commercial Fishing
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Detalils...

Fishing Mining Tourism
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State Commercial Fishing
Revenue: $70.2 million




State Commercial Fishing
Operating Budget: $78.3 million

Public

Safety
9%

-




Capital Budget: $18.5 million

* FY 2012-2014

» Portions of 51 projects (over 3 years)
« Average = $18.5 million/year




Municipal Revenues: $50.8 million

Average Revenue 2010-2014

Fisheries Business Tax, municipal share
Fishery Resource Landing Tax, municipal share
Municipally imposed fisheries taxes

Local government revenue total:

* Revenue not comprehensive
« Costs not included (but much smaller than state)




Now the Caveats

Values are estimates

Conclusions not necessarily accurate for
any segment (e.g., state does not manage
federal fisheries, but receives taxes)

Revenues change with changing prices

Management goal for fishing not to
maximize revenue




Harvests, prices, value, and therefore
revenue fluctuate widely by year

Ex-Vessel Value of Alaska Salmon Harvests
(adjusted for inflation, expressed in 2011 dollars)

B Coho

millions of 2011 dollars

M Sockeye

B Chinook

Courtesy of
Gunnar Knapp
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We do not mandate unitization of fisheries to

prevent this.

Photographs by Bart Eaton Slide courtesy of Gunnar Knapp
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Figure 2. Mining
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State Mining Revenue: $96.4 million

Other 5% Ry Mining License

Tax 42%

Corporate
Income Tax
33%




State Mining Operating Budget: $10.7 million

Environmental
Conservation

Commerce
Revenue

Natural
Resources

Fish and
Game




Capital Budget: $4.0 million

* D projects (2 projects spread over 5 years)
— Ambler Mining District Road Study
— Strategic and Critical Minerals Assessment

» Average = $4.0 million/year




Municipal Revenue: $22.5 million

Red Dog - largest taxpayer in Northwest Arctic Boro

Fort Knox — payment to Fairbanks Boro

Greens Creek & Kensington — 1st & 27 |argest
taxpayer in Juneau

Usibelli Coal Mine - payment to Denali Boro




Mining Caveats: averages don't
represent all segments




Revenue dependent on prices

Figure 14. Gold Price ($/0z)

Figure 15. Historical Mining Revenue
(Million $)
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Revenue not Included

Alaska Railroad: N e
T
$18.9 million in 2013 s

— Payments to AIDEA:

| '
= L
| T R |
A
|

$12 millionin 2013




Figure 2. Mining
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State Tourism Revenue: $54.3 Million

Vehicle




Operating Budget Cost: $35.9 Million

O”ler Fish and
21% Game
33%

Commerce,
Community & Econ
Development
46%




Operating Cost Assumptions

20% of DNR State Parks Budget

43% of
14% of
12% of

D
)

B

-&G Sport Fishing Budget
-&G Wildlife Conservation Bdgt

-&G Board Support Section




Tourism Capital Budget: $19.4 million

Same assumptions as for operating
budget plus...

50% of CIPs to museums

110 Projects (partially tourism)
Average: $19.4/year




Municipal Revenue: $82.6 million

Average Revenue 2010-2014

Commercial Pass Vessel Tax, muni share S13.3
Visitor-related sales tax revenue 27.2
Lodging tax revenue 25.7

Dockage/moorage revenue 16.5
Local government funds total: $82.60




Tourism Caveats

» Tourism expenditures especially difficult to
estimate

— expenses overlap those for Alaskans

— requires economic assumptions

o W

Lt
-




Caveats continued

Averages may not represent any segment of
Alaska’s complex tourism industry.




Revenue not Included

Alaska Railroad:
$21.5 million

- .

‘. » "o
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Non-resident fares on the
Alaska Marine Highway:
$19.6 million
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Some Observations




Some Observations: Management Cost

$100

$90 -

The mining industry costs
the state very little to
manage.
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Revenue as % of First Market Value:
Similar among the industries

10.0%

8.0%

6.0%

4.0%

2.00/0 7]

0.0%

Fishing Mining Tourism




These industry revenues do not

compare to oll

Comparing Alaska State Resource Revenues

FY 2014

$4.7
Billion

___ Average, FY2010-2014, ___
In Millions of 2014 Dollars FY2016*

$1.1
$54.3  $70.2 $96.4

Tourism Commercial Mining Oil
Fishing

*Forecast as of December 2015.



A Final Caveat...

To many people (me), these industries are
most important for their economic
contributions to people’s well-being and
communities.
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Alaska’'s Genetics Program

Genetics applications for fisheries management

Gene Conservation Laboratory
B Division of Commercial Fisheries
| Alaska Department of Fish and Game




- Why does ADF&G have a genetics lab?

Alaska Department of Fish and Game uses genetic information
to achieve its mission to ...

protect, maintain, and improve the fish, game, and aquatic
plant resources of the state, and manage their use and
development in the best interest of the economy and the

well-being of the people of the state, consistent with the
sustained yield principle.




- Why does ADF&G have a genetics lab?

Alaska Department of Fish and Game uses genetic information to achieve its mission
to ...

protect, maintain, and improve the fish, game, and aquatic plant resources of the
state, and manage their use and development in the best interest of the economy

and the well-being of the people of the state, consistent with the sustained yield
principle.

The Gene Conservation Laboratory provides 4 main services:

1. Understand the resource

2. Develop capabilities for management

3. Assess genetic risk

4. Inform/Assess management actions




Questions that use genetic information

Did exposure to oil cause genetic injury?
EVOS oiling experiments

What species of salmon is this?
Atlantic salmon escapees

Is this crab a hybrid?
Snow/tanner crab hybrids

Which broodstock are these hatchery salmon from?
DIPAC broodstock

What is the genetic structure of these populations?
Coho salmon in Cook Inlet

Where are these fish going?
Chinook salmon in Yukon River

Who's fish are being harvested?
Chinook salmon in SE Alaska for Pacific Salmon Treaty



Applications: Understanding the Resource
Example: Red king crab population structure
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Applications: Understanding the Resource
Example: Red king crab population structure
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Applications: Understanding the Resource
Example: Red king crab population structure
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Applications: Understanding the Resource
Example: Red king crab population structure
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Applications: Understanding the Resource
Example: Red king crab population structure

