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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 induded executive interviews of two major groups: tourist-affected 
businesses and relevant government 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 m and IV report the findings of the 
tourist-affected 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 
define consumer behavior impacts and Calculate economic impacts. 
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Summary and Analysis 
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Summary and Analysis 

Overall, the Exxon Valdez 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: 

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

• 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. 

• 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 
businesses. 

• Fifty-nine percent of businesses in the most spill-affected areas reported spill .. 
related cancellations and 16" reported business was less than expected due to 
the spill. . 

• 'Ibe business segments most negatively affected by the spill included lodges 
and resorts, Alaslca-bued package tour companies, guided outdoor activities, 
charter and sightseeing boats. These businesses did not have the opportunity 
to reap spill benefits (such as spending for acmmmodations) because they 
were located away from spill dean-up opera1ions or operated a business 
which couldn't serve clean-up needs. 

Other major negative effects were reported in related research mnducted by The 
McDowell Group and the Alaska VISitors Association. nus research measured direct 
visitor spending and potential visitor impacts of the spill during Summer 1989. The 
negative effects of the spill felt directly by visitors were as follows: 

• VIIltor spending decreased 8" in Southce:ntral AI.ska and 35" Southwest 
AI ••• from previous summer spending, the two major spill-affected areas. 
The net result was a 1081 of $19 million in visitor spending. 
(Source: AJuka Visitor Statiltk:l Propurt, Visitor Expenditure Survey, Summer 1989). 
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• Of all 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. 
particularly those who planned to purchase sightseeing after arrival in 
Alaska. <Source: Alaska Visitor Statiltks Prog:ram. Visitor Opinion Survey, Summer 1989). 

• Related research shows a potentia11081 of 9,400 visiton for summer 1989, 
representing S5.s million in in-state expenditures. The total number of 
Vacation/P1euure and. VISiting Friends and Ralatives visitors for Summer 
1989 of 428,200 leplesents 91.8,. of the total number of visitors who would 
have Q)1118 to Alaska In short, 2..2-" 01 all VaCition/Pleasure and VFR 
visitors were negatively affected by the spill during Summer 1989. 
(Scnua!: Oil SpiD.1mpKt on ToariIIn, AVA. Way 1990). 

The major pOlit:ive 
effects IDcJ:a.cied: 

Other effects CODaidencI 
negative or poaitive: 

199OEffed& 

Strong spill-related business in some the major spill clean-up 
areas such U Kodiak, Homer, Seward., Valdez and Anchorage 
and in certain business sectors, such as hotels/ motels, car /RV 
rmta1s, air taxi and boat charters. nus business offset the W:k 
of Vacation/Pleasure business normally experienced. in these 
areas. . 

Media exposure • 0pini0Ds among busiJ1ess owners 
varied. reprding the spill media exposure. Many felt the 
sight of oiled beIdles and anima1I is haviq and will 
continue to have negative impact on Alaska's "priatiDett 
imap. 0tMn felt the media exposure made Alaska 
household W«Ci in Amerka and will attrad: visitors. 

IffecIs for 01 the spill in Summer 1990 were cmWdered by 
bu.sineues to be lesI severe with 12'11 indicating significant or 
complete eif«u. Neverthelela negative impacts are still 
being felt with fewer booldnp u a result of the spill, 
particularly among fishing lodges in Southwest Alaska. 
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Long Term Effects: Long term effects on the Alaska visitor industry are difficult 
to judge at this point in time. Many businesses feel Alaska's 
image is tarnished as a result of the spill. 

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

Related research shows Alaska's image among the general 
population has suffered some damage. The Alaska Visitors 
Aseodation research shows 6" of the general population still 
mentions the oil spill as their initial impression of Alaska. 
And 3" indicate, as recendyas March 1990, that the spill has 
resulted. in a negative opinion 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 aifect travel to Alaska. 

ACE 184?6837 



n 
=-' J» 
~ .... 
tD 
t; 

)-104 
• 

~ 
tD 
< ..... 
tD 
~ 
0 
Moo. 

~ 
tD 
to-' 
J» .... 
tD 
Do. 

)I> 
("\ 
m ~ 
~ tD 
Ol en 
N 
0- tD 
Ol 
UI 
Ol 

J» 
t; 
n 
::r 



Chapter I. Review of Related Research 

Introduction 

Following the E.uon Valdez 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 fU'St part of this chapter will review the related research studies which were made 
available to The McDowell 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 information. 

The second part of this chapter will report statistics gathered from various local, state 
and federal agend.es related to tourism and. use of fadlities 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. 
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A. Related Research Studies 

Study Name: 

Prepared For: 

Prepared By: 

Date Published: 

Date Conducted: 

Methodology: 

Synopsia: 

Related Fmdings: 

Alaska Visitor Statistics Program 
Alaska Visitor Expenditures, Summer 1989 

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

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

August, 1990 

June - September 1989 

Stratified random sampling through personal interviews 
among all modes and locations of visitor entry to Alaska. 
Selected visitors were asked to realrd daily expenditures in the 
Visitor Erpendihtr, Sut"Wy, a diary format survey. Return rate 
of diaries was 69", yielding 1,103 diaries with a maximum 
margin of error of j:, 3.0". 

Study is one of four parts of the Alaska VlSitor Statistics 
Progxam. This portioIi is designed to provide visitor 
expenditure data by detailed category and by region and 
community. 

• Overall Alaska visitor expenditures for Summer 1989 had 
inaeased only." since Summer 1986, the previous high year. 

• Visitor expenditures in Southcentral and Southwest Alaska, 
the two mast aHeded -oil spill regions, showed declines in 
expenditures since 1986. 

Southcatnl 
South .. 

UN 
S141.0 

22A 

lJIt 
S131.0 

14.5 

u­
S10.0 

1.9 

The method used to gather this expenditure data was designed to 
produce the highest level oi aa:uracy for data of this kind. The 
declines in visitor expenditures in these two regions reflect 
definite impacts oi the oil spill 01\ visitor travel patterns. 
Further, visitor spending in other regions did not increase to 
make up for this decline. Rather, spending inaeased slightly in 
Interior /North and Denali/McKinley as would be expected due 
to inflation. VISitor spending increased significantly in 
Southeast due to increased expenditures in gift shops and for 
tours/reaeaUon, primarily by auise visitors. 
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Study Name: 

Prepared For: 

Prepared By: 

Date Published: 

Date Conducted: 

Methodology: 

Synopsis: 

Related Findings: 

Analysis: 

Alaska Visitor Statistics Program 
Visitor Patterns, Opinions, Planning - Summer 1989 

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

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

To be released September I October 1990 

June-September 1989 

Stratified random sampling through personal interviews 
among all modes and locations of visitor entry to Alaska. 
Selected visitors were mailed the VISitor Opinion Survey. 
Return rate wu 73" yielding 1,134 surveys for a maximum 
margin of error of ±. 3.0~. 

Study is one of four pa:rts of the Al.ulca VlSitor Statistics 
Program. nus survey is designed to assess visitor use of and 
satisfac:tion with statewide and regional facilities, attractions 
and transportation modes. Information is also collected. on 
visitor volumes and travel planning. 

• 1611 of all respondents indicated. the oll spill a£fected their 
Alaska trip planning. Of these, :nearly hall indicated. they 
avoided. Prince William Sound during their trip. 

• lOll of visitors to Southwest Alaaka and 199(, of visitors to 
Southcentral Alaska indicated the oil spill affected their 
Alaska trip planning. Independent visitors were more 
affected. than package visitors, particularly those who planned 
to purchased to sightseeing after their affirval in Alaska. 

'lbough this survey WU not designed. IS an oil spill survey, a 
few questions were added about the spill to finc:i out how the 
spill aifec:ted visitors actual travel plans. The major analysis of 
travel patterN from this data hu not yet been conducted, 
tharefore, other results are not available at the time of this 
writing. 
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Study Name: 

Prepared For. 

Prepared By: 

Date Published: 

Date 
Conducted: 

Methodology: 

Synopsis: 

Related Fmdinp 

Oil Spill Impact on Tourism 
'I'M ,,,,,It. Df thi •• tuliy t". couiUretl ~aty tuUi tit. Alma 
Vi.ito" A.u0ci4tiOll Jug requatd. tM ;"'ftmllatiDII magjn CQnfitlmtie' 

Alaska Visitors Assodation 

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

May, 1990 

May, June, October 1989; March 1990 

Study was conducted in four waves. Waves 1 &t 2 surveyed 
planned visitors and the general population. Waves 3 &t 4 
surveyed the general population only. Planned visitors were 
selected. from Business Reply Card respondents to State's 
advertising. 600 planned. visitors were randomly selected for 
telephone interviews. The general population surveying was 
amdw:ted by the Gallup OrgaNzation and was stratified 
according the geographic distribution of population within the 
continentalU.s. Random digit dial method was used to 
conduct 600 interviews. Both sample sizes yield maximum 
reliability levels of .%..4.0". 

Study purpose was twofold: to determine how the E.utm 
Valda on Spill impacted. respondents to the State's 
advertising campaign with regard to perceptions, image and 
attitudes toward Alaska and planned visits and to measure 
changes in these iadars over time, and to identify the general 
population perceptions, image aDd attitw:ies toward Alaska 
after the spill and measure these over time. 

• 9., of high potential visitors (BRC_ respondents) reported the 
spill impacted. travel interest to Alaska, As a result, 4~ 
cana!l1ed., c:hanged. or poetpoaed their trip to Alaska in 1989. 

• S .. of the general population reported the spill impacted. 
travel interest to Alaska A$ a result. 1 .. cancelled, changed or 
postponed a trip to Alaska in 1989. 

• By March 1990, SCJ, of the general population reported the 
spU1 impacted interest in travel to Alaska, with 1% indicating 
that they do not want to travel to Alaska. 

Ace 1820842 
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Analysis: 

• 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 or 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 .A.laska (BRC respondents) 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. 

HRC Respondent Lou: 
BRC respondents for 1989: 
Conversion Rate: 
Number of parties 4" cancelled/postponed trip 
Number of parties lost 
Per Party Expenditure ($) 

Dollars lost (in-state) 

General Population Lou: 

598,000 
X 121 

71,760 
X 4% 

2,810 
X 1,398 
S 4,012,260 

The total number of Vaation/Pleuure visitors and Visiting 
Friends &lid Relatives visitors for SUD.Ul1.eI' 1989 was 428,200. 
ne BltC program generated. 172,224 of these visitors (71,760 
times average party size of 2.4). Therefore, the remaining 
255,976 visiton were generated. from the general population. 
II one perceJlt of the general population cucelled, changed. or 
pGIItponed their trip, then this number should have been 
258,536 or 2,S6O more visitors. Using SWIUl1eI' 1989 A1aslca 
VIIitel' Expenditure data, these visiton rep' esent 51,413,000 in 
in-etate expenditures. 

