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1. Introduction

1.1. Purpose

This report provides a broad overview of the regional economy of Southeast Alaska,
including trends over time for individual communities and boroughs. It also addresses several
specific topics identified by the study team and the project sponsors. The main purpose is to add
to the information and knowledge base available to help people make informed decisions.

This knowledge base now includes several excellent and recent reports. These will be
mentioned, cited, and briefly summarized below, but not recapitulated at any length. Readers of
this report are strongly encouraged to consult these other reports. To facilitate this, we have
created a companion Web site to this report. It is currently hosted at:

www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/iser/people/colt/southeast/southeast economy.html

This Web site will host digital copies of some of the important papers cited, as well as
several spreadsheets with population and economic data for Southeast Alaska.
We rely on publicly available data from sources such as the U.S. Census and Bureau of

Economic Analysis. Specific data sources are cited as they are referenced.

1.2. Study area

Southeast Alaska consists of all boroughs and census areas including and east of the
Yakutat Borough. (An Alaska borough or census area is the geographic equivalent of a county
in the lower 48 states.) The eight boroughs and census areas are listed in Table 1. The
“Southeast Region” is one of six longstanding labor market regions defined by the Alaska
Department of Labor and Workforce Development. Following numerous other authors, we will
refer to the Juneau City and Borough as “Juneau” and to the remaining seven census areas as

“rural Southeast” or “rural Southeast Alaska.”
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Table 1. Southeast Alaska census areas and population

Average annual

July 1 April 1 April 1 growth rate
2004 2000 1990 2000- 1990-
Area name (est.) (census) (census) 2004 2000
Southeast Region 70,622 73,082 68,989 -0.8% 0.6%
Haines Borough 2,245 2,392 2,117 -1.5% 1.2%
Juneau City and Borough 30,966 30,711 26,751 0.2% 1.4%
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 13,030 14,059 13,828 -1.8% 0.2%
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan Census Area 5,548 6,157 6,278 -2.4% -0.2%
Sitka City and Borough 8,805 8,835 8,588 -0.1% 0.3%
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area 3,101 3,436 3,680 -2.4% -0.7%
W rangell-Petersburg Census Area 6,247 6,684 7,042 -1.6% -0.5%
Y akutat City and Borough 680 808 705 -4.0% 1.4%
Anchorage Mat-Su Region 347,646 319,605 266,021 2.0% 1.9%
All other areas 237,167 234,244 215,033 0.3% 0.9%
Alaska 655,435 626,931 550,043 1.1% 1.3%

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and W orkforce Development (2004 estimates);
U.S. Census. www.labor.state.ak.us/research/pop/estimates/04t2-1.xls

Figure 1.
Alaska and Southeast region census areas
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2. Summary of Findings

The population of Southeast is declining as net out-migration exceeds natural increase
(the excess of births over deaths). Prior to 2004, all areas except Juneau were losing population,
but even Juneau lost population between 2003 and 2004. In general people are moving from
rural Alaska to urban Alaska and from all Alaska places to other states. These trends are more
pronounced in Southeast.

Many individual Southeast places have sprung up or disappeared during the past 40 years
in response to the shifting locations of logging activity. Some of these places seem to be
persisting despite the loss of nearby timber jobs—filling the economic slack with tourism and
unearned income.

There are really two regional economies in Southeast. The City and Borough of Juneau
has an economy based on government and its role as regional transportation hub and service
center for the rest of Southeast. All other places, collectively known as rural Southeast, have a
stagnant or declining economy by many measures of activity.

The commercial fishing industry, always an economic mainstay of the region, remains
flat in terms of volume as wild populations are fully exploited. Shore-based processing has
steadily declined due to high costs, and major price declines for salmon have hurt fishing
industry income.

The timber industry has suffered a steady decline since about 1980, when international
competition pushed word product prices down faster than local costs of operation. Response to
the closing of the two pulp mills has been mixed. In Sitka the economy and population are
growing at a healthy rate, while in Ketchikan growth has been more sluggish.

Tourism is the fastest-growing industry in the region but its direct impacts on the
economy cannot be directly or precisely measured. The number of cruise ship passengers
visiting major ports has more than doubled since 1990, but the linkages between these visitors,
the cruise industry, and the associated businesses on shore cannot be quantified with
conventional economic data. To date, the large-ship cruise industry has not been willing to share
data which would allow a more definitive assessment of how cruise tourism affects jobs and
income in specific Southeast communities. A constellation of tourism business activity
surrounds and depends on large cruise ships and their passengers. However there is also what
may be termed a second tourism industry that caters to all other visitors. This small-scale
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tourism industry includes small (100-500 passengers) cruise ships, hunting and fishing guides
and lodges, the entire lodging industry, and much of the restaurant and hospitality industry.

The government sector has continued to underpin much of the regional economy.
Nonprofit institutions such as Southeast Regional Health Consortium have provided hundreds of
new jobs in the region. Their continued economic strength depends in part on federal funding,
although demographics will drive health care industry growth to a large extent.

Between 1969 and 1996, unearned income (from investments and transfers) increased
from 16 percent of total personal income outside of Juneau to 33 percent (Robertson 2004).
However, recent data suggest that this shift toward unearned income may have slowed or

stopped in recent years.

3. Historical Evolution of the Southeast Economy

This section draws together and reviews several previous studies of the Southeast
economy. Some of these analyses are very recent. The primary purpose is to provide a minimal
common historical perspective." A secondary purpose is to provide some perspective from
authors writing during the past, whose projections of the future have proven more, or less,

accurate.

3.1. Evolution of the economy through 1984

In 1985 economist George Rogers completed a synthesis study of the Southeast Alaska
economy. Rogers divided the economic history of the region since contact by non-indigenous
peoples into three periods. The first was the era of furs, salmon and gold, prior to 1954. The
second period was marked by construction of the pulp mills and the relative dominance of timber
harvesting. The third period includes the overall economic boom in Alaska from oil
development and oil revenues. The following sections are excerpted directly from this work
(Rogers 1985).

Furs, salmon, and gold (1867-1954)

Most of ...the region was incorporated into the Alexander Archipelago
Forest Reserve in 1902. This was proclaimed the Tongass National Forest in

! Readers interested in the region’s economic history prior to statehood may wish to consult George Rogers’
book, Alaska in Transition: The Southeast Region. (1960) Baltimore MD: Johns Hopkins Press and Resources for
the Future.
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1907....Prior to these events, the region had been the home of the Tlingit and
Haida people “from time immemorial” and then briefly served as the headquarters
of the Russian fur trade in the eastern Pacific from the establishment of New
Archangel (Sitka) in 1804 until the transfer of Alaska to the United States in
1867.

For the first decade of United States rule, no development took place.
And then came two events in the year 1878. The first salmon canneries were
established at Klawock and Sitka and the first gold camp at Windham Bay,
foreshadowing what was to become the economic base of the region until the
mid-twentieth century.

...The annual pack [of canned salmon] exceeded one million cases by
1908. Salmon harvests accelerated to an annual average of 20 million fish for the
period 1905-1914 and achieved an annual harvest of 41 million fish in the next
decade. The “crash” began when the annual harvest dropped from 31 million fish
in 1945-1949 to 19 million fish in 1950-1954.

Other fisheries, particularly halibut, were exploited, but salmon was and
continues to be dominant. In 1941, salmon products accounted for 94.1 percent of
the total value of all fisheries products, [declining to] 84 percent in 1954.

Figure 2. Salmon catch in Southeast Alaska, 1905-1983
(thousands of fish)

1905-14
1915-24
1925-34
1935-44
1945-54
1954-58
1959-63
1964-68
1969-72
1973-76
1977-79
1980-83

Notes: [1] Fish traps banned in 1959
[2] Limited entry introduced in 1973
Source: Rogers (1985) p. 6
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The other main support of the region’s economy was gold. Placer mining
was used in the earliest period and since mid-century in the brief reworking of old
mine tailings, but lode mining was the backbone of the industry from 1882 to the
closing of the mines in 1942 by order of the War Production Board....

Gold discoveries and developments in northern British Columbia and
Yukon Territory also had economic impacts within the region. The 1874
stampede to the Cassiar gold fields and the Stikine River established Wrangell as
the gateway to that region...Similarly, the Klondike Gold Rush and the Chilkoot
Trail resulted in the creation of the town of Skagway in 1897, and the
construction of the White Pass and Yukon Railway in 1898 assured its
continuation as the principal entry into the Yukon Territory until closure of the
railroad in 1982. The Dalton Trail turned Haines into a third gateway by
providing yet another alternative route and the Haines Highway spur of the Alcan
Highway constructed during World War 11, and the Haines-Fairbanks petroleum
pipeline constructed in 1954 expanded this gateway first opened by gold.

Although the legal price of gold was increased from $20.67 to $35.00 per
fine ounce in September 1933, this event had little effect beyond slowing a
continual decline in annual production. When all gold mining was suspended as a
wartime emergency measure in October 1942, the annual production had already
achieved long-time lows. None of the mines reopened when the order was
rescinded in July 1945 (Rogers 1985: 5-8).

Figure 3. Gold and silver production
from Southeast Alaska lode mines, 1906-1954
(fine ounces per year, annual averages)
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Notes: [1] Official price increased from $20.67 to $35.00 per oz., September 1933
[2] Gold mining suspended by War Production Board, October 8, 1942
Source: Rogers (1985) p. 8

“Transforming the Economy—1954-84"

The economic plight of the region at mid-century brought increased
pressure on the Forest Service to create an expanded timber industry within the
region...... In 1954, a mill producing 300 tons daily (later increased to 525 tons)
of high-alpha pulp for use in rayon and cellulose acetate production went into
operation at Ketchikan. Late in 1959, a similar mill began operating in Sitka with
an initial capacity of 390 tons per day for export to Japan. The average timber cut
in the Tongass National Forest jumped from an average of 56 mmbf [million
board feet] in 1949-53 to an average 189.4 mmbf for 1954-58.

Figure 4. Timber harvest from Tongass National Forest, 1906-1984
(average annual million board feet per year)
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Notes: [1] Ketchikan Pulp Co. mill dedicated 1954
[2] Alaska Lumber and Pulp Co. Sitka mill dedicated 1959
Source: Rogers (1985) p. 10

Cant and lumber mills associated with these mills came into existence, and
other mills such as the two mills at Wrangell were reorganized and expanded, and
two new operations began on state land near Haines. But development was to fall
far short of the goals set by the 1958-1967 timber management plan. A planned
third pulp mill was abandoned in 1965. Attempts were also made to establish the
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fourth planned pulp mill at Juneau, but delays caused by lawsuits led to its being
aborted in 1976.

...The creation of the new pulp industry dramatically transformed the
natural resource products base of the regional economy. For the five-year period
1949-1953, just prior to the operation of the first pulp mill, fisheries products
represented 90.2 percent of the value of natural resource products and forest
products, 9.6 percent. For 1954-59, fisheries products values dropped to 55.4
percent, and forest products rose to 43.6 percent; and for 1979-1983, these values
changed to 38.5 and 61.5 percent, respectively.

The oil boom years (1970 — 1984)

For the period 1970-1979, the Tongass National Forest accounted for an
average of 95.8 percent of the total regional [timber] harvest, the remaining 4.2
percent coming from state lands near Haines and BIA lands in the Annette Island
reserve. With the transfer of commercial forest lands to the Native corporations
and the start of logging on private lands under their ownership in 1980, the share
of regional harvest from the national forest declined to only 66.7 percent for
1980-1984. Another factor causing decline in the national forest harvests was the
importing of pulp grade logs into the region from British Columbia at lower costs
than those supplied locally....According to Mehrkens, “Alaska’s timber industry
is almost solely dependent on export markets in Japan and, to a lesser extent,
other Pacific Rim countries” (Mehrkens, 1985, p. 5)

....Salmon harvests continued their recovery,...rising from 30.6 million
pounds in 1975 to 155.9 million pounds in 1983. ...catch of other finfish
(principally halibut) and shellfish fluctuated annually but continued to account for
only a small amount of total volume and value of catch of all species. ...the value
of regional fisheries production to fishermen and to processors, when expressed in
constant dollars, has increased but slightly over the past two decades.

Minerals activities have been insignificant since 1970, most of the output
and value being accounted for by sand, gravel, and stone extracted for use by the
construction industry...The most promising mineral potential is the U.S. Borax
discovery made in 1974 of the largest known molybdenum deposit in the world.
Following the discovery, the area in which the prospect is located was designated
as the Misty Fjords National Monument, and sampling and development have
been carried out haltingly under strict controls contained in the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 and in an atmosphere of challenge from
environmental and conservation groups. Development of a second prospect on
Green [sic] Creek on Admiralty Island started before creation of that national
monument [and] is going ahead slowly under similar controls and conditions.
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Government employment continued to grow throughout the period, but at
declining rates as petroleum dollars began to decline. Most of this was
concentrated [within Southeast] at Juneau.

Tourism is another basic industry of the region. Although widely
discussed and advertised, reliable hard data on this industry does not exist....

The period following the passage of ANILCA has been one of very rapid
growth for the state as a whole, but of very modest economic and population
growth for the Southeast Alaska region with trends of both growth and decline
within the region itself. Employment increased 30 percent statewide during the
period 1980-1984, but the increase in the Southeast region was only 8.1 percent.
The engine which drove Alaska’s phenomenal growth, the flood of petroleum
dollars into the state treasury, did have an effect on one of the region’s major
basic sectors, government, but this was registered primarily in growth of
employment in the state capital at Juneau (23 percent from 1980 t01984) and in
local government as a result of generous state grants.

The region’s other dominant basic sector, manufacturing, did not grow at
all but fell at a rate between one and two percent annually. Employment in food
[e.g., fish] processing declined from 1,329 in 1980 to 871 in 1984, while lumber
and pulp employment dropped from 2,887 to 1,882 over the five-year period.
...The decline in the timber industry was due to a combination of marketing
factors—decline in timber markets in Japan and worldwide markets for dissolving
pulp, competition from other suppliers, and the strength of the U.S. dollar.

The trade and services sectors of the economy enjoyed increases due to
government and construction employment growth in Juneau and expanding
tourism. [However, there was a ] decline in transportation, communications, and
utilities employment from 2,522 in 1980 to 1,950 in 1984. Federal government
declined (from 2,500 in 1980 to 2,087 in 1984) while the “finance insurance and
real estate component of the economy” remained virtually constant (1,070 in 1980
and 1,046 in 1984).

3.2. Recent changes (1990 - 2004)
The trends initially identified by Rogers in 1985 — declining timber activity, stagnant fish
harvesting, and increasing economic concentration in Juneau — generally continued through the

1990s. A recent review article in Alaska Economic Trends (Gilbertsen 2004) provides an
excellent summary of these overall economic changes in Southeast since 1990.2 Gilbertsen

% This article can be easily accessed at http:/labor.state.ak.us/trends/trends2004.htm or via the companion
website to this paper: http://www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/iser/people/colt/southeast _economy.html
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highlights the hypothesis that due to these trends, there are now really “two economies” in
Southeast.

In the last decade, the communities of Southeast Alaska have followed
divergent economic paths. Juneau, the state’s capital, has seen steady growth,
while much of the rest of the region has seen heavy job losses in the timber and
fishing industries. (p. 3)

Over the ten-year period 1993 through 2002, Southeast’s annual average
employment increased by 5.5%, adding 1,849 jobs. At first glance, this indicates a
continuing if modest rate of growth for the region. When the regional data are
broken down by community, the picture changes. While Juneau added 2,719 jobs,
the rest of Southeast actually shed a total of 870 jobs. In the southernmost part of
the region, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan, and
Wrangell- Petersburg were the hardest hit, losing a combined total of 1,396 jobs.
To the north, Haines, Sitka, Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon, and Yakutat fared
somewhat better, adding a combined total of 526 jobs, 71 percent of which were
in Skagway- Hoonah-Angoon. In short, Juneau employment grew 19 percent over
this period, while employment in the rest of Southeast registered a 5 percent
decline. (p. 9)

As a result of these changes in employment, only Juneau gained significant population
during the past 15 years.

Gilbertsen goes on to consider the reasons for the changes in total employment. It is
straight forward to document the continued decline in the timber and fishing industries:

In the decade of the 1990s, the Alaska Pulp Corporation and Ketchikan Pulp
Company ceased operations. Mill closures in Ketchikan, Sitka, and Wrangell
dramatically impacted the economies of these communities by eliminating their
major private sector sources of year round employment. In addition, the seasonal
but well paid logging activities in Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan, Wrangell-
Petersburg, and Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon census areas were severely reduced. In
1990, there were 3,450 sawmill and logging jobs in the region. By 2002, only 450
of these remained.

® Most fish harvesting activity is not recorded as wage and salary employment and does not figure into the total
employment numbers shown in most official tabulations of “employment.”
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Figure 5. Percentage change in Southeast wage and salary employment
by census area, 1993-2002
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Note: Wage and salary employment does not include most fish harvesting activity and
does not include sole proprietors operating small businesses.
source: Gilbertsen 2004

Figure 6. Change in Southeast population by census area, 1990-2002
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The salmon and herring fisheries of the area have also experienced hard times.
While salmon runs remain extremely strong in historical terms, prices have fallen
to such low levels that large numbers of fishermen have been forced out, or have
voluntarily left the industry. In 1992, for example, 2,658 salmon permit holders
harvested 188 million pounds of salmon valued at $109 million. A decade later,
1,671 salmon permit holders landed 220 million pounds valued at only $35.4
million. The reduced fishing effort resulted in a 17 percent increase in harvest
volume, but a 68 percent decline in harvest value. The nearly 1,000 fewer permits
represent a 37 percent reduction in fishing effort, and do not capture the even
greater decline in the number of crewmember jobs.