Implications

* Gene flow and ice-age isolations

* Red king crab might be managed on a
small geographic scale in some regions

* Guidance for possible stock enhancement



Applications: Develop Capabilities

Example: Chinook salmon coastwide baseline

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

NOAA Fisheries
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Applications: Develop Capabilities
Example: Chinook salmon coastwide baseline
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Applications: Develop Capabilities
Example: Chinook salmon coastwide baseline
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Applications: Develop Capabilities

Example: Cinook salmon coastwide baseline
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Applications: Develop Capabilities
Example: Chinook salmn coastwide baseline
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Applications: Develop Capabilities
Example: Chinook salmon coastwide baseline

65°N+

B63°N-

61°N-

3

Stock-specific migration in the Bering Sea

0N %T‘\”t -
u:m-\f\z Russia > ; |

<.
p— P

&

> River |
—-\/\"

\ B Kus

L2 : kokwim River
T ‘ ‘I z '.,, Alaska

| Nushagek River |
-

57°N % \3 \
] 255 :
=
56°N- \ E \ %}f\
T T T T T T v a
170°W 168°W 166°W 1684°W 182°W 160°W 158°W 170°'W 168°W 188°W 164°W  1E2°W  1B0°W  158°W

Murphy et al. 2009

Stock-Structured Distribution of Western Alaska and Yukon Juvenile Chinook Salmon from United States BASIS surveys, 2002-2007




Applications: Develop Capabilities
Example: Chinook salmon coastwide baseline

Stock-specific migration in the Bering Sea

Spring-fall Russian stocks Winter
T ] L "

Western Alaska and Yukon River stocks
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction




Time

Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Reality natural system
Straying/drift equilibrium




Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Reality natural system
Equilibrium




Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Equilibrium Hatchery




Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Equilibrium Hatchery
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Equilibrium Hatchery Hatchery straying




Time

Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Equilibrium Hatchery Hatchery straying
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Equilibrium Hatchery Hatchery straying
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Equilibrium Hatchery Hatchery straying
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Equilibrium Hatchery Hatchery straying




Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction
Equilibrium Hatchery Hatchery straying




Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Wells River Historical

Wally Noerenberg Hatchery

Wells River Contemporary
Constantine Creek Historical
Constantine Creek Contemporary

Siwash Creek Historical

Siwash Creek Contemporary
Beartrap Creek Historical

Beartrap Creek Contemporary

| | \ A |

0.02 0.015 0.01 0.005 0 Pairwise Fst



Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction
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Applications: Assess Genetic Risk

Example: Chum salmon hatchery/wild interaction

Implications
* Population structure not visibly eroded

* Introgression rates are highly variable
among locations

Both distance from the hatchery and life
history can affect introgression rates
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Applications:

Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program
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Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program

There was political support to fund large-scale, collaborative
genetic stock identification study

IF

Stakeholders agree on necessary information, study design
and results




WASSIP MOU Signatories

Aleut 475

CORPORATION

BriStol Bay

nacive

ey,
R ", g SR
R s

— Alaska Department of Fish and Game

— Aleut Corporation

— Aleutians East Borough
— Association of Village Council President
— Bering Sea Fisherman’s Association

— Bristol Bay Native Association
— Concerned Area M Fisherman
— Kawerak Incorporated

— Lake and Peninsula Borough

— Tanana Chiefs Conference

— Yukon River Drainage Fisheries A




Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock ldentification Program

<l

~3,300 km of
coastline




Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock ldentification Program
| '4&




Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program

| $5;

| Chum salmon:

gl T | 278 fishery strata
- | 74,445 individuals genotyped

Né“:e;"A un- Ay
|l Y

Sockeye salmon:

307 fishery strata sampled
81,932 individuals genotyped




Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program

Chum salmon
v S

Reporting Group

@ Ada (1 - 36)
Kotzebue Sound
CWAK

Upper Yukon River (109 - 132) 35,921 I nd iVid ‘
Nerthwasan Disott 302 Populatio
South Peninsula

Chignik/Kodiak
East of Kodiak (200 - 310) .
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Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program

What stocks are caught in my fishery?




Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock ldentification Program

How may fish of each stock were caught in my fishery?

“This poster reproduces figures 310 27 (pp. 234-258) from the ADFSG
i Mirvt i Fsheries of
(WASSIP) 2005-2008 The report is available oalioe at: b digaloska




Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program

What fishery catches my stock?




Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Western Alaska Salmon Stock Identification Program

Chum salmon: What fishery catches my stock?

Reading These Figures
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This poster reproduces figures 77 to £3 (pp. 308-314) from the ADF&G Special Publication No. 12-25: Harvest and Harvest
Rates of Chuum Sakmon Harvests in Fisheries of the Western Alaska Salmos Stock Hentification Progrem (WASSIP) 2007-2009.
Harvest rate is the WASSI? commerdial harvest divided by the total run within the WASSIP area for agiven stock {reporting
group) expressed as a percent. This report is available online at hitpz/iwwwadigalaska.goviindex.cim’adf; ipseponts.




Applications: Inform/Assess Management
Example: Port Moller Test Fishery - Inseason




Applications: Inform/Assess Management
Example: Port Moller Test Fishery - Inseaso
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Applications: Inform/Assess Management
Example: Port Moller Test Flshery - Inseason




Applications: Inform/Assess Management
Example: Port Moller Test Fishery - Inseason

Bristol Bay Sockeye Salmon Fishery

Port Moller Sockeye Salmon Stock Composition Summary
July 7-8, 2015 — All Stations

Genetic stock composition estimates for sockeye salmon from the Port Moller Test Fishery for July
7-8, 2015. A total of 722 fish were sampled and 190 were analyzed (186 had adequate data to include
in the analysis).

Stock 920%

Composition Confidence Intervals
Reporting Group Estimate Lower Upper
North Peninsula 12% 0.0% 6.9%
Ugashik 83% 0.0% 264%
Egegik 21.7% 8.3% 36.1%
Naknek 7.6% 1.8% 15.7%
Alagnak 0.3% 0.0% 1.6%
Kvichak 2.1% 30.5% 53.4%
Nushagak 10.6% 3.0% 17.3%
Wood 5.5% 0.0% 11.7%
Igushik 2.6% 0.0% 9.5%
Togiak 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Kuskokwim 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Genetic Stock Composition Estimates for Sockeye Salmon Captured in the
Port Moller Test Fishery, July 7-8, 2015 (All Stations).
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éo The genetic analysis was completed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries, Gene
Conservation Laboratory.
Page 1 of4 Reported as of: July 10, 2015
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Applications: Inform/Assess Management

Example: Port Moller Test Fishe

SUNDAY, JULY 12, 2015

News Summary July 14, 2015

- Inseason

Today’s Main Story: Bristol Bay's Confused Sockeye Buyers Hold Out on Offers After Rare Mid-July Run

SUNDAY, JULY 5, 2015
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Bristol Bay bust?