Total Estimated to. 
Total estimated losa of visitors using this study is 9,400 
visitors during Summer 1989. Dollar losses are estimated at 
S5.5m1D1on. 

SRC Respondents: 
General Population 

Total 

S 4.0 million 
1,5 mUJjon 

S 5.5 mWiOB 
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Study Name: 

Prepared For: 

Prepared By: 

Date Published: 

Date Conducted: 

Methodology: 

Synopsis: 

Related Fmdings: 

Analysis: 

Economic Impact of the E::uon Valdez Oil Spill on the Kenai 
Peninsula Borough: Tourism Summary 

Kenai Peninsula Borough 

The McDowell Group, 128 Dixon Sl, 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 likely 
range of future impacts and made recommendations for 
mitigating meuures. 

• HotelJ, restaurants, bars, and retail outlets all indicated 
increased business related to clean-up effort. 

• Charter operators, guide services and some sightsfting 
operators reported cleaeued sales. 

• All businesses reported labor issues were inaeasing 
busiDesa COlts, sw:h u high turnover and pressure to pay 
higher wages. 

• Many businesses reported reservations were down from 
projections. 

Though this study included a small sample of businesses, the 
results dearly show the pattern of tourism .. related business 
impacts which are quantified in the larger business survey 
a:md.ucted. for th1s study and I'f!Viewe4 in Chapter m. 
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Study Name: 

Prepared For. 

Prepared BY! 

Date Published: 

Dates Conducted: 

Methodology: 

Synopsis: 

Related PL'1.c:Unp: 

Analysia: 

Alaska Market Trends 

Alaska Market Trends, 1027 W. Fireweed. lane, Suite 100, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

MArkat Trends, Inc., ~1.M S.W. JeHerson, Suite 200, Portland, 
Oregon 97201 

July 1989 

July 1-17, 1989 

Random digit dial telephone survey of Portland and Seattle 
households. Total sample - 925. Maximum margin of 
error is ± 3.3~. 

Study examines Seattle and Portland resident attitudes 
regarding travel plans for Alaska, effects of the oil spill on 
those travel plans, and response to the advertising campaign 
featuring Marilyn Monroe conducted by the Alaska Visitors 
Auodation following the oil spill. 

• 16«1 of an respondents were planning to visit to Alaska in 
either 1989 or 1990. 

• Of those planning to visit Alaska in 1989 or 1990, 10% 
indJcated the oil spill affectecl their decision to visit Alaska. 

• Effects among thoee 10" included the decision to put off the 
Alaska trip indefinitely or to not go at all. 

A weU..e,xecuted study but does not go into any depth regarding 
ciedsioN not to travel to AI.ska u a result of the spill. Still, the 
finding that 10" of the respondents who had decided to travel to 
Alaska had c:lumged their plans is significant. If this finding 
were applied. to the number of people who wrote to the state for 
information and indkated. they were planning to travel in 1989 
or 1990, then the travel plans of at 1eut 25,000 people would 
have been affected.. 

ACE l8Zb845 
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Study Name: . 

Prepared For: 

Prepared By: 

Date Published: 

Date Conducted: 

Methodology: 

Synopsis: 

Related Findings: 

Analysis: 

Oil Spill Survey 

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

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

Not published yet 

September 1989 

Random mail survey of 1,000 requestors of the 1989 Alaska 
Vacation Planner, indicating travel to Alaska in 1990. Response 
rate of 43.1~, yielding maximum margin of error of ±.4.9%. 

Study assessed potential visitor attitudes regarding the oil 
spill, areu within the state thought to be affected, whether the 
spill alfected likelihood of visiting A laska and various mode use 
questions. . 

• Of the respondents, 9" indicated they would be less likely 
to visit AJaska 

• Valdez, Seward, Kodiak .. Kenai and Homer were thought by 
respondents to be most affected. 

The use or a mailed questionnaire tends to bias results of a 
survey of this type. A response rate of 43.1 ~ is better than the 
average 2O~ for meet mailed questionnaires, however, 
only those people who have an opinion to express one way or 
the other tend to respond to these surveys. Therefore, results of 
this study should be viewed. with c:au~n. The final result of 
9CKt of the respondents indicating they would be less likely to 
visit Alaska is neverthelell significant. 

ACE 182Q846 
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Study Name: 

Prepared For: 

Prepared By: 

Date Published: 

Date Conducted: 

Methodology: 

Synopsis: 

Related Findings: 

Analysis: 

1989 Visitor Perceptions of the Prince William Sound 
OUSpill 

Prince William Sound Tourism Coalition 

ASK- Marketing and Research Group, P.o. Box 100752, 
Aulchorage, AJaska, 99510 

November 1989 

Summer 1989 

5,000 surveys distributed. by volunteers at six tourist locations 
throughout Prince WilJ.iaJn Sound. Return rate of 678 or 
13.6~. Maximum margin of error :!:. 3.9~ (see analysis for 
clarification). 

Opinions and perceptions of visitors traveling through 
Prince William Sound were gathered regarding satisfaction 
levels with visit, oil spill effects, information sources and 
other travel pattems and demographics. 

• 28" of respol\dents felt the oil spill had a negative effect on 
their Prince William Sound travel experience. 

• 96" of respondents indicated. they would recommend a 
visit to Prince William Sound to friends and relatives. 

Though the margin of error is considered small, the method 
used. to a:illect the data for this study was flawed. The 
metbod.ology relied. on volunteers for distribution of surveys 
at six locatiDnl (a combinati.on of public and private 
ente.rprises). The very low response rate indicates poor 
sample design and, therefore, the results should be viewed. 
with extleme caution. Even the consultant conducting the 
research indicated., "1tS'r Marketing and Research Group 
carmot guarantee the validity of the data, although much 
interesting information was collected." The client, Prince 
WUliam Sound Tourism Coalition, has also indicated their 
concem with the data and asked. that it not be distributed. 



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

Prepared For. Prince William Sound iourism Coalition 

Prepared By: ASK- Marketing arid Research Group, P.O. Box 100752, 
Anchorage, Alaska 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 size of 1030 households yielding 
overall maximum margin of error of ± 3.2CJJ. 

Synopsis: Study measured travel and reaeation habits of Railbelt 
residents and attitudes toward to Prince William Sound as a 
vacation destination. 

Related Findings: • 28'1 of house.holds -indicated. they would be somewhat 
unlikely or not very likely to visit Prince William Sound 
during 1989 and 1990, though reasons were not given. 

Analysis: 

• 14'1 of all households chanpd travel plans for 1989. 28% 
of these households indicated the oil spill wu the cause of 
their chanpd plana. This translates to 4'1 of all households 
changing travel plans due to the spm. 

• Nearly half of all respondents felt it would take ten years or 
more for Prince William Sound. to recover from the spill. 

• One-third of respondents have changed their opinion of 
PWS .. a vacation destination, with h:abitat damage/ 
pollution cited .. the main reason for this change. 

The large sample size and random method used to gather the 
infon:nation make the results of this study somewhat more 
reliable than the previous mentioned work by this company. 
This research reveals that Alaskans had. some major concerns 
within three to four months of the spill about vacationing in 
Prince William Sound during 1989. As a result, there was 
leu vacation travel to the PWS area by residents of the 
rail~t. . 
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B. Related Visitor Statistics 

The following table compiles statistics gathered from public agendes of resident and 
non-resident visitor use for summer seasons 1987, 1988 and 1989, where available. 
Many agendes 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 nearly 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 deaease in total number of people. 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 fadlities, it is 
assumed. these deaeases 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 Fjords National Park, on the o~ hand, experienced a large increase in visitors. 
According to tour companies, many of the itineraries which featured Valdez and 
Columbia Glacier were re-routed to the Kenai Fjords, explaining, at least in part, this 
increase. Denali National Park and Preserve expe.rienc:e a Marly 8C5 deaeue in visitors 
between 1988 and 1989. Reasons for this decline are not known.. 
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Use or Visitation of Public: Fadlities 
In on Spill Affected Areas 
Summer 1987, 1988, 1989 

DesaiptiOD 1987 1988 
" Change 

1989 1988 to 1989 

Valdez Visitor Infonnation Center- 80-85,000 8O-8S,ooo 65-70,000 14" to 30% 

Forest Service Cabin Usage - j of People 
Cordova Oistrid 1.203 l,os7 1.D87 n/c 
Glacier District 1,QS8 987 Ul31 +4.4% 
Seward District ,,- S,I88 5,197 n/c 

Forest Service Campground Fee Collection 
Chugach National Forest 88,96& 99,496 94,2.50 -5.S" 

Kodiak National WUdlife Refuge 
Visitor Center nla 6,281 6,394 +1.2% 

Alaska sport fishing tripe (area fished) 
Prira Wllliam Sound. 54,.516 64,486 nla 
Kenai PeNNula 645,.867 727,254 nla 
Kodiak 58,424 61M2 nla 

Shuyak Island Cabin - Kodiak (State owned) 
Number of 'riIitDn nla 98 90 -8.8% 

Kodiak Island Convention and Viaiton Bureau 
Visitor Information Center • May-Sept 
Inquiries and Walk-Ins S,lO& 4,912 2;JJ11 ·SS.7~ 

Kenai F"JOrda National Par~ 
Visitor Center nla 20,400 27,300 +33.8% 
:Exit Clacier R.aI'Iger Station nla 29,000 39,000 +34.4% 

Sewarcl Oly Campground- nla 15,000 15,000 n/e 

Seward Information CentI!r- nla 14,396 14,.567 +1.2% 

Denali National Park and PreteI ,. 515,213 592,431 548,940 -7.4% 

-Estimates 
n/a- not available 
n/c- no" change 

ACE 1826850 

2.2 • An AllIIJIIIIDt 01 the.bnplct 01 the.E:aiDII V". Oil $pm on the AJaka Tourilal JndUlltly 



Chapter II. Major Findings 
Government Agency and 
Organization Survey 

ACE 18Z6851 



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 tourist­
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, Chambers of Commerce, state tourism officials, and 
state and federal parks officials. Except for the park offidals, the representatives 
interviewed are generally professional marketers and advocates for their areas. Their 
responses tended to be more opt:im.istic 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 1989 was affected. by t.J.:c £ucm Valdez oil spill. MOlt felt the effects were 
more negative than positive.. Effects mentioned included: 

Imap: Aluka's image as a pristine wildemeII area has been tarnished. This 
image problem could damage the market for high-a>st, high-quality, low­
volume type experiences such as guided kayaldng or fishing adventures. 
'Ibis did not seem to be a concern for the high-volume package market 
such as auises or cruisel tours. 

