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Introduction 

Phase I of the assessment of the Impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill on the Alaska 
Tourism Industry was designed as the first phase in a multi-phased process to identify 
the extent of harm and/or benefit of the spill on the tourism industry. Two research 
techniques were utilized. The first reviewed all existing data which were accessible and 
which might indicate impacts of the oil spill on the 1989 visitor season. The second 
technique included executive interviews of two major groups: tourist-affected 
businesses and relevant gov emment agencies and organizations. 

The information collected from Phase I is compiled and presented in the document. 
chapter I reviews all secondary data gathered. Chapter II provides a brief analysis of the 
government agency interviews. And Chapters III and IV report the findings of the 
tourist-affeckd business survey. 

The information compiled in this report indicates the existence of spill impacts and the 
approximate extent of the harm and benefits experienced by businesses. This 
information provides the foundation for~futures projects phases which are designed to 
clefineconsumer behavior impacts and caicuiate economic impacts. 
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Summary and Analysis 
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Summary and Analysis 

Overall, the Exxon Valder Oil Spill of March 24,1989 had major effects on the tourism 
industry throughout Alaska. The spill caused both negative and positive effects. The 
major negative effects identified by business surveys conducted for this report were: 

l Decreased resident and non-resident Vacation/Pleasure visitor traffic in the 
spill-affected areas of Valdez, Homer, Cordova and Kodiak due to la& of 
available visitor services (accommodations, charter boats, air taxis). 

l Of the businesses surveyed in spill-affected areas, 43% felt their business had 
been significantly or completely affected by the oil spill in Summer 1989. 

l Severe labor shortage in the visitor industry throughout the state due to 
traditional service industry workers seeking high-paying spill clean-up jobs. 
The result was a higher cost of doing business among visitor industry 

. 

l Fifty-nine percent of businesses in the most spill-affected areas reported spill- 
~~~~ti~and1646reporced~wasl~thanexpeaeddueto 
the spill. . 

l The btdness segments most negatively dfected by the spill included lodges 
and resorts, Alaska-based pacirage tour axnpanh, guided outdoor activities, 
charter and sightsee@ boats. These ~~&WSWB did not have the opportunity 
toreapspillbene!fits(sudIasspendingfor u#nnmodations) because they 
were located away from spill clean-up 0peWbns or operated a business 
which couldnt serve clean-up needs. 

Other major negative effects were rqorted in related resear& mnducted by The 
McDowell Group and the Alaska Viitors Assochtbn. This research measured direct 
visitor spending and potentbl visitor impacts of the spill during Summer 1989. The 
negattiveeEkcQofthespillfeltdirectlybyvisit~~waeasfollows: 

l vidtorspendin~decrepsed 8% in southa?n&l Alaska and 35% southwest 

Alaska fkom previous summer spendin& the two major spill-affected areas. 
Th+netresultwasalosrof$lgmillioIlirr~~rspending. 
G0mce Aash Visitor S&d&s PIbgna Vi&or Expatditure Survey, Summer 1989). 



l Of ail visitors who did travel to Alaska, 16% indicated the oil spill affected 

their Alaska trip planning. Of these, nearly half indicated they avoided Prince 
William Sound during their trip. One in five Southwest and Southcentral 
visitors’ plans were affected, significantly higher than other regions of the 
state. Independent visitors were more affected than package visitors, 
pdcularly those who planned to purchase sightseeing after arrival in 
Alaska. 6ouce Ahuka Visitor Statistics Rogrmb Viaitor Opinion Sumy, Summer 1989). 

l Related research shows a potential loss of 9,400 visitors for summer 1989, 
representing $53 million in in-state expenditures. The total number of 
Vacation/Pleasure and Viiting Friends and Relatives visitors for Summer 
1989 of 428,200 repreents 97.8% of the total number of visitors who would 
havecmnetoAhska. Irhort,2.2%ofaWkation/PkasureandVPR 
visitorswerenegativeiyaffectedbythespiIld~Suxruner1~. 
(soura cmpinlmpIleronTornism,Av&~y19#1). 

The major positive 
effectsiacludcdr Strong spill-related bushess in some the major spill cle24n-up 

areas such as Kdhk, Homer, Seward, Valdez and Anchorage 
andincertain~sectors,suchas~/motels,car/RV 
rentals,airtaxiand~t~ ThisblAdnesoffsetthelack 
ofvacation/measure bllhess norlnauy s<perienced in time 
areas. I 

Oihatffectsamsidered 
negative or pouitivc Mediaexpogure-opinioIlsamong-owners 

varied~gthespillrnedlascporure. Manyfeltthe 
!dghtofoiled-andanimalsishavingandwill ’ 
amdnue to have negative ixnpact on Ala&O Ipristine” 
iln8geothemfeltthenlediaaxpostpemadeA(uiu 
houseMdwordinAme&aandwillattractvisitms. 

l99oEffects EffectsforofthespillinsUmmer199Owereowrsideredby . btasumm to be lea severe with 12% indicating significant or 
ampiete effects. Never&e&m negative! impacts are still 
behgfehithfewe!rboc&ngsrsaresultofthespill, 
partimlarly among fishing lod@Es in Southwest Alaska. 



Long Term Effects: Long term effects on the Alaska visitor industry are ciiffkdt 
to judge at this point in time. Many businesses f4 Alaska’s 
image is tarnish4 as a remit of the spti. 

Government agencies are concerned about long-term impacts 
to naturai resources, such as fish stocks, and the effects this 
may have on sportfishing. 

Related research shows Ala&ah image among the general 
population has suffered some damage. The Alaska Visitors 
Association research shows 6% of the general population still 
mentions the oii spill as theb initiai impression of Alaska. 
And 3% indicate, as recmdy as March 1990, that the spill has 
resulted in a negative o-on toward Alaska as a place to 
vacation. Only study of the industry over the next few years 
will determine what long-term effects of the oil spill, if any, 
still linger which affect travei to Alaska. 





Chapter I. Review of Related Research 

Introduction 

Following the Ex.mn Vddez oil spill of March 24,1989, major concerns were raised 
regarding potential impacts to the tourism industry in Alaska. As a result, several 
studies were commissioned by various organizations to study the impacts. 

The first part of this chapter will review the related research studies which were made 
available to The McDoweil Group. This review will offer an analysis of the methods 
used to gather the information as well as the conclusions which were drawn as a result 
of the informatioIL 

The second part of this chapter will report statistics gathered from various local, state 
and federal agen&s related to tourism and use of facilities by visitors during 1989. 
Many agencies do not keep records, therefore, this information includes data from only 
those agencies which keep actual visitor statistics or estimates. 

. 



A. Related Research Studies 

Study Name: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program 
Alaska Visitor Expenditures, Summer 1989 

Prepared For: State of Alaska, Department of Commerce and Economic 
Development, Division of Tourism 

Prepared By: The McDowell Group, 128 Dixon St, Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Date Published: August, 1990 

Date Conductedz 

Methodology: 

June - September 1989 

Stratified random sampling through personal interviews 
among all modes and locations of visitor entry to Alaska. 
Select& visitors were asked to rea& daily expenditures in the 
Visitor Expcndittrre Surug, a diary format survey. Return rate 
of diaries was 6996, yielding 1,103 diaries with a maxim= 
margin of error of f 3.0%. 

synopris: Study is one of four partly of the Alaska Viitor Statistics 
FWgram. Thisporbiisdesignedtoprovidevisitor 
expenditure&tabydetaiUcategoryanci~regionand 
COIXUXUity. 

Related F-iWingsz l 0vera.U Alaska visitor expendibxes for Summer 1989 had 
increased only 4% since summe!r 1986, the pre!vious high year. 

l Viitor expenditures in Southcentml and Southwest Alaska, 
thetwomm&ctedoilspUhgions,showeddeclinesin 
e!xpenditures sina 1986. 

ua millimd 

TheZII&hOdUS&Og&Ehi8scpenditure&~WaSdesignedtO 
producethehighest&veiofaauracyfordataofthiskind. The 
de&nesinvisit0rexpendituresinthesetworegionsreflect 
definiteimpactsoftheoilspillonvisitortravelpattems. 
Further, visitor spending in other regkms did not increase to 
make up for this dedim. Rather, spending inawueci slightly in 
Interior/North and Den&/l&Kin&y as would be ezpected due 
to inflation. Viiitor spending incmseci si@icantiy in 
Southeast due to incrd expenditures in sift shops and for 
tours/recreation, primarily by cruise visitors. 



Study Name: Alaska Visitor Statistics Program 
Visitor Patterns, Opinions, Planning - Summer 1989 

Prepared Foe State of Alaska, Department of Commerce and Economic 
Development, Division of Tourism 

Prepared By: The McDowell Group, 128 Dixon St., Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Date Published: To be released September/October 1990 

Date Conducted: JuneSeptember 1989 

Methodolom Stratified random sampling through personal interviews 
among all modes and locations of visitor entry to Alaska. 
Sek@d visitors were mailed the Visitor Opinion Survey. 
Return rate was 73% yielding 1,134 surveys for a maximum 
margin of error of f 3.0%. 

Study is one of four parts of the Alaska Visitor Statistics 
Program. Thissurveyisdesignedtoassessvisitoruseofand 
saWaction with statewide and regional facilities, attractions 
axuitr~tion modea InfcxmationisalsocoUectedon 
visitor volumes knd travel pianning. 

Related Fmdings l 16% of all respondents indicated the oil spill affeckd their 
A&skatrippiaMin& ofthese,Ibeariyhalfindicatedthey 
avoided Prince William Sound during their trip. 

l 20% of visitors to southwest Alaska and 19% of visitors to 

Southcentral Alaska indicated the oil spill affected their 
Alaska tip plan&q. Independent visitors were more 
a&ted than package visitors, parblariy those who planned 
tOp~ChaSedtOSighsednglftathekaffiipalhAtaska. 

