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Smooth salling

Economic impact of Georgia’s booming ports

Jeffrey M. Humphreys
Barbara D. Bart

Georgia’s deepwater ports industry consists The facilities owned by the Georgia Ports
of public marine terminals in Savannah and Authority in Savannah and Brunswick will be
Brunswick owned by the Georgia Ports referred to as the Port of Savannah and the Port
Authority as well as private marine terminal_s. I of Brungwick, respeptively; and' cargo volumes,
Savannah’s port is one of the fastest growing A LJANLNL expenditures, and impact estimates for these
container ports in the world, ending the fiscal facilities will be reported separately from those
year 2003 with a 31.5 percent increase in the for private facilities/docks.
number of TEUs (Twenty-Foot Equivalent For analytical purposes, portions of the study

Units), and a record 1.5 million TEUs shipped. Brunswickwere conducted in inflation-adjusted 2000 dollars, but the
which has carved a niche for itself in agricultural cargo andmounts expressed in this article are reported in current
car shipments, experienced a 25.2 percent increase in telars (fiscal year 2003).

shipments of cars and machinery. The superb performance of

Georgia’s ports relative to other ports reflects stronEconomic Impact Highlights

comparative advantages that allowed them to expand their

share of regional and national waterborne cargo traffic. The fundamentalfinding of this study is that the strategic

These comparative advantages are the result of a seriegjgtisions by state government to invest public resources in

Strategic expansions over many years. Georgia’s deepwater ports have contributed to substantial
It is obvious that Georgia’s deepwater ports createconomic activity in Georgia. The statewide economic impact

substantial economic impacts on the State of Georgia of the deepwater ports in fiscal year 2003 includes:

terms of output (sales), gross state product (GSP), income, @ $35.4 billion in sales (7percent of Georgia’s total

employment, and tax revenues for federal, state, and local sales);

governments. Nonetheless, this study provides a quantitative gg $17.1 billion in gross state product (6 percent of

assessment of the changes in overall economic activity as a Georgia’s total GSP);

result of the presence and operations of Georgia’s deepwater g $10.8 billion in income (4 percent of Georgia’s total

ports in fiscal year 2003. personal income);
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W 275,968 full- and part-time jobs (7 percent of Georgia'ain average multiplier value of 1.902. On average, therefore,

total employment); every dollar initially spent by either the portindustry and port

W $3.2 billion in federal taxes; and users generates an additional 90 cents for the economy.

W $1.4 billion in state and local taxes. Expressed in other dimensions, the ports industry and

port users together support $17.1 billion in GSP and $10.8

Measured in the simplest and broadest possible ternts|lion in income, which account for about 6 percent and 4
the total economic impact of Georgia's deepwater ports goercent of Georgia's total gross state product and total
Georgia’s economy is $35.4 billion. This amount represenggersonal income, respectively. The total economic impact on
the combined impact of the port industry and port users amployment is 275,968 full- and part-time jobs. The com-
output, which can be thought of as the equivalent of busineb@ed impact of the port industry and port users on state and
revenue, sales, or gross receipts. The $35.4 billion outplatcal tax collections is $1.4 billion. The combined impact on
impact accounts for about 7 percent of Georgia’s total outpfsderal tax collections is $3.2 billion.
in FY 2003. Out of the $35.4 billion, $2.5 billion (7.1 The distribution of total economic impacts of cargo-
percent) represents the results from the port industry atdised activity at the Georgia Ports Authority’s facilities in
$32.9 billion (92.9 percent) represents the results from po8avannah and Brunswick by mode of cargo indicates that
users. containerized cargo accounts for about 85 percent of the

Of the FY 2003 total output impact, $18.6 billion repre-reported economic impacts. Breakbulk cargo accounts for
sents initial spending, or direct economic impact; $16.8lightly more than 5 percent of the reported impacts, and
billion is indirect and induced spending, or the re-spendinguto/vehicle cargo accounts for slightly less than 5 percent of
(multiplier) impact. Dividing the FY 2003 total output im- the reported impacts. Liquid bulk and dry bulk account for
pact ($35.4 billion) by initial spending ($18.6 billion) yields about 3 percent and 2 percent of reported impacts, respec-

tively.