Awareness: The intense media exposure has generated more awareness of Alas.ka and 
Prince William SoUDd. nu. media expoIUJ'e represents both positive and 
negative effects. Some feel the iDaeasecl exposure will drive away 
visitors, while others felt the exposure will attract visitors. 

Labor 
Shortage: Both busiMssellNl public apnd8I had a diffk:ult job finding 

employees in 1989. nus situation wu felt throughout the state as 
employees and potential employees sought dean-up jobs, which paid far 
more than traditional service industry jobs. This problem. may have 
affected the quality of service experienced by visitors, which in tum may 
affect repeat and referral business. 
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Housing 
Shortage: 

Sport 
Fishing: 

SpWu 
Spectacle: 

SpDlu 
History: 

A shortage of available 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 1989lcnew no geographic bounds. For 
example, 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 Prince W1l1.iam Sound. Any 
deterioration could have an impact on sportfishing, which is a primary 
Vacation/Pleasure visitor activity in many areas. 

Many respondents mentioned there would be a certain group of visitors 
who came specifically to see the efiec::ts of the oil spill and the spill site first 
hand, aeating a new market niche in disaster tourism - similar to Mt. St. 
Helens. 

Several people mentioned the tendency of the pubUc to forget the past and 
thought the oil spill would soon disappear from the national 
consciousness. 

B. Overview of Responses by AIea 

L Statewide OrpnizatiODI 

Three statewide tourism organizatioN were interviewed and all felt the effects on non­
resident Vacation/Pleasure travel in Summer 1989 were negative. The effects outlined 
by these respondents included damage to the image of Alaska and reduced traffic. 
Travelers who did come were inconvenienced - independent travelers without 
reservations could not find accommodations, land packages were unable to deliver 
expected products due to the housing shortage, and some tours were re-routed. Worker 
shortages may have reduced the level or quality of service that tourism businesses 
were able to offer. Qmcellations of reaeational programs in Prince WUliam Sound and 
sportfishing packages were further eifects. Travel patterns changed and over visitors 
traffic did not inaeue as much as expected. 

For 1990, effects mentioned included a heightened awareness of Alaska as well as 
damage to the image of Alaska as an en'rironmentally pure state. Lodging shortages in 
spill clean-up areas were apin of concern, as well as perception of tainted fish. One 
respondent mentioned indications of damage to salmon spawning rivers in the Prince 
William Sound area which could cause fta major perceptual problem" for sport fishing 
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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 
dean-up efforts and future litigation were of concern to two of the three respondents. 
All agreed the state's image had been severely altered by the spill. 

2.. Prince WUliam Sound 

Seven agencies were interviewed in the Prince William Sound area and all felt the 
Exxon Valdez oil spill had affected Vacation/Pleasure travel by both residents and non­
residents to Prince William Sound in 1989. Most of the effects were negative. These 
included scardty of accommodations in the area which disaluraged. visitors from 
visiting the Prince WJlliam Sound region, along with the lack of charter boats and 
airplanes. 

The independent visitor market suffered the D\OIt. Low-volume, high-quality visitor 
experiences, such as sailing safaris, kayak trips and whale watching expeditions lost 
their appeal. The fishing charter business was slow to nonexistent in places such as 
Valdez, due to boats chartered for clean-up worle, or the perception of contaminated 
fi;l-.. The packaged tour market 1mpadS' were less severe, but still perceptible. Two and 
three day pre-packaged tours to the area were re-routed., and. c:rui.seships continued to 
dock in Valdez, Sewud and Whittier. However, the small packaged. tours to Columbia 
Glacier were harder hit. 

Outlook for the 1990 season UId. potentlallmpactl varied. widely among the seven 
agencies. Four of the seven felt the non-resident VacatiaIl/Pleuure market would be 
affected, the remaining three were UDIUI'8. Effects mentioned. were a mix of both 
negative and positive comments. Some felt the increued. media attention would 
translate into higher visitor numbers. Others felt the media attention would keep 
visitors away. 

The outlook beya:ld. 1990 ffX' the Vacation/Pleasure busirIesI in Prince William Sound 
was good, with either poIitive ei:fects fram the oil spill. or noM at all. In general, 
offtdala from aovenunent agencies were leu optimistic than their counterparts at 
Convention and Visitors Bureaus and Chambers of Commerce. MOlt felt the image of 
Prince Wllllam Sound wu tarnished for many years to come, whereas the CVB 
managers felt the industry would grow both due to the spill and other tourism 
promotional efforts. 
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3. Kenai Peninsula 

The Vacation/Pleasure visitor industry in some areas of the Kenai Peninsula had a 
rough year in 1989, but most organizations in l&'le 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 ind~try. Besides the lack of charter 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/Pleasure visitor. Some felt the 
ina-eased media exposure would serve as a positive effect, others mentioned reports of 
ina-eased bookings for the 1990 season. 

The visitor industry on l('exUak Island and the Alaska Peninsula was, according to the 
respondents from the area, not greatly affected by the oU spill and won't be in the 
future. Kodiak Isluld had the greatest impacts, as one of the staging areas for spill 
clean-up OperatioDS during the Summer 1989. The presence of these operations did 
affect the visitor industry to the extent that no ICCX)JI'UI1Odations for vacation visitors 
were available. The regularly scheduled. overnight tours from Anchorage to Kodiak 
did not operate during Summer 1989, due to the lack of accommodations, ground and 
air taxi transportation and charter boats lor visiton. Same lodges, as well as fishing and 
hunting guides had c:ance11ations. Only a few cancellations of cabins at Kodiak 
National Wlldllfe Refuge and Shuyak Island State Park were experienced, however. 

Other areas of the Alaska Peninsula represented by these respondents included Katmai 
National Park and Ala.a Peninsula and Bec:harof National Wildlife Refuge. Managers 
in these areas did not think there wu much affect of the spill on visitation primarily 
because of their 8«»g1aphic location. Neither area receives a large number of visiton 
and the area WMle ICatmai may have been aifectecl by on (coUtline areas) is generally 
not visited. 

Long term effects mentioned. for 1990 and beyond were few. Kodiak expects to return to 
normal visitor patterns, with visitor services once again becoming available. The only 
negative effects mentioned were the possibility of impacts on fish and wildlife as a 
result oi the spill, which may affect visitation. 
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S. Southcentral and Southwest Alaska 

Effects of the spill were felt during Summer 1989 in areas of Southcentral Alaska 
outside of Prince William 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 A.la.ska, 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 oU still being 
found on the beaches. Most respondents felt that the effects, if any, would be minimal 
beyond 1990. Concern about lingering negative impressions and c:oniusion 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 effects on fishing streams. Positive 
effects mentioned included positive word of mouth from 1989 visitors and the benefits 
of increased awareness of Alaska. 

6. Southeast A)aska 

Located well-outside the spill threatened area, Southeast Alaska reported minimal spill 
effects on both resident and non-resident travel to the area. Southeast Alaska is heavily 
reliant on the auiseship industry, which had. 16"* spill-related effects. This market 
tends to book and pay for travel well in advance. Therefore, most pusengers had 
already finalized their pIau to travel to Alaska before the spill occurred.. Other than a 
leported flurry of phone calla from c:oncemed travelers, few other effects were felt by 
this industry. 

However, labor shortages were mentioned by a few u a negative effect. The 
sport:fishing industry also reported some auw:ellatioN and many concerns about the 
quality of fishing were raised by clieIlts uld. prospective clients following the spill. 

Most Southeast representatives felt there would be few, if any, effeds of the spill on 
vacation travel in Soutbeut Alaska in 1990 and beyond. The health of the auise 
industry, with a 25" iDaease in capadty in 1990, wu dted as the main reason. 
However, a lew expreuec:l co.ncem with the continued.. media attention the spill might 
receive, which might damage Alaska's image u a pristine wilderness. This would 
have an effect on the independent market, which is a small," but growing portion of the 
Southeast visitor industry. Other concerns related. to the image of wUdUfe and 
sportfishing. 
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1. InteriorlFar 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 dean-up to 
seeing a slight inaease in visitor traffic. This inaease 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 beyond. 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 

'This chapter presents the results 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 (Anchorage, Kenai Peninsula, Prince William 
Sound, Matanuska-Susitna area), and the Southwest Region (Kodiak, iliamna area, 
Katmai and other Southwest areas). Also, some businesses were included which 
operate statewide, including the oil spill areas, such as airlines, auiselines 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 I or benefit. This 
information provides the basis for any follow up assessment in those areas and among 
those visitor industry businesses which may have experienced the greatest impacts. 
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A. Summer 1989 Impacts to Tourism Businesses 

1. Overall Tourism Business Impacts 

Overall, most businesses in this group indicated some affects of the Exxon Valdez 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 Kod..iak 
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 effects 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. 

Gr.". m-A-! 