l%oughthissurveywasnotdesi~asanoilspillsurvey,a 
fewqu&ionswereaddedabuatthespUofindouthowthe 
spiUafffxkdvisibrsactualtraveiplans. Themajoranalysisof 
travel patterns from this data has not yet been conducted, 
~~,other~~arenota~leatthe~ofthis 
writing. 



Study Name: Oil Spill Impact on Tourism 
The results of this stndy are considered prophtary and the Alaska 
Visitors Association has quested the infonuation m 

Prepared For: Alaska Visitors Association 

Prepared By. The Research Department, 1503 42nd Ave. S.W., 
Seattle, WA. 98116 

Date Published: May, 1990 

Date 
Conducted: May, June, October 1989; March 1990 

Methodology: Study was conducted in four waves. Waves 1 & 2 surveyed 
planned visitors and the gend population. Waves 3 & 4 
surveyed the general population only. Planned visitors were 
selected from Business Reply Card respondents to State’s 
advertising. 600 pianned visitors were randomly sekted for 
telephone intiews. The general population surveying w24s 
t3miucted by the Gallup orga&atiun and was strati&d 
according the geographic distribulion of population within the 
axhnental,U.S. Random digit dial method was used to 
conduct 600 in- Both sample sizes yield maximum 
reliability lev& of ~4.k 

synopsis Studypurpogewastwofoi& tode&rmhehowtheEnmr 
v&k2 oil spill impacted respondents to the State’s 
advextishgcampaignwithregardtoperqths imageand , 
attitudes toward Alaska and phnned visita and 6 measure 
changesinthesefactorsoverthe,andtoidentifythegeneral 
-perceptiorw , image and attitudes toward Alaska 
afterfhespillandmeasure theseovertime. 

Related Findings l 9% of high potential visitors (BRC~respondents) reported the 
spillimpactedtraveiinterestto~ Asaresult,4% 
culc&ed,chu\%edorpostponedtheirtiptoAlaskain1989. 

l 8% of the general popuiation reported the spill impacted 
travel interest to Alaslm As a result, 1% car&led, changed or 
pcstponedairiptoAlaskain1989. 

l By March l990,SR of the general population reported the 
spill impacted interest in travel to Alaska, with 1% indicating 
thattheydonotwanttotravehohska. 
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halysisz 

l 3% of the general population have a negative opinion 
toward Alaska as a vacation place directly as a result of the oil 
spill. 

The four waves of the this study were well-designed and 
executed and provide a good indication of real and potential oil 
spill damage among those individuals who have the highest 
potential of traveling to Alaska (BRC reqxmdents) and the 
population of the U.S. in general. A McDowell Group estimate 
of the dollars lost due to people not traveling to Alaska as a 
result of the spill is provided below. 

BRC Respondent LOSE 
BRC respondents for 1989: 59W33 

Conversion Rate: x 12% 
Number of parties nm 
4% cancelled/postponed trip X % 
Number of parties lost A 
Per Party Expemuture ($1 x 
Dollars lost (in-state) s 401w 
Qi8kubdu8kr(lconnniaamdirr,suamter1989~~plt8) . 

The total number of Vacation/measUre visitors and Viithg 
Riend8andRelativesvisitorsforSuuuner 1989 was 42&200. 
The BRC pmgram generated 17ZJ24 of these visitors (7l,760 
times average party size of 24). The&ore, the remaining 
255,976 visitors were generated from the general population. 
Ifaneperoentofthegenarlpopuia~~ed,changedor 
postpal their tip, then this number should have been 
25&536or2#56omorevisitors. usingsummer 1909 Alaska 
vildtoe Expluiiture data, these visitors repment !§1,473,000 in 
in-state expendi- 

Total estimated loss of visitcws using this study is 9,400 
visitors during Summer 1989. Dailar losses are estimated at 
$!I25 million. 

BRC Respondent: $ 4.0 million 
General Population 

. . 1.5 q)&Qg 

Total S 5.5 million 
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Study Name: 

Prepared For: 

Prepared By: 

Date Published: 

Date Conducted: 

Methodology: 

synopsis 

Related Fhiings 

halysisz 

Economic Impact of the Muon Vuldez Oil Spill on the Kenai 
Peninsula Borough: Tourism Summary 

Kenai Peninsula Borough 

The McDowell Group, 128 Dixon St., Juneau, Alaska 99801 

June 1989 

May 1989 

Secondary data gathered from public information sources and 
tourism-related business survey. 

Study analyzed the early impacts of the oil spill, the likeiy 
range of future impacts and made recsmmenciations for 
mitigating measures. 

l Hotels, restaurants, bars, and retail outlets all indicated 
. maeased business related to dean-up effort. 

l All ~IAMW~J reported labor issues were increasing 
bllSilWCO6~,SUChaShigh~ and pressure to pay 
higher- 

. Manybllshem reporkd reservations were down from 
proiecti~* 

Ihoughthisstudyinciudeda~sampkof~,the 
results dearly show the pattern of tourism-related business 
impactswhicharequan~intheiargerbusinesssu.rvey 
conductedforthisstudyandrevkm$inCha~lXL 



Study Name: 

Prepared For, 

Prepared By 

Date Published: 

Dates Conducted: 

Methodology: 

synopsis: 

Related -Fhdings: 

Analysis 

Alaska Market Trends 

Alaska Market Trends, 1027 W. Fiieweed Lane, Suite 100, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Market Trends, Inc, 2130 S.W. Jefferson, Suite 200, Portland, 
Oregon 97201 

July 1989 

July l-17,1989 

Random digit diai telephone survey of Portland and Seattle 
households. Total sample - 925. Maximum margin of 
error is 2 33%. 

Study examines Seattle and Pordand resident attitudes 
regarding travei plans for Alaska, effects of the oil spill on 
those travel plans, and reqonse to the advertising campaign 
featuring Marilyn Monroe conducbed by the Alaska Visitors 
Association following the oil spill. 

l !0%ofall~d~~werepianningtovisittoAiasicain 
either 1989 or 1990. 

l Oft.k3epianningtovisitAhkain19890r1990,10% 
indicatedtheoilspill~theirdecisiontovisitAlas~ 

l Effectsynongthose1096includedthedecisiontoputoffthe 
Alaskatripin~teiyortonotgoatau 

A~~~shtdybut~notgo~~anydepthregarding 
de&ionsnottotrave,hoAlaskaasa~tofthespill. StilLthe 
GdingthatlO%ofthe~~whohaddeddedtotravelto 
Ahshha!dchangedtheirpiamissignifi~t. xfthisfinding 
urenapplied~thenumberofpeopiewhowrotetothestatefor 
information and indicated they were planning to travel in 1989 
or 1990, then the travel plans of at ieast 25,000 people would 
havebee!nafffaed 
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Shxdy Name: 

Prepared For: 

Prepared By 

Date Published: 

Date Conducted: 

Methodology: 

synopsh 

Related Findingsz 

Oil Spill Survey 

University of Alaska, Fairbanks 
School of Management, 
Travel Industry Management Program 

University of Alaska, Fairbanks 
Schooi of Management, 
Travel Industry Management Program 

Not puidished yet 

September 1989 

Random mail survey of 1,000 requesters of the 1989 Alaska 
vacation Planner, indicating travel to Alaska in 1990. Response 
rate of 43.176, yieiding maximum margin of error of L4.9%. 

Shady asses& potential visitor attitudes regarding the oil 
spill,areaswithinthes~~tf\oughtbobeaffected,whetherthe 
spillaffectedlhUmodofvisitingAlaskaandvariousmodeuse 
questions. . 

l Ofthempondents,9%indicatecitheywouldbeiesslilceiy 
tovisitAlask& 

. Valdez, Seward, Kodiak, Kenai and Homer were thought by 
respondentstobemostlffected 

Theuseofrmailedquestio~tendstobias~uitsofa 
surveyofthhtype. Aresponse!rateof43.1%isbetterthanthe 
average 20%30% for most mailed questionnaires, howwer, 
only those people who have an opinion to express one way or 
thcothertendtorespondtothesesurveys. Therefore,resultsof 
thisstudyshouldbeviewedwithcau~~ rhefhalre!mltof 
996ofthereqondentsincUcatingtheywouldbelesslikelyto 
visit Alaska is nwertheh signihant. 



Study Name: 1989 Visitor Perceptions of the Prince William Sound 
oil spill 

Prepared For: Prince William Sound Tourism Coalition 

Prepared By: ASP Marketing and Research Group, P.O. Box 100752, 
Anchorage, Alaska, 99510 

Date Published: November 1989 

Date Conducted: Summer 1989 

Methodology: 5,000 surveys distributed by volunteers at six tourist locations 
throughout Prince William Sound. Return rate of 678 or 
13.6%. Maximum margin of error 2 3.9% (see analysis for 
hrification). 

synopsi!E Opinions and perceptions of visitors traveling through 
Prince Wii Sound were gathered regarding satisfaction 
levels with visit, oil spill effects, information sources and 
other travei patterns and demographics. 

Related Fhiings l 28% of respondents felt the oil spill had a negative effect on 
their Prince William Sound travel ecperience. 

l 96% of respondene indicated they would recommend a 
visit to Prine Wm Sound to friends and relatives. 

Andysis: Th0Ughthemarginoferr0risconside!redsxnall,themethd 
usedtoadlectthe&taforthisstudywasfla~ The 
mRthodology relied on voiunteem for distribution of surveys 
atsixloatims(acombhthofpubiicandprivate 
en-). The very low response rate indicates poor 
sampledesignand,-,theresultsshouldbeviewed 
with extreme caution. Even the consultant conducting the 
rmearch hdicated, “ASP Marketing and Research Group 
cannot guarantee the validity of the data, although much 
Wereding information w88 co&ted.” The client, Prince 
William Sound Tourism Coalition, has also indicated their 
conoernwiththe&tland~~tit~bedistributed. 