The Concept of Port Economic Impact
GEORGIA BUSINESS AND
ECONOMIC CONDITIONS T he total economic impact of Georgia’s deepwater
s — ports consists of (1) direct spending by the port
econd Quarter 2004 ——3 . .
Volume 64, number 2 Il industry, (2) direct spending by port users, and (3)
the secondary or indirect and induced spending—often re-
ferred to as the multiplier effects—created as direct expendi-
tures by either the port industry or port users are re-spent.
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P. George Benson The portindustry is defined to include economic activity
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cargo and port services, including the ports themselves, the
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Director companies engaged in deepwater transportation, and compa-
nies that provide ship services, and companies that provide
Lorena M. Akioka inland transportation of waterborne cargo. Port investment
Editor (capital expenditures) for additional and/or improvements to
Beata D. Kochut Georgia’s deepwater ports are also included as part of the

Research Coordinator portindustry. This definition of the port industry is identical
to the definition used by the US Department of Transporta-
tion, Maritime Administration in the MARAD Port Eco-
nomic Impact Kit. Thus, the industry includes activities that

take place on the vessel, at the terminal, and during the inland
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movement of cargo. Since the firms and enterprises that
provide these activities locate in Georgia because of the
existence of the ports, all of their activity (spending) can be
counted as direct economic impact.

Port users are mainly manufacturers and wholesalers/
distributors that use the ports to transport materials and/or
products. Although most port users are importers and export-
ers, some port users ship materials or products to and/or from
domestic locations. All of the economic activity (spending)
generated by port users whose decision to locate, remain,
and/or expand in Georgia hinges on the presence of Georgia’s
deepwater ports can be counted as direct economic impact.

Georgia Business and Economic Conditions



But since most port users are only partially dependent on the
presence of Georgia’s deepwater ports, only a portion of the
total economic activity is counted as direct economic impac
Forexample, firms that use Georgia’s deepwater ports due o
costadvantages over alternative ports or alternative modes ofd ce
transportation are only partially dependent on Georgia's
ports. Also, port users that only ship a portion of theif o0 htained from the Georgia Ports Authority. THe
production ar_ld materials through Georgia’s deepvv_ater ports tonnage and capital expenditure data were imbor ed
are only partially dependent on the ports. To avoid doublg into the U.S. Department of Transportation’s MARA
counting, port users’ activity is defined to exclude their Port Ecohdmic Impact Kit to estimate the direc
transpohrtatiort]] exgler:jdki)tures associated Wi(;h the waterborne indirect, induced, and total economic impacts of t ’e
cargo that is handled by Georgia’s port industry. Y ’ , ; -
Secondary spending is often referred to as the multiplig port industry. Second, port users’ spending was et

. . mated. Port users were surveyed to determine the
effect of direct spending. There are two types of secondaly oqee to which they depend on Georgia’s deepwater
spending, indirect spending and induced spending. Indire¢

: o . "~ ports. To help correct for non-responses and/or inco
spending refers to the changes in inter-industry purchasesia lete responses, several types of government and ad-

Geo?g" S mdu(js}nez res_phondr:o the %dg'“ona' demands trlgl- ministrative data were used to assess the proportiof of
gered by spending Dy either the port industry or port users. fit o, o160 or sales in various industries that could pe
consists of the ripples of activity that are created vyhen thie attributed to port users’ utilization of the ports. Th
port industry or port users purchase goods or services from IMPLAN Professional 2.0 Social Accounting an
other industries located in Georgia. Induced spending is Impact Analysis softwaré was used to estimate the

similar to indirect spending except that it refers to thg . - - )
additional demands triggered by spending by households 1smdlreCt and induced economic impacts of the poft

their income increases due to changes in production. Bagi- related portion of spending by port users.
cally, the induced impact captures the ripples of activity that
are created when households spend more due to the increases
in their earnings that were generated by the direct and

indirect spending.