Overall Effect· of Exxon Valdez 01 SpI on Business 
~ __ SllllllMr 1988-AI BusIMs .. - Group 0.. __ ..., 

• 
31 

Avngt • 3.0 (IIOdInIIIIJ) 
30 

25 

J 2D 

l' 
10 

5 

0 

ACE 1826860 

34 • Aa All r IUIlt of the bnpect of the.EZIDII v.w. Oil Spill OIl the AlMka T~ IndUlitry 



r •• 'e III-A-! 
Overall spin Effeds on Buslneas - Summer 1989 

All Businesses by Location - Group One 

Sout!ac:entra. Southwest 
ICe ... Illamnai 

'IOfAL Statewl"_ T_a Aach Pen. .WS Other Total Katmal Kodiilk 

(S .. ple Size' (234' (35) (174) (46) (77) (35) (16) (23) (5) (14) 

Not at All (l} 1'" 26111 14111 gilt 21,. 6" 19" 13'1» 20'1» 14% 

SUlhtly (2) It 14 18 24 23 3 13 26 80 7 

"~erately tI' 20 20 21 30 14 20 25 17 14 

SJlnificandy (4. M 31 34 30 30 49 31 39 57 

Completely (5) , 6 10 9 23 13 4 7 

r .. ,- II'·A-Z 
Overall SpW Effec:ta on Bualneee - Summer 1989 

AD BuaiDeasea by Buabaea8 Type - Group One 

. AIr AIr Ode .... av Car Udell ~ Od&k Oltr SiJlle.e AUlae 
10fAL .., &DI ... r.c ... .. Jat ..... .... - AdI't' Beat Boa' lin Man 

(Sample Size) (134' (5) (13) (5) (2) (6) (5) (9) (59) (22) (21) (30) (40) (9) (1) (4) 

Not at All (1) 
)0-

t'" 40-' 8 .. 60 .. 17" 20" 11" 7'1» 27" 29 .. 17 .. 13" 22 .. n 
m 

Slightly (2) .... t9 31 20 17 20 11 14 18 33 20 20 Sil 
Q) 

N 
Moderately (3) 0-

(Xl 
20 20 8 20 50 33 40 22 31 23 5 17 10 11 25 

0-

Significantly (4) .... 
3' 20 38 50 33 20 44 37 9 24 43 45 « 100 2S 

Completely (5) 9 15 11 5 18 10 3 13 22 

Mean 3.0 2.3 3.2 1.6 3.5 2.8 2.6 3.3 3.2 2.7 2.5 3.0 3.3 3.4 4.0 2.8 



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 or all businesses experienced some cancellations of 
previously boolced business. Inquiries were also down significantly following the spill. 
Most affected by cancellations were packaged tour companies, lodgeslresorts, 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 businesses 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 include the lack of available accommodations, boats and planes for visitors 
largely due to Exxon's needs. This was particularly true in the Prince WJlliam Sound 
and Kodiak areu. 

On the positive side, business was brisk for many buaiDeI8eI due to servicing oU spill 
workers. These includes hotels/motels, bed &: breakfasts and car Irv rentals, as well as 
air taxis. The large jet air carriers also indicated a business inaease due to transporting 
oU spill related workers. 
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T •• 'e III·A·l 

Types 0' Effecta on Buainea - Summer 1989 
All Buaine88e1 by location - Group One 

Southcentrill Southwe.l 
ICeaal III am nil 

'IOJ'AL Statewide Tetat AlIda Pea. PWS Ollaer Total Katmal KodiAk 

(Sample Size) (197' (26) (149) (42) (61) (33) (13) (20) (4) (12) 

Had Cancellations 59 .. 58 .. 56~ 4K 59 .. 58 It 85 .. 45., 25~ 50'L 

Business Down 16 15 15 10 ]6 ]8 23 15 17 

Inquiries Down 42 58 40 14 39 67 54 30 25 33 

Shortage of Worken 50 42 58 57 59 58 62 65 ]00 50 

Paid Higher Wages 32 19 34 24 31 48 38 40 75 17 

Increased Benefits 3 4 1 5 10 25 

Uck of Via. Accom. 46 31 47 38 41 13 38 60 75 67 

Increased Business 
due 10 .pil workers 42 57 33 45 75 50 

Boats/Planes Booked 
by BXlIIOft (not avail 
for vislton) M 'D 36 10 46 48 46 25 42 

Bookings were up 28 19 30 48 28 ]5 23 30 25 33 

Independent vis. 
didn't come-no ,. Idvance res. 20 15 21 14 11 45 23 20 25 

(""\ 

m 
Vis. came to my area .... instead of spill area If 4 ]7 3) 16 6 5 

Q) 

N 
0- Worked on spill 9 8 10 10 ]8 23 5 Ii Q) 

0-
U! 

Provide reassurance 
tocustomen 6 12 " 2 7 3 15 25 

Oaher mentions 24 



T •• '. Ill-A-f 
Types of Effects on Buslneu - Summer 1989 

All Businesses by Businesa Type - Croup One 

Air Air CmIIe ... RV Car Hotell Lodlel OIl .. Char Siahtsee AUrae 
10rAL ()t) lui Ike M: ... Rat Rat MDI ... .... AdiY .... ... , ... Man 

(Sample Size) (197' (3) (12) (2) (2) (5) (4) (8) (55) (16) (15) (25) (35) (7) (1) (4) 

Had Cancellatlona 591' 3311. 4111. 10K S01l. 8K 5011. 4'" 56" 87 .. 72" 741)1. 71" 100" 

a...tness Down 16 8 50 40 11 6 40 20 17 29 

inquiries Down a 33 42 50 50 60 ~G 25 22 31 47 60 63 57 50 

Shortage of Workers 50 58 50 100 40 50 63 67 6 53 32 54 41 100 25 

Paid Higher Wages 32 42 50 20 25 50 49 6 33 24 20 43 

Increased Benefits 3 13 4 7 4 

Lack of Vis. Accom. 46 67 25 50 40 25 50 53 63 20 32 49 86 100 50 

Increued Business 
due to .pm workers " 67 83 50 20 75 75 65 56 20 26 100 50 

Boals/Planes Booked 
by Bxxon (not avail 
for visitors) 34 33 42 50 40 13 24 6 'D 24 71 57 100 50 

Bookings were up 28 67 17 50 63 55 19 7 4 17 29 100 

Independent vis. 
didn't rome-no 
advance res. 20 20 63 24 31 7 16 23 14 25 

Vis. came to my area 
instead of spill area 14 20 13 25 6 4 14 43 100 

):. 

Worked on spill n 9 33 25 2 19 20 12 11 
m 

Provide reuauranc:e ...... 
Q) 

totuseomen '" 6 8 50 20 4 7 8 9 14 
0-
00 

Other mentions 0- U 
~ 



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. 

Tllb16 lII-A-5 

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

(SUIlple Size) (37) 

BuaineN didn't change due to spin 3()41 

Visiton understood Alaska geography 22 

Had no cancellations of reservations 19 

on did not affect area of businesI operationa 19 

BuIiMsI relies on pKkapd tours I cruiIeI. which 
were not aifecteci 11 

Haw regular repeat clientele 8 

BUIineu is primuily Alaska resident 5 

Other 16 
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4. Similar Impacts Among Businesses 

An overwhelming majority of businesses indicated that businesses in their area were 
similarly affected, whether positively or negatively. 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. 

Tu14m-A--6 

Indications of Similar Impacts 
All Bu.sineues - Group One 

Other businIIa mentioned similar impIctI 62" 

Exxon WIld aD/D'IOIt charter boatllDd aira'aft in ..,. 6 

Recl!iftd referral 'buIineu from similar over booked 
bwirmn 

Other 

2 

1 
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s. Affects on VacationIPleasUl'e Visitor Business 

Nearly all businesses in all locations showed a deaease in the proportion of 
Vacation/Pleasure visitors in 1989 as compared to 1988. Major deaeases 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 inaease in proportion of Vacation/Pleasure visitors. 

Businesses were asked what proportion of their Vacation/PleasUl'e 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 overall number of vacation visitors was less 
in 1989. 

TIlbZ. m-A-7 

Proportion of Business Generated by 
VacationlPleasure Visitors 

1988 and 1989 
" By Location - Group One 

l_VaadODI Ul9N .... 198IN ... 
LocatIon PIann ... deBt KIIideD.t 

Total 47ft "ft 68ft 7Qt, 

Statewide " 47 89 91 

Southcentrll Total 49 66 63 66 
.whorap 61 66 18 '79 
I<AmIi Pefti:raauJa 61 a 60 60 
Pr.b:u:e WDllII:a. Soad l' 71 • 71 
Other 51 54 52 54 

Southwest Total 36 61 69 69 
IJ.J.aJIma/Xatmai 65 as 81 77 
Kodiak 'Z1 49 60 62 
Other 65 18 18 78 
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The same analysis is shown below by type of business. Businesses which experienced. a 
large deaease in Vacation/Pleasure visitors include air taxis, hotels/motels, bed &t 
breakfasts, lodges/resorts, guided outdoor activities and charter boats. A large number 
of air taxi, hotels/motel and bed &it breakfast owners indicated an ina-ease 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 cancellations and less business overall for 
the summer. 

A comparison of non-residents Vacation/Pleuure visitors by type of business shows 
only a few businesses with major d.if:ferencea in resident/non-resident composition 
between the two years. The group. with the largest difference, air carriers (jet) and 
charter and sightseeing boats show small sample sizes, therefore, their figures should be 
viewed with this in mind. 

T""" m-A-8 

PJ:oportion of Business Generated by 
VacationlPleasure Visitors 

1988.1989 
" by IVN" II Type - Gmvp One 

~V_d_' I_V..,.tf_ UllIN-.. taN ... 
1,natlm ...... PIt && latdet 'llidat 

Total 4~ " .. 68 .. 10" 

Air (Jet>- 30& 36 70 88 
AlrTui 24 4'1 53 51 
CruiMIiDt 95 • 95 93 
Motorc:DllCh Operator • • 90 90 
PKbpd Toun • • 95 95 
RV ReDtaII as 90 ,. &1 
Car RentaJa 61 " M 86 
Hotel/Motel 52 65 71 " Bed II BNkfeet 51 13 ,. 74 
l.odp/R8ort 49 60 11 73 
Q'icIerI 

Outdoor Adivi .... 58 82 " 18 
Charter Boats" 24 61 48 59 
Sightseeing ao. .... • • 45 58 
Attractiou • • • • 
~ 82 90 68 65 
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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 Valdez oil spill on their 
businesses during Summer 1990 than in 1989. Over one-third indicated no impacts 
would be felt this year, nearly half thought they would be slightly or moderately 
impacted. The average for all businesses was 2.1, signiiica.ntly less than in 1989. 
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2. Types of Business Impacts 

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 below 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, inaeased media attention from the spill was 
mentioned most often. Other positive mentions included inaea.sed 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 expect a decline in business due to fewer current 
reservations. Others felt the media attention will have negative effect of inaeasing the 
perception of oil in tourism areal or of tainted. fish. 

The only businesses which indicated more negative than positive effects were those 
which operate Statewide and in Pr1na! WDllam Sound. Reasons cited by businesses in 
this area for antidpated negative iifedl were baaed upon low current reservation and 
inquiry levels. 