...Fish processing employment, always dominated by a transient workforce, has
also slightly declined over the last decade. (pp. 4-5)

In contrast to the decline of timber and fishing, the economy of Juneau has grown.
However, Gilbertsen cautions that this growth is not simply the result of more government jobs:

Although intuition might suggest that Juneau’s growth has been the result of
growing government, such intuition would be mistaken.  While government
remains the unquestioned heart of the economy, most of Juneau’s growth over the
last decade has come from the private sector. (p. 3)

Indeed, the growth in services in Juneau has been so pronounced that it created an overall shift in
employment away from goods and toward services for the entire Southeast region (Figure 7).
Gilbertsen ties the growth of service business activity to purchasing power of government
employees. However, one could also interpret the data as a reflection of increased outsourcing
of government functions and services to private firms. It is also unclear how the nonprofit

sector, epitomized by regional health care organizations, is counted.
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Figure 7. Changes in employment type for all of Southeast, 1990-2000
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Note: data based on pre-2001 classification system and cannot be directly compared to
post-2001 data.
Source: Alaska Economic Trends, March 2004

3.3. Therising importance of unearned income

An important study was completed by Guy Robertson (2004) as part of the Tongass Land
Management Plan process. Robertson focused primarily on structural economic changes through
1996 in areas other than Juneau, which he called the “rural Southeast Alaska economy.” He was
looking beyond the simple “economic base” conception of the economy by considering sources
of income and purchasing power that might not be directly tied to current production in the area.
The technical term for such income is “unearned income.” It includes, for example, investment
income, pensions, social security checks, and other transfer payments. Some economists call this
the “mailbox economy.”

Robertson begins his analysis by noting the continuing decline in resource-based
extractive industry and the slow but steady growth in services. He is interested in whether the
observed economic change reflects region-specific changes in the traditional “economic base” of
tourism and timber, or whether it is instead a product of a national trend toward a service-based
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economy. Robertson’s analysis begins by noting that aggregate personal income* in rural
Southeast declined after about 1990. (Considering income per person, he further notes that
“although real income in rural Southeast Alaska increased from around $17,000 per capita in
1969 to $24,000 in 1996, all of this increase occurred prior to 1986.”).

Figure 8. Total Southeast Alaska personal income, 1969 — 1996,
for Juneau Borough and for all other areas
(millions of real 1995 dollars)
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Source: Robertson 2004, p. 7. Data from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional
Economic Information System.

Robertson’s analysis then focuses on the importance of unearned income in the overall
income mix. He notes that:

Perhaps the most important distinction that can be drawn between
different types of income sources is between earned and unearned income. Earned
income, whether in the form of wages or profits to the self-employed, is directly

* Personal income is generally referred to on a “per capita” (meaning per person) basis. A decline in aggregate
personal income means that either per capita income is declining faster than population growth, or population is
declining, or both.
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tied to economic activity occurring within the region. Unearned income, on the
other hand, comprises dividends, other payments to capital, and a wide variety of
transfer payments to individuals from local, state, and federal governments, and it
need not be connected to local economic performance. Likewise, whereas earned
income will necessarily correspond with a certain number of jobs in [places
where] the income is earned, unearned income has no direct link to employment.
Consequently, the importance of unearned income in regional economies is often
overlooked ... Nonetheless, it constitutes an increasingly important income source
in many rural communities. And, although the dynamics entailed in its
distribution and impact in the local economy are quite different from those of
major manufacturing or resource extraction industries, the role of unearned
income as an outside source of money is broadly analogous to the role of the
major export industries commonly emphasized in export-base analysis.

...From 1969 to 1996, real unearned income increased four-fold, and, as a
result, this income category now accounts for approximately one-third of total
personal income in rural Southeast.

Figure 9. Rural Southeast Alaska personal income by major source, 1969-
1996
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Source: Robertson 2004, p. 9. Data from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional
Economic Information System.

Robertson concluded that:

The most important economic developments in rural Southeast Alaska
[between 1969 and 1996] were the decline in manufacturing activity and the
concomitant increase in services and related activity. While the contraction in
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manufacturing has resulted in falling wages and stagnant total income, expansion
in services and related sectors has allowed for continued employment growth in
the region. Increases in tourism-related activity underlie a portion of the structural
shift to non-manufacturing sectors, but increases in other income sources are
found to be at least equally important in maintaining regional income and thereby
supporting economic growth. Non-wage income, such as retirement and health
benefits or returns on investments, composes most of these other income sources.
These developments reflect trends occurring at the national level and within the
Pacific Northwest. The changes indicate the increasing importance of non-
commodity forest outputs (primarily amenities and recreational opportunities) in
supporting both the tourism and residential activity on which the region’s
economy increasingly relies. (p. 1)

4. Population

4.1. A note on census geography

Socioeconomic change in Southeast is hard to track because the geographical boundaries
of census areas and boroughs have shifted several times. Between 1970 and 1980, there was a
major shift from nine census divisions to seven boroughs and census areas. These areas
remained the same for the 1990 census. Then, in 1992, the Yakutat Borough formed and
removed itself from the Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area. In general, this report will use
the 1980/1990 census geography, since it is by far the easiest to extend backward and forward in
time to create consistent time trends. In practical terms, this means that the Skagway-Y akutat-
Angoon census area will be presented as a single unit for the year 2000 and beyond. This unit
comprises the Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area and the Yakutat Borough.

4.2. Regional population and trends

This section presents data on population change over time at the borough level. During
the forty years following statehood, growth accelerated to 2.5 percent per year during the 1980s,
and the population of the region more than doubled, reaching a high of just over 73, 000 people
for the year 2000 census. Meanwhile, Alaska grew faster in response to the twin economic
booms caused by the construction of the TAPS pipeline and then the massive spending of
Prudhoe Bay oil revenues. On average, Alaska seems to have grown about 0.7 percentage points

faster than Southeast. However, during this time the City and Borough of Juneau grew faster
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than other Southeast areas, increasing its share of the total Southeast population from 27 percent

up to 44 percent. This is not surprising given the strong economic connection between Juneau

and State of Alaska oil revenues and government activity.

There was a significant growth slowdown that appears in the data during the 1990s.

Since the census only provides data once every decade, it is uncertain exactly when the

slowdown started. (Robertson (2004) noted that aggregate personal income growth ceased after

about 1986 for the non-Juneau region as a whole.)

Table 2. Long-run population trends for Southeast census areas

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Haines Borough 792 1,401 1,680 2,117 2,392 2,319
Juneau City and Borough 9,714 13,556 19,528 26,751 30,711 31,246
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 8,774 10,041 11,316 13,828 14,059 13,533
Pr. of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 3,068 3,782 3,822 6,278 6,157 5,594
Sitka City and Borough 6,250 6,073 7,803 8,588 8,835 8,897
Skagway-Y akutat-Angoon CA 2,624 2,792 3,478 4,385 4,244 3,857
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 2,351 2,566 2,944 3,680 3,436 3,167
Y akutat City and Borough 273 226 534 705 808 690
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 4,163 4,920 6,167 7,042 6,684 6,321
Southeast Alaska 35,385 42,565 53,794 68,989 73,082 71,767
80,000 A
70,000 A
EWRP
60,000 COSYA
50,000 + mSIT
40,000 H OPWOK
30,000 - OKTN
20,000 - = JNU
10,000 - ! l B HNS
0 _
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

source: ISER compilations of U.S. Census Bureau raw data (worksheet BEA_summary_by_area.xIs)
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Table 3. Average annual population growth rates
60-70 70-80  80-90  90-00  00-03

Haines Borough 5.9% 1.8% 2.3% 1.2% -1.0%
Juneau City and Borough 3.4% 3.7% 3.2% 1.4% 0.6%
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 1.4% 1.2% 2.0% 0.2% -1.3%
Pr. of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 2.1% 0.1% 5.1% -0.2% -3.1%
Sitka City and Borough -0.3% 2.5% 1.0% 0.3% 0.2%
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon CA 0.6% 2.2% 2.3% -0.3% -3.1%

Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 0.9% 1.4% 2.3% -0.7% -2.7%

Y akutat City and Borough -1.9% 9.0% 2.8% 1.4% -5.1%
W rangell-Petersburg CA 1.7% 2.3% 1.3% -0.5% -1.8%
Southeast Alaska 1.9% 2.4% 2.5% 0.6% -0.6%

Alaska 3.0% 2.9% 3.2% 1.3% 0.3%

Figure 10. Average annual population growth rates
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Since the 2000 census, every census area in Southeast lost population through 2003
except Sitka and Juneau. However, both of these areas probably lost population between 2003

and 2004. Overall, the region has lost almost 2,400 people (-0.6 percent) since 2000.

4.3. Migration and age structure
The main reason that the population is declining is that out-migration is outpacing the
“natural increase” caused by more births than deaths. Figure 11 shows how net in-migration®

fueled growth during the boom years of the 70s and 80s. It shows also how net out-migration

> By convention, the term “net” migration means net in-migration to a place.
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surpassed natural increases after 2000 to cause an absolute decline for the Southeast Alaska

population as a whole.

Figure 11. Components of population change for Southeast Alaska
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April 1 1970 42,565
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80-90 53,794 9,699 5,496 68,989 2.5%
90-00 68,989 6,856 (2,763) 73,082 0.6%
00-02 73,082 1,165 (2,333) 71,914 -0.8%
July 1 2002 71,914

The situation is more pronounced for specific census areas, such as the Prince of Wales

Island area. (Appendix A shows the components of population change for each individual

census area.) People could be leaving the area in search of jobs or education. We can see this by

looking at the age structure diagrams for Southeast and some of its component places. The
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region appears to have a slightly more pronounced dearth of young people than Alaska as a

whole; statewide there is a very pronounced lack of people in the early 20s age brackets when

compared to the rest of the United States.

Figure 12. U.S. and Alaska age structures@ar 2000
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Although it is not possible to know with certainty, it is plausible that during the late

1990s younger people were leaving Southeast, which would reduce the number of new births and

the natural increase, further exacerbating the population decline from the migration itself. Sitka

might be an exception that demonstrates this rule: it has a slightly more stable or “flat” age
distribution than some of the other areas.@
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Ginny Fay
Something went wrong with most of these charts. They lost their scale on the x axis. The later ones lost their median age labels and most don’t have “in 2000”. I think it would make the charts cleaner to have only one set of parenthesis with both the median ages and the year 2000. Or even better, put 2000 in the figure title and leave it off the individual charts. It is also interesting to note that SE’s median age is closer to the rest of the U.S. and SE has fewer young people—is that why the median age is older. Might be worth exploring in a bit more detail as this demographic is likely to have continued effects on the economy. 

Ginny Fay
I’m not sure Sitka looks any flatter to me than either SE or Juneau.


Southeast Alaska (median age = 35.9)

Figure 13. Current age distributions in Southeast Alaska

Juneau (median age = 35.3)
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4.4. Recent migration patterns

Census data allow us to learn more about the patterns of migration that are fueling the
population decline in Southeast. (Similar patterns are occurring in other regions of Alaska, and
the state as a whole is experiencing out migration, but it is not sufficient to negate natural
increase so the population is still growing in these other regions). The 2000 census asked people
what county they were living in five years previous; i.e, in 1995. This information allows us to
calculate the net migration that occurred between 1995 and 2000 to each census area in SE from
each other SE census area, from other regions of Alaska, and from other states. Figure 14 shows
the overall pattern for all of Southeast. The migration patterns for each borough and census area,
as well as the overall migration data matrix, are presented in Appendix B. Note that the
movements between census areas within the region net out to zero as they should. During the
period, 9,420 people came in to Southeast Alaska from other states, and 2,920 people came into
the region from other parts of Alaska. At the same time, however, 14,223 people left Southeast
for other states and 3,528 left for other parts of Alaska. The net result was a net outflow of 5,411
people between 1995 and 2000.

Figure 14. Migration to and from Southeast Alaska, 1995-2000
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Ginny Fay
This is the chart that is missing a zero in 2000.


Migration occurred:

in to out from
SE AK SE AK net
from: to: migration
Other SE areas 2,914 2,914 0
Other Alaska (not SE) 2,920 3,528 -608
Outside 9,420 14,223 -4,803
All Areas 15,254 20,665 -5,411

The same phenomenon, of people migrating toward larger and more urban places, also
occurred within Southeast as Juneau received net migration from almost all other areas of the
region. However, Juneau was also the source of many people leaving for other states, so it also

experienced net out migration.

Table 4. Migration to and from the Juneau Borough, 1995-2000

in to out from

JNU JNU net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 52 109 -57
Juneau Borough 0 0 0
Ketchikan Borough 274 130 144
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 94 17 77
Sitka Borough 176 153 23
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 240 124 116
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 229 84 145
Yakutat Borough 0 26 -26
Other Alaska 1,303 1,446 -143
Other states (=Outside) 4,005 5,601 -1,596
All Areas 6,373 7,690 -1,317

4.5. Population of specific places

We used census data files and published compilations of population data to construct a
table of Southeast population change by individual community. The printed table below
generally has the virtue of “adding up” without double counting any census “place” twice. (One
prominent exception to this rule is that both the Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon census area and the

Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon census area are listed for all years.) However, it does include several
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significant Alaska Native Village Statistical Areas (ANVSASs), such as Douglas (within the City

and Borough of Juneau) and Saxman City (abutting Ketchikan).®

Perhaps the most immediate lesson to be learned from examining the place-level

population data is that many places appear—and others disappear—quite regularly. Too, the

population of many individual communities seems to be much more volatile from decade to

decade than the population of larger places. Places such as Thorne Bay and Tenakee Springs,

shown in Figure 15, illustrate this volatility. It is harder and riskier to make business or personal

investments of resources or time in such a volatile demographic environment. This business and

social risk may then make the initial volatility worse.

Figure 15. Examples of volatile population levels in individual places
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® A version of the table in Excel is available on the report web site.
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Table 5. Population of communities, 1960 - 2003

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Haines Borough 792 1,401 1,680 2,117 2,392 2,319
Chilkoot * 221 338 357
Covenant Life CDP 47 102 126
Excursion Inlet CDP 10 12
Haines CDP (city) /10 392 463 993 1,238 1,811 1,704
Lutak CDP 45 39 36
Mosquito Lake CDP 80 221 220
Mud Bay CDP 137 149
Remainder of Haines borough 400 938 687 707 72 72
Juneau City and Borough 9,714 13,556 19,528 26,751 30,711 31,246
Douglas * 5,297 5,057
Juneau city and borough 9,714 13,556 19,528 26,751 30,711 31,246
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 8,774 10,041 11,316 13,828 14,059 13,533
Ketchikan city /1 /5 6,483 6,994 7,198 8,263 7,922 7,989
Saxman city * 153 135 273 369 431 424
Remainder of Ketchikan Borough 2,138 2,912 3845 5,196 5,706 5,120
Pr. of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 3,068 3,782 3,822 6,278 6,157 5,594
Craig * 1,260 1,725 1,495
Annette 60 70 80 90 337 195 139 43
Cape Pole 70 80 123 29
Coffman Cove city 193 186 199 164
Craig city 273 272 527 1,260 1,397 1,177
Dora Bay CDP 90 57
Edna Bay CDP 135 112 6 86 49 45
Hollis CDP 111 139 175
Hydaburg city * 251 214 298 384 382 369
Hyder CDP 77 99 97 77
Kasaan city * 36 30 25 54 39 57
Klawock city * 251 213 318 722 854 847
Labouchere Bay 90 149
Long Island 90 198
Metlakatla CDP 1,050 1,056 1,407 1,375 1,329
Meyers Chuck CDP 37 50 37 21 18
Naukati Bay CDP 93 135 109
North Whale Pass 80 90
Point Baker CDP 90 39 35 33
Polk Inlet 90 135
Port Alice90 30
Port Protection CDP 62 63 57
Thorne Bay city - 443 320 581 557 481
Whale Pass CDP 75 58 67
Remainder of POW-OK CA 1,758 1,093 604 470 757 589
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Table 5. Population of communities, 1960 - 2003 (cont.)

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Sitka City and Borough 6,250 6,073 7,803 8,588 8,835 8,897
Sitka city and Borough 6,250 6,073 7,803 8,588 8,835 8,897
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon CA 2,624 2,792 3,478 4,385 4,244 3,857
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 2,351 2,566 2,944 3,680 3,436 3,167
Angoon city * 395 400 465 638 572 507
Cube Cove CDP 156 72 -
Elfin Cove CDP 49 28 57 32 32
Freshwater Bay 90 68
Game Creek CDP 61 35 36
Gustavus city /11 107 64 98 258 429 438
Hobart Bay CDP 187 3 -
Hoonah city * 686 748 680 795 860 850
Klukwan CDP (Chilkat *) 135 129 139 120
Pelican city 135 133 180 222 163 113
Skagway city 659 675 768 692 862 844
Tenakee Springs city 60 93 138 94 104 106
W hitestone Logging Camp CDP 164 116 60
Remainder of Skag-Hoonah-Angoon CA 309 404 452 159 49 61
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 4,163 4,920 6,167 7,042 6,684 6,321
Kake city * 455 448 555 700 710 683
Kupreanof city 26 36 47 23 23 30
Petersburg city 1,502 2,042 2,821 3,207 3,224 3,079
Port Alexander city 18 36 86 119 81 70
Rowan Bay 90 133
Saint John Harbor 90 69
Thoms Place CDP 22 12
Wrangell city 1,315 2,029 2,184 2,479 2,308 2,123
Remainder of Wrangell-Petersburg Censt 847 329 474 312 316 324
Yakutat City and Borough 273 226 534 705 808 690
Yakutat CDP * 230 190 449 534 680 635
Remainder of Yakutat Borough 43 36 85 171 128 55

Notes to table:

(1) Places with an asterisk (*) are Alaska Native Village Statistical Areas, which

may or may not coincide to some extent with other listed areas.

(2) CDP means “census-designated place,” a de-facto community that is typically

not incorporated as a political subdivision of the State of Alaska.
(3) places in italics are not included in the year 2000 census geography.
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5. Income and Employment

5.1. Per capita personal income

One of the best overall measures of economic health and trends over time is per capita
(meaning “per person”) personal income, adjusted for inflation. This measure has several
advantages over other measures of economic health. It represents the actual standard of living
and overall purchasing power achieved by people in a region. It includes earnings from sole
proprietor businesses, notably including fishing. Unlike employment data, income measures
automatically reflect the seasonality, availability, and pay scale of work that may be associated
with “one job.” Finally, personal income data are adjusted for residence so that personal income
measures the economic well-being achieved by the people who live in a place, rather than those
who might work there but take their money elsewhere.