Harvest (100,000s)

Bristol Bay sockeye salmon harvest
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Applications: Inform/Assess Management
Example: Port Moller Test Fishery - Inseason

Utility

* Provides real-time information when other
sources unavailable

* Relative abundances among largest sockeye
salmon runs in Alaska

* Benefits resource management and industry
* Global model of fisheries management tool
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Commercial Fishing, Mining, and Tourism: State Revenues and Spending
By Bob Loeffler and Steve Colt

Scoe oF THis ResearcH

Alaska's Division of Economic Development asked us to study a spe-
cific question: how do taxes and fees the commercial fishing, mining,
and tourism industries pay the state government compare with what the
state spends to manage and enhance those industries?!

Figure 1 summarizes our estimates of revenues from and management
spending for these three industries.2 Our full report (see back page) details
our methods. We believe these estimates will be useful for policymakers
and other Alaskans, but here are a few important things to keep in mind:

« This is not a broad analysis of all the benefits and costs of these indus-
tries. Such an analysis would weigh many other factors—including the
substantial income and thousands of jobs they generate for individual
Alaskans and communities.

« The state’s management goals for these industries include many things
besides collecting taxes and other revenues. We are not saying anything
about what taxes on these industries should be.

« These industries are very important for the communities where they
operate, but together they pay the state only a small fraction of what

Summary oF FINDINGS
« Commercial fishing, mining, and tourism all generate combined state and
local revenues in the same ballpark—about 5120 million to $135 million a
year.3 But the breakdown between state and local revenues, and the levels
of state management spending, differ considerably.

« All three industries pay more in combined state and local taxes than the state
spends to manage them. Revenues from tourism and fishing are especially
important to local governments: 60% of tourism revenue and 40% of fishing
revenue goes to local governments. Counting only state revenues (excluding
local revenues), commercial fishing generates less than the state spends to
manage it. Mining brings in about six times more than the state spends.
State revenues from tourism roughly equal total state spending for opera-
tions and capital projects.

« Most of the states management spending for these industries goes to
day-to-day operations, but capital spending is also important, especially
for tourism and fishing: capital projects help maintain and enhance state
and local facilities and the infrastructure those industries depend on—
like ports, salmon hatcheries, and museums, to name a few.#

the oil industry pays, even at today’s low oil prices (see Figure 2).

«We induded both state and local revenues in our analysis, because
both are important for Alaska. But while we looked at all state rev-
enues and spending, we reviewed only the most important local
revenues. We didn't estimate local management spending, which is
generally small compared with state spending.

« Our estimates of both revenues and spending are based on what
they were in recent years (see Endnote 1). But keep in mind that
how much revenue these industries bring the state in any given year
depends on prices for fish and minerals—which are volatile—as
well as the level of mineral production, the size of fish runs, and the
number of tourists who visit Alaska. Likewise, our state spending
estimates are based on levels before falling oil prices created the
current big budget deficit (see Endnote 4.) This year’s capital budget
is already far smaller, and operations spending is facing cuts as well.

Tourism

mm Local revenues

"' I State revenues

I Capital spending
I (Operations spending

$96.4

$14.7

K

Commercial Fishing Mining

*Revenues: average FY 2010-2014; state operations spending: FY 2014; state capital spending: average FY 2012-2014




llaska State Resource Revenues
FY 2014

$4.7
Billion

___ Average, FY 2010-2014, ____

In Millions of 2014 Dollars FY2016*

$1.1
Billion

*Forecast as of December 2015.

$54.3  $70.2 $96.4

Tourism Commercial Mining 0il
Fishing

OuL1s Unique

We did not make any attempt to analyze the potential of the fishing,
tourism, and mining industries to generate more state revenue than
they do—or to assess whether they already pay too much. We were only
asked to estimate how much they do pay.

But it's worth pointing out that under any conceivable conditions,
none of these industries could generate state revenues anywhere close to
what oil has generated for the past 30 years. Qil is unique among Alaska’s
resources. Its economics are much different from those of other resource
industries: it has a much higher market value, compared with the costs of
producing it.

Figure 2 compares annual state revenues the fishing, tourism, mining,
and oil industries pay: billions of dollars from oil and about $220 million
from the other industries combined. The figure also shows the extreme
volatility of oil revenues. With falling oil prices, the state’s oil revenues in
this fiscal year (2016) are expected to be only about a quarter of what they
were in fiscal year 2014. (The state’s fiscal year begins July 1and ends June
30—so fiscal year 2016 began in July 2015 and will end in June 2016.)

Enpnores
1. We included only revenues the industries pay to the General Fund or
the Permanent Fund. Revenues are state taxes, royalties, and fees the
industries pay. Resource revenues vary from year to year, because of fac-
tors we discussed on page 1. So in estimating revenues from the three
industries, we used an average from fiscal years 2010-2014.

On the spending side, state operations spending includes expenses for
managing, regulating, and promoting an industry. The operating budget
fluctuates less than revenues do, so for determining operations spend-
ing we used just the fiscal year 2014 budget. The state capital budget
is spending for projects, rather than day-to-day operations. It fluctuates
much more from year to year, so for our analysis we averaged capital
spending over fiscal years 2012-2014.

To account for the effects of inflation, we converted all revenues and
spending to 2014 dollars, unless otherwise specified. We excluded fed-
eral money the state receives and spends; federal funds are not a cost to
the state government.

2. All our numbers should be considered best estimates. The revenue fig-
ures are mostly from government reports, but estimating the spending
numbers involved making judgments and economic assumptions. State
spending for tourism is especially hard to estimate, because it isn't a
specific “industry” but rather a collection of products and services sold
to people visiting Alaska. Also, government actions that benefit tourists
also often benefit Alaska residents, and it's difficult to determine how
much of various kinds of government spending to allocate to tourism.
So our estimates of tourism-related spending are less precise than our
fishing and mining estimates. See chapters 2, 3, and 4 of the full report
for more details.

