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3 In 1986, Congress authorized a study to assess the economic
importance of recreation in the Upper Mississippi River System.
The study findings have been published in a series of reports by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District. A listing of
these reports follows:

-Plan of Study for the Recreation Economics Study on the Upper
Mississippi River System (September 1986)

-Recreation-Economics Data Review, Upper Mississippi River
Basin (February 1988)

-Economic Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mississippi River3 System: Study Sampling Plan (May 1989)

-Economic Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mississippi River3 System: Recreation Use and Activities Report (March 1993)

-Economic Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mississippi River
System: Recreation Expenditure Report (March 1993)

-Economic Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mississippi River
System: Economic Impacts Report (March 1993)

I -Economic Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mississippi River
System: Summary Report (June 1993)

A related document summarizes the economic input-output model
applications prepared in conjunction with this study:

-MI-REC: Micro-Implan Recreation Economic Impact Estimation
System Users' Manual
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INTRODUCTION

In 1986, Congress authorized a study to assess the economic

I importance of recreation in the Upper Mississippi River System

3 (UMRS) (Public Law 99-88). This study, administered by the Corps

of Engineers, St. Paul District, and supervised by a multi-agency

3 Technical Review Team (TRT), has two distinct but related

components:

1 1. measurement of the amount and type of recreation use
in the UMRS through the use of on-site interviews at
public access sites in the study area and telephone
interviews of households that rent marina slips or have
permitted boat docks, and

2. measurement of recreation-related spending by the
respondents in component one. Durable recreation goods
spending will be measured through the on-site interviews
and initial phone calls, while variable trip spending
will be measured with a self-administered mailback
questionnaire.

PURPOSE AND REPORT FORMAT

3 The purpose of this report is to determine the economic

impacts of recreational activity on the economies of the UMRS

I region. This determination considers the results of the recreation

use and expenditure components in combination, and makes use of

Input-Output analysis to estimate the effects of spending on the

3 regional economy. The automated econometric model IMPLAN (IMPact

analysis for PLANning), developed by the U.S. Forest Service, is

I used for this purpose. The report is divided into the following

parts:

Part One: Overview of economic impact analysis concepts
used in this report.

Part Two: Summary of UMRS region-wide results.
Part Three: Summary of results for each surveyed population.

*1
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Part Four: Applicability of results.

STUDY AREA i

Geographically, the study includes the commercially navigable

portions of five rivers: the Mississippi (north of Cairo,

Illinois), Illinois, St. Croix, Minnesota, and Kaskaskia (Appendix

A). The UMRS is composed of nearly 1,300 miles of commercially

navigable waters. Also included in the study area are the side I
channels, sloughs, and lakes associated with these rivers, as well

as the land immediately adjacent to them. The study area is

contained within the States of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Iowa, 3
Illinois, and Missouri.

I
i
i
I
U
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PART ONE: OVERVIEW OF ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS CONCEPTS

USED IN THIS REPORT

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS AND IMPLAN

3 The economic impact analysis completed for this report

involves the translation of visitor spending into economic effects

in terms of income and employment. This analysis has been

accomplished through the use of an Input-Output (1-0) model. An I-

1 0 model is an accounting system showing economic transactions

between local businesses, households, and governments, as well as

transactions between public and private entities located elsewhere.

An 1-0 model provides only a static view of economic conditions,

but can be an effective device for characterizing and analyzing

complex local, regional and national economies. 1-0 models are

constructed for specific geographic regions in order to capture the

specific economic sectors and linkages that exist in the region.

3 IMPLAN, an I-0 model developed by the U.S. Forest Service, was

selected for use in this study after considering a number of

I alternatives. IMPLAN was first developed in 1979, and the current

3 version for micro-computer, Version 91-09 (March 1992), was used in

the analyses in this report. A major consideration for selecting

IMPLAN was that it provides more detailed information than most

other standardized 1-0 models for recreation-related economic

sectors. IMPLAN also allows for flexibility in defining the study

area (using any combination of counties in the United States)

making it useful for applications beyond the confines of this

study. Additionally, IMPLAN allows flexibility in the use of local

1 3
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and regional purchasing coefficients (LPC's and RPC's) that reflect I
the consumption and production relationships within given regions.