Though businesses indicated slightly mere positive than negative effects for Summer 
1990, there still was much concern DVf!t po18ntial neptlve effects. 

r_Lrm·.J.t 
Effects of Euon ValtUz on SpOl 

on SammS' 1990 Busineu 
All Bum IfS. by Loc:atiaII- Groap ODe 

(Maltiple ......... Allowed) 

tocatfm .. .,.- PoIItift N ... Ii .. e Nntral 

Total 149 (1t'M) ,. .,,) 11 (48") 8 (5") 

Statewide l' 1 12 1 

Soutbcentral Total 110 61 4' 6 
Anchanp 26 18 7 2 
Kenai Peninlula 33 26 21 3 
PriDce WU1iam 50uNl 33 15 11 1 
Other 7 2 4 

Southweat Total 17 10 8 1 
IUamna/Katmai 3 2 2 
Kodiak 11 7 5 
Other 3 1 1 1 
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Ta"'e 111-8-2 Types of Effecta Oil Busille&8 - Summer 1990 
All B1I81nesses by location - Group One 

Southcentral Southwest 
lCeDat IIlamnaJ 

TOTAL Statewide Total Anch Pm. PWS Other Total Katmal Kodiilk 

(Sample Size) (148' (19) (110) (26) (44) (33) (1) (17) (3) (11) 

Total Positive 78 7 61 18 26 15 2 10 1 7 

More awareness of 
Alaska from media 31 5 24 10 9 4 1 2 1 

Have reservations 
from people who 
want to see spiU 16 14 7 3 2 1 

Inquiry level. are 
higher than last 
year 15 t 12 1 7 4 2 1 

Other positive t6 3 36 10 15 10 1 7 1 6 

Total Nelatlve 71 12 49 7 21 17 4 8 1 5 

Expect decUne due 
to fewer CUl'leftt 
booIdnp 19 4 20 1 9 9 1 • 2 2 

Expect decline due 
to fewer Inquiries 18 3 11 1 5 • 1 2 1 

Media attention-
peKeption of oil 
In area 15 1 14 2 7 1 

Fish perceived as 
tainted - less sport-
fishing as result 7 5 t 3 1 2 2 

)0-
n Still can't operate 
m in oil spill areas 6 3 3 3 
.... Increased competitlon-
(XI 

N new equipment 
0- purchased from spill (XI 
..... earning • 3 1 .... 

Allowance of set-netting-
less reds and kings 
for sport fishing 2 2 1 1 

Other negalive 30 6 22 3 8 10 1 2 

Total Neutral 8 1 6 1 3 1 1 



Tables m-B-3 and m-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 actual number of responses due to small sample sizes. 

Effects of E=on V«idez Oil Spill 
on Summer 1990 Business 

All Bu.sine8Ia by luma ... Type - Group One 
(Multiple RespOlLleS Allowed) 

T..ocatiM 'IIIF.-- Politi .. Neaatlve 

Total 148 78 (53") 71 (48") 

Air Carrier (jet) 1 1 
Air Taxi 7 .. 5 
CnUseIirIe 3 2 2 
MoUm:oIdl Operator 1 t 
PIckapd. Taun 3 3 
RV RerltaII . 1 1 
Car RentIJI 6 .. 2 
Hotel/Motel 31 'l1 8 
Becl • Jretlcfa·t 14 9 4 
Lodp/IeIaIt 15 7 8 
Guided Outdoor Adivities 23 6 17 
Charter Boats 28 U 17 
Sightseeing Boats 5 2 3 
Attractions 
~ 3 3 

Neutral 

8 (5~) 

1 

1 

t 

2 
2 
1 



r ..... ".-B ... Typeaofllffedl_ ...... !I. - ...... 191JO 
AII ..... f •• ., ...... 'I)pe-c.-pOae 

Air Air Crulte "" IlV Car Holell LodSel Ou .. Char Sighlsee Atlr~c 
1OI'AL .., lui .. t.£ ..... lid lid Mill ... ..... AdIY "I IeIII lin Man 

(SImple Size) (UI) (1) (7) (3) (1) (3) (I) (6) (37) (14) (15) (23) (28) (5) (0) (3) 

Toua p .. lllve " 1 4 2 1 4 'D , 7 6 12 2 3 
Ucn ....... of 

AIub from media 31 1 2 1 4 8 2 5 3 4 1 
Have retervationa 

fmmpeoplewho 
want to lee spill l' 1 9 5 1 

inquiry level. are 
higher than last 
year ts 1 5 2 6 

Other poaitive 46 2 1 2 18 5 3 2 8 2 3 

Total Nelallve n .5 2 3 1 2 I 4 8 17 17 3 
Bxpect • decUne due 

to fewer CI8'ftnI 
IJooIdnp 29 3 2 1 3 1 3 6 9 1 

Expect • decliRe due 
5 10 fewer inqulrlel II I 1 1 1 1 8 

~i. .I~. -
peaupdon of oil 
... re. ts . -- I 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 

FiIh perceived as 
laialed - leu sport-
fishing •• resull 7 1 3 1 2 

~ 
Still can't operate in .. C"'\ oil ,plU areas , 1 1 

m Increased competition-.... new equipment OJ 
N pun:hued from 
0-
OJ .pill earnings 
~ Allowance of set-~ 

netting; lest reds 6: 
1 kine' for sportfithlng 2 1 

Other negalive 30 1 2 3 1 3 10 8 1 

Tol~1 Neuu~1 8 1 1 1 :1 :1 1 



3. Businesses Anticipating No SpW 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 inaease 
in bookings 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. . 

Tal. m-B-5 

Why No Spill Effects in Summer 1990 
All Businesses with No Effects - Group One 

(Sample Size) 

Booking leveJI are i:ncreued OWl' lut yar 

Booking Jnela are same u lut yar 

CieDts 'IIftdentInd Aia,b popaphy 

No oil where bu.Iineu it operated 

Oil tpi1l deaD up ... 0-penannel and 
equipulll5Jt neD) 

Buy to Ndinc:t tDun to otlw ftDIHpiJl ... 

Other 

(H) 

2K 

2K 

2ft. 

1'" 
, .. 
2 .. 

2745 
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c. Summer 1990 and Beyond Impacts to Tourism 

L Overall 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 effect for 
Summer 1990 was 20. In other words, tourism would be affected slightly, on average, 
by the spilL Beyond Summer 1990 this t\verage drops to 1.8, which indicates businesses 
anticipate diminishing eHects of the spill on tourism. In fact, nearly half indicated no 
effects of the spill would be felt by tourism beyond Summer 1990 . 

.,----Overall Effect of Exxon Valder 01 SI:II on Tourism 
SurnI1W' 1990 and Be~nd 
AII ...... -Graup One 

... ... 

II ==:=~I 
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All areas included in the interviews indicated diminishing effects for this year and 
beyond for tourism. However, the Prince William Sound area still shows above 
average effects in both Summer 1990 and beyond Summer 1990. 

T4hkm-C-l 

Untion 

Total Average 

Statewide 

Southcentral Total 
AIIdIonp 
ICanai peftiDlala 

on Spill Effects 
Summer 1990 and Beyond 

AllB~byL~tion-GnupOne 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 
2.0 
1.8 

PIiIIce WIllIaID. Saad U 
Other 1.4 

Southwest Total 1.6 
IUamna/lCatmai 1.0 
lCodiak 1.5 
Other 2.1 

1.8 

1.9 

1.8 
1.8 
1.6 2., 
t.3 

• l­.. ., 
1.2 
1.5 
2.3 
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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 effects in both 1990 and beyond 1990. However, the Prince 
William Sound area has nearly equal 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 Alaska. The only area with more negative than positive responses for 
tourism in 1990 was Kod.ia.k. 

Table m-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. Still, those 
businesses 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. 

rUN m .. C-2 

oq SpUl Effects 
Summer 1990 and Beyond 

All Businesses by Locatioll- Group One 

< 5.--.1990 > < Beyonel 1990 
I.ocVton ... '. :rtIIIIw H •• ' • IIrIIp.w l'aIltift N9tift 

Total 147 " 63 123 64 36 

Statewide 24 14 10 20 12 6 

Southcentral Total 111 63 a 92 48 27 
Anchonp 28 20 6 18 13 2 
KeuU PerdnIuIa 44 23 18 39 16 9 
Prince WI1JIam 

Soaad 34 17 17 31 17 15 
Other 5 3 2 " 2 1 

Southwelt Total 11 2 9 10 " 2 
IUamna/Katmai 1 

Kodiak 1 2 5 1 " Other 4 4 2 2 
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r ... ,. IIJ-C-l 
TJpea of Effects on Tourism - SUIDDler 1990 

All Bualneu by location - Group One 

Soulhcentral Southwe.t 
Keaal Illamnal 

'lUJ'AL Statewide Total Aach Pm. PWS Other Total Katmal Kodiak 

(Sample Size) (tU) (24) (111) (28) (44) (34) (5) (11) (0) (7) 

Total Poaltivi 79 It 63 21 2l 17 3 2 2 

Potential viII'on 
IftOIe aware of A1uka 8 27 9 12 6 1 1 

Visitor. will mme to 
see IpiD area 25 27 9 12 6 1 

Inquiries are up over 
.. at year 2 1 1 1 1 

Other positive a 9 32 13 10 6 3 1 1 

Total Nelatlve 63 1. , 'II 17 2 9 5 
Fercepdoft-Alaaka is 

ruined; vislton may 
notoome 25 20 6 8 2 1 1 

Bookings are down in 
Ipill areal 10 4 1 3 1 

Inquiries are lower 
than lu. year 1 2 2 1 1 

Lack of visitor knowledge 
01 spDI area may affect 
business in PWS 4 3 1 

Visitors will want to go to 
non-affected areas 1 3 1 2 

Accommodationalirnited 
in spill clean-up areal 3 1 2 1 1 

Other negative 34 2 25 2 9 13 1 1 4 
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T ... '. JII-C-f 
Typa of Effeda on Tourism - Beyond Summer 1990 

All Busmeaa by Location - Gmup I 

Southcentr~l Southwelt 
ICe .... iliamna/ 

10rAL Slalewlete Total ADela Pm. PWS Othel' Total Katmal Kodhk 

(Sample Size) (t23' (20) (92) (18) (39) (31) (4) (10) (1) (7) 

Total PosUive 6t 12 48 13 16 17 2 4 4 

Awareness of Alaska 
wlU Increase tourism 32 1 23 8 1 8 2 2 

Vlsiton will rome to see 
Ipill fOl' themeelves 30 1 21 1 6 8 2 2 

Oil spill effects are 
decllnln, 3 1 

Spill a warenesa in-state 
wiD .upport tourism 
expenditures by gov'. 3 3 1 1 1 

Other positive 27 1 19 6 5 6 2 1 I 

To'al Nea.Uve 36 6 'ZI 2 9 15 1 2 

Media exposure will 
cIemwe IOurism 10 2 1 6 1 

Areas near spill will 
have leu business 10 1 8 2 5 1 

Poor sportfishing last 
year wiD affect future 
year's business .. .. 1 2 1 

Other negative 23 5 16 1 . 7 8 2 
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3. Why No Tourism Impacts in Summer 1990 and Beyond 

Of the 234 businesses interviewed 87 felt there would be no effects to tourism in the 
Summer 1990 and 111 felt 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. 