The sum of the direct, indirect, and induced economititerest, and rent). Employment includes total wage and
impacts is the total economic impact, which often is exsalary employees as well as self-employed individuals. It
pressed in terms of output (sales), GSP, income, or employcludes both full- and part-time jobs and is measured in
ment. Output is gross receipts or sales, plus or minus inve@nnual average jobs.
tory. Total output impacts are the most inclusive, largest,
measure of_economic impact_. Because of th_ei( size, outp §timating the Port Industry’s
impacts typically are emphasized in economic impact stud: .
ies and receive much media attention. One problem wi conomic Impact
output as a measure of economic impact, however, is that it
includes the value of inputs produced by other industries, T he U.S. Department of Transportation’s MARAD
which means that there inevitably is some double counting of _1_ port Economic Impact Kit was used to estimate the
economic activity. The other measures of economic impact g direct, indirect, and induced economic impact of

(GSP, income, and employment) are free from double counthending by the port industry. The study area (geographic
ing and provide a much more realistic measure of the t'yggion that was modeled) was defined as the State of Georgia.
economic impact of Georgia's deepwater ports. U.S. estimates of the port-related costs per unit of cargo were
GSP is value added, which consists of employee conused as a proxy for the actual costs at the Ports of Savannah
pensation, proprietor income, other property income, anand Brunswick. A detailed discussion of the MARAD Port
indirect business taxes. GSP (or value added) is equivalent#oonomic Impact Kit, including its structure, methods, and
gross output (sales or receipts and other operating incomese can be found in MARAD Port Economic Impact
commodity taxes, and inventory change) minus intermediatéit,volumes 1-2.
inputs (consumption of goods and services purchased from The Georgia Ports Authority provided the fiscal year
other industries or imported). It is often referred to as th2003 data that the MARAD model required. Specifically, the
state-level counterpart of the nation’s gross domestic pro@eorgia Ports Authority provided cargo volume (import and
uct (GDP). Income is all forms of employment incomeexport) by mode of transportation for the facilities that it
including wages, salaries, and proprietors’ incomes. It doesvns in Savannah and Brunswick. The cargo volume re-
not include norwage compensation (e.g., pensions angborted for the Port of Savannah includes data for the Garden
health insurance), transfer payments (e.g., welfare or Soci@lty and Ocean terminals. The cargo volume reported for the
Security benefits), or unearned income (e.g., dividend®ortof Brunswickincludes data for Colonel’s Island, Logistec

ir MethOdO|Ogy L

Estimating the economic impact of Georgia's
pwater ports involved two distinct steps. First, data
regarding tonnage by type and capital expenditures

=
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TABLE 1

Cargo Volume by Mode of Transportation
At the Georgia Ports Authority’s Facilities in Savannah and Brunswick
(Import and Export in FY 2003)

Cargo Volumel Percent
of Total
Cargo Type Mode Total Savannah Brunswick by Mode
Autos Long Dist. Truck 235,993 15,756 220,237 71.43
Short Dist. Truck 0 0 0 0.00
Barge 0 0 0 0.00
Rail 94,387 0 94,387 28.57
Total 330,380 15,756 314,624 100.00
Containerized  Long Dist. Truck 1,035,410 1,035,410 0 68.24
Short Dist. Truck 226,033 226,033 0 14.90
Barge 30,106 30,106 0 1.98
Rail 225,792 225,792 0 14.88
Total 1,517,340 1,517,340 0 100.00
Breakbulk Long Dist. Truck 699,471 607,611 91,860 52.58
Short Dist. Truck 307,103 193,729 113,374 23.09
Barge 0 0 0 0.00
Rail 323,703 207,317 116,385 24.33
Total 1,330,277 1,008,657 321,620 100.00
Dry Bulk Long Dist. Truck 0 0 0 0.00
Short Dist. Truck 789,885 33,133 756,752 67.67
Barge 0 0 0 0.00
Rail 450,630 0 450,630 36.33
Total 1,240,515 33,133 1,207,382 100.00
Liquid Bulk Long Dist. Truck 612,648 612,648 0 84.43
Short Dist. Truck 71,191 71,191 0 9.81
Barge 35,595 35,595 0 4.91
Rail 6.160 6.160 0 0.85
Total 725,593 725,593 0 100.00
1Cargo volume is expressed on a per-vehicle basis for auto/vehicle cargo; a per-TEU (“Twenty-Foot Equivalent
Unit”) basis for containerized cargo, a per-short ton (2,000 pounds) basis for breakbulk, dry bulk, and liquid bulk
cargo. Cargo volume is for the public facilities owned by the Georgia Ports Authority and does not include cargo
volume for private facilities/docks.
Source: Estimated by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, Terry College of Business, the University of Georgia,
based on data provided by the Georgia Ports Authority for FY 2003 (April 2004).
|
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(Marine Port Terminals), and the Mayor’s Point TerminalBureau of Economic Analysis’s historical data on gross
Table 1 summarizes cargo volume for autos, containerizetbmestic product and output, gross state product, and per-
cargo, breakbulk cargo, dry bulk cargo, and liquid bulksonal income (estimates for fiscal year 2003 were prepared
cargo. Cargo volume is expressed on a per-vehicle basis foy the Selig Center). (2) The U.S. Department of Labor’'s and
auto/vehicle cargo; a per-TEU (Twenty-Foot Equivalenthe Georgia Department of Labor’s historical data on em-
Unit) basis for containerized cargo; and a per-short toployment by industry. (3) U.S. Department of Transporta-
(2,000 pounds) for breakbulk, dry bulk, and liquid bulk. Intion, Maritime Administration, Office of Ports and Domestic
addition, the Georgia Ports Authority provided estimates dshipping data on the economic impact of port users at the
cargo volume for the private facilities/docks based on anational level. (4) The Georgia Department of Community
analysis of data obtained from PIERS, and the estimates a#airs and the Department of Industry, Trade and Tourism'’s
summarized in Table.Zhe Georgia Ports Authority also summary information from their survey of manufacturers
provided capital expenditures (port investment) in FY 2003bout international trade activity and current and future
for the facilities that it owns. Capital expenditures by thexports of their products.
private facilities/docks are not included in this analysis. Based on an analysis of both the survey and secondary
information sources, it was determined that port-related