Table 6 and Figure 16 show real (meaning adjusted for inflation) per capita personal
income expressed in year 2003 dollars. Income grew rapidly, by more than 3 percent per year,
during the 1970s as the state government ramped up for the oil boom and the labor market heated
up. This regional growth was slightly faster than that of Alaska as a whole. During the 1980s
growth slowed both in Alaska generally and in Southeast as the recession of the late 80s took
away some of the income gains that had been achieved earlier in the decade with high timber
prices and the petroleum revenue spending boom.

Table 6. Real per capita personal income by census area, 1970-2003
(year 2003 dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Haines Borough 15,799 24,903 35,921 34,191 35,237
Juneau City and Borough 27,506 36,404 36,587 37,434 35,478
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 20,164 31,259 38,718 37,033 37,393
Pr. of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA 18,780 22,672 25,379 22,555 21,283
Sitka City and Borough 21,520 27,614 31,020 31,313 30,591
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon CA 13,747 21,490 28,938 31,368 33,121
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 18,634 27,916 33,106 29,993 31,416
Southeast Alaska 21,845 30,776 34,450 34,223 33,592

SE average annual growth 3.5% 1.1% -0.1% -0.6%
Alaska 20,809 28,254 31,245 32,163 33,213

Alaska average annual growth 3.1% 1.0% 0.3% 1.1%
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Figure 16. Real per capita personal income growth, 1970-2003
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After 1990, real per capita income growth slowed markedly or ceased altogether in many
places. Income continued to rise very slowly in Juneau, Sitka, and Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon,
places where government and tourism were exerting a positive force on the economy. It dropped
everywhere else as the pulp mills closed, ANCSA village corporations finished their most
lucrative logging, and the state’s fiscal problems led to reduced spending. The entire Alaska

economy experienced a similar slowdown, but it was not quite as severe.

5.2. Total personal income

While real per capita personal income measures the average well-being of people, the
measure says nothing about the size and growth of the entire economy. Wage and salary
employment is often used to measure this overall progress, but once again, these employment
numbers can be uninformative when looking at an economy such as Southeast Alaska. Fishing
activity is not measured and is not reported in wage and salary employment data. Neither is
other small business activity undertaken by proprietors, which would include many small-scale
recreation and tourism businesses.

Table 7 and Figure 17 show the overall pattern of personal income generation for the
entire region. There are four major components of personal income. Wages and salaries from
employment plus proprietors’ income (from fishing or small business) together make up so-
called “earned income.” Dividends, interest, and rent (such as an Alaska Permanent Fund
dividend) plus transfer payments (such as social security payments) together make up so-called
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“unearned income.” A fifth component of reported personal income in the published data is the
residence adjustment. When the adjustment is positive, it means that residents are earning
money elsewhere and bringing it back to the region, adding to the wages and salaries paid out to
workers in the region. When the adjustment is negative, as it is for Southeast Alaska as a whole,
it means that, overall, nonresident workers are earning wages, salaries, and proprietors’ income
in the region and taking the money out of the region.

Table 7. Components of total real personal income earned by Southeast
residents, 1970-2003 (thousands of year 2003 dollars).

Components of total personal income (thousands of real 2003 dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 770,815 1,306,414 1,596,499 1,506,852 1,526,001
Proprietors' income 84,524 150,500 246,300 223,550 228,925
Residence adjustment (23,224) (16,028) (48,882) (38,074) (33,698)
Dividends, interest, rent 74,699 180,082 443,962 502,377 398,684
Personal transfers 55,460 101,086 239,131 387,804 366,161
Adjustments and other, net (23,707) (48,313) (82,505) (85,592) (84,410)
Personal income 938,566 1,673,742 2,394,506 2,496,917 2,401,663

Figure 17. Components of total real personal income earned by Southeast
residents, 1970-2003 (thousands of year 2003 dollars).
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The three middle bars in the graph summarize the shift toward unearned income that
Robertson (2004) found looking at data through 1996. As Table 8 shows, the share of personal
income from wages and salaries declined from about 80 percent to about 60 percent between
1980 and 2000. The share from proprietors’ income stayed constant, and the share of unearned

income doubled - from about 17 percent to 35 percent.
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Table 8. Percentage shares of total personal income by source, 1970-2003

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 82% 78% 67% 60% 64%
Proprietors' income 9% 9% 10% 9% 10%
Residence adjustment -2% -1% -2% -2% -1%
Dividends, interest, rent 8% 11% 19% 20% 17%
Personal transfers 6% 6% 10% 16% 15%
Adjustments and other, net -3% -3% -3% -3% -4%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Since the year 2000, however, the mix of income sources may have stabilized. Although
it is too early to tell from current data, the share of earned income did increase back to 73 percent
of personal income between 2000 and 2003 while the share of unearned income decreased from
35 percent down to 31 percent. The overall regional increase in the share of total income from
wages and salaries masks a large difference between Juneau and Rural Southeast. In Juneau, the
wage and salary share increased from 55% to 61%, while elsewhere the share continued to drop,
from 57% to 56%. (Details are shown in Appendix C).

5.3. Total employment

Table 9 shows total Southeast employment as measured by the Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA). Total employment increased faster than population and slower than per capita
income during the economic boom years of the 1970s and 1980s. This is normal, as the demand
for labor during a boom is satisfied partly through in-migration, partly through nonresident
workers, and partly through wage increases that bring supply and demand into balance. During
the 1990s, however, total Southeast employment grew at less than 1 percent per year. It then
declined slightly after 2000.
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Table 9. Total employment in Southeast Alaska, 1970-2003
(Bureau of Economic Analysis data)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Population (census) 42,565 53,794 68,989 73,082 71,767
average annual growth 2.4% 2.5% 0.6% -0.6%

Total employment 21,599 34,113 46,715 50,855 49,422
average annual growth 4.7% 3.2% 0.9% -0.9%

wage and salary 19,079 28,764 35,929 37,922 37,703

proprietors 2,520 5,349 10,786 12,933 11,719

proprietors' share 12% 16% 23% 25% 24%

Real per capitaincome 5,525 16,193 25,143 31,780 33,592
average annual growth 11.4% 4.5% 2.4% 1.9%

note: BEA data measures full-time and part-time employment, with no adjustment for part-time jobs. As a
practical matter, BEA wage and salary employment numbers are about 5% higher than Alaska Dept. of
Labor employment figures, which attempt to measure average annual employment. Alaska DOL does not
measure proprietors’ employment.

It is important to remember that the BEA measure of employment includes proprietors,
which in this region includes fish harvesters. The decline in total employment after 2000 is due
largely to a decline in proprietors’ employment. In fact, the Alaska DOL measure of wage and
salary employment actually increased slightly (see Table 10 shows total employment by industry
over time, including the most recent data for 2005. In order to construct a consistent picture of
employment by industry over time, it is necessary to use Alaska Department of Labor data.
These cover wage and salary employment only, although we have added estimates of
commercial fish harvesting employment from a separate analysis.

Table 10 below). It is possible, therefore, that the employment decline is due to exit from
the fishing industry in response to very low salmon prices. Of course, as discussed at the start of
this report, other traditionally important sectors such as timber, wood products, and fish
processing have seen a drop in jobs, and the overall total for Southeast reflects the combination
of modest growth in Juneau and relative stagnation in other areas.

Another message from Table 9 is the growing importance of proprietors’ employment in
the total — up to 24 percent in 2000 from only 11 percent in 1970. Since it is very unlikely that
fish harvesting increased significantly after 1970 (and even less likely, after 1980), this increase
is probably due to the rise of small business operations that serve both government and tourists.

Many of these proprietors’ jobs are part-time and/or seasonal.
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Appendix C presents the personal income and employment information that has just been
discussed for the entire region, but for individual census areas. There is much to be learned from
a close reading of this information. It should be remembered that the BEA data relating to
proprietors are based on a small sample and the numbers for individual census areas tend to

fluctuate quite a bit.

5.4. Employment by industry
Table 10 shows total employment by industry over time, including the most recent data

for 2005. In order to construct a consistent picture of employment by industry over time, it is
necessary to use Alaska Department of Labor data.” These cover wage and salary employment
only, although we have added estimates of commercial fish harvesting employment from a

separate analysis.

" BEA employment data for census areas is heavily suppressed to protect confidentiality.
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Table 10. Wage & salary and fish harvesting employment

in Southeast Alaska, 1970-2005

(Alaska Dept of Labor data)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2005
Wage and salary employment
Mining 50 24 350 309 312
Construction 649 1,213 1,150 1,805 1,614
Manufacturing (includes logging)
Logging, sawmills, wood products™ 1,611 1,888 2,550 1,118 474
Seafood processing 769 1,368 1,350 1,487 1,512
Pulp mills 1,012 1,026 900 0 0
Other manufacturing 93 144 250 482 262
Transport, communication, utilities 1,685 2,448 2,650 2,621 2,672
Trade 2,072 3,587 5,450 6,254 6,761
Finance, insurance, real estate 342 1,088 1,050 1,175 1,192
Other services 1,464 3,190 5,650 8,100 8,328
Government
Federal (civilian) 2,065 2,500 2,150 1,800 2,017
State & local 4,784 7,955 10,200 10,435 11,249
Other 115 144 0 309 186
Total wage and salary employment 16,710 26,574 33,700 35,895 36,579
Fish harvesting (proprietors) 1,781 2,177 2,295 2,413 2,262
Total average annual employment @ 18,491 28,751 35,995 38,308 38,841

notes: (1) includes "forestry" from the year 2005 classifications
(2) does not include proprietors employment other than fish harvesting
sources: (a) Alaska Dept of Labor and Workforce Development, Statistical Quarterly (1970-80)
and Employment and Earnings (1990-2005)

(b) 1970 and 1980 fish harvesting from Rogers 1985, Table 32.

(c) 2000 and 2005 fish harvesting from Alaska Dept of Labor, personal communication

ISER Southeast Regional Economy

-33-

March 1, 2007



The shifting industrial structure is highlighted in Figure 18, which shows the dramatic
growth of the trade and services sectors. Many of these trade and services jobs are part of the
tourism industry (which is not measured separately in any official data source) and some of them
probably reflect increased contracting of government work to private sector businesses. The
steady rise in total government employment is mostly driven by local government, which

includes school teachers.

Figure 18. Shares of employment by sector in Southeast Alaska, 1970-2005
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Fishing and fish processing (Fish) 14% 12% 10% 10% 10%
Logging, sawmills, pulp mills (Timber) 14% 10% 10% 3% 1%
Other basic and infrastructure 13% 13% 12% 14% 13%
Trade, services, and other 22% 28% 34% 41% 42%
Government 37% 36% 34% 32% 34%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: compiled from data in Table 10, this study.

5.5. Fish harvesting catch and earnings
Fish harvesting has always been a mainstay of the Southeast Alaska economy, as

discussed in the historical review above. Recently the industry has been badly hurt by a steep
decline in salmon prices.

Figure 19 shows the total pounds of salmon caught by Southeast residents. Volume
increased dramatically, partly due to the rise of hatchery operations. Average price declined

equally dramatically (the figure shows the price in real year 2004 dollars). Part of the price
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decline is probably due to a shift toward hatchery-reared pink salmon in the species mix, but a
significant part is due to the general collapse in salmon prices that accompanied the rise of the
farmed salmon industry. The net result of these factors is that despite a large increase in harvest
volume, real earnings from salmon fell by 70 percent between 1990 and 2003.

Figure 19. Southeast Alaska residents’ salmon catch, earnings, and average
price, 1970-2003
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The picture looks better for all other species taken together (chiefly halibut, also crab,
herring and sablefish). For these species, average price has increased while volume declined,

leading to roughly constant real income.

ISER Southeast Regional Economy -35- March 1, 2007



Figure 20. Southeast Alaska residents’ catch, earnings, and average price for
limited entry species other than salmon, 1970-2003
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Although one might hope that these two scenarios would balance each other out, the
volume of other species is far less than the volume of salmon. Therefore, Figure 21 shows that

fishers’ real income has dropped nearly by half since 1989 due to the fall in real salmon prices.

Figure 21. Southeast Alaska residents’ catch, earnings, and average price for all
limited entry species, 1970-2003
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Appendix D presents catch and earnings, for salmon and for other species, for 24

individual communities.
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6. The Forest Products Industry

Recent years have brought major shifts in the Alaska forest products industry. Looking
only at the short period from 1990 to 1996, timber harvest from national forests in Alaska
declined by nearly 80 percent. Factors contributing to this decline include the closure of the
Ketchikan and Sitka pulp mills, changes in markets for Alaska forest products, especially in
Japan, and changes in conditions faced by Alaska’s competitors.? This market shift produced a
substantial decrease in harvest levels on the Tongass National Forest and a decrease in harvests
on privately held Alaska Native corporation lands in Southeast Alaska.

As a result of these economic conditions, primary processing of Alaska forest products
has grown only slightly. Most of this modest growth is occurring in small firms located in
Southcentral or Interior Alaska, rather than Southeast Alaska, the forest products industry’s
traditional stronghold. The Alaska Department of Natural Resources conducts sales in Interior

Alaska that provide timber to small mills that supply wood to local Alaska markets.”

6.1. Wood product markets

Traditionally most timber cut in Alaska was destined for export commodity markets with
little processing. After World War I, the federal government’s interest in increasing year round
settlement in Alaska led to the construction and subsidized operation of two pulp mills, in Sitka
and Ketchikan, intended to use the large volume of low grade Tongass National Forest timber,
primarily western hemlock. The closure of these mills and termination of their 50-year timber
supply contracts substantially changed the industry’s production and market dynamics. The low
grade hemlock (approximately 60% of the volume) in mixed Southeast Alaska hemlock-spruce
forests, which was previously processed by the pulp mills, cannot compete in the open global
market. U.S. Forest Service utilization standards do not allow leaving these low grade logs on
the forest when carrying out clear cut timber harvesting, the predominant timber cutting method.

Most of the commercial value of Southeast Alaska mixed forests stands is derived from Sitka

8 Brooks, David and Richard Haynes, Conservation and Resource Assessments for the Tongass Land
Management Plan Revision, Timber Products Output and Timber Harvests in Alaska: Projections for 1997-
2010, USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Gen. Tech. Report PNW-GTR-409,
September 1997.

9 For detailed information on Alaska timber harvests and exports see: Fay, Ginny, Alaska Timber
Harvests and Export Volumes, prepared for the Alaska Conservation Alliance, May 2003.
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spruce, high grade Western hemlock and yellow cedar. As a result, much of the timber
harvesting in previous decades was directed at high volume timber stands that are also
ecologically important to fish and wildlife. Currently, however, much of the logging is directed
at yellow cedar, which commands the highest prices on the export market.

A recent report by the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development
succinctly summarizes the state of the Alaska forest product markets.'® The report states that:

e Alaska is a high cost area, meaning other areas of the world (Russia, China, or even
southern states in the United States) can process and market wood products with lower
costs than Alaska.

¢ In high-cost areas, the wood products industry has consolidated many local businesses to
form corporations whose perspectives are global in scope in order to save money.

e The economic reasons are complicated, but the underlying fact is that the growing
worldwide production of timber has exceeded demand for most of the past decade.

e Asaresult of increased competition in the raw material market with wood produced in
low-cost areas, many Alaska mills have closed.

e Even if markets for Tongass timber revive, Alaska wood products manufacturing is not
expected to create a demand for a substantial increase in logging. It will instead focus on
more profitable use of current levels of log production.

Key market forces affecting the Tongass timber industry include:

e Demand for Tongass trees has fallen dramatically because of an international glut of
timber.

e The timber industry’s best customers (the Japanese) are buying wood from other
countries.

e The Tongass is a high-cost producer in a tough international market that includes
heavyweight competitors such as Canada and Scandinavia.

A global market has developed for plantation trees in order to obtain cheaper wood
products. Similar to the threat posed by salmon farms to Alaska’s wild stock fisheries, tree farms
located in low-cost developing nations are expected to capture an ever-greater share of world
markets.

Another recent publication by USDA Forest Service research station economists
concluded that:"*

10 Gilbertson, Neal and Dan Robinson, Natural Resources: Mining and Timber, Alaska Economic
Trends, December 2003.
! Stevens, James A .and David J. Brooks, 2003. Alaska softwood market price arbitrage. Res. Pap. PNW-RP 556.

Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. 12 p.
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Western hemlock and Sitka spruce logs from Alaska share an integrated market
(Japan) with logs produced in British Columbia and the U.S. Pacific Northwest.
Given the evidence that markets are at least imperfectly integrated, Alaska
production costs matter; that is, Alaska producers will be limited in the degree to
which they incorporate their relatively higher costs in product prices and retain
market share. It is not surprising, therefore, that Alaska production and exports
are quite sensitive to international market conditions. High-cost producers are
typically the last-in, first-out suppliers of commodity products that have close
substitutes. These results do not challenge the idea that Alaska does produce some
unique (and high-value) products from old-growth Sitka spruce and Alaska
yellow cedar. For both logs and lumber, however, this accounts for a very small
portion of total production. In the commodity markets that make up the bulk of
the end uses for Alaska’s timber resource, these results lend support to the
conclusion that Alaska is competing in integrated and competitive world markets.
The closure of the Alaska pulp mills coincided with structural changes in
Japanese lumber markets; starting in the mid-1990s, European-origin, kiln-dried
lumber began substituting for green hemlock lumber produced in North America.

In the calendar year 2001, the total value of wood products exported from Alaska was
$146.2 million, including $136 million in softwood logs, $9.5 million in chips, and $700,000 in
lumber. The total value decreased 26% from the previous year’s total of $196.6 million. As a
high cost producer, Alaska timber is likely to be the “last in, first out” in the global market
leading to annual fluctuations depending on global demand.

6.2. Competitive position of Alaska timber supply

An important recent study, by Lisa Crone (2004), analyzed more specifically the role of
the timber industry in Southeast Alaska and compared it to the role of timber in the Pacific
Northwest. Crone found that historically, economic activity in rural Southeast Alaska was
heavily reliant on the extraction and primary processing of natural resources. As a result, the
industry is dependent on national and global economic activity and markets. Globalization and
changes in the markets for key Alaska products have increased this dependency. The resulting
changes in the regional economy have not been evenly spread among the communities of
Southeast Alaska.’> For example, Sitka and Ketchikan were the sites of the two pulp mills and
Prince of Wales Island contains the majority of the region’s ANCSA corporation timber lands.