Study Name: Perceptions of the Prince William Sound Oil Spill 
and In-State Travei 

PreparedFor. Prince WGiiam Sound Tourism Coahtion 

Prepared By: ASK’ Marketing arid Research Group, P.O. Box 100752, 
Anchorage, Ah&a 99510 

Date Published: November 1989 

Date Conducted: Summer 1989 

Methodology: Proportionate, random telephone sample of Anchorage, 
Fairbanks, Matanuska-Susitna Valley and Kenai Peninsula 
households. Total sample ti of 1030 households yielding 
OVetau maximum margin of error of + 3.2%. 

synopsis Study measwed travel and reaction habits of Railbelt 
residents and attitudes toward to Prince William Sound as a 
vacation destination. 

Related FIndingsz l 2S%ofhous&oldsindiatedtheywouldbesomewhat 
uniikelyornotve+ikelytovisitRinceWilliemSound 
during 1989 and 1990, though reasons were not given. 

l 14% of all households changed travel plans for 1989. 28% 
ofthesehouseh0~indicatedthe~spiuwastheca~of 
the!ir~p&ns. Thistrmshtesto4%ofallhohouseholds 
changing travel plans due to the spilL 

l Neariy half of all respondents felt it would take ten years or 
morefcxPrinawillhnsound.~ recover from the spill. 

Analysis: 

l Omthird of respondents have changed their opinion of 
PWS as a vacation destinaw with wtat damage/ 
poilu~citedrsthemainreasonforthischange. 

Thelargesamphizmndrandommethodusedtogatherthe 
i&um&onm&etheresultsofthisrtudysomewhatmore 
reliable than the previous mentioned work by this company. 
This research rev& that Ala&an8 had some major concerns 
within three to four month8 of the spill about vacationing in 
Prince William Sound during 1989. As a result, there was 
less vacation travel to the PWS area by residents.of the 
railbelt. 
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B. Related Visitor Statistics 

The following table compiles statistics gathered from public agencies of resident and 
non-resident visitor use for summer seasons 1987, 1988 and 1989, where available. 
Many agencies do not collect use figures-on a regular basis and, therefore, have 
provided estimates. Others did not have 1989 figures available for this study. 

Review of these figures does not reveal any real pattern of visitation. For example 
forest service cabin usage during 1989 in the Chugach National Forest, which borders 
the oil spill affected area, was neariy identical to 1988. Would usage in1989 have 
increased if the spill had not happened? Forest Service campground fee collection for 
the same area shows a decrease in total number of peopie. It is not clear whether this 
decrease is spill-related. 

Visitor information centers in both Valdez and Kodiak showed a large decrease in 
usage during 1989. Based on conversations with managers of both facilities, it is 
assumed these decreases are a result of less vacation visitors to these areas as a result of 
the spilL This assumption is supported by the data collected through the business 
survey. 

Kenai Pjorcis National Park, on the othq hand, experiend a large increase in visitors. 
According to tour companies, many of the itinearies which featured Valdez and 
Columbia Glacier were rerouted to the Kenai Fjords, explaining, at least in part, this 
increase. Denali National Park and Preserve expehme a nearly 8% decrease in visitors 
between 1988 and 1989. Reasons for this decline are not known. 



Use or Visitation of Public Facilities 
In Oil Spill Affected Areas 
Summer 1987,1988,1989 

Description 

Valdez Visitor information Gene 

Forest Service Cabin Usage - # of People 
Cordova District 
Glacier District 
Seward District 

Forest Service Campground Fee GSection 
Chugach National Forest 

Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge 
Visitor Center 

Alasla sport fishing trip tar88 fishEd) 
RinccWlllbZbSOUd 
KenriP- 
lcodhk 

shy* Isl8nd chin - Kdi8.k (Sue OwIid 
Numberofvisibrs 

Kodi8k Island Convention and Visitors Bureau 
Visitor Informdon carta - May-Sept 
Inquiries 8nd wialk-Ins 

Kenai Fprds NationaI Parit, 
Visitorcenttr . 
ExitGlacierRangerStation 

Seward city campground* 

Seward infornwbn carbcr’ 

Demli National Park and Presewe 

*Estimates 
n/a- not available 
n/c- no%change 

1988 

m5Doo 

1989 

65-70,ooo 

%CQurgc 
1988to1989 

14% to 30% 

LO07 
987 

5,188 

1m7 
Lo31 
5,197 

n/C 
4.4% 

n/C 

99,496 94250 -5.5% 

6281 6394 +1.2% 

90 -8.8% 

2107 

27300 
3woo 

15m 

14367 

SW40 

-55.7% 

+33.5% 
+34.4% 

n/C 

+1.2% 

-7.4% 



Chapter II. Major Findings 
- 

Government Agency and 
Organization Survey 

. 
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Chapter II. Major Findings 
Government Agency and Organization Survey 

Introduction 

Results presented in this chapter represent in-depth executive interviews conducted 
with approximately 50 government agencies and organizations which are tour&- 
related. These results are presented in a narrative form by area, as they are considered 
more qualitative than quantitative. 

It is important to note that these interviews were conducted with representatives from 
Convention & Visitors Bureaus, Chax&rs of Commerce, state tourism officials, and 
state and federal parks officials. Except for the park officials, the representatives 
interviewed are generally professional marketers and advocates for their areas. Their 
responses tended to be more optimistic and positive. While they did not ignore the 
negative effects of the spill, many emphasized the positive in their comments. 

A Overview of Responses 

Overall, this group felt both Alaska resident and non-resident travel during the 
Summer 1909 was affected b; th Exam Valoez oil spilL Mcst felt the effem were 
more negative than positive.. Effects mentioned included: 

Im?gc: 

Awiuawm: 

shortage: 

A,laddsiJnageasrpristine~areahasbeentarnished, This 
image problem could damage the market for high-t, highquaIity, low- 
volume type experiences such as guided kayaking or fishing adventures. 
Thisdidnotseemtobeo concern for the high-volume package market 
suchascnaisesorcnaise/toun. 

Theintensexnediaexposurehasgene!ratedmorea- ofAlaskaand 
Prince William Sound. This media expmure represents both positive and 
negativeeffects. S0mefe4thehueasedBcposutewiUdriveaway 
visitors,whileothersfeltthe~willattractvisitors. 

Both~mdpublic~hadaMtjobfindin~ 
employees in 1989. This situation w8s kit throughout the state as 
employees and potential employees sought dean-up jobs, which paid far 
more than tradidonal service industry jobs. This problem may have 
affect& the quality of service experienced by visitors, which in turn may 
affect repeat and rehai bwiness. 

ACE 182b852 



Housing 
Shortage: 

sport 
Fishing: 

spill as 
spechde: 

spill as 
HisQrp: 

A shortage of avaiiabie visitor housing was reported in Homer, Kodiak, 
Valdez and Anchorage. This was thought to have affected the number of 
Vacation/Pleasure visitors which came to these communities. 

Fears of tainted fish in Summer 1989 knew no geographic bounds. For 
exampie, non-residents were concerned about fish in the Bristol Bay area - 
an area not affected by oil. Concerns were raised regarding the long-term 
impacts on fish stocks in and around Rince Wm Sound. Any 
deterioration could have an impact on qor&hing, which is a primary 
Vacation/Pleasure visitor activity in many areas. 

Many respondents mentioned there would be a certain group of visitors 
WhocamespecificailytoseetheeffectsoftheoilspiUandthespiilsitefitst 
hand, creating a new market niche in disaster tourism - similar to Mt. St. 
H&M. 

Several people mentioned the tendency of the public to forget the past and 
thought the oil spill would so011 disappear from the national 
coMciousnes8. 

B. mtrviewofRespo~byAre? 

L StatewideOq@&ons 

Three statewide tourism organiutions were inmewed and all felt the effects on non- 
resident Vacation/Pleasure travei in Summer 1989 were negative. The effects outlined 
bythaJe~~~induded~~tothcimrgcofAblu~reduaedtraffic. 
Travelers who did come were inamve&nced - independent travelers without 
reservations could not 5d accmmdations, land packages were unable to deliver 
expecU product8 due to the housing shortage, and some tours were re-routed. Worker 
shortagesmayhavered~thelevelorqu&yofservice that tourism businesses 
were able to offer. CanceUa&~~~ of recreational prqrams in Prince William Sound and 
spcdshing packages were further eff&s. Travel pattenw changed and over visitors 
trafficdidnotincreaseasmuchwqxcted. 

For 1990, effects menbmed included a heightened awareness OfAlaskaasWellas 
damagetotheimageofAla&aasanen -tally pure state. Lodging shortages in 
sp~clean-upareaswae~ofoonaern,~w~~geaeption~taintedfish. One 
respondent mentioned indications of damage to salmon spawning rivers in the Prince 
Willinm Sound area which could cause “a major perceptual problem” for sport fishing 



in the area. The overall effect was may be retarded growth in the visitor industry as a 
result of the spill. 

The outlook for non-resident Vacation/Pleasure travel beyond 1990, it was felt, hinges 
primarily on media, publicity and images of Alaska. Continuing media coverage of the 
clean-up efforts and future litigation were of concern to two of the three respor&nts. 
All agreed the state’s image had been severely altered by the spill. 

2. Prince William Sound 

Seven agencies were intemiewed in the Prince Wrtinm Sound area and all felt the 
Exxon Valdez oil spill had affect& Vacation/Pleasure travel by both residents and non- 
residents to Prince William Sound in 1989. Most of the effects were negative. These 
included scarcity of accommodations in the ares which disamraged visitors from 
visiting the Rime William Sound region, along with the lack of charter boats and 
airpliUU?S. 