3. We define commercial fishing as both fish harvesting and processing.
Mining includes the hard rock, coal, and placer portions of the industry,
but not sand and gravel. Tourism includes revenues from non-residents
who come to Alaska for pleasure, plus 50% of revenue from visitors
whose trips combine business and pleasure. Also, these revenue and
spending figures for each industry are averages and don't reflect the
differences in revenues and spending for segments within an industry.
For instance, state spending and revenues will be different for a fishery
in Cook Inlet than for one on the Kuskokwim River—or for a hard-rock
mine than for a placer mine.

4, These capital spending numbers are an average from fiscal years 2012-
2014, when capital budgets were much larger than they are likely to be
in the next few years, because the state now has a huge budget shortfall.
But without some capital spending, the facilities and infrastructure these
industries depend on could fall into disrepair. Also, a portion of capital
spending for commercial fishing consists of taxes and fees fishermen
have agreed to pay, for specific purposes—TIike hatcheries or regional
seafood development associations.

The full report is Fiscal Effects of Commercial Fishing, Mining, and
Tourism, by Bob Loeffler and Steve Colt, prepared for the Division
of Economic Development, Alaska Department of Commerce,
Community, and Economic Development, December 2015. The
full report and this summary are available on ISER's website at
www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu, under Publications.

Bob Loeffleris a visiting professor of public policy at ISER, funded
by a grant to the University of Alaska Foundation from the Coun-
cil of Alaska Producers. Steve Colt is a professor of economics at
ISER. Both have broad experience in studying issues related to
Alaska’s resources.

The report findings are those of the authors, not ISER, the
University of Alaska Anchorage, or the research sponsors.
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Fiscal Effects of Commercial Fishing, Mining and Tourism:
What does Alaska receive in revenue?
What does it spend?

Chapter 1. Summary

This report summarizes the fiscal effects of the commercial fishing, mining, and tourism
industries on Alaska’s state government. The report calculates state revenue collected
from each industry and compares it to the state’s expenditures for that industry. What
revenue does the State of Alaska receive from commercial fishing? From the mining
industry? From tourism? What does the state pay out to manage each resource?

While the comparison between the state’s revenue and expenditures is useful information,
this report is not an economic benefit-cost analysis. It does not discuss private sector
income, employment, or other important benefits and costs. It is solely concerned with
state’s cost to manage and enhance these industries relative to the amount of money
received. Also, the report does not consider federal funds, because they are not a cost to
the State of Alaska. That is, we do not include federal funds as state revenue, nor spending
of those funds as a state expenditure.

In this report, commercial fishing includes commercial fish harvesting and processing.
Mining includes the hard rock, coal, and placer portions of the industry but does not
include sand and gravel. Tourism —also known as the visitor industry—includes revenue
from nonresidents who come to Alaska for pleasure plus 50 percent of visits for mixed
business/pleasure purposes. Finally, all funds in this report are expressed in 2014 dollars
unless otherwise specified.
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1.1 Summary of Results

Comparison of Revenue and Expense
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Table 1. Commercial Fishing: Comparison of Revenue and Expenditures

Real 2014
Commercial Fishing $ million
Average state revenue (2010-2014) 70.2
Average municipal revenue (partial, 2010-2014) 50.8
Operating expenditures (FY 2014) 78.3
Average capital expenditures (2012-2014) 18.5

Table 2. Mining: Comparison of Revenue and Expenditures

Real 2014
Mining $ million
Average revenues (2010-2014) 96.4
Average municipal revenues (partial, 2010-2014) 22.5
Operating expenditures (FY 2014) 10.7
Average capital expenditures (2012-2014) 4.0

Table 3. Tourism: Comparison of Revenue and Expenditures

Real 2014
Tourism $ million
Average revenue (2010-2014) 54.3
Average municipal revenue (partial, 2010-014) 82.6
Operating expenditures (FY 2014) 35.9
Average capital expenditures (2012-2014) 19.4

1.2 Observations and Conclusions

Revenue to the state. This report focuses on revenue that Alaska’s state government receives
from commercial fishing, mining, and tourism and the funds that the State of Alaska expends to
manage and promote these industries. Specifically, it includes revenue to the Alaska Permanent
Fund, and revenue and costs to the Alaska General Fund that the legislature controls. It excludes
revenue and costs to the general fund that the legislature does not historically control. The
report also includes important revenue sources to municipalities (but not municipal costs, which
are generally small relative to the state’s cost).

Chapter 1: Summary Page 3



Commercial fishing

* Considering state and municipal revenues, commercial fishing brings in more
revenue than the governments expend. Table 1 and Figure 1 show that the commercial
fishing brings more to governments —state and local —than the state expends to
manage and promote the industry. The average annual revenue to the State of Alaska
from commercial fishing (2010-2014) was $70.2 million; the average municipal revenue
was $50.8 million for a total of more than $120 million. Average annual state
expenditures to manage and promote the industry were $78.3 million for the operating
budget and another $18.5 million for the capital budget for a total of $96.8 million. This
municipal commercial fishing revenue is an important source of income for
municipalities with a significant fishery.

* Not counting municipal revenue and expenditures, state expenditures are greater
than state revenue. Considering only revenue to the state, excluding local government
revenue, state expenditures for commercial fishing are greater than the state revenue:
state operating budget expenditures are $8.7 million higher than state revenue; operating
plus capital budget expenditures are $27.2 million more than state revenue.

Like other figures in this report, the revenue and expenditure amounts track fiscal effects
— money brought in and money spent by government. They do not include the income to
Alaska’s citizens from thousands of commercial fishing jobs, or purchases by the
commercial fishing industry from Alaska businesses. In addition, funds collected by the
state but remitted to municipalities are included as a municipal, not a state, revenue.

Mining
* State mining revenue is more than six times the amount the state spends to regulate
and promote the industry (including both the capital and operating budgets). Average
mining revenue to the state is $96.4 million. Operating budget expenditures are a small
fraction of that amount: $10.7 million. Capital budget expenditures are also relatively
small: $4.0 million.

* Municipal Revenue adds an additional $22 million from mining. The majority of
municipal revenue comes from four hard rock mines: Fort Knox within the Fairbanks
Northstar Borough; the Greens Creek and Kensington mines in the City and Borough of
Juneau; and the Red Dog Mine in the Northwest Arctic Borough. For these boroughs, the
mine is the borough government’s largest private revenue source.