These sub-regional economies felt the swings of the timber markets more intensely than other

12 Crone, 2004, p. 33.
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areas. This general conclusion is reflected in the population and personal income data mentioned
above and presented at the borough level in Appendix C.

The closure of Southeast Alaska’s pulp mills in the 1990s and overall loss of jobs and
decline in earnings from the logging and wood products industries signaled that manufacturing
no longer dominated the region’s economy. The reduced timber harvest on the Tongass National
Forest is only one of several factors that have contributed to the decline in the forest products

industry. Other contributing factors cited by Crone include:

e declining market demand for the pulp mills’ products,

e the adoption of efficiency enhancing and cost-cutting mechanization as well as
aggressive marketing strategies in competing regions,

e increased costs associated with operating older, polluting mills,

e decreased timber harvests from Alaska Native lands, and

e the larger forces of global competition, which have affected Alaska’s wood products
industry as well as the state’s fishing and mineral industries.™

The Alaska and Juneau economies have generally not followed U.S. business cycles.
Although the manufacturing sector in rural Southeast Alaska was able to recover from the 1980s
downturn in world timber markets, it subsequently collapsed in the 1990s. Despite the expansion
of the national economy from 1992 to 2000, Southeast Alaska suffered very low average annual
growth rates in earnings, total personal income, and population during that period. A trend
common to all five areas in the Pacific Northwest analyzed by Crone is a growing service sector.
In Southeast Alaska, part of this growth is a result of the growth in tourism to the region. Crone
found that rural communities can become more resilient by increasing their accessibility and
economic diversity and by developing physical infrastructure to accommodate growth. In
addition to tourism, Southeast Alaska has a comparative advantage in attracting migrants seeking
quality-of-life improvements. Both tourism and in-migration may continue to contribute to
growth in the service sector in Southeast Alaska, but similar to the timber economy, tourism
growth is not being experienced uniformly across the region.

The overall impact of these changes is that rural Southeast Alaska is increasingly less
reliant on resource extraction, epitomized by timber, and more reliant on a broad range of non-

manufacturing activities. These other activities depend for their support both on tourism and on

13 Ibid, p. 62.
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local residents with a mix of income sources. According to Robertson (2004), these changes can
be partially interpreted as a shift from a traditional frontier economy to a more rounded and
developed regional economy. Ongoing economic diversification and the decline of average
wages to levels closer to the national average support this interpretation. However, to the extent
that tourism is driving growth, the region may be merely replacing more traditional resource-
dependent industries with another, albeit quite different, resource-dependent industry. Growth in
unearned income and in personal services sectors (such as health care, social services, food
service, retail) indicates that tourism is by no means the sole driver of growth in rural Southeast
Alaska.*

6.3. Timber-related employment

As discussed above in section 3.2, timber-related employment has been declining steadily
for the past two decades. In calendar year 2001, logging companies and sawmills statewide™
employed an annual average of 1,200 workers, peaking at 1,500 in August at the height of the
logging season. Primary sawmills employed approximately 400, or one-third, of that total and
offer more seasonably stable employment. Overall employment is down 37% from five years
earlier. In 1996 industry-wide employment, excluding the Ketchikan Pulp Company pulp mill
operating at the time, was 1,900. Industry wide earnings totaled $45 million for 2001, and
average monthly individual earnings were $3,219. Logging accounted for $30 million of total
earnings and these positions earned slightly more than sawmill workers.

Based on U.S. Forest Service data on harvests and employment, total annual full-time
equivalent employment from the Tongass National Forest is roughly 4 jobs per 1 million board
feet (MMBF) harvested. Non-Tongass related employment is closer to 1.7-2 jobs per 1 MMBF
because timber from non-federal lands (primarily Alaska Native corporation lands) is primarily

exported as round logs.

14 Robertson, 2004, p. 20.
1> The statewide data are comprised almost exclusively of Southeast operations.
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6.4. Future timber demand projections

In their most recent projection of demand for timber from the Tongass National Forest,
Brackley, et al. summarizes prior demand projections and actual sales.™® The range in annual
demand for timber from Alaska National Forests is 48 to 370 million board feet of logs annually.
Areas of uncertainty include the prospect of continuing changes in markets and conditions faced
by competitors, and the rate of investment and innovation in manufacturing in Alaska. They
conclude:

From 1990-2004, the harvest of timber in Alaska declined by nearly 67 percent.
During the same period, harvests from the Alaska National Forests have declined
by 92 percent. Factors contributing to this decline included changes in the
structure of the Alaska forest sector, changes in markets for Alaska products, and
changes in conditions faced by Alaska’s competitors. Our revised projections of
average demand for Alaska National Forest timber from 2005-25 range from
about 33 to 370 mmbf (table 3). Four broadly different scenarios display
alternative futures for Alaska and the resulting demand for its National Forest
timber. In addition to differences in the total quantity of timber demanded, these
scenarios also differ in the use of the projected harvest. In the expanded lumber
scenario, approximately two-thirds of the total potential harvest is used to
manufacture lumber in Alaska. In the high integrated scenario, the entire saw log
and utility log component of the timber harvest is assumed to be used to
manufacture products in Alaska. The high integrated scenario may also require
that low-grade timber from other owners (Native and state lands) become
available to the industry, contrary to the assumption listed. This has happened in
the past and could again occur in the future.

Critiques of projections for Alaska rest on different opinions about values for the
major assumptions. For example, in the early 1990s the critical issue was
projections of Alaska lumber exports. Jay Gruenfeld Associates (1991) expected
Alaska lumber exports to Japan in the 1990s to average more than 400 mmbf.
This implied that Alaska lumber production in 1990-99 would average more than
peak production in the 1970s (lumber production in Alaska peaked in 1973). A
previous projection (Brooks and Haynes 1994) expected Alaska lumber exports to
increase throughout the 1990s, but to average roughly 220 mmbf. From 1990-96,
Alaska lumber exports averaged 118 mmbf. Projections in 1997 suggested that
exports would increase 30 mmbf annually from the then current (1996) level and

16 Brackley, Allen M.; Rojas, Thomas D.; Haynes, Richard W. 2006. Timber products output and timber harvests
in Alaska: projections for 2005-25. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-677. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. p. [forthcoming]
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would range from 66 to 180 mmbf by 2010. Reported volumes of lumber
exported from Alaska during 2000-03 averaged 18.4 mmbf. During the same
period, shipments to domestic markets were 54.9 mmbf. The current scenarios
estimate that lumber production by 2010 will average between 69 and 147 mmbf.

(p. 28)
Markets for Alaska forest products have also shifted. According to Brackely, et al.:

The latest capacity report (Brackley et al., in press) also indicates that there have
been major shifts in the markets served by Alaska sawmills. Prior to 1997, up to
95 percent of production was exported to Japan. Since 2000, exports have fallen
and the volume shipped to domestic markets has ranged from 60 to 83 percent of
production. Western hemlock continues to be the major species processed by
Alaska mills (50 to 56 percent). Shipments to the continental 48 states are
destined for sale as shop lumber or as niche market specialty products.

A federal grant program was approved ($4 million) in 2001 and 2002 to assist

producers with the purchase of drying and secondary processing equipment. A

recent review of the impacts of the grants (Nicholls et al., n.d.) determined that

mills in Alaska now have the ability to dry approximately 6.6 mmbf annually. It is

estimated that 0.8 mmbf of dry, surfaced lumber was produced in 2004. Producers

drying lumber also reported that the dry, surfaced lumber was well received in

local markets. One producer reported that the gain from drying and planning was

marginal, but the ability to sell products has vastly improved. Given updated

grading rules for Alaska lumber, some of the small mills are now selling

dimension lumber and competing with local building supply stores. (p.13)

6.5. Topics of controversy

The most significant topics of controversy regarding timber harvesting in Southeast
Alaska are 1) whether timber harvesting adversely impacts fish and wildlife and 2) whether the
failure of the U.S. Forest Service to fulfill the 50-year contracts to offer timber to the companies
operating the Ketchikan and Sitka pulp mills was responsible for shutting down their operations.
The research conducted during the 1970s and 1980s by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
and the U.S. Forest Sciences Lab provided overwhelming evidence regarding the impact of
clearcut timber harvesting on fish and wildlife in Southeast Alaska. This information was used
and formed the basis for Congress’ passage of the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) in 1990.

The economic argument may have finally been put to rest with the U.S. Federal Court of
Claims decision rendered on January 28, 2004 (U.S. Federal Court of Claims, No, 95-153C,
Alaska Pulp Corporation v. United States of America). The essence of this court decision was

that APC was not entitled to damages from the U.S. Forest Service as a result of unilateral
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breach of contract of the TTRA because APC suffered no damages attributable to the TTRA.
This was because their Alaska timber operation was unprofitable with or without the TTRA. The
TTRA required the U.S. Forest Service to offer timber in a similar manner by which it conducts
independent competitive timber sales. At no time after the passage of the TTRA in 1990 until
APC ceased operations in 1993 did the U.S. Forest Service fail to offer adequate timber under
terms similar to those prior to the passage of the TTRA. This lawsuit should put to rest the notion
that the timber industry in Southeast Alaska is constrained by inadequate timber supply rather
than by market forces.

The remaining topics of controversy revolve primarily around what form a viable,
market-based timber industry could take in Southeast Alaska and what policy and management
practices should the U.S. Forest Service implement to support this new transformed industry. As
discussed above, the research by the USFS Alaska Region 10 economists, economists at the
Pacific Northwest Forest Research Station, and others indicates that Alaska can not compete in
world commodity markets such as pulp, fiber board, or plywood—Alaska mills are simply too
high cost, low efficiency and low technology to compete in the low grade timber markets. The
question remains as to whether select harvesting of high quality timber in small sales to support
value-added processing is economically viable. Technical research on that question has been
conducted out of the Sitka, Alaska Wood Utilization Research and Development Center*’ and the
Portland, Oregon Forestry Sciences Laboratory. No economic analyses have concluded that a
large-scale commaodity production timber industry is economically feasible in Southeast Alaska.
The failure of the fiberboard production facility in Ketchikan despite significant subsidies and
land and tax concessions supports this general proposition.

With respect to the form of a transformed market-based industry, the following ideas and
options have been presented by a number of players.

Non-timber forest products. The commercial utilization of non-timber forest products,
sometimes called 'special forest products' could be developed in Alaska's coastal and boreal
forests. Commercial businesses specializing in birch syrup, wild berries, mushrooms, and
landscaping plants draw economic value from Alaska's forests without the fish and wildlife
impacts associated with clearcut timber harvesting. These businesses can operate in remote

regions of the state, providing jobs in rural communities. The USDA forest service estimates

7 http:/Awww.fs.fed.us/pnw/sitka/
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that in 1989 special forest products provided 10,000 jobs and contributed $128 million to the
economies of Washington, Oregon, and British Columbia. *®

Development of Micro Sales. The Forest Service’s Micro-Sale program on Prince of
Wales was developed as a pilot project to evaluate small scale timber harvesting directed toward
niche and specialty markets. To create this program, conservation groups collaborated with local
wood products businesses and community leaders on Prince of Wales Island to create a road-
based small-scale logging program. Participating operators have bought more than 50 sales
along the existing road system, bringing value-added employment and related benefits to people
throughout Prince of Wales Island communities.

Timber subsidies. In an open market, Southeast Alaska lumber producers have difficulty
competing with more efficient mills in other regions.** In sawmilling, the costs in Southeast
Alaska are significantly higher than those in both the Pacific Northwest and British Columbia.
Timber cutting from the Tongass National Forest operates at a loss to the USFS—each timber
industry job in Southeast Alaska is estimated to cost the U.S. Treasury more than $170,000
annually.” Subsidies can result in isolation from market forces and can lead to inefficient and
uncompetitive industries. The exertion of market forces can result in efficiency improvements
such as logging to meet global demand, increased wood utilization, manufacturing efficiency,
marketing and product entrepreneurship, and appropriate numbers and kinds of sector entries.
Southeast Alaska’s competitive advantage is its high quality wood. Reducing subsidies is likely
to shift the sector away from commodity fiber production, which is not competitive in world
markets, to specialty product production.

Cedar round log exports. Southeast Alaska has a near monopoly in Alaska yellow cedar
production, which until recently commanded high prices in the Japanese market. These prices
could support increased processing, but processors must compete with log exports from federal
lands. With an export ban or round logs from federal land, value-added processors using cedar
are more likely to be able to compete. This has the clear advantage to Alaska of creating resident

18 USDA, Forest Service, National Strategy for Special Forest Products, March 27, 2001. See also:
www.fs.fed.us/r10/tongass/management%20news/sfp/index.htm
www.akborealforest.org/fus/index.php (blueberry example for economic value)
Robertson, Guy C. and David J. Brooks, Assessment of the competitive position of the forest products sector in
Southeast Alaska, Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-504. http://www:.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/gtr504.pdf.
% Southeast Alaska Conservation Council, Taxpayer Losses and Missed Opportunities: How Logging and
Road Building in the Tongass National Forest Costs Taxpayers Millions, 2003.
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jobs, as well as creating the opportunity for the State to control the abundance of (and therefore
demand for) rare Alaska cedars.

Forest Certification. The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) has certified 20.9 million acres
of forest on both public and private land including state forests in Minnesota, Pennsylvania, New
York, North Carolina, Maine, and Tennessee. Certified forests have timber harvest rates and
practices that ensure sustainability. FSC also certifies “chain of custody” companies to guarantee
lumber and products bearing the FSC logo are made from timber coming from certified forests
and FSC works to expand the market for products from certified forests. Alaska could create
certified forests on state lands and work with large private landholders, especially Native
corporations engaged in forestry, to add value to Alaska timber products and to expand into

niche markets.?

6.6. Robertson: the missing multiplier

Robertson (2003) looked in detail at data on the relationship between so-called “basic”
sector employment (notably including timber-related jobs) and total employment by community
and over time in 15 Southeast Alaska communities. The economic base hypothesis holds that
changes in export-derived employment and income (termed “basic™) are positively linked to
changes in other local employment and income serving the demand of residents and nearby firms
(termed “nonbasic”). This assumption drives the economic base and input-output models
commonly used to estimate economic impacts. The hypothesis is summarized and applied in the
form of a static economic multiplier, used to measure the change in nonbasic employment
expected from a change in basic employment.

Economic base models stress outside demand for locally produced goods and services—
the income generated by basic economic activity, whether from timber harvesting and export to
distant markets or tourism associated with outside visitors, is seen as the driver of the local
economy and the local support and service “nonbasic” sectors.

Robertson conducted a series of statistical analyses to see if any relationship exists

between basic and nonbasic sectors of the economies of 15 Southeast Alaska communities. He

21 DeForest, Russell, personal communication, December 12S, 2003.

22 Robertson, Guy C., A Test of the Economic Base Hypothesis in the Small Forest Communities of Southeast
Alaska, USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Gen. Tech. Report PNW-GTR-592, December
2003, p. ii.

ISER Southeast Regional Economy -46- March 1, 2007



found, specifically, that mill closures throughout the region, but notably in Haines and Sitka, did
not result in commensurate impacts in other sectors of the local economies. Similarly, positive
changes in basic employment also had no corresponding positive increases on nonbasic
employment. Robertson concluded that there is no robust or stable relationship between basic
and non-basic employment:

The economic base hypothesis and its derivative modeling techniques emphasize
export industries as the sole determinant of local economic activity. Other
approaches have stressed local characteristics such as the pool of labor skills,
social cohesion in the face of change, local infrastructure, and the overall
desirability of the community as a place to live. The results presented here
indicate that an emphasis on basic economic activity to the exclusion of
everything else is unwarranted. Other factors are important, and using changes in
basic employment to predict changes in total employment does not work.?

Therefore, traditional economic base models cannot be relied upon to project job growth

from increased resource extraction activity.

6.7. Tsournos and Haynes: the basis for growth

Peter Tsournos and Richard Haynes completed a paper in 2004 that looked extensively at
the literature on resource-based growth.?* The intuitive explanation for why an economy grows
or develops often involves the ways in which land (resources), labor, and capital interact. They
review the literature for what is known about the different pathways for economic growth and
development in resource-abundant regions. They discuss the effectiveness of the forest products
industry as a determinant of economic development and how comparative advantages of
different forest goods and services have changed. Much of the discussion is based on southeast
Alaska where the development of a forest products industry was seen as offering potential
economic opportunities that would increase the stability of local communities. The experience of
the last several decades there suggests that a more comprehensive strategy than just the

development of a timber industry is required to sustain economic growth.

2% Robertson, 2003, p. v.

2 Tsournos, Pete; Haynes, Richard W. 2004. An assessment of growth and development paths for southeast
Alaska. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-620. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific
Northwest Research Station. 27 p.
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7. The Cruise Industry

7.1. Large ship cruise industry description

Cruise ship visitation to Alaska has increased at a rapid rate since the early 1990s (Table
11.). Over the last 12 years, the average annual rate of growth was 9.4 percent. In 2004, the
number of cruise ship passengers was more thant triple the 1992 passenger count and almost

double the number of passengers who visited in 1996.

Table 11. Alaska Cruise Passenger Annual Growth

Cruise Annual
Year Passengers| Growth Rate
1992 265,000
1993 306,000 13%
1994 379,000 19%
1995 383,000 1%
1996 464,484 18%
1997 524,842 12%
1998 569,707 8%
1999 595,959 4%
2000 640,477 7%
2001 690,648 7%
2002 739,757 7%
2003 776,991 5%
2004 884,406 12%

Source: Alaska Cruise Line Agencies.

There are a number of factors that support and suggest continued robust cruise passenger
growth rates. These include: ?

e Cruise lines have been highly adept at converting the land-based resort guest into a cruise
passenger. They have been able to package and mass market an all-inclusive resort-at-sea
experience that is highly price competitive when compared to similar land resort
vacation. At the same time they enjoy a high profit rate.

e Cruise lines have also been successful at developing new products that generate sustained

interest in cruising.