The independent visitor market suffered the meet. Low-volume, highquality visitor 
~~,suchassailingsafuis,~~~~mdwhatewa)chingscpedittanslost 
theirappeaL Thefishing~b~~nrpsslowtononexwtentinpiacessuchas 
Valdez,duetoboats&rtered forciean-upwor~orthepercepknofcontaminated 
kh. Thepadtqedtourzn&etimpcctswerelessse!vere,butstillperceptible. Twoand 
threedryprepcrcluged~bothe~were~~~,u\d~~continuedto 
dockinValdez,SewardandWhittier. However,thmmaUp&agedtourstoColumbia 
GhCkWCtW~hiL 

oUtloolrforthe199o~~~~~~vpriedwidelyamongthesepen 
age&es. Four of the seven felt the non+esMent Vacation/Pleasure market would be 
afkbed,h rearainingthreewere- Efktszm&nedwereamixofboth 
negative and poshhe comments. Some felt the increased media attention would 
mnslateintohighervisitornumbers. Othersfekthemediaattentionwouldkeep 
vi8itora away. 

The outlook beyond 1990 fa the Vaca&n/Plemxe businem in Print William Sound 
wurgood,witheitherpodtiveefkcb~~the~spill~ornareatpU Ingeneral, 
officials fmm gcmmment agencies were less opdmistic than their amnterparta at 
Convention and Visitors Bureaus and Chambers of Commerce. Most felt the image of 
Prince William Sound wsd tar&hed for many years to co-, whereas the CVB 
maMgenfelttheindustrywuldgrowbothdua~thespillmdothertourism 
promotional efforts. 



3. Kenai Peninsula 

The Vacation/Pleasure visitor industry in some areas of the Kenai Peninsula had a 
rough year in 1989, but most organiz;itions in the area do not expect long-term negative 
effects resulting from the spill. The major impacts to this area were the lack of visitor 
accommodations and lack of charter boats for sportfishing. Since the Kenai is a major 
sportfishing destination for Alaska residents and non-residents alike, many of the 
effects felt were related to the sportfishing industry. Besides the lack of chart- boats, 
other effects mentioned were fishing trip cancellations, fear of tainted fish, as well as 
fishing in some areas being very good due to the commercial closures in the Prince 
William Sound. 

For 1990 and beyond, most of the respondents felt there would be no long-term effects 
on the either the resident or non-resident Vacation/PI-e visitor. Some felt the 
increased media expcmre would serve as a positive effect, others mentioned reports of 
increased bookings for the 1990 season. 

4. ICodiakIalandandAlaskaPLninsnlr 

The visitor industry on Kodiak Island and the Alaska Peninsula was, according to the 
respondentsframthearea,not,~tly~bytheoilspillurdwon’tbeinthit 
future. KodiatrlslandhPdthe~~tMpects,as~eofthestagingarerwforspill 
clean-up operathns during the Summer 1989. Thepresenceoftheseoperationsdid 
affectthevisitorindustrytotheextentthatno Pccommodations for vacation visitors 
were available The regularly scheduled overnight tours from Anchorage to Kodiak 
did not operate during Summer 1989,duetothelackofaaccommodations,groundand 
airtaxitransportationandcharberboaisforvisitors. Somelodges,asweUasfishingand 
hun&gguideshadcanceUations. Onlyafewan&lationsofcabinsatKodiak 
National Wildlife Refuge and Shuyak Island State Park were experienced, however. 

Longtermeffectsmentionedfor199Oandbeyondwerefew. Kodiakexpef3storetumt0 
normal visitor patterns, with visitor sezviazs once ag& becoming available. The only 
negative effects mentioned were the possibility of impacts on fish and wildlife as a 
result of the spill, which may affect visitatioIL 



5. Southcentral and Southwest Alaska 

Effects of the spill were felt during Summer 1989 in areas of Southcentral Alaska 
outside of Prince Wiiam Sound and the Kenai Peninsula, as well as in Southwest 
Alaska beyond Kodiak and Katmai. Effects included concerns about sportfishing, which 
led to reported cancellations of fishing trips in Southcentral and Southwest Alaska, as 
well as damage to Alaska’s image as a pristine wilderness. 

Some respondents felt these regions would still be feeling effects of the spill in 1990. 
Effects mentioned were mainly those related to image issues - such as oil still being 
found on the beaches. Meet respondents felt that the effects, if any, would be minimal 
beyond 1990. Concern about lingering negative impressions and confusion about the 
specific areas impacted by the spill were of concern by a few. Also mentioned were 
further image damage, as well as possible future W on fishing streams. Positive 
effects mentioned included positive word of mouth from 1989 visitors and the benefits 
of increased awareness of Alaska 

Located well-outside the spill threatened area, Southeast Alaska reported minimal spill 
effects on both resident and nom-esi&nt travel to the lteL Southeast Alaska is heavily 
relht on the a=&eship industry, which &had few @E&at& effec&. This market 
tendstobookandpayfortravelweUinadvrncc The&ore, most passengers had 
alreadyfinaWdtheirpianstotraveitoAlaakabeforethespilloccur&. Otherthana ’ 

MoetSou~t~~~~kftthacwoufdbefew,ifany,~ofthespillon 
vacatlontravellnSoutheast~ inl99Oand~ Thehepithoftheauise 
industry,witha25%inaea#in~~~in1990,wudtedas~em?in~~ 
However, a few expssed concern with the amtinuedpedla at&x&n the spill might 
receive,whichmightdamageAhWsimageasap&tinewil&mess. Thiswould 
have an e&et on the independent market, which is a small; but growing portion of the 
Southeast visitor industry. Other co- related to the image of wildlife and 
sportfishlng. 



7. Interior/Far North 

This region, though well away from the spill area, did report some spill effects during 
1989. Effects mentioned were both positive and negative and ranged from reported 
cancellations of prospective Alaska visitors and loss of workers to the spill clean-up to 
seeing a slight increase in visitor traffic. This increase in visitor traffic may have been a 
result of displacement of visitors who could not go to certain spill-affected areas. 

Most of those interviewed in this region did not expect the oil spill to affect 
Vacation/Pleasure travel in 1990 and beyund. Some uncertainty was expressed, 
however, about what the future effects might be. Much attention will be focussed on 
this region in the next few years due to the major promotion of the Alaska Highway 
50th anniversary (1992). However, some respondents felt, in spite of this promotion, 
some potential visitors may still have lingering negative impressions of the state. 
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Chapter III. Major Findings 
Business Survey - Group One 
Tourism Affected Businesses in Oil Spill Impact Areas 

Thjs chapter presents the resuits of a telephone survey of 234 tourism-affected 
businesses in areas of the state closest to the spill. Included were businesses which 
operate in the Southcentral Region Mnchorage, Kenai Peninsula, Prince Wii 
Sound, Matanuska-Susitna area), and the Southwest Region Wodialc, Iliamna area, 
Katmai and other Southwest areas). Also, some businesses were included which 
operate statewide, including the oil spill areas, such as airlines, aW&nes and tour 
operators. 

The purpose of the survey was to determine the existence of impacts of the oil spill on 
tourism related business and indicate the possible extent of harm and/or benefit. This 
information provides the basis for any follow up assessmentinthoseareasandamong 
those visitor industry businesses which may have experienced the greatest impacts. 

ACE 1826859 



A Summer 1989 Impacts to Tourism Businesses 

1. Overall Tourism Business Impacts 

Overall, most businesses in this group indicated some affects of the Exxon Vulda oil 
spill. One-third indicated affects which were significant and nearly one in ten indicated 
their business was completely affected by the spill. The overall average was 3.0, 
indicating businesses in this group, overall, were moderately affected by the spill. 

As expected, those businesses located in the Prince William Sound and the Kodiak 
areas were the most affected with above average means of 3.8 and 3.4 respectively. 
These were the areas in which spill clean-up workers were housed and from which 
spill operations were coordinated. As a result, businesses which normally catered to 
vacation visitors were busy with spill related business. 

A review of overall effkts by type of business reveals air taxis, car rentals, hotels, 
motels, charter boats, sightseeing boats and outdoor activities all showing average or 
above average effects. 



Overall Spill Effects on Budnew - Summer 1989 
All Businesses by Location - Group One 

(Sample Size) 

Not at AI1 (1) 

Slightly (2) 

Moderately (3) 

Significantly (4) 

complctcly (5) 

IwrAL Statcwldc Total 

(234) (35) (170 

16% 26% 14% 

19 14 18 

20 20 21 

34 31 34 

9 6 10 

(46) 

9% 

24 

30 

30 

-- 

Southcentral 
Kefd 
Pm. rws 

(77) (35) 

21% 6% 

23 3 

14 20 

30 49 

9 23 
. 

Other 

(16) 

19% 

13 

25 

31 

13 

Overall Spill Bffecta on Budneaa - Summer 1989 
All Busin- by Buehaw ‘Qqse - Group One 

(Sample Size) 

Not at All (1) E 
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Slightly (2) 
z 
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Moderately (3) CP 
Q, 

Significantly (4) ’ 

Completely (5) 

Mean 

(234) (5) (13) 

16% 40% 8% 

19 -_ 31 

20 20 8 

34 20 38 

9 -- 15 

3.0 2.3 3.2 1.6 3.5 
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60% -- 

20 -- 

20 50 

p% Bs? 
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(6) (5) 

17% 20% 

17 20 

33 40 

33 20 

+.. -- 

2.8 2.6 

Car HdoV lorlgl- 
RatA&dB&BlbxtAdv 

(9) (59) (22) (21) (30) 

11% 7% 27% 29% 17% 

11 14 18 33 20 

22 31 23 5 17 

44 37 9 24 43 

11 5 18 10 3 

Southwest 
Illamna/ 

Total Katmri Kodiak 

(23) (5) (14) 

13% 20% 14% 

26 80 7 

17 -- 14 

39 -- 57 

4 -- 7 

3.3 3.2 2.7 2.5 3.0 3.3 3.4 4.0 2.8 

(40) (9) (11 (4) 

13% 22% -- -- 

20 -- -- 50 

10 11 -- 25 

45 44 100 25 

13 22 -- -- 



2 Types of Business Impacts 

Positive as well as negative impacts were experienced by visitor industry businesses as a 
result of the spill. More than half of all businesses experienced some cancelktions of 
previously booked business. Inquiries were also down significantly following the spill. 