. . ) . sales (output) totaled $17.2 billion in Georgia in fiscal year

Estimating the Port Users’ Economic Impact 2003, or about 3 percent of Georgia’s total output that year.
About $14.1 billion of manufacturing sales and approxi-

A confidential survey of the entire population of cur-mately $3.1 billion in wholesale/distribution sales were

£ rentusers of the Georgia Ports Authority’s facilitiesdetermined to be port related.

H as conducted to identify the industries that utilize  Type SAM multipliers from the IMPLAN Professional
the ports, their sales, and the extent to which they depend ¥ersion 2.0 modeling system were used to estimate the
the port. Due to both a low response rate and incompletedirect and induced economic impact of port users’ direct
responses, secondary sources of information supplementexpenditures. A detailed discussion of the IMPLAN model-
the information obtained from the survey. These secondaiyg system, including its structure, methods, and use, can be
sources include: (1) The U.S. Department of Commercégund in the software’s users guide.

TABLE 2

Cargo Volume for Private Facilities/Docks
(Import and Export in FY 2003)

Cargo Volumel

Cargo Type Total Savannah Brunswick
Breakbulk Total 1,278,767 889,481 389,286
Dry Bulk Total 8,390,762 8,390,762 0
Liquid Bulk Total 3,803,945 3,744,238 59,707
Total 13,473,474 13,024,481 448,995

lCargo volume is expressed on a per-short ton (2,000 pounds) basis for breakbulk, dry bulk, and liquid
bulk cargo. Cargo volume is for the privately owned facilities/docks and does not include cargo volume
for facilities owned by the Georgia Ports Authority.

Source: Estimated by the Georgia Ports Authority based on data from PIERS for FY 2003 (March 2004).
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The Results greater than that of the port industry ($32.9 billion for port
users compared to $2.5 billion for the port industry itself).
The total economic impact of Georgia’s deepwater portfideed, port users account for 92.9 percent of the total output
on output, GSP, income, and employment is summarized impact of Georgia’s deepwater ports.
Table 3. The direct, indirect and induced, and the total Of the FY 2003 total output impact, $18.6 billion repre-
economic impacts of Georgia’s deepwater ports in terms sents initial spending, or direct economic impact; $16.8
output, income, and gross state product are reported in Talbigion is indirect and induced spending, or the re-spending
4. Similarly, Table 5 and Table 6 report the employment angnultiplier) impact. Dividing the FY 2003 total output im-
tax impacts, respectively. Table 7 reports the overall multpact ($35.4 billion) by initial spending ($18.6 billion) yields
plier values for output, employment, income, and GSRan average multiplier value of 1.902. On average, therefore,
Table 8 reports the total economic impacts of cargo-bas@yery dollar initially spent by either the portindustry and port
activity by mode of cargo at the Georgia Ports Authority’sisers generates an additional 90 cents for the state’s economy.

operations in Savannah and Brunswick. The multipliers associated with port users and cargo-based
activities are much higher than the multiplier associated with
W Output Impacts port-investment, reflecting port users and cargo operations

relatively greater degree of interaction with the local economy.