Careful consideration of these relationships can lead to more

realistic results in regional analyses. User training and support 3
for IMPLAN is also available, which was a consideration in

evaluating its usefulness in future applications. I
The types of economic effects and regional analyses used in

this analysis are described in the sections below.

I
ECONOMIC EFFECTS

The economic effects of recreation use on the UMRS can be 3
viewed as the income and employment businesses derive as a direct

or indirect result of spending by visitors. The total economic I
effect can be described as the sum of the direct, indirect, and 3
induced effects resulting from recreation-related purchases in an

economy. These three distinct types of effects are measured

separately by IMPLAN and are reported separately in the analysis.

Direct effects include income and employment resulting from I
direct spending by visitors on goods and services required to 3
engage in recreation activities; for instance, the retail purchase

of a boat. 3
Indirect effects measure the secondary purchases, or

"recirculation" of dollars among related firms, resulting from the I
initial purchase. Continuing the boat example, boating

manufacturers will purchase materials and labor to meet the

increased demand for boats resulting from increased retail sales; 3
4

U



shipping companies will purchase labor, trucks, gasoline and other

3 supplies; and boat dealers will purchase labor and supplies in

support of their retail sales activities.

Induced effects measure the additional "recirculation" of

dollars caused by increased employee income generated by the direct

and indirect effects of a retail purchase. These increases in

employee income lead to more retail purchases in the economy, whicn

lead to further "recirculation" of the original retail dollars

expended.

REGIONAL ANALYSES

An economic region must be defined in order to determine the

economic effects of an activity. In IMPLAN, a region can include

* any collection of counties in the United States.

Two basic regions have been used in this analysis: the 76

"border" counties that define the UMRS corridor (plus the city of

St. Louis), and the five States that encompass the study area.

Additionally, in determining the effects of recreational use

at developed sites, four sub-regions of the UMRS corridor counties

are separately analyzed. These regions conform to the boundaries

of the St. Paul, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts of the Corps

of Engineers on the main stem Mississippi River, plus the counties

along the length of the Illinois Waterway (excluding the Chicago

area). Maps of the regions are included as Appendix A. Since the

Corps district boundaries do not follow county boundaries, some

counties appear in two adjacent regions.

5



Each of the regions has a unique set of economic attributes, U
and each will therefore be affected differently by recreational

spending. In general, the larger and more diverse an economic

region is, the greater the resulting economic impact from a given 3
activity will be. This is because more goods and services can be

obtained within the region, limiting "leakages" of dollars to 3
producers of goods and services outside the region.

In addition to geographic descriptions of the regions used in

this report, population and total dollars of activity in a region 3
are reported as indicators of a region's size. These figures

appear in Table 1. The figures are taken from summaries prepared

in IMPLAN, and reflect conditions in 1985, the most recent data

currently available in IMPLAN. The number of economic sectors i
included in each region is also reported, and can be viewed as an 3
indicator of a region's economic diversity. There are strong

similarities between Regions 1 and 3, as well as between Regions 2 i

and 4.

For each region studied, two types of analysis will be I
performed: analysis of spending made locally (within 30 miles of 3
the respective sites) by non-residents of the UMRS counties; and

analysis of all spending made locally (residents and non-

residents). The analyses will also distinguish between purchases

of items that are consumed during the recreational trips (gas, I
food, lodging, bait, etc.) and purchases of durable items (boats,

fishing gear, clothing, etc.).

I
61
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PART TWO: SUMMARY OF UMRS REGION-WIDE RESULTS 3

The summary of economic effects presented in this section is i

based on the total trips and expenditures measured in all surveys

for this study. More detailed presentations of the trip and

expenditure results are included in the respective reports prepared 3
for this study.

ANNUAL NUMBER OF TRIPS i

The number of annual recreational parties/trips to the UMRS

sites accounted for in this study has been estimated at more than 3
2.3 million. These trips were made by nearly 6 million people.