No Tourism Effects 
Summer 1990 

AD Businesseslndicatinl No Effects - Group One 

(Sample Size) 

Spill not visible to visitm 

Tourilm 'PJ*II to be stable 

Media expc:1IUl'I! has died ~ 

(87) 

3611 

34 

25 

10 

3 

6 
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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 realize 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 will serve to increase towism and 
mitigate negative spill effects. 

TIJb,. m-C-6 

No Tourism Effects 
Beyond Summer 1990 

All Businesses Indicating No Effects - Group One 

(Sample Size) (111) 

Potential visiton will forget about spill 36" 

Molt buainesIes far away from spill area 22 

Potential visiton wiD realize Aluka hat not been ruiMd 21 

More awarenesa of AluIr.a hat been c:reatI!d, man people 
wiD want to see it. 12 

Other ftOIHpiJI related publicity hat generated interest 
in the..... " 

Other 8 
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Chapter IV. Major Findings 
Business Survey - Group Two 

. Selected Tourism Affected Businesses in Non-On 
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. 



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 2.0, 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. 

Grq" lV-A 1 
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Tab" IV-A .. l 

Location 

Total 

Statewide 

Southeast 

Southcentral Total 
Andaap 
Kenai Perdnlula 
Other 

Southwest Total 
IUamna/ICatmai 
Other 

IntIriorTotai 
FairbIuW 
Other 

Dena1i/Mc:1Clnley 

Average Oil Spill Effects 
Summer 1989 

All Businesses by Location - Group Two 

MaD 

2.0 

2.9 

1.9 

1.7 
2.5 

1.6 

1.9 
2.0 
1.8 

2.1 
1.9 
2.3 

1.3 

Average on Spill Effects 
Summer 1989 

Sample Size 

76 

8 

18 

16 
2 
1 

13 

14 
4 

10 

17 
10 
7 

3 

All Businesses by Buai:neu Type - Group Two 

Bnlir,1)pe MMa Sample Size 

Hotel/Motel 1.8 12 

Bed. Bnlklalt 2.0 3 

Lodp/ielort 2.0 41 

Cuided Outdoor Adi'rities 2.2 18 

Owter Boats 2.0 1 

Sightaeeing Boats 1.0 1 
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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, further 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 equipment relocated to Prince William Sound to assist with clean-up 
efforts. 

Only 11" of the businesses indicated that bookings and business was up, as compared to 28" in Group One. Only 2" mentioned any inaeue in business due to servicing spill 
workers. Clearly, this group was affected by the spill, though not nearly to the extent of 
businesses located closer to the spill area. By the same token, business which was lost 
due to the spill was generally not recovered by servicing spill workers, as most of this 
group of businesses wu not geographically close to the spill. 
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r/d"~ IV·A·J 

Types of Effects on Business 
Summer 1989 

All Businesses - Group Two 

Effect " 
Total 100., 

Had cancellations 5'1 

BuIineII Down 14 

Inquiries Down 48 

Shortage of Workers 43 

Paid Higher Was- 16 

BoUI/PIanes Booked by Exxon 
(not aniL for Yisiton) 30 

PIovide ~ to c:ustomen 25 

BooIdDp were up 11 

Independent travelers didn't come 
bea.UM no adftJa Jeet •• doN 11 

VIIUDI'I came to my area because they 
c:oaIdn't SO to spiJl area 9 

m.:r..d buIIinaI due to 8'i'ic:iDg 
oil .pm 2 

Other mentioftl 23 

Sample Size 

2S 

6 

21 

19 

7 

13 

11 

5 

5 

4 

1 

10 
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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 rely 
on particular market niches which were not affected. 

Why No SpnI Effects 
AU Buainesa with No Effects - Group Two 

"- Sample Size 
(Sample Size) 1JIHr. (3%) 

011 did. not ailect aNI where buIineu operates 47 15 

BUIiDesI ctidn't c:harlge due to spill 25 8 

Had not cancellations of lIS ,.tiona U 4 

BuaiMII reIiII OIl pecbpi 1DUrS/ cruiMI. 
wIdch wen! not affec:Ied 6 1 

V.ton Ulldentood A'eeJca geopaphy 6 2 

Have repJar repeat ctiefttele 6 2 

Other 6 2 
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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 overall 
average effect of the spill to 1.6 - or somewhat less than "slightly". 

Grqll IV-B-l 
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2. Types of Busmna 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. 

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

Ttablc IV-B-l 

Types of Effects on Business 
Summer 1990 

All Businesses - Group Two 

Effect 

Total 

Nepdft Respoue Total 

Expect dedi:ne due to iewer reservatioN 

Expect decline due to fewer inquiries 

Can't operate 1ft 101M spiD areu 

MecUa attention 

Other neptift 

,c.itift..,... Total 

Media attention; III£ft a ....... 

" 

" 
41 

19 

6 

6 

16 

25 

16 

3 

3 

9 

Sample Size 

32 

22 

13 

7 

2 

2 

5 

a 

s 

1 

1 

3 
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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. 

Tab" IV-B-Z 

Why No Spill Effects in Summer 1990 
All Businesses with No Effects - Group Two 

" 
Total 10CHIt 

No oil when businesI operates 36 

Haft inaeaIed boolcinp for 1990 30 

ClIents understaDd AlaIka geography 18 

RelervatkmlleftJs are same u Iut yeu, 
therelore busineu wiD be same 9 

Oil .pilI dea up leu 2 

Other 18 

Sample Size 

" 
16 

13 

8 

4 

1 

8 
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c. Summer 1990 and Beyond Impacts to Tourism 

L Overall 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 all. 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. 
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2.. 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 inaeased 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. 

Types of Effects on Tourism - Summer 1990 
All Businesses - Group Two 

Saaple Size 

Total 10K 

Nepti'ft a..,... Total 56 

Potential viJitDn feel Alaska ruined; may go .'.rwhIft for vacation 32 

BooIdnp ant down ift spi1I.,.. 8 

Inquiries ant lower than Jut ,... 5 

AG:uawoudAtiona limited ill spiD .... 3 

Vllitan wiD want to SO to DOIHffedId 
_01 ..... 3 

Otber Neptift 14 

pGlillft ...... Total 31 

Media attlllltion; more aWU'IMII 14 

Viliton will want to see spill 11 

Other Positive 19 
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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 ina-eased awareness of Alaska would ina-ease 
tourism. 

Types of Effects on Tourism 
Beyond 1990 

All Businesses - Group Two 

Total lCJ041 

Nepf:i.,....,... Total 41 

Media exposure will dec:reIIe i:Jurism. 22 

Poor sportfI.IlUfts IaIt year will 
affect future buIineu neptively 4 

Some ana Dar spill will haft leu busineII 4 

Other neptift 26 

Nealrl1...,.... Total 30 

Too early to tell about futwe sportftshing 7 

Inc:Nued competi.tkIIl fttIIIllonMr 
EDm c.'IJIltIK'IIan 4 

Other neutral 19 

PaGtlw Kelp ••• Total 26 

Awarenell of AIIIka will ~ tourism 7 

Viliton will come to .. spill area 4 

Other potitift 19 

SlDlple Size 

u 

6 

1 

1 

7 

8 

2 

1 

5 

1 

2 

1 

5 
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3. Why No Tourism Impacts in Summer 1990 and Beyond 

The most commonly 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 media attention are over. An others have confidence in the potential 
visitor and feel the spill will not affect their decision to visit Alaska. 

No Tourism Effects 
Summer 1990 

All Businesses Indicating No Effects - Group Two 

Total 

No oil where busineu operates 

Tourilm API*" ., be ~ 

Media exposure h.u died down; A'ft!ftII 
penon will forpt about spill 

Potential visiton are better informed; 
bow wheN spill happened; traftl 
dedIionI won't be aifeded 

Other 

21 

15 

15 

8 

Sample Size 

39 

21 

8 

6 

6 

3 
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Nearly two-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 oil 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. 

No Tourism Effects 
Beyond 1990 

All Businesses Indkat:i:ng No Effect.l- Group Two 

" SIIIIlP Ie Size 

Total 1Q011 49 

BUIiness operates far from spin ana 33 16 

Potential visiton will forpt about spill 22 11 

Potential viliton will :realize AluJca hal DOt 
baftlUiNld 18 9 

Tourism is iN:n!aIing due to other I'ICIHpiD 
facton 14 7 

.... hu strong l'el*t bwIiNII " 2 

Mare aWl.l'l!nlll of A.1uka baa been creatId 2 1 

Other non-tpi1l related publicity hal .... ted 
interest in the ana 2 1 

Other 14 7 
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Appendix - Business Questionnaire 
CVB Government 
Agency Questionnaire 

~CE 16Zb897 



Survey # Date 
Company Name ________ _ Interviewer ___ _ 
Ad~~s ______________________ _ 

Time On 
City, State, Zip _________ _ Tlme Off 
Contact Name, _________ _ Total time 
Phone # 
SIC Code 

Oil Spill Tourism Survey 
Business Questionnaire 

Hello, my name is from The McDowell Group, an 
Alaska research firm. We are conducting a survey to assess the effects of the 
&:ron Valdez 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 assess overall effects. 

I'd like to ask you questions about Your overall business first. 

L I1l what part of Ala.ka do you operate ( iDMrt the ftIDle of the 'blWnese)? 

01 
02 
03 
04 
OS 
99 

2. How 10111 h.ne you bem ill bum- at that location7 

01 0-2\,eus 99 Refused 
02 2-5\'eus 
03 S-lOYean 
04 11-15 Years 
05 15 Or More Years 
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3. What is your PRIMARY business? 