In addition, mining generates important revenue for independent state authorities —the
Alaska Railroad Corporation and the Alaska Industrial Development and Export
Authority. This revenue is excluded from the totals above because they are used by the
railroad and AIDEA, and are not available for appropriation by the legislature.
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Tourism

Other

Tourism brings in more revenue to the state than the legislature expends through the
operating budget to manage and promote the industry. The state government
receives $54.3 million in revenue from the tourism industry, and expends $35.9 million
from the operating budget. State capital budget expenditures add another $19.4 million,
which make the state’s total expenditures equal to $55.3 million. Given the various
assumptions explained throughout this report, the state’s total revenue is approximately
equal to its capital plus operating budget expenditures.

Tourism revenue to municipal government is $82.6 million. Local governments
receive more revenue from the tourism industry than does the State of Alaska: $82.6
million versus $54.3 million. Municipal government tourism revenue includes the
municipal share of cruise ship excise tax collected by the state and remitted to
municipalities, and local taxes such as bed taxes and the portion of local sales tax revenue
paid by tourists. Two communities - Juneau and Ketchikan - levy fees on cruise
passengers. The municipal government figures in this report do not include local
property tax paid by hotels and facilities that serve tourists.

Tourism expenditures are especially difficult to estimate. Tourism is a difficult
industry to analyze because it is not an industry for which data is reported by statistical
agencies. Rather, tourism is a collection of products and services sold to nonresident
visitors to Alaska.! In addition, government actions that benefit tourism also benefit
Alaskans. DF&G manages sport fishing for Alaskans, but nonresidents account for 43% of
all sport fishing angler days. Determining the portion of sport fish expenditures that
should be allocated to tourism is an economic judgment (we chose 43%). Most capital
expenditures, such as an appropriation to improve a museum, similarly benefit both
tourists and Alaskans. Other government activities for tourism are similar. For that
reason, our estimates of tourism-related expenditures are less precise than those for
commercial fishing or mining.

In addition to the revenue totals listed above, tourists provide an important revenue
source to the Alaska Railroad Corporation and to the Alaska Marine Highway System
(AMHS). The railroad revenue is excluded from the tourism total for the same reason
they are excluded from mining (see above). The reasons for excluding AMHS revenue are
more complicated and are explained in Chapter 5.

Revenue as a percent of first market value is similar for the three industries. One
statistic of potential interest to policymakers is the percent of the “first market value”
that the government receives in revenue. That is, what percent of the ex-vessel value of
fish goes to the state? What percent of the mineral first market value does state
government collect? And what percent of tourism expenditures by visitors are collected
by the state? Figure 4 shows that the proportion of first market value collected by the
state is remarkably similar for the each of the three industries.

1 We recognize that intrastate tourism also brings in revenue to local governments via bed taxes and sales taxes.
However, this revenue does not provide a net injection of money into the Alaska economy.
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Figure 4. State Revenue as a Percent of First Market Value
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The numbers all fall in the relatively narrow range of 3.1% to 3.4%. That is, state revenue
from commercial fishing is 3.4% of the ex-vessel value of fish harvested. State revenue
from mining is 3.1% of the value of the minerals produced in Alaska. State revenue from
tourism is 3.4% of tourism expenditures in the state.

These percentages vary as mineral and fish prices increase and decrease, which they can
do quite dramatically from year to year. (The annual variation is provided in Chapter 8.)
When prices are high, the industries will bring in a significantly higher portion of the first
market value. When prices are low, the opposite occurs (especially for mining). If we
had chosen a different five-year stretch of revenue to analyze, the results might have been
somewhat different, depending on the level of tourism, and on fish and mineral prices.

* The state spends relatively little to manage the mining industry. Total state spending
to manage the mining industry is $14.7 million. This is a relatively small amount for an
important Alaska industry. It is much less than the amounts to manage and promote
commercial fishing or tourism. See Figure 5.
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Figure 5: State Management Costs:
Commercial Fishing, Mining, and Tourism
(figures in million $)

& Capital

# Operating

Commercial Mining Tourism
Fishing

Commercial fishing, mining, and tourism are important revenue sources for the
communities in which they operate, but the fiscal impact on state government (revenue
minus cost) pales in comparison with state oil revenue. The three industries profiled in this
report employ thousands of Alaskans and are important for Alaska’s economy in many ways.
However, the oil industry is unique. When discussing revenue from commercial fishing, mining,
and tourism, one can lose sight of the fact that the state revenue from these industries is
extremely small —individually or collectively —when compared with oil industry revenue to
Alaska. Figure 6 makes this point visually.

Figure 6. FY 14 State Oil Industry Revenue Compared with
State Revenue from Commercial Fishing, Mining, and Tourism
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1.3 Cautions and Caveats

All amounts in this report are estimates. Numbers in this report should be considered
best estimates. Revenue figures are mostly taken from government reports, but the cost
numbers involve judgment and economic assumptions. In the chapters that follow, we
outline the data sources used and the assumptions made. In Chapters 2, 3, and 4, we
discuss revenue and expenditures that we excluded because we determined they were
inappropriate to include. Others may make different, defensible assumptions. Therefore,
the comparisons should be considered estimates. However, we believe that although
realistic judgments about including or excluding certain amounts might result in slightly
different totals, such changes would not significantly affect the overall conclusions.

All of the industries have various segments. The “averages” in this report do not
represent all segments or any one segment. Each of the industries in this report has
different segments. Alaska benefits from federal fisheries that are managed by the
federal agencies without significant state expenses. However, these fisheries pay Alaska
taxes just the same. Even for the state-managed part of the industry, different fisheries
have different economic characteristics. The state’s cost and revenue will be different for,
say, a fishery in Cook Inlet than they will be for a fishery on the Kuskokwim. Some
fisheries may pay more in revenue and need less state management attention. Others are
the opposite.

The mining and tourism industries also have different segments that may not reflect the
averages in this report. Placer mines are different from coal mines, which are different
from hard rock mines, which are individually different from each other. The cruise ship
segment of the tourism industry is different from remote bear guiding. Each of these
segments may need more or less management and generate more or less revenue.
Therefore, the industry totals in this report may not accurately portray any particular
part of each industry.

The management goals for some or all of these industries may not be to maximize
revenue to the state. Alaskans are used to thinking of taxes on the oil industry. None of
the industries in this study have similar economic conditions. The return to investment,
profit, and management costs are different for each industry and all differ from oil. In
addition, the state appears to have other management goals, besides revenue to the state,
for all of the industries. For commercial fishing, the main goals appear to be maximizing
employment, individual fishing incomes, community health and other social objectives.
For that reason, a low ratio of state revenue to state expenditures is not necessarily a sign
that something is wrong with state tax policy or regulation. We have no opinion on
whether current tax rates are right or wrong for any of these industries. In particular, we
are not suggesting that if state revenue is less than costs then state policy is therefore
wrong.