25 KPFF Consulting Engineers; Bermello-Ajamil and Partner, Inc.; Peratrovich, Nottingham and Drage, Inc.;
BST Associates; and Millers + Peters Architects, Port Planning Project, Phase I-Inventory Needs and Assessment,
prepared for the City of Ketchikan, December 2002.
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e Cruise lines industry products deliver a high level of passenger satisfaction with high
cruise retention rates—Alaska has one of the lowest cruise return rates but other cruise
regions help feed a loyal clientele into the Alaska cruise market.

e Cruise ship companies continue to add to their berth capacity via construction of new and
larger ships targeted for Alaska deployment. Alaska ships have historically filled their
capacity with rates of growth being primarily berth supply constrained rather than market
demand constrained.

e The cruise lines land tour components continue to add investment in the form of rail cars

and hotel rooms.

Factors limiting Alaska cruise growth include: 2°

e Vessel size and capacity growth is likely to continue which impacts berth space,
tendering operations, and all shore logistics. Limited docking space in terms of number of
ships that can be accommodated in ports and the increased size of ships are issues to be
addressed along with investment capital for the construction of additional berth space.

e The growing number of passengers in ports requires that shore excursion coordination
and development be addressed by improving and expanding dispatch sites, coordinating
the movement of passengers and increasing shore excursion opportunities.

e Many of the land tour excursions are open jaw with cruising in one direction and airlift in
the other. Airline capacity and competitive pricing affect the expansion of this portion of
the cruise market.

e Community accommodation and tolerance of growing numbers of cruise visitors is a
significant factor that could impact expansion in a number of communities. New itinerary
options with expansion into secondary ports is challenging because of the smaller size of
the secondary communities and larger ships that require rapid expansion of shore
excursion and logistics capability. Current ports have been able to adjust over time as

passenger numbers and ship sizes increased.

26 Glosten Associates, Inc., Cruise Ship Traffic Projections Technical Memorandum. September 2001. Prepared
for HDR Alaska, Inc.

City of Ketchikan-Ports and Harbors Facility Development Plan, Phase I-Inventory and Needs Assessment,
Contract No. 02-04, December 2002.
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Sustaining current rates of growth will require increasing the Alaska return factor.
Expansion of pre- and post-cruise land tour options are an important component of

enhancing the level of repeat visitors.

There are seven basic itineraries for Alaska cruises:?’

Inside Passage (round trip cruise)—this is the primary seven-day staple of the major
North American Cruise Lines, has the most consumer recognition, and is approximately
50 percent of the Alaska market. This package fits into the prominent one week
American vacation and has a fairly consistent port of call pattern in Southeast Alaska.
Open-Jaw (one-way cruise)—this is a cruise one way, fly one way itinerary with
significantly more competition among ports for starting and ending locations (current
competition focuses on Vancouver, B.C. and Seattle in the south and Seward and
Whittier in the north). This is a longer 10-15 day trip with constant efforts by cruise
companies to fully utilize their Alaska and Canadian land investments and move
passengers more efficiently. The longer trip length allows for more fluctuation in trip
itineraries and more competition in the land components among companies. As os 2002-
2003, this sub-segment was approximately 39 percent of the Alaska market and is
dominated by Princess Cruises, with four vessels dedicated to this sub-segment. Princess
is followed by Holland America Line with two vessels, and Royal Caribbean

International, Celebrity Cruises, Carnival Cruises and Radisson with one vessel each.?

These (above) are the two most prominent itineraries in terms of number of passengers moved.

Four of the remaining five sub-segments are:

Alaska Repositioning (4 percent), offered out of necessity to move cruise fleets to their
summer homeports of Vancouver and Seattle, primarily from the Caribbean.

Alaska Coastal (4 percent), is a cruise pattern that extends the standard Alaska cruise to
a 10- to 14-night sailing with additional ports visited both in Southeast Alaska and further
north. Three ships offer this itinerary—the Universe Explorer offers a series of 6, 14-

night Coastal sailings, the Crystal Harmony offers 12-night trips from San Francisco for

27 kfpp, p. 8-26.
28 kfpp, p. 8-28.
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its entire season, and the Regal Princess—the smallest ship in this sub-segment offers 11,
10-night sailing from San Francisco.

e Inside Passage Introductory (1 percent), is a 4-night introductory cruise offered in
September that only sails as far north as Ketchikan. It is used to extend the season when
other ports farther north are usually already experiencing poor weather.

e Dry-dock and ship servicing (less than 1 percent), focuses on moving ships to areas for

maintenance work with minimal time out of service.

7.2.  Small ship adventure cruise subsector

The following analysis of the small cruise ship sub-sector is intended to more closely
analyze the economic linkages between the industry and the economy of Southeast Alaska on a
community basis. Research questions were addressed through structured interviews and analysis
of financial data provided by small cruise companies.

The small ship adventure product (2 percent of total current volume), is the market sub-
segment that started Alaska cruising many years ago but has been surpassed by the North
American mass market products.?® While the market is dominated by the big ships and
companies, this segment has also seen considerable growth in the last ten years driven by North
Americans looking for adventure and new experiences. The vessels range in size from 12 to 125
guests per ship and call in numerous small ports and historic locations in Southeast, Southwest
and Northern Alaska to deliver an historic, cultural and natural experience for their passengers.
Alaska Sightseeing/Cruise West is the primary player in this subsector. They homeport their
ships in Ketchikan, Juneau, Whittier and other locations to deliver 4- to 15-night cruise
adventures with the option for land tour segments. Other companies include Lindblad
Expeditions, American Safari, the Boat Company, and the American Steamboat Company. In
addition to using some of the larger ports, the smaller vessels also visit Petersburg, Wrangell,
Elfin Cove, Gustavus, Haines, Hoonah, Kake, Metlakatla, Whittier, Valdez, Dutch Harbor,
Nome, and others not visited by the larger ships. Alaska Sightseeing/Cruise West and Lindblad

Expeditions host the majority of Southeast Alaska small cruise sector passengers.

2 Some industry experts suggest that the small ships are 2.6% of the Alaska market. However, based on 2005
passenger numbers provided from the primary Southeast Alaska operators and capacity of the rest of the fleet, we
estimate that small ships comprise approximately 2.0% of the Southeast Alaska market and approximately 20,000
passengers visited Southeast Alaska aboard small ships in 2005. This does not include charter yachts, a relatively
new, growing, and lucrative visitor segment
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While not large, this sector generates ocial and economic benefits for Alaska
communities that might otherwise not benefit from the larger cruise operations. Because they
spend more time in home ports and/or day cruising, the economic impacts of these small ships
are spread throughout hotel, airlift, provisioning, and other spending categories. Staff and crew
are also typically U.S. residents and some are from Alaska.*

Many of the small communities that the small cruise ships visit could not accommodate
the current large ships or the number of passengers they carry. Some are limited by residents’
desire not to have a huge influx of guests, lack of sufficiently large berthing or lightering
facilities, and limited shore excursion offerings. Some of the smallest communities may never
care to or be able to service the large vessels but some of the intermediate communities such as
Wrangell, Petersburg, Haines, Valdez, Cordova could transition into servicing the large cruise
ship sector by first working with the smaller ships.

As the number of cruise passengers grows, the larger ships will need to look to these
intermediate towns to offer additional ports of call and to relieve some of the pressure from
heavily visited communities. In addition, the clientele of the smaller ships are often looking for
an experience different from mass cruising and thus, prefer the smaller, less developed
communities rather than those with daily influxes of thousands of cruise passengers from
dockings of large ships.

7.3. Expenditure patterns of visitors overall

Most tourism research in Alaska is directed at marketing or focused on visitor numbers
and expenditures. The most comprehensive data comes from the the Alaska Visitor Statistics
Program that has been conducted four times since the early 1980s. Figure 22 shows the average
and median expenditures per party per day, per person per trip, and per person per day from the
most recent surveys conducted in 2000-2001. The median amount spent per person per trip
during the 2001 summer season was $528 (2004 $), while the average amount was $887. Figure
23 shows visitor spending per-party, per- trip based on how the visitor traveled to Alaska, and

30 kfpp, p. 8-33. Many of the ship staff move with the ship seasonally to its various regions of
operation, so for some “residency” is difficult to ascertain.
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indicates that visitors arriving via ferry spend the most ($2,428), almost three times as much as
cruise ship arrivals ($888).%

Figure 22. Non-business visitor expenditures

In-State Non-Business Visitor Expenditures

Summer 2001 (2004 $)
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Source: DCED, AVSP data, 2002.

Figure 23. Visitor expenditures by travel mode

In-State Non-Business Visitor Expenditures by
Travel Mode, Total trip expenditures per party,
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Source: DCED, AVSP data, 2002.

31 |n-state visitor spending by ferry travelers is different from the other categories because it includes the in-state
expenditure of traveling to Alaska on the Alaska Marine Highway System, whereas other modes of arrival in Alaska
entail out-of-state expenditures for travel to Alaska such as airlines and cruise ships whose companies are not based
in Alaska.
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7.4. Small cruise ship growth and itineraries

According to company representatives, the last couple years have been some of the most
successful for the small cruise sector in Southeast Alaska. Exit from the market of Society
Expeditions and Glacier Bay Cruise Lines is not a result of market weakness; Society
Expeditions lost access to the vessel it was leasing. The small vessels operate in Alaska from
mid-May to mid-September. Many spend the shoulder season in the Pacific Northwest and the
winter in Baja, the Sea of Cortez, Panama, Costa Rica or other southern locations.

Most of the small ships operate out of Southeast Alaska ports because they are American
hulled and flagged ships they do not need to sail from Vancouver, Canada or visit foreign ports.
Lindblad Expeditions currently runs 14, one-week trips using two vessels. Each vessel also
operates an eleven-day positioning trip when the vessel travels to or from Seattle to the Southeast
Alaska region at the beginning and end of the summer season.

Similar to the large cruise ship sector, approximately 20% of the small cruise ship sector
passengers take land tour packages as extensions of the cruise portions of their vacations. For
Lindblad Expedition’s ground tours, their Denali National Park stays are four nights with visitors
staying at the Kantishna in holdings inside the Park. Most of the larger cruise land tours were
one-night Denali stays until the last couple years when the large ship tour packages began
shifting to two night stays in Denali; now, at least half of their visitors stay two nights in the
Nenana Canyon area near the Park entrance.

Most of the small cruise companies focus on natural history, kayaking, hiking, Native
culture, and smaller towns. The small cruise ship sector guests seek (and pay for) a significantly
different experience than that offered by the larger ships, especially a less crowded and more
learning-oriented environment. The small ship companies strive to provide this type of
experience.

Lindblad Expedition’s trips primarily visit natural areas with trips either starting or
ending in Juneau or Sitka. The other town visited is Petersburg. Most of the small ships avoid the
communities visited by the larger ships. The exception to this is Juneau, which is ideally
positioned for travel into Glacier Bay National Park and is also the major air hub in Southeast
Alaska. The small ships do not use the same docks as the larger ships. They start or end their
trips on Saturdays, which is a slower day for larger ship dockings because most depart and arrive

in Vancouver over the weekend. Lindblad’s trips are focused on northern Southeast Alaska so
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Ketchikan is too far away for most of their itineraries and they avoid Skagway except in May
when the crowds are smaller.

Cruise West similarly has longer repositioning cruises to or from Seattle and Southeast
Alaska in the spring and fall. They offer nine-day Inside Passage cruises that either start or end in
Juneau or Ketchikan and visit other port towns or nine-day Wilderness Tours that focus more on
remote areas and less on visiting towns. Another cruise option is a shorter, five-day, “Daylight”
tour on which passengers stay on shore every night. With the exception of one vessel, Cruise
West also has American hulled, American crewed ships.

Clipper Cruises offers seven, eight-day cruises and two, 12-day repositioning cruises
between Southeast Alaska and Seattle. The seven-day cruises focus on northern Southeast
Alaska starting and ending in Juneau. Their itinerary takes them to Skagway, Haines, Elfin Cove,
Glacier Bay, Sitka and Tracy Arm before returning to Juneau. The vessel used in Alaska is the
138 passenger, Yorktown Clipper, which is an American hulled vessel with an American crew.

The American West Steamboat Company, Empress of the North with passenger
capacity of 235, cruises Alaska's Inside Passage during the summer. Roundtrip from Juneau, the
seven-night Alaska itinerary includes Petersburg, Ketchikan, Wrangell, Juneau, Skagway as well
as cruising in Glacier Bay, Misty Fjords, Tracy Arm, Peril Strait and Wrangell Narrows. One-
way from Seattle or Sitka, the 11-night itinerary of Southeast Alaska and the Inside Passage
includes all the components of the seven-night cruise, plus Seattle, Victoria, Vancouver and the
San Juan Islands.

There are also a growing number of companies offering “extra small” cruise ship
experiences on vessels carrying 25 or fewer passengers. These include The Boat Company,
American Safari, Alaska Northwest Charters, Alaska Sea Adventures, Bluewaters Adventures,
Seawolf Adventures, and Pacific Catalyst. Some of these carry as few as eight passengers and
offer whole-boat and special charters. These companies are briefly described below.

The Boat Company's trips last six to nine days aboard one of two, mid-sized vessels (the
smallest at 145 feet, carries 20 passengers, and the largest at 157 feet, carries 24). In 2005, The
Boat Company used two vessels to offer 29, eight-day cruises that started or ended in either Sitka
or Juneau. Their boats reposition from Alaska to Costa Rica and Panama for the winter season.

In 2006, their schedule will be expanded to 34, eight-day cruises. The Boat Company’s trips
focus on outdoor adventure, advertising that they cruise no more than four to six hours per day.
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Unlike most of the other small and large cruise companies, they specifically offer sport fishing
opportunities and pack and freeze fish for their passengers.

American Safari has three vessels, two of which carry 12 passengers and the third
carries 22 passengers. The 22-passenger vessel, the Safari Quest, does 14, eight-day trips
between Juneau and Sitka with a stop in Petersburg, as well as Tracy Arm.

Pacific Catalyst offers 16, seven-day Southeast Alaska natural history tours on their 11-
passenger vessel. They also offer four, seven-day repositioning trips between Friday Harbor in
the Washington San Juan Islands to Bella Bella, British Columbia and from British Columbia to
Ketchikan (and the reverse in the fall). Their trips are between Juneau and Petersburg with a
focus on wilderness natural history and no stops in other communities.

Seawolf Adventures is based out of Gustavus offering 18, six-day trips into Glacier Bay
on its twelve-passenger vessel the Seawolf. Bluewater Adventures is a Canadian company with
three vessels that can carry 12 to 16 passengers on 8- to 11-day trips in Southeast Alaska. They
offer 14 trips per season in their Alaska itinerary. Alaska Sea Adventures offers 22 special and
custom voyages for six to eight passengers out of Petersburg, Alaska. They specialize in
photography, birds, whales, and archeology.

An estimated 20,000 people visited Alaska as passengers on small cruise ships during
summer 2005. Table 12 shows an estimate of the number of small cruise ship passengers that
visited Southeast Alaska ports. These estimates are derived from numbers provided by small
cruise ship companies as well as itineraries and ship passenger capacities from company and
other websites. These passenger numbers are used to estimate expenditures in the visited

communities.
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Table 12. Southeast Alaska small cruise ship visitor counts, 2005

Visitors

Number Percent
Elfin Cove 600 3%
Gustavus 216 1%
Haines 2,000 10%
Hoonah 1,000 5%
Hyder 1,200 6%
Juneau 19,000 95%
Ketchikan 10,000 50%
Metlakatla 4,000 20%
Pelican 600 3%
Petersburg 15,000 75%
Sitka 16,000 80%
Skagway 2,000 10%
Tenakee Springs 1,000 5%
Sources: Small cruise ship 2005 passenger numbers or carrying capacity
and trip itineraries provided by individual companies or obtained from
company websites. | |

7.5.
Most of the small cruise ship passengers fly into Southeast Alaska and initiate their trips

Small cruise ship economic information

in Juneau, Sitka, Petersburg or Ketchikan. For a small number of ships homeported there,
Petersburg serves as a starting or ending port. For a larger number of small cruise ship
passengers, Petersburg is an in-transit visited port, some of which include overnight stays. For
the more common Juneau-Sitka itineraries, if the trip starts in Juneau, passengers terminate their
voyage in Sitka and visa versa. Some small ship companies also begin or end their trips in
Ketchikan, but Juneau, Sitka and Petersburg are the favored ports—Sitka and Petersburg because
of their community character and lack of crowding; Juneau because of its strategic location in
northern Southeast with proximity to Glacier Bay National Park, Tracy Arm, Chichagof Island,
as well as Juneau’s port facilities and airport.

Estimates of in-region small cruise ship expenditures were developed using information
provided by the companies operating in Southeast Alaska. Not all companies responded to our
data request but those that did carried approximately 45% of the visitors who traveled in
Southeast Alaska aboard small cruise ships in 2005. Information from the responding companies
was extrapolated to the entire small cruise ship market on the assumption that the non-
responding companies had similar expenditure patterns as the responding companies. This

assumption may or may not be accurate for specific categories or locations of expenditures.
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However, it is probably quite accurate for the breakout of total expenditures across the major
communities, for total regional expenditure by categories and for total in-region expenditures.

Small cruise ship companies make significant expenditures in the region provisioning
their vessels and guests—an estimated $10.3 million (Table 13). These result largely from their
beginning and ending most of their trips from communities in the region and home porting their
vessels in Southeast Alaska communities. As a result, they purchase fuel and a significant
portion of their provisions as well as doing laundry in Southeast Alaska communities. Given that
a number of the non-responding companies operate the smallest ships, it is likely that their per
passenger in-region expenditures are higher than the larger companies because many are locally
owned and operated and they have little space for carrying a season’s worth of provisions
brought in from outside the region.

Because most of their trips (except repositioning trips at the beginning or end of the
season) start and end in the region, companies also keep a network of on-land employees housed
in Southeast Alaska communities for the operating season as well as a small number of
employees year round. In our data, the category of “employee expenditures” includes hotel or
rental costs for housing, meals, transfers, and land crew wages. It does not include wages to on-
board crew or expenditures made by crew members independently.

Similarly, passengers also start and end their trips in Southeast Alaska communities. This
increases in-region expenditures significantly with the addition of hotel and meal costs.
Approximately $2.0 million in hotel costs are estimated to be part of the tour package (Table 13),
while an additional $3.8 million in hotel and meal costs are estimated to be made by passengers
on their own pre- and post-cruise (Table 14). In total, an estimated $5.8 million is estimated to be
spent for hotels, meals, and bed tax payment to communities from small cruise companies and
their passengers.