Measured in the simplest and broadest terms, the total
economic impact of the Port of Savannah and the Port @l GSP (Value Added) Impacts
Brunswick on Georgia’s economy is $35.4 billion, which is
about 7 percent of Georgia’s output in FY 2003. Measured in terms of GSP or value added, Georgia’s
Out of the total, $2.5 billion (7.1 percent) represents thdeepwater ports contributed $17.1 billion to the state’s
results from the port industry. The GPA’s operations at theconomy in FY 2003, which is about 6 percent of Georgia’s
Port of Savannah contribute 71 percent of this $2.5 billiortotal GSP. Out of the $17.1 billion total GSP impact, $1.3
Port users’ $32.9 billion total output impact is thirteen time®illion (7.4 percent) represents the results from the port

TABLE 3

Summary of the Economic Impact

of Georgia's Deepwater Ports,
Fiscal Year 2003
(millions of 2002-03 dollars)

Total Economic Impact on:

Output Gross State Product  Income Employment
(jobs)
Port Industry 2,502 1,276 840 26,519
1. Savannah Cargo-Based Activity 1,772 907 598 18,952
2. Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity 130 68 44 1,421
3. Port Investment 43 28 19 577
4. Private Facilities/Docks 557 273 179 5,569
Port Users 32,864 15,863 9,947 249,449
Total Output/Revenue Impact 35,366 17,139 10,787 275,968

Note: The port industry refers to firms/enterprises located in Georgia because of the existence of the ports.
Savannah and Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity and Port Investment refer to impacts generated by the public
facilities owned by the Georgia Ports Authority. Private Facilities/Docks refers to impacts generated by privately-
owned facilities/docks. Port users refers to firms/enterprises that utilize port facilities (primarily importers and
exporters).

Source: Estimated by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, Terry College of Business, University of Georgia,
April 2004.
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TABLE 4

The Economic Impact of Georgia’s Deepwater Ports

on Output (Revenue), Income, and Gross State Product (GSP)
in Georgia, Fiscal Year 2003
(millions of 2002-03 dollars)

Direct Indirect & Induced Total
Economic Impact on Economic Impact on Economic Impact on
Output/Revenue Output/Revenue Output/Revenue
Port Industry 1,422 1,079 2,502
1. Savannah Cargo-Based Activity 996 776 1,772
2. Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity 75 54 130
3. Port Investment 31 12 43
4. Private Facilities/Docks 320 237 557
Port Users 17,175 15,689 32,864
Total Output/Revenue Impact 18,597 16,768 35,366
Direct Indirect & Induced Total
Economic Impact on Economic Impact on Economic Impact on
Income Income Income
The Port Industry 455 382 840
1. Savannah Cargo-Based Activity 322 276 598
2. Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity 25 16 44
3. Port Investment 13 6 19
4. Private Facilities/Docks 95 84 179
The Port Users 4,476 5,471 9,947
Total Income Impact 4,931 5,853 10,787
Direct Indirect & Induced Total
Economic Impact on Economic Impact on Economic Impact on
Gross State Product Gross State Product Gross State Product
The Port Industry 624 653 1,276
1. Savannah Cargo-Based Activity 441 466 907
2. Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity 35 34 68
3. Port Investment 17 11 28
4. Private Facilities/Docks 131 142 273
The Port Users 7,150 8,713 15,863
Total GSP Impact 7,774 9,366 17,139

Note: The port industry refers to firms/enterprises located in Georgia because of the existence of the ports.
Savannah and Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity and Port Investment refer to impacts generated by the public
facilities owned by the Georgia Ports Authority. Private Facilities/Docks refers to impacts generated by
privately-owned facilities/docks. Port users refers to firms/enterprises that utilize port facilities (primarily
importers and exporters).