This report does not analyze the potential revenue-generating capacity of these
industries. Whether state revenue from an industry is lower or higher than the amount
the state expends for that industry says nothing about what funds the state could or
should collect from the industry, or what the economic and social implications of
changing the level of revenue collected might be.
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Chapter 2. Methodology
2.1 State and Municipal Revenues

Revenues are taxes, royalties, fees or any other money received by the state from an
industry. For the most part, state revenue is tracked and reported by the Department of
Revenue, or by the state agency that collects it.2 In a few instances, some interpretation
is needed to allocate revenue to one of the industries, but generally revenue is compiled
using existing government statistics. In addition, the DCCED tracks most of the standard
revenue sources collected by Alaska’s Municipalities.? Finally, a series of reports by the
McDowell Group provide a variety of information for all the industries. These sources --
Department of Revenue, McDowell Group reports, DCCED, and state agencies -- are the
source for revenue figures in this report.

Revenue can fluctuate significantly from year to year. Revenue based on mining
company profits changes with mineral prices, which can change quickly. Much of the
important commercial fishing revenue varies directly with changing fish prices.
Therefore, to get at representative revenue figures, we used a five-year average of
revenue from 2010-2014. Revenue numbers from before 2014 were adjusted to 2014
dollars using the Anchorage consumer price index published by the Alaska Department
of Labor.# The annual average of those five years revenue was used to compare with
costs.

In this report, revenue to the State of Alaska includes revenue to the Alaska Permanent
Fund. The report considers revenue and costs to the Alaska General Fund that the
legislature historically controls. For example, it excludes loans and loan repayment from
funds that are theoretically under legislative control but are functionally managed as
independent loan funds. It identifies but does not include revenue to the Alaska
Railroad, because the railroad is managed as an independent corporation and does not
transfer its profits to the general fund or receive operating appropriations from the
legislature. It does not include workmen’s compensation because the revenue and costs
are not under legislative control: they are a basic cost of employing labor. Finally, it does
not include funds that the law indicates are collected by the state for local municipalities,
when the legislature has historically appropriated them for that purpose. Asan
example, the portion of fisheries taxes collected by the state but remitted to local
governments is included as a municipal, not a state revenue.

2.2 Operating Budget

Operating expenditures are funds that state agencies expend from the operating budget
to manage, regulate, or promote an industry. Our analysis of the operating budget began

2 See especially the Alaska Department of Revenue Annual Reports, and bi-annual Source books: e.g.,
Alaska Department of Revenue, Tax Division 2014 Annual Report.

3 Alaska Taxable 2014, and previous years. Department of Commerce, Community and Economic
Development. January 2015.

4 http://laborstats.alaska.gov/cpi/cpi.htm
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with the budget component documents published by the Alaska Office of Management
and Budget (OMB).> The analysis uses the FY 14 budget as passed by the legislature and
accounting for reductions made by governor’s veto. Itis the final agency FY 14 budget.

Funding for each state department is made up of numerous budget components. For
example, the Department of Natural Resources budget contains 27 components; the
Department of Fish and Game budget contains 21 components. Divisions within a
department have at least one and sometimes four or five budget components.

Only one year of operating budget data was analyzed -- FY 14. The reason for using only
one year is that the state’s operating budget fluctuates less than revenue or the capital
budget, and because of the large amount of work involved to gather and analyze
operating budget data.

Certain funding categories in the budget documents are excluded from the analysis. We
exclude federal funds because federal revenue and the corresponding expenditures are
not state funds. This report focuses on state revenue and costs. The spending analysis
excludes operating expenditures that agencies are authorized to make using funds from
a capital appropriation. These expenditures are excluded from the operating budget
analysis because they are accounted for in our capital budget analysis. Finally, our
analysis excludes most expenditures funded by inter-agency transfers (noted in the
documents as I/A funds) because they are difficult to track, typically not a large part of
an agency’s expenses, were usually accounted for in another agency’s budget, and
because the work involved was often a specific project unrelated to regulation of the
three target industries. In a few places the expenditures of [/A funds were included,
because they were an important cost not accounted for elsewhere.

The majority of state management costs for commercial fishing, mining, and tourism are
within Alaska’s resource departments: the Department of Environmental Conservation
(DEC), Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and the Department of Fish and Game
(DF&G), and within the Department of Commerce, Community and Economic
Development (DCCED. For each of these departments, ISER personnel identified the
divisions with potential management costs and interviewed division personnel, usually
the Division Director or Deputy-Director. The interviews often included that division’s
chief budget officer. Sometimes, interviews occurred with the personnel from a
division'’s office, such as the Public Information Center within DNR. The interviews
helped identify the division’s costs attributable to commercial fishing, mining, or
tourism. Most interviews occurred by phone; some were in person. Most lasted 10-15
minutes. We also contacted the overall department budget officer (usually the director
of the Support Services or similar division) to confirm that the omitted divisions lacked
programs and costs that should be included. This interview sometimes identified
programs in divisions that we had originally omitted. In these cases, we gathered the
omitted data in subsequent interviews with those divisions or offices.

5 The information is available on the OMB website. It is the FY 2014 Enacted Budget, Component Detail
for each department.
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The Department of Public Safety (DPS) had only one relevant division. The budget chief
for the Department of Law (DOL) prepared numbers for ISER, and we did not interview
individual section chiefs within the department. Finally, the costs of collecting taxes are
listed in the Department of Revenue (DOR) annual report and so no interviews with DOR
personnel were needed. Overall, we reviewed 94 budget components among the seven
departments, and determined that 35 had costs relevant to one or more of the

industries.

Some budget categories do not reflect actual funding but are authorizations to collect
and spend money. The money is not spent if it is not collected. In the language of the
budget, these are typically labeled program receipts. In these categories, the legislature
authorizes the agency to use those funds ifit collects them. In the case of program
receipts, we confirmed what amount the agency actually collected and spent.

This report focuses on the state’s direct management costs for each agency. For example,
we did not allocate to commercial fishing a portion of the DF&G Commissioners’ Office
on the assumption that DF&G will have a Commissioner and staff even if there is a
notable change in Commercial Fishing. Similarly, we did not allocate to mining a portion
of the Director’s staff for the DNR Division of Mining, Land and Water. The Division
would have a Director even with a notable decrease in mining. For similar reasons, we
did not allocate a portion of each agency’s administrative staff, computer specialists, etc.
The analysis focused only on the direct management costs.