Another significant expenditure in Southeast is $1.4 million for ship bunkers or fuel
(Table 13). The community split on this category is probably not accurate because it does not
include information from companies that start and end trips in Petersburg. As a result, some at
least minimal bunkering expenditures are likely to occur in Petersburg.

An estimated 30% of provisions, consumables and equipment are purchased in Southeast
Alaska. Purchased provisions are predominately fresh fish and seafood, and fresh produce. These
totaled approximately $800,000.
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Port costs include port docking and other fees, taxes, office rental costs and land

transportation operating costs such as van and bus fuel. These expenses equaled approximately
$629,000. An additional $607,000 was spent on laundering costs.

Table 13. Small cruise ship companies' estimated provisioning expenditures in
Southeast Alaska, summer 2005

Expense Juneau Sitka Petersburg Ketchikan TOTAL

Port Costs $268,516 $67,013 $140,437 $152,573 $628,538

Laundry $0 $212,531 $364,338 $30,362 $607,230

Bunkers $231,080 $1,044,483 $0 $147,891 $1,423,455

Provisions, Consumables & Equipment $305,026 $113,229 $205,661 $173,310 $797,227

Crew land expenses $641,965 $25,419 $195,737 $338,496 $1,201,618
(hotels, meals, transfers, land crew wages, rent)

Passenger included tours and transfers $944,578 $944,578 $86,747 $0 $1,975,900

Optional shore excursions $552,282 $6,932 $799,538 $365,107 $1,723,859
(flightseeing, fishing)

Hotel costs included in tours $1,056,037 $0 $399,769 $508,377 $1,964,183

Community Subtotal $3,999,500 $2,414,200 $2,195,200 $1,716,100

Cruise Companies' Provisioning Expenditures in Southeast Alaska $10,322,000

Estimated Number of Passengers 20,000

Cruise Ship Companies' Average In-Region Expenditures per Passenger $516

Number small ship passengers on land tours (assume 15% participation rate) 3,000

Cruise Ship Companies' Expenditures on Denali National Park Land Tours $8,939,400
(lodging, transportation, meals, guides in Fairbanks, Denali National Park and Anchorage)

Alaska In-State Provisioning & Land Tour Expenditures ‘ $19,261,400

Sources: Financial information provided by individual companies as well as itinerary information from companies and websites.

Tours and shore excursions

A large number of passenger tours and transfers are included in small cruise ship

packages. Companies spend collectively almost $2.0 million to Southeast vendors for these tour

package activities. Passengers also spend an additional $1.7 million on optional tours purchased

through cruise companies. These estimates do not include any activities that cruise passengers

might have purchased on their own and not through the cruise company. Tours, vessel and crew

expenditures by small cruise ship companies to vendors and communities in Southeast Alaska

total an estimated $10.3 million.

ISER Southeast Regional Economy

-59-

March 1, 2007



Approximately 15% or 3,000 small cruise ship passengers are estimated to purchase an optional
land tour extension to Denali National Park and Preserve as part of their cruise package.** The
small cruise companies pay for lodging, meals, transportation and guides, primarily to Alaska
vendors for these four-day trips in Denali National Park. These company land tour expenditures
are estimated to total $8.9 million.

Collectively, land tour options and total small cruise company expenditures in Alaska are
approximately $19.2 million. Passenger expenditures independent of cruise company purchases

are not included in this total.

Figure 24. In-region small cruise company expenditures
by category and port, 2005
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% We have no information on how many visitors travel on their own to Denali or other locations in Alaska pre-
or post-cruise. These estimates are based on people who purchase tours directly from their small cruise companies.
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Figure 25. Small cruise ship in-region expenditures by port
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Hotel and meal expenditures pre- and post-cruise

Most visitors stay one night pre- and one night post-cruise in hotels and purchase meals.
Many extend their stays but for purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the traveling party is
two people staying a total of two extra nights, double occupancy and have two days of meals.
Hotel rooms are assumed to cost $100 per night double occupancy. Food is estimated to cost $75
for two days for each of the two people for a total of $150 for both people pre- and post-trip.
These cost assumptions are conservative. Bed and sales taxes to communities are in addition to
these base prices.

Estimated hotel and meal expenditures for 2005 for the Southeast region are $2.0 million
and $1.5 million, respectively. An additional $304,000 in bed and sales taxes are collected by
communities. Approximately 40% of these sales and revenues are estimated to occur in Juneau
for a total of $1.53 million. Sitka accounts for $1.34 million, Petersburg $568,500 and Ketchikan
$369,000. These estimates are based on the number of passengers who start and end trips in each

port and whose itineraries include overnights in these ports.

ISER Southeast Regional Economy -61- March 1, 2007



Table 14. Small Cruise Ship Estimated Hotel and Meal Expenditures,
Pre- and Post-Cruise

Hotel Bed & Sales Meal Sales Tax Region &

Expenditures| Tax Revenues| Expenditures| Revenue (meals) Community Total

Region Total $2,000,000 $226,000 $1,500,000 $78,000 $3,804,000
Juneau $800,000 $96,000 $600,000 $30,000 $1,526,000
Sitka $700,000 $84,000 $525,000 $31,500 $1,340,500
Petersburg $300,000 $30,000 $225,000 $13,500 $568,500
Ketchikan $200,000 $16,000 $150,000 $3,000 $369,000

Note: Bed taxes are in addition to sales taxes. Calculations assume 2-person traveling parties only spending one night each

pre-and post-cruise; hotel rooms average $100/night double occupancy and meals are $75 per person per trip.

Sources: Alaska State Assessor's Office, Alaska Taxable, 2005. Small cruise ship 2005 passenger

numbers or carrying capacity and trip itineraries provided by individual companies or obtained from company websites.

Taxes and fees paid to communities

In addition to port tonnage fees, small ships and their passengers pay and estimated

$885,400 in fees and taxes to Southeast Alaska communities. Most of these are in sales and bed

taxes, as well as marine and airport passenger fees, and parking, license, registration and safety

fees. Over a third of these are paid in Juneau, followed by Sitka, Petersburg and Ketchikan. It is

unclear to what extent companies included these taxes and fees in their port cost reporting. As a

result, these figures are not added to final figures on Southeast Alaska expenditures. However,

for the smaller communities, these figures are clearly additions to the regional totals.

Table 15. Southeast Alaska small cruise ship estimated taxes and fees,
by community, 2005

Visitors Hotel Passenger Fees Fees
Community Number |% of Total Sales| Bed & Sales Marine| Airport| Parking|License/ Regist.|Safety/Reg. Other Total
Elfin Cove 600 3% 0
Gustavus 216 1% $216 $1,296 $1,512
Haines 2,000 10% $6,300 $0 $6,300
Hoonah 1,000 5% $1,750 $0 $1,750
Hyder 1,200 6% --- --- --- - --- - --- - $0
Juneau 19,000 95%| $95,000 $96,000| $95,000/ $36,000/ $12,000 $5,000 $15,000 $5,000| $359,000
Ketchikan 10,000 50%| $35,000 $16,000/ $60,000| $15,000 $15,000 $3,500 $5,000/ $30,000| $179,500
Metlakatla 4,000 20% --- --- --- --- --- - --- --- $0
Pelican 600 3% $840 $0 --- -- --- $840
Petersburg 15,000 75%| $90,000 $30,000 $10,000 $3,500 $5,000 $138,500
Sitka 16,000 80%| $96,000 $84,000 $5,000 $10,000 $195,000)
Skagway 2,000 10% $2,800 $0 - $2,800
Tenakee Springs 1,000 5% $200 $0 $200
Total $328,106 $227,296| $155,000/ $51,000/ $37,000 $17,000 $35,000| $35,000| $885,402
Notes: Passengers visit multiple ports; visitor numbers are based on the estimate of the proportion of approximately 20,000 passengers who visit each port.
Sources: Alaska State Assessor's Office, Alaska Taxable, 2005. Small cruise ship 2005 passenger numbers or carrying capacity and trip itineraries provided by individual companies
or obtained from company websites. | ‘ ‘ ‘ | | |
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In summary, approximately 20,000 visitors traveled in Southeast Alaska in 2005 aboard
small cruise ships. An estimated $10.3 million was spent by these companies and their
passengers to operate vessels and enjoy shore excursions. This is approximately $520 per cruise
ship passenger. An additional $3.8 million is estimated to be spent by cruise passengers for
hotels and meals pre- and post-cruises. Approximately 15% or 3,000 small cruise passengers
went on a Denali land tour excursion purchased through their small cruise company and
collectively spent $8.9 million. A total of $14.1 million was spent in Southeast Alaska directly
by small cruise ship companies and their passengers through purchases bought through their
small cruise company. A total of at least $23.0 million was spent in Alaska by small cruise
companies or by passenger through these companies in 2005.
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8. Nature-based tourism

This section briefly introduces and describes the field work that we did during summer
2005 and summer 2006 in an attempt to better understand the emerging nature-based tourism

industry in Southeast Alaska.®

8.1. Problems with measuring tourism as an industry

Tourism is not recorded as an industry in conventional economic data series. Rogers
noted this in his review in 1985: “Tourism is another basic industry of the region. Although
widely discussed and advertised, reliable hard data on this industry does not exist....” (p. 31)
Although several attempts have been proposed or initiated to create a set of separate economic
accounts to measure tourism in Alaska (Global Insight 2004), the State of Alaska has not
followed through with implementation, which would require consistent data gathering and/or
validation of parameters that relate conventional industries (such as “eating and drinking places™)

to sources of demand from tourist visitors from outside the region.

8.2. Nature-based tourism

There have been only limited attempts® to determine through survey research the extent
and make-up of the nature-based tourism sector. This sector can be defined to include those
businesses whose clients are primarily interested in experiencing Alaska’s undisturbed
ecosystems in one way or another. Problems abound with classifications (for example, how does
a high-end sport fishing lodge experience fit the definition versus a six-hour float down the
Mendenhall River by passengers from a large cruise ship). There is also a knowledge gap when
trying to relate the ecosystem assets that generate the spending in the first place to the geographic

pattern of where money is actually spent and income is generated and jobs are supported.

8.3.  Summary of fieldwork completed in summers 2005 and 2006
A team of two field researchers spent eight weeks of field time in Southeast communities

during summer 2005 to conduct finer-scale research on the amount of revenue generated, which

% A full report, “Nature-Based Tourism in Southeast Alaska: Results from 2005 and 2006 Field Study,” is
available from ISER. www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu
% Such as the AWRTA member survey of 2001.
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activities are attracting tourists, and how the money flows through the economy. The
communities investigated included Ketchikan, Sitka, EIfin Cove, Pelican, Tenakee, Hoonah, and
Juneau. During summer 2006, one researcher returned to Sitka and Juneau for eight additional
weeks of in-depth study.

The field research in 2005 was organized into two case studies: 1) Ketchikan as a
gateway community for nature-based tourism activities, and 2) Chichagof Island as a destination.
The communities investigated included Ketchikan, Elfin Cove, Hoonah, Pelican, Tenakee
Springs, Sitka and Juneau. An important goal of the summer 2005 field work was to determine
which field methods were most effective and efficient.

As part of this research, field staff interviewed both nature-based tourism businesses and
visitors. In Ketchikan, 37 companies and 223 visitors, including cruise, air and ferry passengers,
were interviewed. In the communities on Chichagof Island, 67 companies were interviewed.
Additional local experts and other travelers were interviewed to expand our understandings of
the sub-sector details of the tourism industry.

In 2006, research days and staff in the field were more limited so field work occurred
only in Sitka and Juneau. However, applying lessons learned from 2005, greater efficiency was
gained by interviewing only businesses in 2006. Interviews were primarily conducted in person
but also by phone and email, which enabled information to be collected from more businesses. In
Sitka, 39 businesses were interviewed; in Juneau, 50 businesses were interviewed. An additional
10 multi-day charter yacht companies were interviewed that operated in the northern waters of
Southeast Alaska.

In both 2005 and 2006, in addition to businesses, field staff also interviewed the harbor
masters and fuel docks personnel; staff at Convention and Visitor's Bureau; personnel with the
U.S. Forest Service, Alaska Department of Fish & Game, and borough/city accounting offices.
In 2005, City Accountants in Hoonah and Sitka, and the mayors of Hoonah and Pelican were

also interviewed.

Key findings from this research include the following:

e Nature-based tourism generates over $250 million per year of direct business revenues in
Sitka, Juneau and Chichagof Island for the companies we surveyed. This is most likely an
underestimate of total revenue because not all nature-based tourism businesses and
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business sectors were surveyed or included in our estimates. In addition, the summer of
2006 was especially wet, which decreased activity for some businesses.

e Tourism in Southeast Alaska is primarily focused on nature-based activities as people are
attracted to the region for its beautiful scenery, fisheries, wildlife, marine mammals,
glaciers, and other natural attributes.

e Nature-based tourism creates a significant economic ripple effect that keeps money
circulating through many sectors of the economy. This money supports jobs in marketing,
support services, food and beverages, accommodations, fuel sales, government, and other
sectors.

e A large and growing portion of Southeast Alaska’s visitors are cruise ship passengers.
Both cruise passengers and independent travelers are similarly interested in nature-based
tourism services. The majority of cruise ship shore excursions offer nature-based
activities, from hikes and glacier viewing to flightseeing and forest canopy zip lines.

e There is a complex and extremely competitive system for prebooking cruise ship shore
excursions. Businesses with exclusive cruise contracts make price and tour information
available only to cruise passengers and often agree not to sell tours without going through
the cruise line.

e The tourism businesses in cruise ports of call that appear to be most successful either
have a cruise ship shore excursion contract or are catering to overnight (non-cruise)
guests with high quality and high value services. Examples of these types of businesses
include sportfishing lodges and multi-day yacht cruises.

e Unless a company offers a new creative shore excursion idea, it is difficult to compete
with businesses holding existing cruise contracts. Despite this hurdle, A number of
companies are offering creative new products including canopy ziplines, glass bottom
boats, and an amphibious “duck” tour.

e Some operators attribute the increased interest in adventure activities to a change in
cruise ship clientele. In recent years, cruise companies have been catering to a younger
crowd, targeting families. In any event, increasing numbers of passengers are interested
in more active pursuits.

e For shore excursions aimed at cruise passengers, competition exists not just with
companies within a community but with other ports, as people are booking their shore
excursions in advance and look at all the options. Sitka companies mentioned they were
carefully tracking ziplines in Juneau and Ketchikan, dogsled tours on the Mendenhall
Glacier, and other activities to see which market niche they could capture.

e There is some evidence that visitors are willing to pay premium prices for higher quality
experiences in more pristine environments. It is not clear, however, what specific
attributes (seclusion, fishing experience, food, services, perceived exclusivity, and
environmental amenities) are the key components of this higher market value.

e |tis possible to design a community-based tourism program that provides employment to
local residents as is occurring in Hoonah. However, Elfin Cove appears to bring in more
in gross revenues than Hoonah with about one-eighth as many visitors because Hoonah’s
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operation is relying on volume while Elfin Cove’s is relying on a higher-priced fishing
lodge experience. Day trips seem to be relatively higher cost, lower profit operations.

e Independent travelers appear to avoid the crowds and many are repeat visitors. Most tend
to stay longer and have more open itineraries than those on cruise ships or organized
tours. These characteristics make independent travelers more difficult to survey directly.

e The primary marketing mechanisms for smaller, non-cruise related businesses are the
Internet and word of mouth. In addition, many customers return to the same fishing
lodge, yacht tour, or other business year after year.

e Companies in several communities expressed a desire to move toward more marine
wildlife viewing and sightseeing and away from sport fishing. These operators preferred
wildlife viewing as it was less stressful with less pressure to catch fish. Wildlife viewing
is highly attractive to visitors due to spectacular scenery and abundant wildlife including
whales and other marine mammals. Some operators were making this shift, while others
think they would not be able to match the revenue generated by sport fishing.

e Weather has a significant impact on business for companies whose tours are not
prebooked on cruise ships. Operators noted a marked difference between the sunny, dry
summer of 2004 and the remarkably wet summer of 2006. Visitors walking off a ship in
the rain were much less likely to go on marine tours or hikes in soggy conditions, and
seasonal revenue was down. Businesses with cruise contracts did not experience this
setback as passengers are not reimbursed for presold tours when weather conditions are
poor. The one exception was flightseeing, where companies had to cancel tours due to
unsafe weather conditions.

e Promoting wildlife watching is an important marketing strategy for Southeast Alaska
communities. Visitors’ bureaus produced pamphlets with charismatic megafauna, such as
whales and bears. Bureau staff cited studies showing the desire to see wildlife is what
attracts a large portion of out-of-state visitors.

e A significant economic question that emerges from this research is how the public lands
might be managed to maximize the economic returns to residents of Southeast Alaska
communities, especially the smaller communities that can only accommodate smaller
numbers of visitors at one time.
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Table 16. Estimated gross revenue and number of visitors from
nature-based tourism activities in Juneau, Summer 2006

Activity Revenue Visitors
Flightseeing $43,000,000 118,000
Tracy Arm Tours $2,150,000 16,000
Whalewatching $32,000,000 230,000
Adventure $11,000,000 80,000
Dogsled Tours $16,000,000 31,000
Pack Creek Bear Viewing $525,000 510
Sportfish Day Charters $7,440,000 29,000
Lodges $9,400,000 3,400
Freshwater/fly fishing $1,200,000 3,500
City Tours* $31,000,000 560,000

Total** $153,715,000 1,071,410

* City tours includes tours to the Mendenhall Glacier, McCauley Salmon Hatchery, Glacier

Gardens, and the Goldbelt Tramway. While not necessarily offered collectively as a tour, they

are grouped together to protect proprietary information of individual companies. ‘

**Juneau hunting is included in Sitka information to protect proprietary information of Juneau guides.

Sources: Company interviews and websites, summer 2006. |

Figure 26. Estimated revenue by activity, Juneau, summer 2006
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Table 17. Estimated gross revenue and number of visitors for nature-based
tourism activities in Sitka, Summer 2006

Activity Revenue Visitors
Lodges $4,917,550 1,908
Hunting $252,000 20
Sightseeing/Wildlife $3,360,350 33,610
Flight Service $360,620 360
Small Cruise Ships* $90,000 3,000
Marine charters $1,409,320 1,270
Boat rental $209,000 70
Guided Kayaking $261,210 285
Charter Yachts $4,300,380 1,110
Day Charters $371,850 300
Drop-offs $17,130 90

Total $15,549,410 42,023

*The small cruise ship industry is centered on northern Southeast Alaska in part due to the

scenic beauty of Chichagof Island. As a result, these numbers are underestimates of economic

activity as a result of small cruise ships. ‘

Sources: Company interviews and websites, summer 2005.