Source: Estimated by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, Terry College of Business, University of Georgia,
April 2004.
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TABLE 5

The Economic Impact of Georgia's Deepwater Ports

on Employment
in Georgia, Fiscal Year 2003
(full- and part-time jobs)

Direct Indirect & Induced Total
Economic Impact on Economic Impact on Economic Impact on
Employment Employment Employment

(full- and part-time jobs) (full- and part-time jobs) (full- and part-time jobs)

The Port Industry 14,005 12,515 26,519
1. Savannah Cargo-Based Activity 10,005 8,947 18,952
2. Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity 784 637 1,421
3. Port Investment 364 213 577
4. Private Facilities/Docks 2,852 2,718 5,569
The Port Users 106,104 141,345 249,449
Total Employment Impact 120,109 153,860 275,968

Note: The port industry refers to firms/enterprises located in Georgia because of the existence of the ports.
Savannah and Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity and Port Investment refer to impacts generated by the public
facilities owned by the Georgia Ports Authority. Private Facilities/Docks refers to impacts generated by privately-
owned facilities/docks. Port users refers to firms/enterprises that utilize port facilities (primarily importers and
exporters).

Source: Estimated by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, Terry College of Business, University of Georgia, April 2004.

industry. The GPA’s operations at the Port of Savannations at the Port of Savannah contribute 71 percent of this
contribute 71 percent of this $1.3 billion. Port users’ $15.$840 million, but port users’ $9.9 billion income impact is
billion GSP impact is twelve times greater than that of thalmost twelve times greater. Indeed, port users account for
port industry—$15.9 billion for port users compared to $1.32.2 percent of the totalincome impact of Georgia’s deepwater
billion for the port industry. So, port users account for 92.@orts.
percent of the total GSP impact of Georgia's deepwater Of the FY 2003 total income impact, $4.9 billion repre-
ports. sents the direct effects of initial spending, or the direct
Ofthe FY 2003 total GSP impact, $7.8 billion representeconomic impact; $5.9 billion is indirect and induced spend-
the direct effects of initial spending, or the direct economitng, or the re-spending (multiplier) impact. Dividing the FY
impact; $9.4 billion is indirect and induced spending, or th@003 totalincome impact ($10.8 billion) by the directincome
re-spending (multiplier) impact. Dividing the FY 2003 totalimpact ($4.9 billion) yields an average multiplier value of
GSP impact ($17.1 billion) by the direct GSP impact ($7.2.188. On average, therefore, each dollar of direct income
billion) yields an average multiplier value of 2.205. Onproduced by the port industry and port usersates an
average, therefore, every dollar of direct GSP produced tadditional $1.19 for the state’s economy.
the portindustry and port usgasnerates an additional $1.21

for the state’s economy. B Employment Impact

Bl Income Impacts The economic impact of Georgia’s ports probably is
_ . _ most easily understood in terms of its effects on employment.
Measured in terms of income, Georgia’s deepwater porkgeasured in these terms, Georgia’s deepwater ports support
contributed $10.8 billion to the state’s economy in fiscal yeap75,968 full- and part-time jobs, which is about 7 percent of
2003, which is about 4 percent of Georgia’s total person@eorgia’s total employment. This means that one job out of
income. Out of the total, $840 million (7.8 percent) repreevery fourteen is in some way dependent on the ports. Out of
sents the results from the port industry. The GPA’s operghe 275,968 jobs, 26,519 (9.6 percent) represent the results

Georgia Business and Economic Conditions



TABLE 6

The Economic Impact of Georgia’s Deepwater Ports

on Tax Collections
in Georgia, Fiscal Year 2003
(millions of 2002-03 dollars)

Federal State & Local
Taxes Taxes
Port Industry 172.5 75.9
1. Savannah Cargo-Based Activity 123.5 54.0
2. Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity 8.8 3.9
3. Port Investment 3.3 15
4. Private Facilities/Docks 36.9 16.5
Port Users 3,009.5 1,315.9
Total 3,182.0 1,391.8

Note: The port industry refers to firms/enterprises located in Georgia because of the existence of the ports.
Savannah and Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity and Port Investment refer to impacts generated by the public
facilities owned by the Georgia Ports Authority. Private Facilities/Docks refers to impacts generated by privately-
owned facilities/docks. Port users refers to firms/enterprises that utilize port facilities (primarily importers and
exporters).