Most affected by cancellations were packaged tour companies, lodges/resorts, outdoor 
activities, charter and sightseeing boats. In spite of the fact that nearly six in ten 
businesses had cancellations following the spill, only one in six m indicated 
their business was down overall for the summer. 

Labor issues were mentioned by more than half of the respondents, such as a shortage 
of workers available and the necessity to pay inflated wages. Other often-mentioned 
effects in&de the lack of available accommodations, boats and planes for visitors 
largely due to Exxon’s needs. Th@ was particularly true in the Prince William Sound 
andKodiakareas. 

Onthepo9iti~si&,business~brfslrfoalnany~dueto~cingoilsp~ 
workers. These includes hotels/mtels, bed & breakfae and car/rv rentals, as well as 
airlaxiso Thelargejetalr car&salsoindicatedabu&essincreaseduetotransporting 
oil spill related workem. 

. 



Tnblr ill-A-3 

-ihl Busine8seu by Location - Group One 

(Sample Size) 

Had Cancellations 

Businessoown 

Inquiries Down 

Shortage of Worker8 

Paid Higher Wages 

Increased Benefits 

Lwk of Vis. Accom. 

Increased Business 
due b spill w&era 

Boats/Planes Booked 
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for visitom) 

Bookings were up 

Independent vis. 
didn’t conxwo 
advanceres. 

Vis. came to my area 
instead of spill area 
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Provide reassurance 
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Other mentions 24 
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Table 111-A-l 

(Sample Size) 
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3. Businesses With No Spill Effects 

Of the total sample of 234, only 37 businesses indicated they did not experience any 
impacts from the oil spill. Reasons included visitors understanding the geography of 
Alaska or the oil did not affect area where the business was operated. Those businesses 
which rely primarily of specific market niches, such as the packaged tour market, repeat 
clientele or Alaska residents also indicated they were not affected. 

Why No Spill Effects 
All Businesses with No Effecta - Group One 

tsanlple Size) (37) 

vi8itora understood Al&a geognphy 

Had no candations of reservalions 19 

ondidnot~areaof-oplrtknr 19 

Bla8hemreiicrm~gedtoun/alliau,wtrich 
wemnotaffeca . 11 

other 16 



4. Similar Impacts Among Businesses 

An overwhelming majority of bus inesses indicated that businesses in their area were 
similarly affected, whether positively or negativeiy. Most businesses indicated hearing 
of similar impacts from other businesses in their area. Some businesses noted that 
Exxon had chartered many planes and boats in their area, and others had received 
referral business from similar over booked businesses. 

Indications of Similar Impacts 
AUBudmmes-GroupOne 

alrlple She) (2341 

62% 

6 
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5. Affects on Vacation/Pleasure Visitor Business 

Nearly all businesses in ail locations showed a decrease in the proportion of 
Vacation/Pleasure visitors in 1989 as compared to 1988. Major decreases were noted in 
the Prince William Sound and Kodiak areas, further evidence of businesses servicing 
oil spill related workers, rather than the traditional vacation visitors. No areas 
experienced an increase in proportion of Vacation/Pleasure visitors. 

Businesses were asked what proportion of their Vacation/Pleasure business during 
summers 1989 and 1988 was generated by residents versus non-residents. The 
difference between 1989 compared to 1988 is less dramatic, (with the exception of Prince 
William Sound), suggesting businesses served the same proportions of resident and 
non-resident vacation visitors, even if the overail number of vacation visitors was less 
in 1989. 

Proportion of Business Generated by 
Vacation/Pleasure Visitors 

l988urdl909 

Total 

Statewide 

soldcentral Total 

47% 64% 68% 

44 47 89 91 

49 66 63 66 
63 
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KOdhk ii 49 60 62 
OthCr 78 78 78 



The same analysis is shown below by type of business. Businesses which experienced a 
large decrease in Vacation/Pleasure visitors include air taxis, hot&/motels, bed & 
breakfasts, lodges/resorts, guided outdoor activities and charter boats. A large number 
of air taxi, hotels/motel and bed 6: breakfast owners indicated an increase in business 
due to spill workers, therefore, not having the space available for vacation visitors. By 
the same token, a large number of lodge/resort, guided outdoor activity and charter 
boat owners mentioned a high number of canceilations and less business overall for 
the summer. 

A comparison of non-residents Vacation/Pleasure visitors by type of business shows 
only a few buskwes with major difkrences in resident/non-resident composition 
betweenthetwoyears. Thegroupswiththe~~~,aircarriers(jet)and 
charter and sightseeing boats show small sample sizes, therefore, their figures should be 
viewedwiththisinmindo 

Roportion of Busin- Generated by 
vacatiolllPleasure visitors 
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B. Summer 1990 Impacts to Tourism Businesses 

1. Overall Tourism Business Impacts 

Overall, businesses expected less impact of the 1989 Exxon Vddez oil spill on their 
businesses during SLUIUIW 1990 than in 1989. Over one-third indicated no impacts 
would be felt this year, neariy half thought they would be slightly or moderately 
impacted. The average for all businesses was 21, signifkantly less than in 1989. 

ovelallEffecmf~nv~01 onBusbress 
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2. Types of Butinttt Imptctt 

Businesses which indicated some impacts from the spill continuing in Summer 1990 
totaled 148. Of these businesses slightly more positive than negative effects were 
mentioned. Since the sample size is small, the table beiow shows the number of 
businesses mentioning positive and negative effects. Multiple responses were allowed 
and some businesses indicated both positive and negative impacts. 

Among the positive responses, increased media attention from the spill was 
mentioned most often. Other positive mentions included increased inquiry levels and 
reservations from curious visitors who want to see the area of the spill. Negative 
responses, still mentioned by nearly half of these respondents included a variety of 
responses. One in five businesses expectadeciineinbknessduetofewercurrent 
reservations. Others fett thei media attention will have negative effect of increasing the 
perqtionofoilintouri8xnareasoroftaintedfish. 

The only knuhfma which indiated more ntptivt thm potitive effects were those 
whichopecateStatewideandinPrhceWilliamSound. Reasonscitedbybusinessesin 
this8rt8for8nticipatednegativtdfect8wereb88edupanl0w current reservation and 
inquiry levels. 

Thaugh l ~RUWSMS indicated slightly more piitive than negative effects for Summer 
1990,therestiuwasmuchconcem~~negadve~ 
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Table III-B-2 Types of Effects on Business - Summer 1990 
All B@nessea by Location - Group One 

(Sample Size) 
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‘Tables III-B-3 and III-B-4 show business effects for Summer 1990 by business type. 
Businesses with more negative than positive mentions included air taxis, 
lodges/resorts, guided outdoor activities, charter and sightseeing boats. Again, these 
tables show actuai number of responses due to small sample sizes. 

Table m-B-3 
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Table III-B-4 

6unple size) 

Total Pedtlve 
Molemuumessd 

Abskafnnnndia 
tbVe NWMtiOIbS 

kbmpeqkwho 
want to 8ee spill 

Imp&y kvdr are 
higher than last 
Y-r 

Other positive 

Total Negative 

%S= 

Expectrdeclinedw 
kkwer~ikie8 

Medir Went&n - 

Cdoi’ 

P&h perceived as 
tainted - less sport- 
fishing 88 result 

Still can’t opemte in 
oil spill l e8a 

irrreored competition- 

n--P+- 
pulcho8e!d hom 
rpill emings 

AJbwiulce of set- 
netting; ksa reds h 
king8 for sportzishing 

Other negative 

Total Neutral 

ma) 

1) 

31 

16 

15 

44 

n 

29 

18 

1s 

7 

4 

4 

2 
30 

8 

cruise 
pa 
(3) 

2 

1 

mm 

1 

-m 

2 

2 

w- 

-- 

-- 

me 

-s 

-- 
*a 

ss 

M: 

(1) 

1 

-- 

ss 

-- 

1 

mm 

es 

-- 

-- 

m- 

-- 

-- 

v- 
s- 

1 

(3) 

mw 

me 

em 

-- 

me 

3 

em 

1 

1 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 
2 

w- 

RV CU Hotel/ ~6~ outdr 

(37) 

27 

8 

9 

5 

18 

8 

3 

1 

3 

1 

-- 

-- 

1 
3 

1 

(14) 

9 

2 

5 

-- 

5 

4 

1 

-- 

2 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 
1 

Be 

05) (23) 

7 6 

5 3 

Chtf 
Bat 

(28) 

12 

4 

1 -- -- 

-- 2 6 

3 2 8 

8 17 17 

3 

1 

2 

3 

-- 

-- 

me 
3 

s- 

6 9 

5 8 

2 

-1 

4 

-- 

-- 
10 

2 

-- 

2 

1 

4 

1 
8 

2 

Sightsee Attroc 
Bmt 

(5) 

2 

1 

-_ 

-- 

2 

3 

1 

me 

2 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 
1 

1 

(0) 

se 

w- 

__ 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-_ 

_- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 
_- 

-- 

(3) 

3 

-- 

_- 

I 

3 

ma 

-- 

-_ 

-- 

-_ 

-- 

-- 

-- 
-- 

-_ 



3. Businesses Anticipating No Spill Effects in 1990 

More than one-third of the businesses responding felt the spill would not impact their 
business in Summer 1990. Most of these businesses cited the same level or an increase 
in bookhgs so far this year as the major indicators of no spill effects. Others felt their 
clientele understands that a small part of Alaska was affected. Other most mentioned 
reasons included no oil where business operates, therefore no effects this year, and the 
oil spill clean-up efforts are considerably scaled down and will not require as much 
personnel or equipment as last year. 