Figure 27. Estimated revenue by activity, Sitka, summer 2006
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Chichagof Island, summer 2005

Table 18. Estimated revenue by community for nature-based tourism activities,

Community/Activity Revenue Visitors
Elfin Cove
Lodges $4,889,500 1,528
Small Cruise Ships* $90,000 3,000
Subtotal $4,979,500 4,528
Hoonah
Marine charters/Fishing lodge $840,320 1,060
Hunting $252,000 20
Sightseeing/Wildlife $3,360,350 33,610
Subtotal $4,452,670 34,690
Juneau
Flight $268,230 -
Boat rental $209,000 72
Guided Kayaking $259,280 283
Charter Yachts $4,059,450 1,105
Subtotal $4,795,960 1,460
Pelican
Day Charters $396,900 300
Charters/Lodging & Lodging only $396,000 350
Drop-offs $17,130 90
Subtotal $810,030 740
Sitka
Marine Charters/Kayaks $19,930 40
Flight Service $92,390 360
Multi-night $240,930 100
Subtotal $353,250 500
Tenakee
Marine Charters $155,000 100
Estimated Total $15,546,410 42,018
*The small cruise ship industry is centered on northern Southeast Alaska in part due to the
scenic beauty of Chichagof Island. As a result, these numbers are underestimates of economic
activity attributable to small cruise ships. \ |
** Flight service companies provided only very rough estimates of passengers. Revenues were
were estimated based on numbers provided by businesses receiving clients from flight service
companies that did not include transportation in their tour prices. These are likely underestimates.
Sources: Company interviews and websites, summer 2005. |
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Table 19. Estimated revenue by activity for nature-based tourism activities,
Chichagof Island, summer 2005

Activity Revenue Visitors
Lodges $4,917,550 1,908
Hunting $252,000 20
Sightseeing/Wildlife $3,360,350 33,610
Flight Service $360,620 360
Small Cruise Ships* $90,000 3,000
Marine charters $1,409,320 1,270
Boat rental $209,000 70
Guided Kayaking $261,210 285
Charter Yachts $4,300,380 1,110
Day Charters $371,850 300
Drop-offs $17,130 90

Total $15,549,410 42,023

*The small cruise ship industry is centered on northern Southeast Alaska in part due to the

scenic beauty of Chichagof Island. As a result, these numbers are underestimates of economic

activity as a result of small cruise ships. ‘

Sources: Company interviews and websites, summer 2005.

Figure 28. Estimated revenue by activity, Chichagof Island, summer 2005
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Note: Small cruise ship revenue is based only on shore activities and expenditures by passengers in

Elfin Cove.
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Figure 29. Estimated revenue per person by type of nature-based tourism activity,

Chichagof Island, summer 2005
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Note: Small cruise ship revenue is based only on shore activities and expenditures by passengers in Elfin Cove.
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Appendix A
Components of Population Change, 1970-2002

This appendix shows population change broken down into the components of natural
increase (births minus deaths) and net migration into the place of interest.

The regions shown are:

Southeast Alaska

Haines Borough

Juneau Borough

Ketchikan Borough

Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan Census Area

Sitka Borough

Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area (from 1970 through 1990)
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area (from 1990 through 2002)
Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area

Yakutat Borough (from 1990 through 2002)
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Southeast Alaska

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 42,565
70-80 42,565 6,258 4,971 53,794 2.4%
80-90 53,794 9,699 5,496 68,989 2.5%
90-00 68,989 6,856 (2,763) 73,082 0.6%
00-02 73,082 1,165 (2,333) 71,914 -0.8%
July 1 2002 71,914
80,000 -
70,000 - —
60,000 -
50,000 - [ | ® net migration
40,000 - O natural increase
30,000 - O initial population
20,000 -
10,000 -
0 —— —
-10,000 -
Apriil  70-80 80-90  90-00 00-02 July1
1970 2002
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Haines Borough

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 1,401
70-80 1,401 177 102 1,680 1.8%
80-90 1,680 276 161 2,117 2.3%
90-00 2,117 127 148 2,392 1.2%
00-02 2,392 5 (37) 2,360 -0.7%
July 1 2002 2,360
3,000 -
2,500 -
i
2,000 - i
1,500 - = B net migration
O natural increase
1,000 - O initial population
500 -
O T T T 1
Apriil  70-80 80-90 90-00 00-02 July 1
1970 2002
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Juneau Borough

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 13,556
70-80 13,556 2,129 3,843 19,528 3.7%
80-90 19,528 3,987 3,236 26,751 3.2%
90-00 26,751 3,291 669 30,711 1.4%
00-02 30,711 604 (334) 30,981 0.4%
July 1 2002 30,981
35,000 -+
30,000 - [rm—
25,000 - @ net migration
@ natural increase
20,000 - - @ initial population
15,000 -
10,000 -
5,000 -
0 T T

April1  70-80 80-90 90-00 00-02 July 1
1970 2002
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Ketchikan Gateway Borough

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 10,041
70-80 10,041 1,402 (127) 11,316 1.2%
80-90 11,316 1,791 721 13,828 2.0%
90-00 13,828 1,473 (1,242) 14,059 0.2%
00-02 14,059 175 (564) 13,670 -1.4%
July 1 2002 13,670
20,000 -
15,000 -
(===
10,000 - ——
m net migration
5.000 - B natural increase
@ initial population
-5,000 -
Aprill  70-80  80-90  90-00 00-02 July1
1970 2002
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Prince of Wales Outer Ketchikan Census Area

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 3,782
70-80 3,782 453 (413) 3,822 0.1%
80-90 3,822 879 1,577 6,278 5.1%
90-00 6,278 749 (870) 6,157 -0.2%
00-02 6,157 116 (595) 5,678 -4.0%
July 1 2002 5,678
8,000 -+
7,000 -
6,000 -
5,000 - .
4,000 - @ net migration
3,000 - B natural increase
2,000 - @ initial population
1,000 -
0 =
-1,000 - - —
Aprill  70-80 8090 90-00 00-02 July1l
1970 2002
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Sitka Borough

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 6,073
70-80 6,073 964 766 7,803 2.5%
80-90 7,803 1,249 (464) 8,588 1.0%
90-00 8,588 922 (675) 8,835 0.3%
00-02 8,835 165 (164) 8,836 0.0%
July 1 2002 8,836
10,000 -
8,000 - e
6,000 1 B net migration
4,000 - @ natural increase
2.000 - @ initial population
0 e EE
-2,000 -
Apriil  70-80  80-90  90-00  00-02  July 1
1970 2002
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Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 2,792
70-80 2,792 398 288 3,478 2.2%
80-90 3,478 543 364 4,385 2.3%
July 1 1990 4,385
5,000 -
4,500 ~
4,000 - -
3,500 EEEE
3,000 + m net migration
2,500 1 @ natural increase
2,000 - @ initial population
1,500 -
1,000 +
500 A
0 ‘
April 1 1970 70-80 80-90 July 1 1990
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Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1990 3,436
90-00 3,436 235 (479) 3,192 -3.6%
00-02 3,192 21 (236) 2,977 -3.4%
July 1 2002 3,221
4,000 -
3,500 -
3,000 ~
2,500 1 B net migration
2,000 - _
1,500 - @ natural increase
1,000 1 @ initial population
500 -
0 ﬁ
-500 -
-1,000 -
April 1 1990 90-00 00-02 July 1 2002
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Yakutat Borough

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1990 808
90-00 808 59 44 911 6.2%
00-02 911 8 (92) 827 -4.7%
July 1 2002 724
1,000 -
[
800 -
600 -
B net migration
400 7 @ natural increase
200 A @ initial population
0
EEEE
-200 -
April 1 1990 90-00 00-02 July 1 2002
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Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area

average
initial natural net final annual
population increase migration population growth
April 1 1970 4,920
70-80 4,920 735 512 6,167 2.3%
80-90 6,167 974 (99) 7,042 1.3%
90-00 7,042 563 (921) 6,684 -0.5%
00-02 6,684 71 (311) 6,444 -1.8%
July 1 2002 6,444
8,000 -+
6,000 - [
4,000 1 ® net migration
@ natural increase
2,000 - @ initial population
0 E
-2,000 -
April 1 70-80 80-90 00-02 July 1
1970 2002
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Appendix B

Population migration patterns

This appendix shows recent migration patterns affecting Southeast places during the

period 1995 through 2000. The data come from the year 2000 census question that asks each

person what county they were living in five years ago. This information allows us to calculate

net migration to each census area in SE from each other SE census area, from other regions of

Alaska, and from from other states.

In demography, the term “net migration” refers to the net inflow, or net arrival, of people

to a place. Hence, Southeast Alaska as a whole showed negative net migration between 1995

and 2000 because more people left than arrived.

The following abbreviations are used in the graphs:

SE AK Southeast Alaska
HNS Haines Borough
JNU Juneau Borough
KTN Ketchikan Borough
PWOK Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan Census Area
SIT Sitka Borough
SHA Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area
WRP Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area
YAK Yakutat Borough
Other AK Other Alaska regions (not Southeast)
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Migration to Southeast Alaska, 1995-2000

in to out from
SE AK SE AK net
from: to: migration
Other SE areas 2,914 2,914 0
Other Alaska (not SE) 2,920 3,528 -608
Outside 9,420 14,223 -4,803
All Areas 15,254 20,665 -5,411
Migration to Southeast areas, 1995-200, by origin
25000 |
20,000+ —
15,000 - :
10,000 - O in from
O out to
5,000 7~ T =1 |l ||| W net (in)
0 \ o
-5,000 - r
-10,000 -
Other SE Other AK Outside All areas
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Migration Raw Data from U.S. Year 2000 Census

Residence in 2000

HNS JNU KTN POK SIT SHA WRP YAK Other AK Outside Total SE
e} Haines Bor 52 - 12 - 3 - - 166 424 657 67
8 Juneau Bor 109 130 17 153 124 84 26 1,446 5,601 7,690 643
A Ketchikan Bor 5 274 129 36 10 31 - 620 3,215 4,320 485
= POW-OK CA 10 94 285 34 13 55 - 344 1,254 2,089 491
8 Sitka Borough 6 176 77 31 67 35 2 359 1,673 2,426 394
g Skag-H-An CA 31 240 20 17 68 67 1 256 637 1,337 444
o Wrang-Psg CA 2 229 47 62 25 12 4 194 1,272 1,847 381
$ Yakutat Bor - - - - 5 - 4 143 147 299 9
o Other Alaska 139 1,303 549 196 426 121 129 57 111,837 2,920
Outside 290 4,005 1,730 558 1,723 392 612 110 86,142 9,420
Total 592 6,373 2,838 1,022 2,470 742 1,017 200 15,254
Southeast AK 163 1,065 559 268 321 229 276 33 3,528 14,223 20,665 2,914

Examples of how to read this table:
In 2000, there were 109 people living in Haines who had been living in Juneau in 1995.

In 2000, there were a total of 592 people living in Haines who moved there from some other county since April 1, 1995.

A total of 657 people left Haines for some other county between 1995 and 2000. Of these, 424 people left for counties not in Alaska.

A total of 9,420 people moved to Southeast from outside Alaska. During the same period, a total of 14,223 people moved from SE
Alaska to counties outside Alaska.

Note that net (in)-migration must be determined by subtracting total people moving out from total people moving in. For
example, 299 people moved from Yakutat to all other counties, while at the same time 200 people moved to Yakutat. The net
migration to Yakutat was 200 — 299 = -99. Net migration numbers are reported in the following table.
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Net Migration Matrix

From:
HNS JNU KTN POK SIT SHA WRP YAK  Other AK  Outside Total SE

Haines Bor 57 5 -2 6 28 2 0 -27 -134 -65 96
TO Juneau Bor -57 144 77 23 116 145 -26 -143 -1,596 -1,317 422

Ketchikan Bor -5 -144 156 41 10 16 0 -71 -1,485 -1,482 74

POW-OK CA 2 =77 -156 -3 4 7 0 -148 -696 -1,067 -223

Sitka Borough -6 -23 -41 3 1 -10 3 67 50 44 -73

Skag-H-An CA -28 -116 -10 -4 -1 -55 -1 -135 -245 -595 -215

Wrang-Psg CA -2 -145 -16 -7 10 55 0 -65 -660 -830 -105

Yakutat Bor 0 26 0 0 -3 1 0 -86 -37 -99 24

Other Alaska 27 143 71 148 -67 135 65 86 -25,695

Outside 134 1,596 1,485 696 -50 245 660 37 25,695

Total 65 1,317 1,482 1,067 -44 595 830 99 5,411

Southeast AK -96 -422 -74 223 73 215 105 -24 -5,411

Examples of how to read this table:

Haines gained 57 people (net) from Juneau, 5 from Ketchikan Borough, etc. But Haines had a net outmigration of 134 people to
counties outside Alaska. Overall, there was net (in)migration to Haines of —65 people, meaning that 65 more people migrated out than
migrated in.

Overall net migration to SE Alaska from all sources was —5,411, meaning that the number of out-migrants exceeded the number of in-

migrants by 5,411.
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Migration to Haines Borough, 1995-2000

in to out from

HNS HNS net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 0 0 0
Juneau Borough 109 52 57
Ketchikan Borough 5 0 5
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 10 12 -2
Sitka Borough 6 0 6
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 31 3 28
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 2 0 2
Yakutat Borough 0 0 0
Other Alaska 139 166 -27
Other states (=Outside) 290 424 -134
All Areas 592 657 -65

Migration to Haines Borough, 1995-200, by origin

O infrom
O out to
W net (in)

Other AK
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Migration to Juneau Borough, 1995-2000

in to out from
JNU JNU net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 52 109 -57
Juneau Borough 0 0 0
Ketchikan Borough 274 130 144
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 94 17 77
Sitka Borough 176 153 23
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 240 124 116
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 229 84 145
Yakutat Borough 0 26 -26
Other Alaska 1,303 1,446 -143
Other states (=Outside) 4,005 5,601 -1,596
All Areas 6,373 7,690 -1,317
Migration to Juneau Borough
1995-200, by origin
10,000 +
8,000 -
6,000 -
4,000 - O in from
2,000 - O outto
0 - B net (in)
2000 4+
-4000
w»w O 2 ¥ b << o X x o g
Z zZz EE O o IT xx < < B 37
T » X q n o= > 5 £
£ &
O
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Migration to Ketchikan Borough, 1995-2000

in to out from
KTN KTN net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 0 5 -5
Juneau Borough 130 274 -144
Ketchikan Borough 0 0 0
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 285 129 156
Sitka Borough 77 36 41
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 20 10 10
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 47 31 16
Yakutat Borough 0 0 0
Other Alaska 549 620 -71
Other states (=Outside) 1,730 3,215 -1,485
All Areas 2,838 4,320 -1,482
Migration to Ketchikan Borough
1995-200, by origin
5,000
4,000 + [
3,000 -
2,000 - O infrom
1,000 - O outto
0 e . ‘ W net (in)
-1,000 4+
-2000 -
w» O Z2 ¥ E < o X xXx o g
Z zZz EE O v IT xx < <« B 5
T - X qa n = > 5 £ F
£ 3
O
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Migration to Prince of Wales — Outer Ketchikan Census Area,

1995-2000

in to out from

POK POK net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 12 10 2
Juneau Borough 17 94 =77
Ketchikan Borough 129 285 -156
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 0 0 0
Sitka Borough 31 34 -3
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 17 13 4
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 62 55 7
Yakutat Borough 0 0 0
Other Alaska 196 344 -148
Other states (=Outside) 558 1,254 -696
All Areas 1,022 2,089 -1,067

Migration to Prince of Wales OK Census Area
1995-200, by origin

2,500
2,000
1,500 -

100 ¢ ~|Oinfrom

500 - O out to

W net (in)

500 -

21,000 -
-1,500

Other AK
Total
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Migration to Sitka Borough, 1995-2000

in to out from
SIT SIT net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 0 6 -6
Juneau Borough 153 176 -23
Ketchikan Borough 36 77 -41
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 34 31 3
Sitka Borough 0 0 0
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 68 67 1
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 25 35 -10
Yakutat Borough 5 2 3
Other Alaska 426 359 67
Other states (=Outside) 1,723 1,673 50
All Areas 2,470 2,426 44
Migration to Sitka Borough
1995-200, by origin
3,000
2,500 - —
2,000 -
1,500 - O infrom
1,000 - O outto
500 4 o W net (in)
0 \ ol [ = I |_|_|_ I
500 4
% D 2 X E < Qa ¥ XY v T
Z zZz EE O »nw IT xx < <« B 37
I » X n = > 5 2 F
£ 3
O
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Migration to Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area, 1995-2000

in to out from

SHA SHA net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 3 31 -28
Juneau Borough 124 240 -116
Ketchikan Borough 10 20 -10
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 13 17 -4
Sitka Borough 67 68 -1
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 0 0 0
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 12 67 -55
Yakutat Borough 0 1 -1
Other Alaska 121 256 -135
Other states (=Outside) 392 637 -245
All Areas 742 1,337 -595

Migration to Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon census
area, 1995-200, by origin

1,500 -~
1,000
500 O infrom
0 O outto
B net (in)