Source: Estimated by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, Terry College of Business, University of Georgia,
April 2004.

from the port industry. The GPA’s operations at the Port g Federal Tax Impacts
Savannah contribute 71 percent of these 26,519 jobs, but port
users’ 249,449-job impact is nine times greater, so port users Spending by the port industry and port users generate
account for 90.4 percent of the total employment impact afubstantial tax revenue for the federal government. The
Georgia’s deepwater ports. total economic impact of Georgia’s deepwater ports on
Of the FY 2003 total employment impact, 120,109 jobsax collections by the federal government in fiscal year
represent the direct effects of initial spending, or the dire@003 is $3.2 billion. Out of this total, $173 million (5.4
economic impact; 153,860 jobs constitute the indirect angercent) represents the results from the port industry and
induced effect of spending, or the re-spending (multiplier}3 billion (94.6 percent) represent the results from the port
impact. Dividing the FY 2003 total job impact (275,968 jobs) byusers.
the directjob impact (120,109 jobs) yields an average multiplier
value of 2.298. So, on average, every job created directly by the
port industry and port users means there are an additional 1.3 Tables 7 and 8 follow on the next page
jobs generated for the state’s economy.

B State and Local Tax Impacts

; ; Jeffrey M. Humphreys is director of the Selig Center for
Spending by the port industry and port users genera conomic Growthat theUniversity of Georgia, and BarbaraD.

substantial tax revenue for Georgia’s state and local goverp-", .~

ments. The total economic impact of Georgia’s deepwater po t 'Sd'.reCK.)r c.)f the SJrveLy Reseegrch Center at Savannah
on tax collections by state and local governments in fiscal ye te University in Savannah, Georgia.
2003 is $1.4 billion. Of this $1.4 billion, $76 million (5.5
percent) comes from the port industry and $1.3 billion (94.6
percent) from the port users.
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TABLE 7

Overall Multipliers for Output, Employment, Income, and GSP

Output Employment Income GSP
Multiplier Multiplier Multiplier Multiplier

Value Value Value Value
Port Industry 1.760 1.894 1.846 2.044
1. Savannah Cargo-Based Activity 1.779 1.894 1.857 2.057
2. Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity 1.733 1.813 1.760 1.943
3. Port Investment 1.387 1.585 1.462 1.647
4. Private Facilities/Docks 1.741 1.953 1.883 2.079
Port Users 1.913 2.351 2.222 2.219
Total 1.902 2.298 2.188 2.205

Note: The port industry refers to firms/enterprises located in Georgia because of the existence of the ports.
Savannah and Brunswick Cargo-Based Activity and Port Investment refer to impacts generated by the public facilities
owned by the Georgia Ports Authority. Private Facilities/Docks refers to impacts generated by privately-owned
facilities/docks. Port users refers to firms/enterprises that utilize port facilities (primarily importers and exporters).

Source: Estimated by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, April 2004.

TABLE 8

Distribution of Total Economic Impacts of Cargo-Based Activity
at the Georgia Port Authority’s Facilities in Savannah and Brunswick by Mode of Cargo

Mode/Impact Output/Revenue  Gross State Income Employment
Product
(Mil. $2002-03)  (Mil. $2002-03) (Mil. $2002-03) (jobs)

Containerized 1,628 833 549 17,328
Breakbulk 98 54 35 1,260
Auto/Vehicle 86 46 29 934
Liquid Bulk 62 29 20 586
Dry Bulk 28 14 9 264
Total 1,903 976 642 20,372

Percent of Total

Containerized 85.6% 85.4% 85.5% 85.1%
Breakbulk 5.2% 5.6% 5.5% 6.2%
Auto/Vehicle 4.5% 4.7% 4.6% 4.6%
Liquid Bulk 3.3% 3.0% 3.0% 2.9%
Dry Bulk 1.5% 1.4% 1.4% 1.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Estimated by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, April 2004.
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The Multicultural Economy
TR Minority Buying Power in 2004

The enormous economic clout of the nation’s Hispanics,
African Americans, Asians, and Native Americans is detailed in the
latest edition of the popular and widely-quoted study of minority

u lTI I buying power.
m Developed by the Selig Center for Economic Growth, this
s definitive data series for 1990-2004 and the projections for 2005

through 2009 are essential to business analysts, marketing specialists,
product developers, advertisers, and researchers. Data are available for
the U.S. and all fifty states; and county-level data are included for
Georgia and Florida.
Used by companies nationwide, the Minority Buying Power data
series is quoted in Business Week, The Wall Street Journal, The Financial Times
and USA TODAY.

<« The data book-and-GD package also features SELIG Z CENTER

buying power data by expenditure category for FOR ECONOMIC GROWTH

the total population, African Americans, and Hispanics.
* Includes Data Book To order the 5125 package, call 706-425-2961

and CD or visit www.selig.uga.edu

Now Available

Second Quarter 2004