Three-quarters of the trips were made to developed recreation I
areas. Marina slips accounted for 17 percent of the trips, 3
sightseeing/visitor center areas accounted for 7 percent of the

trips, and permitted boat docks accounted for 2 percent of the 3
trips. A breakdown of these trip estimates is provided on Figure

1.i

AVERAGE TRIP EXPENDITURES U
Spending patterns differ among different types of visitors, as 3

well as among types of areas visited. The total annual trip

expenditures made in the UMRS, broken down by river access type, U
are shown on Figure 2. Although trips to developed areas were the

most common in the UMRS, they accounted for the lowest average

spending per trip ($69). Trips to marinas had the highest spending U
average ($132) followed by trips to permitted docks ($86) and trips

8 i
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FIGURE 1: RECREATIONAL USE OF
UMRS BY ACCESS TYPE (TRIPS)

DEVELOPED AREAS (73.3%)

PERMIT DOC[S (2.4%)

SIGHTSEE AREAS (7.0%)IV
3 MARINA SLIPS (17.3%)

I
People Trips

(Annual) Proportion (Annual) Proportion Party Size

I DEVELOPED AREAS 3,739,724 62.7% 1,732,571 73.3% 2.2
MARINA SLIPS 1,569,785 26.3% 408,985 17.3% 3.8
SIGHTSEEING AREAS 415,945 7.0% 166,342 7.0% 2.5I PERMITTED DOCKS 236,332 4.0% 57,151 2.4% 4.1

TOTAL 5,961,786 100.0% 2,365,049 100.0%I
Visitor
Days

(Annual) Proportion

I DEVELOPED AREAS 8,216,174 67.8%
MARINA SLIPS 2,637,239 21.7%
SIGHTSEEING AREAS 913,831 7.5%IPERMITTED DOCKS 359,489 3.0%

TOTAL 12,126,733 100.0%I9
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FIGURE 2: TOTAL EXPENDITURES
ON UMRS TRIPS, BY ACCESS TYPE U

U
DEVELOPED AREAS (62.3%)

"PERMIT DOCKS (2.6%) 1
SIGHTSEE AREAS (7.2%) U

I
MARINA SLIPS (28.0%) 3

I
Trips Spending Total % Spent

(Annual) Per Trip* Spending* w/i 30 miles I
DEVELOPED AREAS 1,732,571 $69.05 $119,634,028 69.2%
MARINA SLIPS 408,985 $131.55 $53,801,977 85.0%
SIGHTSEEING AREAS 166,342 $82.95 $13,798,069 65.2%
PERMITTED DOCKS 57,151 $85.97 $4,913,271 81.3%

TOTAL 2,365,049 $81.24 $192,147,345 73.6% 3

Spending U
Visitor Days Per Total % Spent

(Annual) Visitor Day* Spending* w/i 30 miles
DEVELOPED AREAS 8,216,174 $14.56 $119,634,028 69.2%
MARINA SLIPS 2,637,239 $20.40 $53,801,977 85.0%
SIGHTSEEING AREAS 913,831 $15.10 $13,798,069 65.2%
PERMITTED DOCKS 359,489 $13.67 $4,913,271 81.3%

TOTAL 12,126,733 $15.84 $192,147,345 73.6% 1
* 1990 Price Levels

10 3



I

documented at sightseeing/visitor center areas ($83). On average,

three-fourths of the spending took place within 30 miles of the

I recreational site visited.

3 Factors that account for differences in spending among access

types include trip length, party size, mix of goods purchased, and

3 visitor segments represented. Some of these differences are

highlighted in Appendix B.

3 SPENDING ON DURABLE GOODS

Spending on durable goods used on the trips to the UMRS was

3 also measured in the survey, and is summarized on Figure 3. The

purchases have been adjusted to a per-trip average. Durable goods

I spending per trip was greatest for trips to marina slips ($135),

3 followed by sightseeing areas ($54), developed areas ($50) and

permitted docks ($29). Overall spending on durable goods was

3 largest from trips to developed areas since these areas had the

greatest number of trips.