Table LIT-B-5 

Why No Spill Effects in Summer 1990 
All B&n-s with No Effe& - Group One 

(Stanp& Size) 

Bookingkvdstrtstmtmltstyar 

ciitntsmdasbndAit8ktgtogr8~’ 

(86) 

16% 

6% 

2% 

27% 



C. Summer 1990 and Beyond Impacts to Tourism 

L Overail Tourism Impacts 

Business owners were asked to how they thought tourism in their area would be 
affected by the spill during Summer 1990 and beyond. The overall average effkct for 
Summer 1990 was 2.0. In other words, tourism would be affected slightly, on average, 
by the spilL Beyond Summer 1990 this average drops to 1.8, which indicates businesses 
anticipate diminishing effects of the spill on tourism. In fact, nearly half indicated no 
effects of the spill would be felt by tourism beyond Summer 1990. 
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All areas inciuded in the interviews indicated diminishing effects for this year and 
beyond for tourisa However, the Prince Wiiam Sound area still shows above 
average effects in both Summer 1990 and beyond Summer 1990. 

Table DLC-1 

oil spill Effecb 
Summer 1990 and Beyond 

All Bushemes by Location - Group One 

Total Average 20 1.8 

Statewide 

souati Total 

K#MiPtXlbUh 
Priacewillhmsoumi 
other 

20 1.9 

20 1.8 
20 1.8 
1.8 1.6 
28 t6 
1.4 1.3 
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2 Types of Tourism Impacts 

Positive effects of the oil spill on the tourism industry were mentioned by more 
businesses than negative &fects in both 1990 and beyond 1990. However, the Prince 
WiIliam Sound area has nearly equai mentions of positive and negative effects. The 
most common negative response from businesses in Prince William Sound related to 
the tarnishing of Alaska’s image, therefore, discouraging potential visitors from 
coming to Ataskk The only area with more negative than positive responses for 
tourism in 1990 was Kodiak. 

Table III-C-2 shows positive and negative responses by location. Total responses for 
each area are shown, rather than percentages. 

Less businesses indicated any effects beyond 1990 than in Summer 1990. MI, those 
businesm mentioning effects, whether positive or negative, were just over half of all 
businesses interviewed. Again, the effects mentioned were mainly positive, although 
negative media continues to be of concern beyond 1990. 
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Types of Effecta on Tourism - Summer 1990 
AU Buaina~ by Location - Group One 

(Sample Size) 
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Table II J-C-4 
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3. WhyNoTourism ImpactsinSusuner1990andBeyond 

Of the 234 businesses interviewed 87 felt there would be no effects to tourism in the 
Summer 1990 and 111 feit there would be no effects beyond 1990. The main reason 
businesses felt tourism would not be affected during Summer 1990 was because the spill 
itself is not visible to visitors. This combined with a decrease in media exposure were 
cited as the major reasons for no effects. 

TableIn-c-5 

No Tourism Effects 
summer 1990 

All Butshems Indicating No Effects - Group One 

hlapiesize) (87, 

other 6 



The main reason for no oil spill effects on the tourism industry beyond Summer 1990 
mentioned by businesses was the sense that potential visitors will not remember much 
about the spill or that potential visitors will reaiize the spill did not ruin Alaska’s 
beauty. In addition, businesses felt that increased awareness of Alaska through the 
spill, as well as other non-spill related efforts wiU seme to increase tourism and 
mitigate negative spill effects. 

Table m-c-6 

No Tourism Effects 
Beyond Summer 1990 

All Businesses Indicating No Effects - Group One 
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Chapter IV. Major Findings 
Business Survey - Group Two 
Selected Tourism Affected Businesses in Non-Oil 
Spill Impact Areas 

. 
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Chapter IV. Major Findings 
Business Survey - Group Two 
Selected Tourism Affected Businesses in 
Non-Oil Spill Impact Areas 

Group Two of the sample consisted of businesses which were not in the immediate 
spill-affected area, but located in all regions of the state. The sample was limited to 
specific business categories which included hotel/motel, bed & breakfast, lodge/resort, 
guided outdoor activities, charter boats, and sightseeing boats. 

As with Group I, the purpose of the survey was to determine the existence of impacts of 
the oil spill on tourism related businesses - in this case - those outside the immediate 
spill area 

ACE L82bd83 



A Summer 1989 Impacts to Tourism Businesses 

1. Overall Tourism Business Impacts 

More than half of all businesses surveyed indicated some kind of impact from the oil 
spill. However, the mean average of all businesses was 20, indicating on average, 
businesses outside the spill area were slightly impacted. 

Businesses in this group which were most affected included those which operate 
statewide and in the Interior region, as well as those operating guided outdoor 
activities. 
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2 Types of Business Impacts 

As with Group One businesses, both positive and negative impacts were felt by 
businesses outside the spill area. More than half received cancellations of reservations 
and nearly half experienced a drop in inquiries following the spill, futther evidence 
that the spill effects were felt well beyond the actual oil impacted area. One in seven 
businesses experienced lower bookings and less business which they attributed to the 
spill. 

Again, labor issues were important with this group. A shortage of workers was the 
most common issue cited by these businesses. Interestingly, many businesses 
mentioned the lack of boats and planes available for visitors. This problem was 
mentioned most often among businesses located in Southeast Alaska, suggesting that 
much of this equipmeilt relocated to Prince Wii Sound to assist with clean-up 
efforts. 

Only 11% of the businesses indicated that bookings and bushess was up, as compared to 
28% in Group One!. Only 2% mentioned any increase in business due to servicing spill 
workers. Clearly, this group was affect& by the spill, though not nearly to the extent of 
businesses located closer to the spill arm By the same token, business which was lost 
due to the spill was generally not recovered by se&&g spill workers, as most of this 
groupofbu&mseswasnotgeographicallyclo6etothespilL 
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Tab& N-A-3 

Effect 
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shortage of workers 

Paid Higher wages 

Types of Effects on Business 
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3. Businesses With No Spill Effects 

Nearly half of businesses sampled in this group indicated they had no spill effects. The 
main reason given was the fact that oil did not affect the area where the business 
operated. A few mentioned no reservation cancellations and others indicated they reiy 
on particular market niches which were not affected. 

why No spillEffecb 
AllB-withNoEff&s-GroupTwo 
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B. Summer 1990 Impacts to Tourism Businesses 

1. Overall Tourism Business Impacts 

Less of an impact was anticipated by these Group Two businesses for Summer 1990 than 
in 1989. More than half felt there would be no impact at all, bringing the overail 
average effect of the spill to 1.6 - or somewhat less than “slightly”. 

Graph IV-B-I 



2. Types of Business Impacts 

Among those businesses which indicated there would be impacts, over two-thirds 
thought these impacts would be negative. Many of these businesses appear to have 
based this on their current reservations and inquiry levels which were down from 
expectations. 

Increased media attention was thought by those mentioning positive effects to translate 
into larger visitor numbers. 

Table IV-B-1 
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3. Businesses Anticipating No Spill Effects in 1990 

More than half of this group felt there would be no effects on their business in 1990. 
The two main reasons for this optimism included no oil in the area of business 
operations and the fact that business on the books was higher than last year indicating 
an increase. 

Table N-B-2 

Why No Spill Effects in Summer 1990 
AU Businesses with No Effects - Group Two 
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C. Summer 1990 and Beyond Impacts to Tourism 

L OveraII Tourism Impacts 

In 1990, half of the business owners felt there would be no effects on tourism in their 
area from the spill. One-quarter felt the effects would be slight and the remainder 
indicated moderate or significant effects. The overall average effects for Summer 1990 
fell between no effects and slight effects, somewhat less than overall Summer 1989 
average. 

Beyond 1990 businesses felt the effects on tourism in their area would be even less, with 
nearly two-thirds indicating no effects at aIL The overall average for beyond 1990 was 
slightly less than summer 1990. As with Group One, businesses feel the effects of the 
spill on tourism, whether positive or negative, will diminish within a few years. 

a0 
70 

00 

50 

- H 

40 
30 

20 

10 

ACE 1826892 



Z Types of Tourism Impacts 

The negative effects outweighed the positive effects among those businesses who felt 
there would be impacts during the Summer 1990. Most of the negative responses 
related to a tarnished Alaska image as a result of the spill. Destination marketing is a 
very competitive business and the traveling public is very fickle. Fear that potential 
visitors may choose another destination over Alaska, due to the image of a pristine 
wilderness damaged beyond repair, is valid. 

On the positive side, some businesses felt the increased media attention, rather than 
serve as a negative, would actually be a positive. Never has Alaska received so much 
exposure to the public for so long. The awareness of Alaska is certainly higher now 
than prior to the spill. That awareness may help attract new visitors to the state. 
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Again, among those businesses which felt effects of the spill would be felt beyond 1990 
indicated more negative effects than positive. The fear of a poor image of Alaska 
continued to be expressed by some in this group. Neutral responses were also heard 
from this group. These businesses that indicated some effects would be felt, but it was 
too early to know just how the spill would effect tourism in the longer term. Positive 
responses again included the notion that increased awareness of Alaska would increase 
tourism. 
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3. why No Tourism Impacts in Summer 1990 and Beyond 

The most cmnmoniy cited reason for tourism not being affected in Summer 1990 
related to area of business operations. This sample of businesses was selected 
specifically because they were not in the immediate spill affected area, therefore very 
few, if any, would be operating where the oil was spilled. 

Other businesses felt the tourism industry has stabilized since the spill and the effects of 
the spill and midia attention are over. An others have confidence in the potential 
visitor and feel the spill will not affect their decision to visit Alaska. 