-500

1,000 Lo

Other AK

ISER Southeast Regional Economy -93- 12 September 2005



Migration to Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area, 1995-2000

in to out from
WRP WRP net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 0 2 -2
Juneau Borough 84 229 -145
Ketchikan Borough 31 47 -16
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 55 62 -7
Sitka Borough 35 25 10
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 67 12 55
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 0 0 0
Yakutat Borough 4 4 0
Other Alaska 129 194 -65
Other states (=Outside) 612 1,272 -660
All Areas 1,017 1,847 -830
Migration to Wrangell-Petersburg census area,
1995-200, by origin
2,000 + B
1500 4+ -
1,000 + :
O infrom
00— i - |Ooutto
0,*'4:[“‘-—-—- = e \'_rl—\ .net(in)
-500 - —[
-1,000 -
w» O Z2 ¥ E < o X xXx o 3
Z Z EE O o I xx < <« B B
I » X q n = > 5 £ F
£ 3
O
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Migration to Yakutat Borough, 1995-2000

in to out from
YAK YAK net
Origin or Destination from: to: migration
Haines Borough 0 0 0
Juneau Borough 26 0 26
Ketchikan Borough 0 0 0
POW-Outer Ketchikan CA 0 0 0
Sitka Borough 2 5 -3
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon CA 1 0 1
Wrangell-Petersburg CA 4 4 0
Yakutat Borough 0 0 0
Other Alaska 57 143 -86
Other states (=Outside) 110 147 -37
All Areas 200 299 -99
Migration to Yakutat Borough,
1995-200, by origin
350 4
300 - =
250 -
200
150 Oinfrom
100
50 Ooutto
0 W net (in)
-50
-100
150 -
w»w O Z2 ¥ E < o X x o g
Z z EE O »w T xx < <« B 5
T - X qa w oz > 5 £ F
= O
O
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Appendix C Population, employment, and personal income

This appendix shows the changing make-up of personal income for each borough and
census area. It also shows the relationship between wage and salary employment and
proprietor’s employment. Together these two types of employment add to total employment as
measured by the Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Southeast Alaska:
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Population (census) 42,565 53,794 68,989 73,082 71,767
average annual growth 2.4% 2.5% 0.6% -0.6%
Total employment 21,599 34,113 46,715 50,855 49,422
average annual growth 4.7% 3.2% 0.9% -0.9%
wage and salary 19,079 28,764 35,929 37,922 37,703
proprietors 2,520 5,349 10,786 12,933 11,719
proprietors' share 12% 16% 23% 25% 24%
Real per capitaincome 5,525 16,193 25,143 31,780 33,592
average annual growth 11.4% 4.5% 2.4% 1.9%
Components of total personal income (thousands of real 2003 dollars)
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 770,815 1,306,414 1,596,499 1,506,852 1,526,001
Proprietors' income 84,524 150,500 246,300 223,550 228,925
Residence adjustment (23,224) (16,028) (48,882) (38,074) (33,698)
Dividends, interest, rent 74,699 180,082 443,962 502,377 398,684
Personal transfers 55,460 101,086 239,131 387,804 366,161
Adjustments and other, net (23,707) (48,313) (82,505) (85,592) (84,410)
Personal income 938,566 1,673,742 2,394,506 2,496,917 2,401,663
3,000,000 ~
2,500,000 - .
2 000.000 - Oadjustments
o i Wtransfers
1,500,000 - Odiv, int. rent.
1,000,000 - Oresidence adj
M proprietors
500,000 +
Owage/salary
0
-500,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal income
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 82% 78% 67% 60% 64%
Proprietors' income 9% 9% 10% 9% 10%
Residence adjustment -2% -1% -2% -2% -1%
Dividends, interest, rent 8% 11% 19% 20% 17%
Personal transfers 6% 6% 10% 16% 15%
Adjustments and other, net -3% -3% -3% -3% -4%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Rural Southeast (all areas other than Juneau):
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Population (census) 29,009 34,266 42,238 42,371 40,521
average annual growth 1.7% 2.1% 0.0% -1.5%
Total employment 14,102 20,103 28,702 29,278 29,411
average annual growth 3.6% 3.6% 0.2% 0.2%
wage and salary 12,489 17,037 21,279 20,064 19,723
proprietors 1,613 3,066 7,423 9,214 9,688
proprietors' share 11% 15% 26% 31% 33%
Real per capitaincome (1,432) (2,961) (1,560) (2,982) (1,886)
average annual growth 7.5% -6.2% 6.7% -14.2%
Components of total personal income (thousands of real 2003 dollars)
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 487,457 752,957 921,559 753,894 739,320
Proprietors' income 51,870 79,961 179,820 153,684 179,005
Residence adjustment (37,399) (17,311) (42,392) (22,011) (18,411)
Dividends, interest, rent 36,280 100,058 249,099 271,281 218,145
Personal transfers 39,415 70,955 151,019 239,075 228,683
Adjustments and other, net (16,171) (31,031) (54,137) (47,503) (46,541)
Personal income 561,451 955,589 1,404,967 1,348,420 1,300,201
1,600,000 +
1,400,000 - - .
1,200,000 - Oadjustments
1,000,000 - = - W transfers
800,000 ~ - Odiv, int. rent.
600,000 + — Oresidence adj
400,000 - M proprietors
200,000 - Owage/salary
0
-200,000 -~
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal income
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 87% 79% 66% 56% 57%
Proprietors' income 9% 8% 13% 11% 14%
Residence adjustment -7% -2% -3% -2% -1%
Dividends, interest, rent 6% 10% 18% 20% 17%
Personal transfers 7% 7% 11% 18% 18%
Adjustments and other, net -3% -3% -4% -4% -4%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Haines Borough:
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Population (census) 1,401 1,680 2,117 2,392 2,319
average annual growth 1.8% 2.3% 1.2% -1.0%

Total employment 600 807 1,654 2,488 2,097
average annual growth 3.0% 7.4% 4.2% -5.5%

wage and salary 493 595 942 1,063 1,023

proprietors 107 212 712 1,425 1,074

proprietors' share 18% 26% 43% 57% 51%

Real per capitaincome 3,996 13,103 26,217 31,750 35,237
average annual growth 12.6% 7.2% 1.9% 3.5%

Components of personal income
(thousands of real year 2003 dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Wages & Salaries 15,744 19,536 37,898 35,192 30,998
Proprietors' income 3,685 5,890 11,875 12,179 19,665
Residence adjustment 2,095 8,893 6,522 4,555 3,726
Dividends, interest, rent 1,182 5,059 13,521 17,709 14,425
Personal transfers 2,222 3,972 8,843 15,097 15,045
Adjustments and other, net (581) (988) (2,614) (2,708) (2,778)
Personal income 24,347 42,362 76,045 82,024 81,081

90,000 -

80,000 - . .

70,000 + - Had

60,000 - .a jusftments

50,000 - tr§n§ ers

40,000 p— . . . |:|dIV,- int. rent. _

30,000 - Dre5|d§nce adj

20,000 - e M proprietors

10,000 - Owage/salary

0
-10,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Shares of personal income 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 65% 46% 50% 43% 38%
Proprietors' income 15% 14% 16% 15% 24%
Residence adjustment 9% 21% 9% 6% 5%
Dividends, interest, rent 5% 12% 18% 22% 18%
Personal transfers 9% 9% 12% 18% 19%
Adjustments and other, net -2% -2% -3% -3% -3%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

ISER Southeast Regional Economy -99- 12 September 2005



Juneau Borough:
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Population (census) 13,556 19,528 26,751 30,711 31,246
average annual growth 3.7% 3.2% 1.4% 0.6%

Total employment 7,497 14,010 18,013 21,577 20,011
average annual growth 6.5% 2.5% 1.8% -2.5%
wage and salary 6,590 11,727 14,650 17,858 17,980
proprietors 907 2,283 3,363 3,719 2,031

proprietors' share 12% 16% 19% 17% 10%

Real per capitaincome 6,957 19,154 26,703 34,762 35,478

average annual growth 10.7% 3.4% 2.7% 0.7%

Components of personal income
(thousands of real year 2003 dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 283,359 553,458 674,941 752,958 786,681
Proprietors' income 32,654 70,538 66,480 69,866 49,920
Residence adjustment 14,174 1,283 (6,489) (16,063) (15,287)
Dividends, interest, rent 38,419 80,024 194,863 231,096 180,539
Personal transfers 16,044 30,132 88,112 148,729 137,478
Adjustments and other, net (7,536) (17,282) (28,368) (38,089) (37,869)
Personal income 377,115 718,153 989,539 1,148,497 1,101,462

1,400,000 -

1,200,000 - -

1,000,000 - : Oadjustments
800,000 - D - M transfers

600,000 - |:|dIV,- int. rent. _
Oresidence adj
400,000 - M proprietors
200,000 + Owage/salary
0

-200,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal income 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 75% 7% 68% 66% 71%
Proprietors' income 9% 10% 7% 6% 5%
Residence adjustment 4% 0% -1% -1% -1%
Dividends, interest, rent 10% 11% 20% 20% 16%
Personal transfers 4% 4% 9% 13% 12%
Adjustments and other, net -2% -2% -3% -3% -3%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Ketchikan Borough:
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Population (census) 10,041 11,316 13,828 14,059 13,533
average annual growth 1.2% 2.0% 0.2% -1.3%
Total employment 5,154 7,353 10,761 10,188 10,103
average annual growth 3.6% 3.9% -0.5% -0.3%
wage and salary 4,622 6,371 8,543 7,701 7,407
proprietors 532 982 2,218 2,487 2,696
proprietors' share 10% 13% 21% 24% 27%
Real per capitaincome 5,100 16,447 28,258 34,389 37,393
average annual growth 12.4% 5.6% 2.0% 2.8%
Components of personal income
(thousands of real year 2003 dollars)
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 175,583 302,315 386,181 309,811 291,570
Proprietors' income 17,586 25,302 56,027 56,455 63,505
Residence adjustment (18,081) (22,205) (28,684) (4,099) (3,141)
Dividends, interest, rent 21,255 42,079 96,840 93,750 87,149
Personal transfers 13,154 23,735 51,666 80,944 78,060
Adjustments and other, net (5,808) (12,304) (21,684) (19,037) (17,840)
Personal income 203,690 358,922 540,345 517,825 499,303
700,000 -
600,000 +
500,000 - Oadjustments
400,000 - W transfers
300,000 - = Eldiv,_ int. rent. |
Oresidence adj
200,000 | &= M proprietors
100,000 - Owage/salary
0
-100,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal income 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 86% 84% 71% 60% 58%
Proprietors' income 9% 7% 10% 11% 13%
Residence adjustment -9% -6% -5% -1% -1%
Dividends, interest, rent 10% 12% 18% 18% 17%
Personal transfers 6% 7% 10% 16% 16%
Adjustments and other, net -3% -3% -4% -4% -4%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan CA:
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Population (census) 3,782 3,822 6,278 6,157 5,594
average annual growth 0.1% 5.1% -0.2% -3.1%
Total employment 1,290 1,517 2,800 2,855 2,824
average annual growth 1.6% 6.3% 0.2% -0.4%
wage and salary 1,179 1,391 2,284 2,092 2,024
proprietors 111 126 516 763 800
proprietors' share 9% 8% 18% 27% 28%
Real per capitaincome 4,750 11,929 18,523 20,945 21,283
average annual growth 9.6% 4.5% 1.2% 0.5%
Components of personal income
(thousands of real year 2003 dollars)
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 50,375 63,010 102,859 74,152 70,244
Proprietors' income 4,092 4,563 10,098 11,610 9,329
Residence adjustment 10,821 9,345 8,299 405 224
Dividends, interest, rent 1,372 5,000 23,557 25,073 17,470
Personal transfers 5,950 9,533 20,034 31,657 29,349
Adjustments and other, ne  (1,605) (2,691) (5,468) (4,384) (3,897)
Personal income 71,006 88,761 159,379 138,513 122,719
180,000 -~
160,000 - .
140,000 - :
120,000 - O adjustments
100,000 - = ;:?”,Sfers
80,000 - |v,. int. rent. .
Oresidence adj
60,000 - .
M proprietors
40,000 +
Owage/salary
20,000 +
0
-20,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal incor 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 71% 71% 65% 54% 57%
Proprietors' income 6% 5% 6% 8% 8%
Residence adjustment 15% 11% 5% 0% 0%
Dividends, interest, rent 2% 6% 15% 18% 14%
Personal transfers 8% 11% 13% 23% 24%
Adjustments and other, ne -2% -3% -3% -3% -3%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Sitka borough:
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Population (census) 6,073 7,803 8,588 8,835 8,897
average annual growth 2.5% 1.0% 0.3% 0.2%

Total employment 3,449 4,739 6,205 6,151 6,556
average annual growth 3.2% 2.7% -0.1% 2.1%

wage and salary 3,226 4,193 4,540 4,455 4,565

proprietors 223 546 1,665 1,696 1,991

proprietors' share 6% 12% 27% 28% 30%

Real per capitaincome 5,443 14,529 22,640 29,078 30,591
average annual growth 10.3% 4.5% 2.5% 1.7%

Components of personal income
(thousands of real year 2003 dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 137,097 195,791 182,530 165,525 177,389
Proprietors' income 7,935 15,340 38,351 30,363 33,407
Residence adjustment (21,773) (21,420) (20,876) (18,684) (19,285)
Dividends, interest, rent 5,879 22,052 50,267 65,218 48,736
Personal transfers 7,263 12,166 28,875 44,418 41,716
Adjustments and other, net (4,266) (7,443) (10,730) (10,157) (10,713)
Personal income 132,135 216,486 268,417 276,683 271,250
350,000 -
300,000 + .
250,000 + Oadjustments
200,000 - = W transfers
- Odiv, int. rent.
150,000 | = . :
Oresidence adj
100,000 - M proprietors
50,000 + Owage/salary
0
-50,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal income 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 104% 90% 68% 60% 65%
Proprietors' income 6% 7% 14% 11% 12%
Residence adjustment -16% -10% -8% -T% -T%
Dividends, interest, rent 4% 10% 19% 24% 18%
Personal transfers 5% 6% 11% 16% 15%
Adjustments and other, net -3% -3% -4% -4% -4%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area:
(equals sum of Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon and Yakutat Borough for 2000, 2003)
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003

Population (census) 2,792 3,478 4,385 4,244 3,857
average annual growth 2.2% 2.3% -0.3% -3.1%

Total employment 1,186 1,533 2,952 3,081 3,354
average annual growth 2.6% 6.8% 0.4% 2.9%

wage and salary 1,004 1,264 2,175 1,979 1,972

proprietors 182 269 777 1,102 1,382

proprietors' share 15% 18% 26% 36% 41%

Real per capitaincome 3,477 11,307 21,120 29,129 33,121
average annual growth 12.5% 6.4% 3.3% 4.4%

Components of personal income
(thousands of real year 2003 dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 37,679 46,946 95,134 69,928 68,350
Proprietors' income 4,452 6,511 14,347 12,917 17,262
Residence adjustment (10,644) 6,774 (9,986) 1,515 1,968
Dividends, interest, rent 1,759 6,933 18,108 26,871 20,014
Personal transfers 4,752 9,444 15,679 25,885 24,992
Adjustments and other, net (1,364) (2,079) (5,433) (4,396) (4,406)
Personal income 36,636 74,530 127,849 132,720 128,180
160,000 -
140,000 +
120,000 + . Had
80,000 7 —] Odiv, int. rent
60,000 - o .
40,000 - = I:Ireadg-nce adj
20,000 - M proprietors
0 Owage/salary
-20,000 -
-40,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal income 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 103% 63% 74% 53% 53%
Proprietors' income 12% 9% 11% 10% 13%
Residence adjustment -29% 9% -8% 1% 2%
Dividends, interest, rent 5% 9% 14% 20% 16%
Personal transfers 13% 13% 12% 20% 19%
Adjustments and other, net -4% -3% -4% -3% -3%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area:
Population, employment, and components of real personal income

1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Population (census) 4,920 6,167 7,042 6,684 6,321
average annual growth 2.3% 1.3% -0.5% -1.8%
Total employment 2,423 4,154 4,330 4,515 4,477
average annual growth 5.5% 0.4% 0.4% -0.3%
wage and salary 1,965 3,223 2,795 2,774 2,732
proprietors 458 931 1,535 1,741 1,745
proprietors' share 19% 22% 35% 39% 39%
Real per capitaincome 4,713 14,688 24,162 27,852 31,416
average annual growth 12.0% 5.1% 1.4% 4.1%
Components of personal income
(thousands of real year 2003 dollars)
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 70,978 125,359 116,956 99,287 100,769
Proprietors' income 14,119 22,355 49,123 30,159 35,837
Residence adjustment 182 1,302 2,332 (5,704) (1,903)
Dividends, interest, rent 4,832 18,934 46,807 42,660 30,351
Personal transfers 6,073 12,105 25,923 41,075 39,521
Adjustments and other, net (2,546) (5,525) (8,209) (6,821) (6,907)
Personal income 93,637 174,529 232,933 200,656 197,668
300,000 -
250,000 +
200,000 - - Oadjustments
B transfers
150,000 - = . Odiv, int. rent.
100,000 - Oresidence adj
M proprietors
50,000 -
Owage/salary
0
-50,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Shares of personal income 1970 1980 1990 2000 2003
Wages & Salaries 76% 2% 50% 49% 51%
Proprietors' income 15% 13% 21% 15% 18%
Residence adjustment 0% 1% 1% -3% -1%
Dividends, interest, rent 5% 11% 20% 21% 15%
Personal transfers 6% 7% 11% 20% 20%
Adjustments and other, net -3% -3% -4% -3% -3%
Personal income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Appendix D Pounds caught and real earnings from fish caught by

Southeast residents

This appendix presents data compiled from Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission fish tickets.

The data show pounds and earnings by place of residence of the permit holder. The data are
presented at the community level.

Part 1: Salmon

Salmon data are shown as millions of pounds and millions of real year 2004 dollars.
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Pounds and total earnings from salmon caught Pounds and total earnings from salmon caught
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Pounds and total earnings from salmon caught
by Gustavus residents

Pounds and total earnings from salmon caught by
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Pounds and total earnings from salmon caught Pounds and total earnings from salmon caught by
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Pa

rt 2: Other fish

Other fish include crab, halibut, herring, sablefish, and other species.
Data for other fish are presented in thousands of pounds and thousands of year 2004 dollars.
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Pounds and Earnings from other fish caught by
Gustavus residents

Pounds and Earnings from other fish caught by
Haines residents
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Pounds and Earnings from other fish caught by Pounds and Earnings from other fish caught by

Ketchikan residents Klawock residents
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Pounds and Earnings from other fish caught by

Point Baker residents
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