I Unlike trip spending, however, durable goods spending cannot

be as directly attributed to use of the UMRS. Many durable goods,

such as boats, trailers, and camping equipment, can be used for

5 trips outside the UMRS. There has been no attempt in the survey to

isolate which durable goods purchases were made specifically for

I recreation on the UMRS, since procedures to do this are confusing

to respondents and likely would have yielded unreliable results in

a study of this scope. These purchases, therefore, can only be

3 viewed as "associated with" recreation on the UMRS.

To address this allocation issue in the regional economic

I11
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FIGURE 3: DURABLE EXPENDITURES i
RELATED TO UMRS TRIPS, BY ACCESS TYPE

DEVELOPED AREAS (56.6%) 1

PERMIT DOCKS (1.1%)U ISSIGHTSEEAREAS (5.9%)

MARINA SLIPS (36.4%) 1

I
Trips Spending Total % Spent

(Annual) Per Trip* Spending* w/i 30 miles
DEVELOPED AREAS 1,732,571 $49.69 $86,091,453 49.9%
MARINA SLIPS 408,985 $135.26 $55,319,311 34.9%
SIGHTSEEING AREAS 166,342 $54.33 $9,037,361 35.8%
PERMITTED DOCKS 57,151 $29.24 $1,671,095 75.2%

TOTAL 2,365,049 $81.24 $152,119,220 43.9% 3

Spending I
Visitor Days Per Total % Spent

(Annual) Visitor Day* Spending* w/i 30 miles
DEVELOPED AREAS 8,216,174 $10.48 $86,091,453 49.9% I
MARINA SLIPS 2,637,239 $20.98 $55,319,311 34.9%
SIGHTSEEING AREAS 913,831 $9.89 $9,037,361 35.8%
PERMITTED DOCKS 359,489 $4.65 $1,671,095 75.2% 3

TOTAL 12,126,733 $12.54 $152,119,220 43.9%

* 1990 Price Levels

121



analyses, the location of purchase and type of access visited were

used as the distinguishing factors. Since durable goods used on

trips to developed areas and sightseeing areas are highly mobile,

* only goods purchased in the UMRS corridor counties have been

considered to be directly associated with recreation on the UMRS.

* This accounts for roughly half of the amount of durable goods

purchases used on these visits. Durable goods purchases for trips

to marinas and permitted docks are more directly tied to recreation

on the UMRS. Purchases of durable goods used at these sites

(nearly all purchases were made in the five-State region) have been

considered directly associated with UMRS recreation, and have been

included in the five-State regional analysis and national analysis

I presented in the next section.

3 Considering the results of durable goods purchases has the

greatest usefulness in studying economic impacts of a large region,

* such as the UMRS corridor counties or the five States in the study

area. Regions of this size are large enough to have some

I production capacity. Attempting to measure the economic impacts of

* durable goods purchases on individual projects or small counties

has limited usefulness, however, and is generally not recommended.

3 In small or isolated regions, the local effects of durable goods

purchases are virtually zero in most circumstances. This is

I evident in the IMPLAN results presented by region in PART THREE.

U ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF SPENDING IN THE UMRS REGION

* The economic effects of recreation originating from all

surveyed access types in the study area are summarized in Table 2.

I13



These figures represent all spending on recreational trips within

the border counties that define the study area. This spending was

73.6 percent of all trip spending (Figure 2). Note that all i
figures in Table 2 and subsequent tables have been deflated to 1985

price levels by IMPLAN for internal consistency in run.iing the

model. (The discount from 1990 prices to 1985 prices is 3
approximately 5 percent.)