Table WC-3 
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Nearly tw~thirds of all businesses in this sample indicated the oil spill would not affect 
tourism in their area beyond 1990. The major reasons included the fact that these 
businesses do not operate in the oii spill areas and that potential visitors will forget 
about the spill. Other major reasons for believing no effects would be felt included that 
potential visitors will realize Alaska has not been ruined and their travel plans will not 
be affected and that the Alaska tourism industry is growing in general, due to other 
factors. 

Table N-C-4 

No Tourism Effects 
Beyond 1990 

All Busin- Indica~ No Effecta - Group Two 
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Appendix - Business Questionnaire 
CVB Government 
Agency Questionnaire . 
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Survey # 
Company Name 
Address 
City, State, Zip 
Contact Name 
Phone # 
SIC code 

Date 
Interviewer 
Time On 
Tiie Off 
Total time 

Oil Spill Tourism Survey 
Business Questionnaire 

Hello, my name is from The McDowell Group, an 
Alaska research firm. We are conducting a s~~ey to assess the effects of the 
kwn Vu&&z oil spill on the tourism industry in Alaska. We would like to ask 
you a few questions about the spill and whether or not the spill had any 
impact on your business. Answers about your individual business will be kept 
strictly confidentiaL Your answers will be combined with those of similar 
businesses in the state in order to asuess overall effects. 

I’d like to ask you questions about h overall business fir& 

01 SoutheastAlaska-specify 
02 southcentrai Alaska - specify 
03 SouthwestAlaska-specify 
04 IneAlaska-specify 
05 FarNorthAlaska-spec5fy 
99 Refused 

2 How long have you been in buainam at that location? 

01 o-2YeaM 99Rehsed 
02 20SYears 
03 51lOYears 
04 11915Years 
05 15 Or More Years 



3. what is your PRIMARY_businesst 

01 Air Carrier <Jet> 
02 Air Taxi (cmmute~) 
03 Cruiseline 
04 Ferry 
05 Motorcoach Lines 
06 Packaged Tours 
07 R.V. Rentals 
08 carRentals 
09 Train 

10 Hotel/Motel Activities (Fishing) 
11 Bed & Breakfast 
12 Lodge/Resort (Fishing) 
13 R.V. Camps/Campground 
14 Guided Outdoor Activities (Fish’@ 
1s Chart= Boats (Fishing) 
16 Sightseeing Boats 
17 Attractions/ sightseeing 
18 Museums 

19 Other masespecify) 

4. Did the &mm VuZ&z oil spill of March 241989 affect your overall Sz1pImCr 

1989 business not at all, slightly, moderately, signifiantly, OR completely? 

01 Notatall (Skipto . 
02 slightly 
03 Moderately 
04 Significantly 
OS Completely 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99Refused 



5. HOW did the oil spill affect your business? (DON’T READ LIST BUT 
CIRCLEALLANSWERSlXATRESPONDENTGXVES). 

01 Received reservation cancellations 
02 Level of inquiries dropped after spill 

03 Shortage of visitor industry workers due to workers going to 
work on the spill 

04 Had to pay higher wages to k2ep workers 
05 Increased business due to servicing oil spill workers 
06 Lack of accommodations for pieasure visitors 
07 ViMors came to my area because they axldn’t go to spill 
affededareas 
08 Independent travelers didn’t come because they didn’t have 
advance reservations 
09 No charter boats available to take visitors fishing 
lo Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

99Refused 
(SKIP to 7 if they answered 5) 

&xLEALL 
WHY didn’t the oil spill affect your buaiaesa? (DON’TREAD LIST BUT 

ANSWERS THATRESPONDENTGXVES). 

01 Had no tzancehtin of reservations 
02 Mybus&ssreiiesonpackagedtoursorcruises,whichwerenot 
&CtdbecauseSO~~peoplebOOkfuiIl~~ 
03 Viitors who understood the geography of Alaska reaiized 
theywauldnotbeaffeckdbythespihndcameanyway 
04 OtheAPLEASESPECIFYl 

99 Refused 
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7. Did your business experience any of these other spill-related effects7 

(READ LIST BELOW For those items NOT MENTIONED in #5. CIRCLE ALL 
ANSWERS THAT RESPONDENT GIVES.) 

READ: FOR EXAMPLE-... 

01 Did you experience any cancellation of reservations? 
02 Did the number of inquiries you normally receive drop after the 
spill? 
03 Was there a shortage of visitor industry workers due to workers 
going to work on the spill? 
04 Did you have to pay higher wages to keep workers? 
OS Did your business in- due to servicing oil spill-related 
workers? 
06 Was there a Lack of ac~mxnodiations for pleasure visitors? 
07 Wasthereanincreaseinvisitorstoyourbusiness b===they 
tzoukidtgotlospillaffectedareas? 
08 Did independent travelers not come because they didn’t have 
advance reservations? . 
09 Were charter boats a.+lable to take visitors fishing? 
10 can you think of any other spill-related effects? 

OtherBLEAsEspEQFy) 

99 Refused 

01 Yea 
02 No 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

PROBE (for why or why not there were/weren’t similar impacts) 



READ: Now I’d like to ask YOU about Vacation/Pleasure visitors. These 
visitors are defined as both Alaska residents and non- residents who visit 
your business while they are on a vacation trip - whether it is for a day, a 
weekend, a week or longer. 

9. De summer 1989, what percent of your business was generated by 
Vacation/Pleasure visitors7 

01 0% 
02 LessThan59b 
03 5%.9% 
04 10%.19% 
05 20%.29% 
06 309659% 

98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

07 40%49% 
08 So%-59% 
09 609649% 
10 709649% 
11 80%-89% 
12 90%.100% 

10. la this percent higher’or lower or about the same u in 19881 

01 w= 
02 Lfmer 
03 Aboutthesame 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Reflwd 
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11. Of your total Vacation/Pleasure business in summer 1989, what 
was from residents of Ah&a versus non-residents? 

percent 

7% of Residents 11 k % of Non-Residents 
01 0 02 0 
03 LesthanS% 04 LBssthan596 
05 IO%-19% 06 1096-1996 
07 2096-2996 08 20%-29% 
09 30%.39% 10 30%.39% 
I1 40149% 12 409649% 
13 50%59% 14 5096-5996 
15 6046459% 16 609649% 
17 70%.79% 18 7096-7996 
19 ao%-a9% 20 ao%-a9% 
21 90%.100% 22 %I%-100% 

98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

. 

12 What was the total number, of Vacation/Pleasure visitors you served during 
sulnnwr 19891 

Number of VPs 
98 Don’t. mow/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

13. Whatwemyourtotalgros68alesfromtheVaation/Pleasurevisiton you 
served during summer 1989? 

GlVJSSShS s 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 
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14. PRIOR to the spill, how many Vacation/Pleasure visitors did you 
to serve during summer 19897 

Number of VPs 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

15. Again, m to the spill, what were your PROJECTED gross sales from 
Vacation/Pleasure visitors during summer 19891 

GrossSales $ 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

Read: Now I’d like to ask you a few questions about your business during 
summer 1988.. . . 

l& What parent of your bminem during summer 1988 was generated by 
VacationlPleamre visitors? 

- ’ 
01 0% 07 409649% 
02 Le2WThan5% 08 50%59% 
a3. 5%.9% 09 609649% 
04 1096-1996 10 70%79% 
05 20%.29% 11 80%-89% 
06 30%.39% 12 90%.100% 

98 Don’t Know/Not Sum 
99 Refused 

17. t this pacart hi+, lower or about the same-u manamer 19871 

01 Hi@!r 
02 Lower 
03 Thesame 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 
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18. Of your total Vacation/Pleasure business in summer 1988, what 
was from residents of Alaska versus non-residents? 

percent 

% of Residents 18 k % of Non-Residents 
01 
03 
05 
07 
09 
11 
13 
15 
17 
19 
21 

98 
99 

0 02 0 
LeSthanS% 04 Jkssthan5% 

10%19% 06 IO%-19% 
20%29% 08 2096-2996 
x%-3996 10 30%.39% 
40%-49% 12 40%49% 
502-5996 14 5096-5996 
60%-69% 16 60%49% 
7096.79% 18 70%-79% 
809b-8996 20 Boaxb-8996 

90%.100% 22 %I%-100% 

Don’t Know/Not Sure 

. 

19. Duriq summer 1988 how many Vacation/ple;lsorc visitora did you serve? 

NuxnberofVPs 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

20. Doving W= 1988 Wbt W- )rotu giFO86 till from Vacation/Pleasure 
visitors? 

GrosSSd8 $ 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refud 

21. How does mmmer 1988 compare to summer 1987 in tams of 
Vacation/pleasure viJitar and wsalcs? (PROBE) 



22 From summer 1985 to summer 1988 did your gross sales from 
Vacation/Pleasure visitors increase, decrease or stay the same? 

01 Increase 
02 Decrease OR 
03 Stay the same (Skip to 24) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure (Skip to 24) 
99 Refused 

23. In terms of percent, what was the average (increase, decrease) per year? 

01 Average (increase, decrease) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

READ: Now I’d like to ask you a few questions about whether you think 
the oil spill will affect your business form Fiit 

24. Doyouthinktheoilspillwillaffectyour~~from m 
visitors for summer 1990, not at all, slightly, moderateIy, sign.ificantIy or 
completely? . 

01 Not at all (Skip to 26) 
02 =WY 
03 Moderately 
04 significantly 
05 COrnpkteIy 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

(FOR BOTH 25 AND 26 ERQEE FOR ANY INDICATORS THAT THE BUSINESS 
MAY HAVE WHICH SUPPORTS THEIR ANSWERS, SUCH AS INQUIRY LEVELS, 
RESERVATIONS LEVELS, up or down =‘Q. 

25. HOWdoyouthinktheoihpill~yourbusinem? 

t02n 



26. WHY do you think the oil spill -our business in summer 19901 
(PROBE) 

27. 
. Doyouthinkthtoilspill~ in your area during 

summer1990 slightly, moderately, significantly, completely, 
or not at all? 