01 Air Carrier (Jet) 
02 Air Taxi (Commute.a) 
03 Cruiseline 
04 Ferry 
as Motorcoach Unes 
06 Packaged Tours 
07 R.V. Rentals 
08 Car Rentals 
09 Train 

10 Hotel/Motel Activities (Fishing) 
11 Bed &: Breakfast 
12 Lodge/Resort (Fishing) 
13 R. V. Camps/Campground 
14 Guided Outdoor Activities <Fish'g) 
15 Cl1.a.rter Boats (Fishing) 
16 Sightseeing Boats 
17 Attractions / sightseeing 
18 Museums 

19 Other (Please Spedfy) ____________ _ 

4. Did the &%011 Valdez oi1spm of March 24, 1989 affect your overall summer 
1989 business not at all, slightly, moderately, sipificantly, OR completely? 

01 Not at all (Skip to 6) 
02 Slightly 
03 Moderately 
04 Significantly 
05 Completely 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 



S. HOW did the oil spill affed your business? (DON'T READ LIST BUT 
CIRCLE ALL ANSWERS TIiAT RESPONDENT GIVES). 

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 kaep workers 
OS Inaeased business due to servicing oil spill workers 
06 Lack of accommodations for pleasure visitors 
07 VISitors came to my area because they couldn't go to spill 
a£fected areas 
08 Independent travelers didn't come because they didn't have 
advance reservations 
09 No charter boats available to take visitors fishing 
10 Other (PLEASE SPECIFYl:-________ _ 

99 Refused 

(SKIP to 7 if they answered 5) 

6. WHY didn't the on spm affect you bwiiDesal (DON'T READ LIST BUT 
CIRCLE ALL ANSWERS THAT RESPONDENT GIVES). 

01 Had no canc:ellation of reservations 
02 My business relies on packaged tours or cruises, which were not 
affected because so many people book far in advmce 
03 Visitors who understood the geography of Alaska reaJized 
they would not be affec:ted by the spill and came anyway 
04 Other (PLEASE SPECIFYl:-__________ _ 

99 Refused 

ACE 11326900 
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7. Did your business experience any of these other spill-related effects? 

(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 inaease due to servicing oil spill-related 
workers? 
06 Was there a Lack of &cCX)mmociations for pleasure visitors? 
07 Was there an inaease in visitors to your business because they 
couldn't go to spill affected areas? 
08 Did independent travelers not come because they didn't have 
advance reservations? 
09 Were charter boats. a,vailable to take visitors fisbing? 
10 Can you think of any other spill-related effects? 

Other (PLEASE SPEClF\? _________ _ 

99 

8. Do you think businessea .imDar to yoa:aI in. your area experienced 
oll spm related effec117 

01 v. 
02 No 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused. 

PR.OBE (for why or why not there were/weren't similar impacts) 

• ·1 Simi ar 
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READ: Now I'd like to ask you about VacationlPleasure 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. During summer 1989, what percent of your business was generated by 
VacationlPleasure visitors? 

~ Gml!!l'3l1d Izx VPI 
01 0., 07 40.,-49% 
02 Less Than 5~ 08 50"-59~ 
03 5., - 9~ 09 60"-69~ 
04 10~-19~ 10 70"-79~ 

OS 20~-29~ 11 80.,-89., 
06 30.,·39% 12 9O"-100~ 

98 Don't Know INot Sure 
99 Refused 

10. II this percent higher'or lower or about the same .. in 19881 

01 Higher 
02 Lower 
03 About the Same 
98 Don't Know I Not Sure 
99 Refused 

ACE 1826902 
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11. Of your total VacationIPleasure business in summer 1989, what percent 
was from residents of Alaska versus non-residents? 

% of Residents 11 A. % of Non-Residents 
01 0 02 0 
03 Less than 5% 04 Less than 5% 
05 10%-19% 06 10%-19% 
07 20%-29% 08 20%-29% 
09 30%-39% 10 30%-39% 
11 40%-49" 12 40%-49% 
13 50%-59% 14 50%-59% 
15 60%-69% 16 60"-69% 
17 70% .. 79" 18 70"-79% 
19 80%-89% 20 80 .. -89 .. 
21 90%-100" 22 90%-100% 

98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

12. What wu the total number. of VacatioDlPleaaure viaitors you served during 
summer 19891 

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

13. What weft your totallfOll sales from the VacatioDlPleuure risitors you 
served during S1UIUIlel.' 19897 

Groa Sales $. _____ _ 

98 Don't :Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

ACE 1826903 
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14. PRIOR to the spill how many VacationIPleasure visitors did you 
to serve during summer 19891 

Nwm~mVPs ______________ _ 

98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

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

Gross Sales $~ _____ _ 

98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

EXPECT 

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

16. What pen:1IIt of your businea du:r:iJlg .1mlD1er 1988 wu generated by 
VacatioDlPleasure visitors? 

" Gcnmtcd V yPa 
01 0 .. 
02 Leu Than 5" 
03 51. - 91. 
(K 101.-19" 
05 201.-29" 
06 30"·39., 

98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused. 

f11 40 .. -49" 
08 5Ot.-59" 
09 60"-69" 
10 70"-79" 
11 80 .. -89., 
12 90 .. -100., 

17. Ia tbJa percent higher, lower or about the laDle .. lWIlDler 19871 

01 HIgher 
02 Lower 
03 The Same 
98 Don't Know INot Sure 
99 Refused. 

Ace 1826904 
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18. Of your toW VacationIPleasure business in summer 1988, what 
was from residents of Alaska versus non-residents? 

percent 

% of Residents 18 A. % of Non-Residents 
01 0 02 0 
03 Less than 5% 04 Less than 5% 
05 10%-19% 06 10%-19% 
07 20%-29% 08 20%-29% 
09 30%-39% 10 30%-39% 
11 40%-49% 12 40%-49% 
13 5O~-S9~ 14 50%-59~ 

15 6O~-69~ 16 60%-69% 
17 70%-79% 18 70%-79% 
19 8O~-89% 20 80%-89% 
21 90%-100% 22- 90%-100% 

98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

19. Durirlg JaJIUIler 1988 how many VacationJPleuure visitors did you serve? 

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

20. During SU1IUIter 1988 what were your grou sale. from VacationIPleuure 
visitors? 

Gross Sales $'-___ _ 

98 Don't Know INot Sure 
99 Refused. 

2L How doe. lIUIUIler 1988 c:ompare to summer 1987 in terms of 
VacationJPleuure mUM npmbm and IfPM yIn? (PROBE) 



22. From summer 1985 to summer 1988 did your gross sales from 
Vacation/Pleasme visitors increaser decrease or stay the same? 

01 Inaease 
02 Deaease OR 
03 Stay the same (Skip to 24) 
98 Don't Know I 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 

REAP; Now rd like to ask you a few questions about whether you think 
the oil spill will affect your business for IVDUDer 1990. Fmt 

24. Do you think the oil spill will affect your business &om Vacation/Pleasure 
mitom for summer 1990, not at all, sliptly, moderately, sipificantly or 
completely? 

01 Not at all (Skip to 26) 
02 Sllghtly 
03 Moderately 
04 Sipificantly 
05 Completely 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

(FOR. BOTH 25 AND 26 PBOBEFORANYINDICATORSTIiATTHEBUSINESS 
MAY HA VB WlDCH SUPPORTS THEIR ANSWERS, SUCH AS INQUIRY LEVELSr 

RESERVATIONS LEVELS, up or down ETO. 

l!. HOW do you think the on spill wUt affect your busin eul 

(SIQPto27) 
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26. WHY do you think the oil spill will not affect your business in summer 19901 
(PROBE) 

27. Do you think the oil spill will affect tourism in your area during the 
summer 1990 slightly, moderately, significantly, completely, 

or not at all? 

01 Not at all (Skip to 29) 
02 Slightly 
03 Moderately 
04 Significantly 
05 Completely 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

28. HOW do you. t:hiDk the oil spill will affect toudsm in your areal (PROBE) 

(SJCIP to 30) 

29. WHY do you think the on spm will Dot .ffect tourism. in your area? (PROBE) 
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30. Do you think the oil spill will affect tourism in your area be:yond 

summer 1990 slightly, moderately, significantly, completely, 
or not at all? 

01 Not at all (Skip to 32) 
02 Slightly 
03 Moderately 
04 Significantly 
05 Completely 
98 Don't Know INot Sure 
99 Refused 

3L HOW clo you think the oil spill will affed tourism in your area? (PROBE) 

(SIClP to 33) 

32. WHY clo you think the oil spill wjU not affect tourism. in your area? 
PROBE ' 

READ: And ffnally I have one more questimi for our coding 
pUlpoMS.Do you have your Alaska buiness Ucense handy? 

33. What is the SIC CODE number that appeaa in the upper right hand 
corner by your name and addresa on yoUr buainea licerase? 

SIC Code , _____ _ 

READ: Those are all the.questions I have for you today, thank you very much 
for your cooperation. 
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Survey j 
Company Name, ________ _ 

Date 
Interviewer ___ _ 

Ad~~s ____________________ __ 
Time On 

City, State, Zip _________ _ TLme Off 
Contact Name _________ _ Total time 
Phone # 

SIC Code 

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 
E=on. Valdez oil spill on the tourism indusay in Alaska. We would like to ask 
you a few questions about the spm Which should take about ten minutes of 
your time. I will be asking you about VacationJPleasure travel of both Alaska 
residents and non-residents. FU'St, I would like to ask you about effects in 
1989 •••• 

L Did the Exxon Vald.a: oil spm of March 24, 1989 affect VacatioDlPleasure travel by 
AJ.sk. nsidents to your area? 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 3) 
98 Don't .Know INot Sure (Skip to 3) 
99 Refused 

2. Would you d.llify the effects for VacatioD/Pleuure travel by Alaska residents to 
your area _ aeptive, positive or both? 

01 Neptive 
02 POIitive 
03 Both 
98 [)onlt Know INot Sure 
99 Refused 
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2a.. As a result of the (negative/positive) effects, did VacationlPleasure traffic by Alaska 
residents change from previous years? 

Ne:gative Effects Positive Effects 
01 Yes 01 Yes 
02 No 02 No (Skip to 2b) 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 98 D/I<-Not Sure (Skip to 2b) 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

Old Traffic Increase or Decrease? 