Table 2 contains separate listings for trip spending andi

durable goods spending, as well as for non-resident spending within 3
30 miles and total spending within 30 miles. Three separate

measures are reported: total output, total income to employees,

and jobs supported by the spending. Three types of economic

effects are contained in the matrix: direct spending by visitors, i
indirect effects, and induced effects. In addition, two types of

economic multipliers have been computed. Type I multipliers

consider the effect of direct and indirect activity generated by a

given amount of spending [(Direct + Indirect)/Direct]. Type III

multipliers consider the effect of total activity in relation to a i

given amount of spending [(Direct + Indirect + Induced)/Direct].

Higher multipliers are an indication of greater economic capacity

and diversity within a given region. 3
The results in Table 2 show that the direct trip spending in

the UMRS corridor counties generated a total of $325 million in 3
economic activity in the region. About $90 million of this amount

was wages to employees. A total of 5,789 jobs were supported by

this activity. Just over one-third of this activity was due to 3
"new" dollars brought to the region by visitors who permanently

14



TABLE 2: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING
UMRS CORRIDOR: GRAND TOTAL

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

STRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III3 Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 47.34 20.20 62.32 129.86 1.43 2.74
Income ($MM) 13.61 5.13 17.39 36.13 1.38 2.65
Jobs 1089 282 1024 2395 1.26 2.20

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 122-44 51.40 150.89 324.73 1.42 2.65
Income ($MM) 34.79 13.04 42.11 89.94 1.37 2.59
Jobs 2595 714 2480 5789 1.28 2.23

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 4.52 2.03 6.01 12.56 1.45 2.78
Income ($MM) 1.59 0.54 1.67 3.80 1.34 2.39
Jobs 108 30 99 237 1.28 2.19

I B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total5 Output($MM) 27.27 12.18 37.74 77.19 1.45 2.83

Income ($MM) 9.64 3.23 10.52 23.39 1.34 2.43
Jobs 652 180 619 1451 1.28 2.23

I
I
I
I
I



live outside the UMRS area. The portions of the economic impacts

that are due to the different access types are similar to the

proportions of total expenditures presented on Figure 2.

Spending on durable goods in the UNRS corridor counties

generated a total of $77 million in economic activity in the

region. Over $23 million of this amount was wages to employees.

A total of 1,451 jobs were supported by purchases of durable goods 1
in the region. Only one-sixth of this activity was due to non-

residents making purchases in the UMRS corridor counties. 3
This amount of activity accounts for only a very small portion

of total economic activity in the region - less than 1 percent. m

The $400 million in trip and durable goods spending compares with

total economic output of $238 billion in the corridor counties

(Appendix C). Similarly, the 7,000-plus jobs that are supported by 3
recreational purchases compare with nearly 7 million total jobs in

the region. m

The value of considering economic "importance" for this large

a region is rather limited compared to its value in considering I
importance in relation to specific recreation areas or industries. 3
Recreation expenditures play a more "important" role in specific

areas within the basin, but this detail is lost at this level of 3
aggregation. Conducting this type of analysis for a specific

county, region, or project is discussed in detail in the U
applications manual prepared for this study. 3

ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF ALL SPENDING ON UMRS TRIPS

The previous section examined the effects of spending that

16
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occurred in the UMRS region only. Virtually all of the remaining

spending associated with UMRS recreation was made within the five

States of the study area. The effects of total spending on the

five-State economy, and on the national economy, are presented in

Tables 3A and 3B, respectively. More than $550 million in total

output and more than 10,000 jobs in the five States in the study

area were supported by UMRS recreational spending. Comparable

figures for the national economy are $1.2 billion in output and

3 over 18,000 jobs.

Figures in these tables represent all spending made on trip

related purchases. For durable goods purchases associated with

marina slips and permitted docks, all spending is included; for

durable goods purchases associated with developed sites and

I sightseeing areas, only the spending made within the UMRS counties

is included. The distinction for developed sites and sightseeing

I areas is made to attempt to include only those purchases that were

made specifically for use on UMRS recreational trips. Durable

I goods purchases made within the UMRS counties and used at UMRS

I sites were counted as wholly attributable to UMRS recreational

visits for the purposes of this report.