Detailed information about the specific costs from each division or office is contained in

Chapter 6.

2.3 Capital Budget. Alaska’s capital budget changes more from year to year than the
state’s operating budget. The capital budget shows a much greater change in response to
elections, political decisions by the legislature, and fiscal conditions. (See Figure 7.) To
get a realistic sense of recent capital budget expenditures, we reviewed three years of
capital budget data: FY 12, FY 13, and FY 14.

The capital budgets from these three years cumulatively included over 3,800 separate
appropriations. The first task was to focus on appropriations most likely to be relevant.

To do this, we created a list of all
capital projects appropriated to the
DF&G, DNR, and DEC. A quick review
of Capital Improvement Projects
(CIPs) appropriated to DEC showed
that none of them were relevant to
the industries, and DEC projects were
excluded from the list for analysis.

Due to the large number of projects in
the DCCED capital budget, we
searched for relevant projects by
finding all projects with any of the

Figure 7. Alaska Capital Budgets
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following terms in the title: tourism, park, museum, zoo, histor*, cultur*, sealife, heritage,
oyster, salmon, fair, fish, restroom, mine, mining, mineral. Note that “*” is a wildcard
term. Thus, histor* and cultur* are wildcard terms that pick up, for example, history,
historical, historic.

Finally, we added the Ambler Road project, which is a Department of Transportation
Project, because we were familiar with it. The cost of this project was allocated to
mining,.

The result of this process was a list of 333 projects spread over three fiscal years. ISER
staff read each of the 333 project descriptions and either dismissed a project as
irrelevant to the industries or allocated all or a portion of the project’s cost to an
industry according to assumptions and criteria explained in Chapter 7.

For the FY 12 and FY 13 projects, the nominal cost in that year was adjusted to FY 14
dollars using the Anchorage Consumer Price Index. Then, one-third of the project costs
attributable to each industry were summed to calculate the average annual capital
budget, in FY 14 dollars, that could be compared to the FY 14 operating budget and to
corresponding average revenue in FY 14 dollars from each industry.
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Chapter 3. Commercial Fishing Industry

In this report, the commercial fishing industry includes commercial fish harvesting and
processing.

3.1 Commercial Fishing Revenue to the State of Alaska

The commercial fishing industry provides 15 sources of revenue for the State of Alaska.
These revenue sources include taxes imposed by the state, voluntary assessments collected
by the state to promote the fishing industry, fees, and other payments. This section
describes this revenue. Section 3.4 describes some revenue collected by local government.
The report does not discuss federal revenue or expenses.

Most commercial fishing taxes are assessed as a percentage of the value of the fish landed -
known in the industry as the ex-vessel value. This tax revenue is dependent on the
strength of the fish runs around Alaska and on the price for that year’s fish. As a result,
revenue varies significantly from year to year. For example, since 2000, the price per
pound of Bristol Bay Sockeye has varied from a low of $0.42 /pound to a high of
$1.61/pound.¢ For that reason, a single year’s analysis of revenue is less likely to give an
accurate picture than a longer-term analysis. This analysis uses the average revenue from
the five years from 2010 through 2014. Table 4 shows average commercial fishing
revenue, 2010-2014. All revenue is adjusted to 2014 dollars.

6 Alaska Department of Fish and Game:
www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=commercialbyfisherysalmon.salmoncatch_exvessel

Chapter 3: Commercial Fishing Industry Page 13



Table 4. State of Alaska Commercial Fishing Revenue
Average of 2010-2014; Figures in Million 2014 Dollars

% of
Average Revenue 2010-2014
Total
Fisheries Business Tax, state share $22.00 31%
Fishery Resource Landing Tax, state share 6.3 9%
Motor Fuel Tax, marine fuel 2.5 4%
“True” Taxes
Corporate Income Tax, fisheries sector 2.0 3%
CFEC Revenue in excess of operations (Fee & Vessel Lic) 3.1 4%
Loan Funds Interest Retained in the General Fund 13 2%
Seafood Marketing Assessment 9.6 14%
B . Salmon Enhancement Tax 9.1 13%
Pass:l::hrough Seafood Development Tax 2.0 3%
xes Common Property Fishery Assessment 1.2 2%
Dive Fishery Management Assessment 0.7 1%
CFEC Revenue applied to operations (Fee & Vessel Lic) 4.4 6%
Fees used to pay Seafood Processor and Similar Fees 0.6 1%
for agency Commercial Fishing Crewmember Licenses, total 2.9 4%
management Test Fishery Receipts 2.3 3%
DNR Shore Fishery Lease Payments & Mariculture Fee 0.4 1%

Total funds received: $70.2 100%

“True” Taxes. The first six taxes in the table are “true” taxes in that they are collected by
the state, deposited in the General Fund, and used by the legislature for any purpose. Of
these the Fisheries Business Tax is by far the largest tax and is levied on all businesses that
process fish or export unprocessed fish. Approximately half of the total tax receipts are
remitted by the legislature to municipalities where the tax is collected. The Fisheries
Resource Landing Tax is levied on “fish resources processed outside of and first landed in
Alaska.” It is primarily levied on factory trawlers and floating processors which operate
outside the state’s 3-mile limit but land fish in Alaska for transshipment. Like the Fisheries
Business Tax, approximately 50% of Fisheries Resource Landing Tax is remitted to local
government.

Table 4 shows only the state’s 50% (approx.) share of these two taxes. We recognize that
others may consider the entirety of both taxes to be revenue to the state. However, Alaska
law indicates that the legislature is expected to appropriate those funds back to municipal
governments. The municipal governments expect their share of the tax revenue, receive it,
and rely upon it. The Alaska Legislature has not treated it as revenue sharing, to be
increased and decreased depending upon fiscal circumstances. As described by the
Legislative Research Agency,” “The portion of the fishery business tax returned to local
government in whose jurisdiction these taxes were collected is not a general municipal

7 State Revenues and Expenditures for Fisheries and Wildlife in FY 94; Research Request 95.089; March 31,
1995. Legislative Analyst, Maria Gladziszewski, page 3.
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revenue sharing program of the state. The fishery activity that generates this revenue is
both alocal and a statewide tax resource. The purpose of sharing fisheries business tax
revenue with local governments where the tax is imposed is to compensate those
governments for fisheries-related impacts.” The authors believe that it is more accurate to
consider the portion of the tax remitted to municipal governments as local government
revenue. For that reason, we include only the state share as revenue to the state—it is the
portion included in Table 4.