Negative Effects Positive Effec:ta 
01 Inaease By How Much ....... _ 01 Increase By How Much, __ 
02 Deaease By How Mw:h, __ 02 Deaease By How Much, __ 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused. 99 Refused 

2b. On a scale of -5 to +5, with -5 beiDa the maximum neptiYe effects and +5 beiDa the 
maximum poGtive effects, how would you rate the overall effects of the oil spill on 
VacaticmlPleasate travel by Algb residents to your uea? 

Negative Effects 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 o 

Politi:ve Ef:feda 
+1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

3. Did the ExxOIl Valda on spm of March 24, 1989 affect Vacat10DJPleasure travel by 
NOll-Alaska residents (in other wordt vilitDa to the State) to your area? 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 5) 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure (Skip to 5) 
99 Refused. 

. 
4. Would you d,mly the effects for VacatioDlPlellllft travel by NOll-Alaska 

residents to your area .. neptive, positive or both? 

01 Negative 
02 Positive 
03 Both 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused. 
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4a. As a result of the (negative/positive) eifects, did VacationlPleaaw:e traffic by N on­
Alaska residents change from previous years? 

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

Did Traffk Increase or Decrease? 

Negative Effects Politive Effects 
01 Increase By How Much. __ 01 Increase By How Much. __ 
02 Dec:reue By How Much. __ 02 Deaeue By How Much. __ 
98 Don't Know INot Sure 98 Don't Know I Not Sure 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

4b. On a scale· of -5 to +5, with. -5 beina the maxim'llDllleptive effects and +5 beina the 
mlximura p08itive effecta, how would you rate the overall effects of the oU spill on 
VacaticmIPleuure travel by Non-I\Jllka residentI to your areal 

Negative Effects 
·5 "" -3 ·2 -1 o 

POlitlve Effeda 
+1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

S. How else did the oU spill affect VlCltiODlPleuare trave1ln your area? 
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6. 00 you have any documented evidence of the effect of the oil spill on 
VacationJPleuure travel to your area? 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 8) 
98 Don't Know INot Sure (Skip to 8) 
99 Refused 

If YES, probe for the following: 
Number of inquiries for years preceding 1989 
Number of inquiries for 1989 
Inquiry level befOie and after the spill 
Inquiry level for 1990 
Bed tax revenues 
VISitor Information Center usage 
Visitor count to the area/region/dty/town 
Membership increases or deaeases 
Reservation cancellations 
Any other relevant information 

(DON'T READ: If leSpondent baa any docnmented evidence available, please request 
that they MllCl u copieI) 

ASK om Y IF n:spcmd.eD.t lDIWeftd NO or DK to Queatiou .1 or .3 

7. Why do you tbiDk theft was DO effect (or De DOt sure of the effects) of the oil spill 
OD VacationlPleanre travel? 
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NOW, I'D UKE TO ASK YOU ABOUT nm EFFECTS IN 1990. . . . . • 

8. Do you think the oil spill will affect VacationIPleasw:e travel by Alaska residents to 
your area in 19901 

01 Yes 
02 No (Slcip to 10) 
98 Don't Know INot Sure (Skip to 10) 
99 Refused 

9. Would you dauify the effects for VacationlPleuure travel by Alaska residents to 
your area u neptive, positive or both? 

01 Negative 
02 Positive 
03 Both 
98 Don't Know I Not Sure 
99 Refused 

9.. As a result of the (neptiveJpoaitive) effects, do you th.tDk VacationlPleasure traffic 
by AI.aJca _dents wDl chmp ~ prerioaa yeual 

Neptive Effecg POIitive Effects 
01 Yes 01 Yes 
02. No 02. No (Sldp to 9b) 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 98 0 IIC-Not Sure (Skip to 9b) 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

wm Traffk IDaeue or Decrease? 

Neptlve Effeda POIitive Effeda 
Ot Inc:reue By How Much:-_ 
02 Dceue By How Much:-_ 

ot Increue By How Much:-_ 
02 Decrease By How Much, __ 

98 DoI\'t :Know/Not Sure 98 Don't ICnow/Not Sure 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

9b. On a scale of -5 to +5, with -5 beiq the maximum neptive effects ad +5 bein& the 
mpjm1Ull pomttve effects, how would you rate the cmraIl effects of the oil spill on 
VacaticmlPleuare travel by Alatka residents to your areal 

Neptive Effecta 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -t 0 

, ........ Effed1I 
+1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
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10. Do you think the oil spill will affect VacationIPleasure travel by Non-Alaska 
residents to your area in 19907 

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

1L Would you dauify the effects for VacationlPleuare travel by Non-A1a..sb 
residents to your area as neptive, positive or both? 

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

1ta. AIJ a result of the (negativeJpositive) effects, cUd VacaticmlP1easure traffic by Non­
Al.eka residents chaDp from pleViou rem? . 

Neptlve Effects POIitive EffedI 
01 Yes 01 Yes 
02 No 02 No (Skip to lIb) 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 98 O/IC .. Not Sure (Skip to lIb) 
99 Refused 99 Refused 

Will Traffic Inc!ease or Decrease? 

Neptive EffecIa POIitive Effecta 
01 Inaeue By How Much:-_ 
02 Deaeue By How Much:-_ 

01 Increase By How Much, __ 
02 Deaeue By How Much:-_ 

98 Don't ICnow/Not Sure 98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 RefuIecl 99 Refused 

Ub. On a scale of -5 to +5, with -5 beiDa the m.ximum nepave effec:ta and +5 being the 
maximum positive effects, how would you rate the overall effects of the oll spill 
on VacatioDlPleuure travel by Non-AI-.a residents to your area? 

Neptlve Effects 
·5 -4 ·3 -2 ·1 o 

Podive Effec:ta 
+1 +2 +3 +4 +5 
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12. How else did the oil spill affect VacatioralPleasure travel in your area? 

13.. Do you haft any documented evidence which supports yOUl' opinion that the oU 
spm wiD. effect VacaticmlPleume travel to your area in'l 

01 Yes 
C1l No 
98 Don't Know INot Sure 
99 Refused 

(If YES, probe and uk to ba't'e copies sent to UI of any evidence) 

ASK ONLY if ... .,.,.4 NO or Dn' .Kisow to ~ 8 or 10) 
It. WHY do yoa think there will be DO effect or (an BOt I11Ie of the effects) of the oil 

'Pm 011. VacatioalPl--. travel to your area in 19901 



NOW I'D UKE TO ASK YOU ABOUT THE EFFECTS BEYOND 1990. . . • • 

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

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 17) 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure (Skip to 17) 
99 Refused 

16. Would you clasaify futa:re effects for VacationlPleasure travel by Alaska residents 
to your area u neptive, positive or both? 

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

16a. .A. a reault of the (neptiveJpOlitive) effects, do you thiDk VacationlPleasure 
traffk by,Allskl raicleD.la wm cbnp Dam pnrriou yam? 

Neptive Effecta 
01 Y. 
02 No 
98 Don't Know/Not Sure 
99 Refused 

wm TraHk ~ or Deae .. ? 

Nept1ve Effecta 

POIIitlve EffedI 
01 Y. 
02 No (Skip to 16b) 
98 O/le-Not Sure (Skip to 16b) 
99 Refused 

P..t.tI:ve EffedI 
01 Inaeue By How Much __ 01 Inaeue By How Much ___ _ 
02 Dec:reue By How Much __ 02 Decftue By How Much, __ 
98 Don't XDaw /Not Sure 98 Don't ICnow /Not Sure 
99 RefuAd 99 Refused 

16b. On a acale of -5 to +5, with -5 betas the maximum nept:ln effecta and +5 being the 
maximum poIitive effects, how would you rate the cmr.raU. future effects of the oil 
spm OIl VacaticmJP1ean:.re travel by Allska resideDJa to your area? 

Nept1ve Effecta 
·5 -4 ·3 ·z ·1 0 

POIittR EffectI 
+1 +2 +3 +4 +5 



17. Do you·tlUDk the oil spill will affect VacationlPleasure travel by Non-Alaska 
residentl to your area beyond 19901 

01 Yes 
02 No (Skip to 21) 
98 Don't Know INot Sure (Skip to 21) 
99 Refused 

18. Would you claMify future effects for VacatioDlPleuure travel by Non-Alaska 
resic:lenta to your area u negative, positive or bothl 

01 Negative 
02 POIitive 
03 Both 
98 Don't Know INot Sure 
99 Refused 

1.8&. A.. a result of the (neptiveipOlitlve) effects, did Vac:atiODlPleasare traffic by Non­
A"eIe' _data d?,np from pnriou yam? 

Ncptlle EffedI 
01 V. 
02 No 
98 DeD't ICDow /Not Sure 
99 Refused 

wm TraffJc IDaenrl or Deaalel 

Nqp< 1,.1Ifecte 

ro.itiYe Effecta 
Ot V. 
02 No (Skip to l8b) 
98 D/IC-Not Sure (Skip to ISb) 
99 Refused 

ro.itiYe Effec:te 
Ol IDa].. By How Mudl~_ 
02 Deere.. By How Much. __ 

01 IDa'eaM By How Much:-_ 
02 DIcrease By How Much, __ 

98 DaIl't ICaow INot Sure 98 Dem't Know INot Sure 
99 lIfused 99 ~ 

lib. On I aale of -5 to +5, with -5 bebIa the mgimlUll aeptlf. effects I1ld +5 being the 
mpimaa poeItiv. eifectI, how woald yoa. rate the cweraJl f1lture effects of the oil 
apill on VacatkmlPleaame travel by Non-AI.ea _data to your area? 

Nepdn Effects 
-5 -4 -, -2 -I o 

PGIitive Effec:bI 
+1 +2 +, +4 +5 

ACE 1820918 



19. How else do you expect the oil spill to affect VacationIPleasure travel in your area? 

20. Do you have any dOC1lllleDtecl evidaa which IUpportI your opiDion that the oil 
spW will effect VacaticmlPleuure travel to your area b17 

01 Yes 
02 No 
98 Donlt ICnow/Not Sure . 
99 Refused 

(If YES, probe md uk to have copies sent to u of myericlence) 

ASK ONLY If araawerecI NO or Doll' ICaow to QaeItIoDa 15 or 17) 
14 WHY do yotl tblnk then will 'be 110 effect or (1ft DOt ... of the effects) of the oil 

spW OD VacatiOlllPl ..... travel to you ... ",oad. 1J907 

ACE 1826919 