I
I
I

I
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TABLE 3A: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING
FIVE STATES (MN,WI,IA, IL, MO): GRAND TOTAL I

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
(ALL SPENDING) Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 155.48 70.59 219.07 445.14 1.45 2.86
Income ($MM) 50.16 19.11 65.62 134.89 1.38 2.69
Jobs 3487 968 3587 8042 1.28 2.31

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
(DEVELOPED & SIGHTSEEING AREAS: CORRIDOR SPENDING)
(DOCK & MARINA: ALL SPENDING)

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 40.09 17.86 58.92 116.87 1.45 2.92
Income ($MM) 15.57 5.13 17.66 38.36 1.33 2.46
Jobs 949 254 965 2168 1.27 2.28 1

TABLE 3B: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING
UNITED STATES: GRAND TOTAL

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
(ALL SPENDING) Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 181.56 148.51 523.95 854.02 1.82 4.70
Income ($MM) 59.61 37.55 151.41 248.57 1.63 4.17
Jobs 3765 1782 7921 13468 1.47 3.58

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
(DEVELOPED & SIGHTSEEING AREAS: CORRIDOR SPENDING)
(DOCK & MARINA: ALL SPENDING)

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 69.43 56.61 197.71 323.75 1.82 4.66
Income ($MM) 25.34 16.33 57.12 98.79 1.64 3.90
Jobs 1378 721 2988 5087 1.52 3.69

I1
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3 PART THREE: SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR EACH
SURVEYED POPULATIONI

Economic effects generated by spending from the specific

I populations surveyed are examined in this part of the report. The

analyses are presented in the same manner as those in PART TWO,

only for different populations and regions.I
DEVELOPED RECREATION AREAS

I Spending on trips to developed recreation areas in the UMRS

accounted for $71 million in spending in the region, and resulted

in over $188 million in total economic activity. This activity

3 generated wages of over $50 million, and supported approximately

3,364 jobs. Nearly 40 percent of this activity was the result of

3 new dollars being brought to the region by non-resident visitors.

The input/output statistics for the developed areas are presented

in Table 4.

3 The largest share of economic activity took place in Region 1.

Region 1 accounted for 60 percent of the total activity related to

3 all trip spending in the corridor (resident plus non-resident local

spending), and nearly 80 percent of the activity generated by

import dollars (local spending by non-residents). Regional

breakdowns of the economic effects of the combined trip and durable

goods spending are shown on Figures 4A and 4B, respectively. The

3 associated input/output statistics for the developed areas in each

*region are presented in Tables 5 through 8.
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TABLE 4: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDINGDEVELOPED AREAS: UMRS TOTAL I
(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total I
Output($MM) 26.64 11.25 35.57 73.46 1.42 2.76
Income ($MM) 7.78 2.86 9.93 20.57 1.37 2.64
Jobs 622 158 585 1365 1.25 2.19

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total I

Output($MM) 71.08 29.48 87.70 188.26 1.41 2.65
Income ($MM) 20.40 7.47 24.48 52.35 1.37 2.57
Jobs 1510 412 1442 3364 1.27 2.23

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 2.18 0.97 2.90 6.05 1.44 2.78 3
Income ($MM) 0.77 0.26 0.81 1.84 1.34 2.39
Jobs 51 14 48 113 1.27 2.22

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 17.97 7.98 24.68 50.63 1.44 2.82
Income ($MM) 6.38 2.12 6.89 15.39 1.33 2.41
Jobs 423 118 406 947 1.28 2.24

2
I
I
I
I
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FIGURE 4A: DISTRIBUTION OF ECONOMIC
EFFECTS: ALL LOCAL SPENDING

REGION 1 (60.4%)

.. . . REGION 4 (2.1%)

REGION 3 (&2%)

REGION 2 (31.2%)

FIGURE 4B: DISTRIBUTION OF ECONOMIC
EFFECTS: NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

I REGION 1 (79.5%)

1.REGION 4 (0.9%)
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TABLE 5: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING
DEVELOPED AREAS: REGION 1

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 19.06 7.64 21.40 48.10 1.40 2.52
Income ($MM) 5.90 2.09 6.11 14.10 1.35 2.39
Jobs 508 118 374 1000 1.23 1.97