the 

01 Not at all (Skip to 29) 
02 SWdY 
03 -aY 
04 SigIkifiC~tl~ 
05 Completely 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Re!fusd 

. 

28. H-do you think the oil spill w;Utourhm in your area? @ROBE) 

29. WHYdoyouthinktheoihpiU~tourhnhyourarea? (PROBE) 
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30. Do you think the oil spill will affect tourism in your area kgmxagL 
a 1990 slightly, moderately, significantly, completely, 
or not at all? 

01 Not at all (Skip to 32) 
02 slightly 
03 Moderately 
04 Significantly 
OS Completely 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

31. HOW do you think the oil spill ~tourism in your area? (PROBE) 

32 WHYdoyouthinkthkoihpiU~twrisminyour 
PROBE 

area? 

READ: And finally I have one more question for our coding 
puqmeaDo you have your Alaska bwiness license handy? 

33. whrt b the SIC CODE number that appeara in the upper right 
comer by your name and ad- on yhr w license? 

hand 

SIC code # 

READ: Thaw are all the.questions I have for you today, thank you very much 
for your cooperation. 
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survey f 
Company Name 
Address 
City, State, Zip 
Contact Name 
Phone # 
SIC Code 

Date 
Interviewer 
Time On 
Tiie Off 
Total time 

Oil Spill Tourism Survey 
CVB/Government Agency Questionnaire 

Hello, my name is from The McDowell Group, an 
Alaska research firm. We are conducting a survey to assess the effects of the 
hwn VaZ&z oil spill on the tourism industry in Alaska. We would like to ask 
you a few questions about the spill Which should take about ten minutes of 
your time. I will be asking you about Vacation/Pleasure tzavel of both Alaska 
residents and non-residents. Fiit, I would like to ask you about effects in 
1989.... 

. 

L Did the Exxon Valdez oil spill of March 24,1989 affect Vacation/-Pl~ tmvel by 
AJa8kamidentstoyourareat 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skipto 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure (Skip to 3) 
99 Rlefumi 

2. Would you clmify the effects for Vacation/PIeasure travel by Alaska residents to 
yotu area a# negative, positive or both? 

01 Negative 
IX2 Poritive 
03 Both 
98 JDon’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 
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2a. As a result of the (negative/positive) effects, did Vacation/Pleasure traffic by Alaska 
residents change from previous years? 

Negative Effects Positive Effects 
01 Yes 01 Yes 
02 No 02 No 6kipto2b) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 98 D/K-Not Sure (Skip to 2b) 
99 RefLsed 99 Refued 

Did Traffic Increase or Decrease? 

Negative Effects Positive Effects 
01 Increase By How Much 

ii 
Inaease By How Much 

02 Deaease ByHowMuch &crease By How Much 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

zk Onascaleof-5to+5,with-5beingthe maximumne@veeffectsand+5behgthe 
mrr;mampodtiva~honw~dyorrrrbcthowrPllcfftcboftheoiispiUon 
vaation/Pleasure travelbyAla&aresidenmoyouruu? 

NeptiWEfflXtS PmitiveEffect8 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +l +2 +3 +4 +5 

3. Did the Exxan Valdez oil spill of March 241989 affect Vaati&Pl easure travel by 
Non-Alaska residenb (in other words visitors to the State) to your area? 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skipto 
% Don’t Know/Not Sure (skip to 5) 
99 Refused 

4. Would you darrifP the effects for VaationIPleaaure tcmei by Non-Ah& 
residats to your area as -the, positive or both? 

01 Negative 
02 Positive 
03 Both 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 



4a. As a restdt of the hegativdpositive~ effects, did Vaation/Pleasum traffic by Non- 
Alaska residents change from previous years? 

Negative Effects Positive Effects 
01 Yes 01 Yes 
02 No 02 No (Skip to 4b) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 98 D/K-Not Sure (Skip to 4b) 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

Did Traffic Inaease or Decrease? 

NegativeEff&s Pdtive Effect8 
01 Increase By How Much 01 lncrease By How Much 
02 Deueme ByHowMuch 02 Decrease By How Much 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 90 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

NegativeEffects RmitiveEffecta 
-5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +l +2 +3 +4 +5 
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6. Do you have any documented evidence of the effect of the oil spill on 
Vacation/Pleasure travel to your area? 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 8) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure (Skip to 8) 
99 R&l!sed 

If YES, probe for the following: 
Number of inquiries for years preceding 1989 
Number of inquiries for 1989 
Inquirylevelbeforeandafterthespill 
Inquiry level for 1990 
Bedtaxrevenues 
Viitor Infomtion Center usage 
Visitor count to the area/region/city/tom 
Membership increamordeaeases 
Reservation cancellations 
Any other relevant information . 

(DONTREADz lfrmpondaUasanydmmmte d evidaue available, please request 

tht~dpIcapicr) . 

ASKONLYIFreqmn~tanswere dNOorDKtoQrrcrtionr#lor#3 
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NOW, I’D LIKE TO ASK YOU ABOUT THE EFFECTS IN 1990. . . . . . 

8. Do you think the oil spill will affect Vacation/Pleasure travei by Alaska residents to 
your area in 1990’1 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 10) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure (Skip to 10) 
99 Refused 

9. Would you clamify the effecta for Vacation/Pleasure travel by Alaska residents to 
your area as negative, positive or both? 

01 Negative 
02 Positive 
03 Both 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

9a. As a result of the hgathIpo&ive) effects, do you thiuk VaationIPleasure traffic 
byAla8kare8i~tswill~fromp~~~? . 
NegativeEffects PO&hEffdS 
01 Yes 01 Yes 
02 No 02 No (Skip w 9b) 
98 hn’t Know/Not Sure 98 D/&Not Sure (Skip to 9b) 
99 Re!fued 99 Refused 

WiII Traffic Incremt or Decmse? 

w@=- POdtbEffHb 
01 Incr#se ByHowMuch 
02 Deerorure ByHowMuch 

98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 93 Dan’t -/Not Sure 
99 Refused 99 Refused 
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10. DO you think the oil spill will affect Vacation/Pleasure travel by Non-Alaska 
residents to your area in 19901 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 14) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure (Skip to 14) 
99 Refused 

11. Would you &u&y the effects for Vaatiun/Pleasure trmel by NonAhska 
residents to your area as negative, positive or both? 

01 Negative 
02 Positive 
03 Both 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

lla. Aa a result of the (negative/poeitivc) effec&, did Vacation/Pleasure traffic by Non- 
Alaska residents change from previous yeam? . 

NegaiiveEffecb Positke Effects 
01 Yes 01 Yes 
02 No m No (Skip to lib) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure D/K-Not Sure (Skip to lib) 
99 Refused ii Refused 

Will Traffic Incream or Decrease? 

N-E&d8 PodtiveEffects 
01 Increase By How Much 01 havase By How Much 
02 Decruse ByHowMti bmase By How Much 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure ii Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

lib. Onaralcofdto+5,with-5bcingthcmnrimamn~mccffccb~d+5bcingthe 
maximum positive effects, how would you rate the overall effects of the oil spill 
on Vacation/Plcutm travel by Non-Ala&a residents to your area? 

NegativeEffects PodtivcE&Cta 
-5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +l +2 +3 +4 +5 
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12 How else did the oil spill affect Vacation/Pleasure travel in your area? 

13. Do you have any documented evidence which supports your opinion that the oil 
spill will effect vaation/P.leastKe trald to your area in? 

01 Yes 
02 No 
98 Don’t Know/NotSure ’ 
99Refused ’ 



NOW I’D LIKE TO ASK YOU ABOUT THE EFFECTS BEYOND 1990. . . . , 

15. Do you think the oil spill will affect Vacation/Pleasure travel by Alaska residents to 
your area beyond 19901 

01 Ye!3 
02 No (Skip to 17) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure (Skip to 17) 
99 Fkfused 

l& Would you classify future effects for Vacation/Pleasure travel by Alaska residents 
to your area as negative, positive or both? 

01 Negative 
02 Positive 
03 Both 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

16a. A, a result of the hgative/positive) effec& do you think Vacath/Pleasme 
traffic byAlaska raddamwincbaa#efmm~year8? 

mm=- PodthnHf@Ct# 
01 Yes 01 Ya 
02 No 02 No (Skip to 16b) 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 98 D/K-Not Sure (Skip to 16b) 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

WillTrafficIacremeorDecrease? 

NW- POdtiVt- 
01 haease BytcpwM@ 01 Inaeue ByHowMuch 
02 Decreme ByHowMuch 
98 lhn’t l&mv/Not Sum ii 

Deaeme ByMowMuch 
Don’t how/Not Sure 

99 Refused 99 Refused 

miw=- PO&=- 
-5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +l +2 +3 +4 +s 



17. Do yo~~&ink the oil spill will affect Vacation/Pleasure tmvd by Non-Alaska 
residatts to your area beyond 19907 

iii 
Ye!! 
No (Skip to 21) 

98 Don’t mow/Not Sure (Skip to 21) 
99 Refused 

18. Would you clamify future effects for Vaation/Pleasure travel by Non-Alaska 
reaidenta to your area Y negative, poeitive or both? 

01 Negative 
02 Positive 
03 Both 
98 Don’t Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

NV- . PmitiveEffecta 
01 Ym 01 Ym 
02 No 02 No (Skip 60 Mb) 
s DtxttKnow/NotSun 98 D/K-Not Sure (Skip to 18b) 
99Refud 99 Refused 
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19. How else do you expect the oil spill to affect Vacation/Pleasure travel in your area? 

01 Yes 
02 No 

. 

98 Don’t Know/Not Sure ’ 
99 Refused 

(IfYES,probeandasktohave copie8rrarttou#ofanyeviCIOICC) 

AsK0NLYifaImvaed NOorDon’tXaowtoQamt&mlSorl7) 
14 WHYdoyo9~thcnnmbcaa~ar(~~~ofthc~)ofthcoil 

spill on vaationfPleamure trrrcltoyouram~1990’1 
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