The Marine Motor Fuel Tax is equal to five cents per gallon. For this analysis, we assume
that 50% of this tax revenue is from fishing industry activity. Because this tax is only 4% of
commercial fishing revenue, an error in this assumption does not introduce a large error in
the overall result.

The Corporate Income Tax is the portion of Alaska’s corporate income tax that the
Department of Revenue determined to be from the fishing industry.

CFEC Revenue in excess of operations includes fees collected by the Commercial Fisheries
Entry Commission (CFEC). The commission collects more revenue than the legislature
appropriates for its use. That is, the CFEC collects fees for commercial fishing permits and
licenses. The fees are deposited in the general fund. The legislature appropriates some of
those fees back to CFEC for use by the Commission. Those that remain in the general fund,
after the appropriation back to CFEC, are used for whatever purpose the legislature
determines. Therefore, while not titled a “tax,” the portion in excess of operation is
effectively used by the legislature as a tax on the industry. 8

DCCED, Division of Economic Development oversees four revolving loan funds to help
commercial fishermen, hatcheries, and other parts of the industry. The division lends
money, which is repaid into the fund. There is also loan interest, some of which is used by
the Division to administer the funds, some of which is returned to the loan funds, and some
of which remains in the General Fund to be used for any purpose by the legislature. The
only revenue that we included in this report is the interest payments that remain in the
General Fund. In Table 4, this revenue is labeled Loan Fund Interest Retained in the
General Fund. Otherwise, we treated the fund as a separate unit that is functionally
outside the state’s General Fund. Also, we did not include the Division’s cost to manage the
fund as a cost allocable to the commercial fishing industry, because the cost is paid for by
interest payments generated by the fund.

“Pass-Through” Taxes. The next five revenue sources might be termed “pass-through”
taxes. For these taxes, a majority of permit holders in a fishery or region elects to impose a
tax on themselves to fund a specific purpose. The funds flow through the state treasury
and are paid out to specific groups within the industry. Constitutionally, a tax cannot be
legally dedicated to a specific purpose. For that reason, these “pass-through” taxes are
collected and deposited in the General Fund, but the industry relies on the legislature to

8 Alaska ADF&G. 2015. CFEC Program Review. (“Lawson Report.”)
http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static-f/home/pdfs/cfec_program_review_final report.pdf
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appropriate the collection for the purpose it was collected. To date, the legislature has
respected that intent in its annual budgets.

The Seafood Marketing Assessment is paid by fish processors and partially funds the
Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute (ASMI). The Salmon Enhancement Tax is an elective
tax in that it is only levied in areas where it is approved by a majority of fisheries permit
holders, who also vote on the amount of the tax. The tax is used to provide financing for
qualified regional aquaculture associations (i.e., hatcheries). The Seafood Development
Tax is similar in that it is an elective tax but is used for regional seafood development
associations. Three fisheries have elected to use this tax: the Prince William Sound drift
gillnet fishery, the Prince William Sound set gillnet fishery, and the Bristol Bay drift gillnet
fishery. The Common Property Fisheries Assessment is used to fund the operation of fish
hatcheries. Itis a cost-recovery fisheries assessment, authorized by the legislature in 2006,
and allows hatcheries to recoup costs through an assessment on fish caught in the terminal
harvest area (the area to which hatchery fish return, usually adjacent to the hatchery itself).
The Dive Fishery Management Assessment is another elective assessment. It only applies
to designated dive management areas and species and is assessed at a rate elected by a
vote of permit holders. It applies to the geoduck, sea urchin, and sea cucumber dive
fisheries in Southeast. Funds are deposited in the general fund with the expectation that
the legislature will appropriate them to the Department of Fish and Game to fund the
regional dive fishery development association.

We recognize that some people might consider these funds to be a cost of doing business
for the seafood industry, rather than revenue to government to support public services. It
is important to be consistent; it would be inappropriate to consider these “pass-through”
taxes as revenue to the State of Alaska without also considering the related appropriation
an expenditure. In this analysis, we have included the tax and appropriation as a revenue
and expenditure. However, it would also have been reasonable to exclude them, as long as
the analysis excluded both.

Agency Fees and Other Revenue. The final four revenue sources are fees on the
commercial fishing industry used, after appropriation by the legislature, to fund agency
management activities or other General Fund purposes. The Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission (CFEC) collects fees for commercial fishing permits and vessel licenses. This
portion of Table 4 includes the portion of CFEC receipts that the legislature appropriated
back to the agency for its use. The remaining portion, which remains in the general fund
and is appropriated for other purposes, is included as a “True Tax” and explained above.

Seafood Processors and other parts of the industry pay a total of $554,919 to the
Department of Environmental Conservation in FY 14 for inspection and certifications of
food safety. These are labeled Seafood Processor and Similar Fees in Table 4.

Fishing Crewmember Licenses are collected by DF&G. They are deposited in the General
Fund. Test Fishery Receipts are sales of fish harvested in “test fisheries” established by
DF&G. The DF&G Commissioner has authority to “to sell fish caught during commercial
fisheries test fishing operations.” The legislature appropriates test fishery revenue back to
DF&G as a program receipt authorization. That is, the Department may keep the test
fishery sale revenue up to the authorization limit given by the legislature. These receipts
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are used to offset the cost of operating the test fisheries and to manage the fishery. In
FY 14 and most other years, the authorization limit is greater than the value that the
department receives from sales.

DNR Shore Fishery Lease Payments includes revenue from shore fishery leases, used by
set-net permit holders. In FY 14, the legislature appropriated the funds back to DNR for
management of the shore fishery lease program as a program receipt authorization.
Mariculture Fees are DNR aquatic farm permit application fees and are deposited into the
General Fund.

Revenue sources excluded from the analysis. This analysis accounts for the major
revenue sources paid by the commercial fishing industry. There are undoubtedly some
agency fees that are missed, though we did identify and include the largest fees which are
fees paid by fish processors for certifying and enforcing food safety. Also, the Alaska
Marine Highway System gains revenue from shipping seafood. We were unable to estimate
the amount; while it is likely significant, neither the excluded fees nor the Marine Highway
System Revenue is likely large enough to change the conclusions of this report.

There are a number of significant fees paid by the commercial fishing industry that cannot
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