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 36.88 14.59 39.10 90.57 1.40 2.46
Income ($MM) 11.40 3.98 11.16 26.54 1.35 2.33
Jobs 918 224 683 1825 1.24 1.99

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 1.56 0.67 1.70 3.93 1.43 2.52 3
Income ($MM) 0.58 0.18 0.48 1.24 1.31 2.14
Jobs 40 10 30 80 1.25 2.00

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 8.93 3.78 9.64 22.35 1.42 2.50 I
Income ($MM) 3.29 1.03 2.75 7.07 1.31 2.15
Jobs 227 57 168 452 1.25 1.99

I
I
I
I
I



TABLE6: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING
DEVELOPED AREAS: REGION 2

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 4.32 1.50 4.95 10.77 1.35 2.49
Income ($MM) 1.36 0.36 1.40 3.12 1.26 2.29
Jobs 112 21 87 220 1.19 1.96

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 18.85 6.56 20.83 46.24 1.35 2.45
Income ($MM) 5.99 1.59 5.92 13.50 1.27 2.25
Jobs 459 93 368 920 1.20 2.00

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 0.39 0.13 0.36 0.88 1.33 2.26
Income ($MM) 0.14 0.03 0.10 0.27 1.21 1.93
Jobs 10 2 6 18 1.20 1.80

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 4.97 1.71 5.39 12.07 1.34 2.43
Income ($MM) 1.75 0.44 1.53 3.72 1.25 2.12
Jobs 120 24 95 239 1.20 1.99

2I
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TABLE 7: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING

DEVELOPED AREAS: REGION 3
(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total I
Output($MM) 0.48 0.18 0.50 1.16 1.38 2.42
Income ($MM) 0.14 0.04 0.14 0.32 1.29 2.29
Jobs 11 3 8 22 1.25 1.96

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total I

Output($MM) 3.55 1.29 3.47 8.31 1.36 2.34
Income ($MM) 1.01 0.33 0.95 2.29 1.33 2.27
Jobs 69 19 56 144 1.28 2.09

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.07 1.29 1.86
Income ($MM) 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 1.00 2.00
Jobs 1 0 0 1 1.00 1.00

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 1.27 0.53 1.51 3.31 1.42 2.61 I
Income ($MM) 0.44 0.14 0.41 0.99 1.32 2.25
Jobs 31 8 24 63 1.26 2.03 3

I
I
I
I
I
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TABLE 8: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING
DEVELOPED AREAS: REGION 4

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 0.35 0.07 0.12 0.54 1.20 1.54
Income ($MM) 0.08 0.01 0.03 0.12 1.13 1.50
Jobs 6 1 2 9 1.17 1.50

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 2.16 0.43 0.66 3.25 1.20 1.50
Income ($MM) 0.47 0.09 0.18 0.74 1.19 1.57
Jobs 34 4 10 48 1.12 1.41

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 1.00 1.00
Income ($MM) 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 1.30 1.30
Jobs 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 0.46 0.09 0.17 0.72 1.20 1.57
Income ($MM) 0.16 0.02 0.04 0.22 1.13 1.38
Jobs 9 1 2 12 1.11 1.33
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SIGHTSEEING/VISITOR CENTER AREAS

The economic effects of recreational spending from persons who

visited sightseeing/visitor center areas are presented in Table 9.

These expenditures accounted for 7 percent of all measured spending

that took place in the UMRS counties (Figure 2). Over 60 percent

of the trip spending associated with these sites represented new m

dollars to the region (local spending by non-residents) which is

the highest proportion for any surveyed population. I
PERMITTED DOCKS

The economic effects of recreational spending by parties m

making trips in the UMRS from their permitted docks are presented

in Table 10. Spending for this population represented only 2.5

percent of all trip-related spending for the UMRS (Figure 2). 3
Nearly 80 percent of the spending within the region was by local

residents. m

MARINA SLIPS m

The eco:,omic effects of recreational spending by parties m

initiating trips from marina slips are presented in Table 11.

Spending by this group accounted for over one-fourth of the trip- m

related spending during the study (Figure 2). Nearly 40 percent of

the trip-related spending represented new dollars to the UMRS I
region. Durable goods purchases within the region were also m

sizable, even though they represented only one-third of the total

durable goods purchases (Figure 3). m

26
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TABLE 9: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONALSPENDING
SIGHTSEEINGNISITOR CENTER AREAS

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 4.61 1.97 6.24 12.82 1.43 2.78
Income ($MM) 1.36 0.50 1.74 3.60 1.37 2.65
Jobs 111 28 102 241 1.25 2.17

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 7.75 3.25 10.00 21.00 1.42 2.71
Income ($MM) 2.25 0.83 2.79 5.87 1.37 2.61
Jobs 174 46 164 384 1.26 2.21

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 0.32 0.14 0.36 0.82 1.44 2.56
Income ($MM) 0.11 0.04 0.10 0.25 1.36 2.27
Jobs 7 2 6 15 1.29 2.14

U B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 1.25 0.55 1.67 3.47 1.44 2.78
Income ($MM) 0.44 0.15 0.46 1.05 1.34 2.39
Jobs 30 8 27 65 1.27 2.17

2I
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TABLE 10: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONAL SPENDING
PERMITTED DOCKS

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 0.80 0.34 0.87 2.01 1.43 2.51
Income ($MM) 0.22 0.08 0.24 0.54 1.36 2.45
Jobs 16 5 14 35 1.31 2.19

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 3.27 1.41 3.84 8.52 1.43 2.61
Income ($MM) 0.92 0.35 1.07 2.34 1.38 2.54
Jobs 66 19 63 148 1.29 2.24

DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 0.11 0.05 0.09 0.25 1.45 2.27 1
Income ($MM) 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.07 1.25 1.75
Jobs 3 1 1 5 1.33 1.67

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 0.61 0.27 0.77 1.65 1.44 2.70
Income ($MM) 0.21 0.07 0.21 0.49 1.33 2.33
Jobs 15 4 12 31 1.27 2.07

I
I
I
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TABLE 11: ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF RECREATIONAL SPENDING
MARINA SLIPS

(All figures are annual, reported at 1985 price levels)

TRIP SPENDING Multipliers
A. NON-RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING Type I Type III

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 15.29 6.64 19.64 41.57 1.43 2.72
Income ($MM) 4.25 1.69 5.48 11.42 1.40 2.69
Jobs 340 91 323 754 1.27 2.22

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 40.34 17.26 49.35 106.95 1.43 2.65
Income ($MM) 11.22 4.39 13.77 29.38 1.39 2.62
Jobs 845 237 811 1893 1.28 2.24

"DURABLE GOODS SPENDING
A. NON- RESIDENT LOCAL SPENDING

Direct Indirect Induced Total
Output($MM) 1.91 0.87 2.66 5.44 1.46 2.85
Income ($MM) 0.67 0.23 0.74 1.64 1.34 2.45
Jobs 47 13 44 104 1.28 2.21

B. ALL LOCAL SPENDING
Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output($MM) 7.44 3.38 10.62 21.44 1.45 2.88
Income ($MM) 2.61 0.89 2.96 6.46 1.34 2.48
Jobs 184 50 174 408 1.27 2.22

2
I
I
I
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PART FOUR: APPLICABILITY OF RESULTS I
APPLICATIONS 1

The methods developed to estimate economic impacts for the

various areas and scenarios presented in this report are applicable

to similar studies of various scope in the UMRS. Techniques for

employing these methods with new or existing data are covered I
separately in an application manual titled: "Micro-Implan I

Recreation Economic Impact Estimation System User's Manual." I
LIMITATIONS

There are several limitations to the analyses presented in 3
this document that are worthy of note. As reported in the

RECREATION USE document, the use and activity levels in this report

represent only one annual period of use, and have been drawn from 3
surveys taken over a 2-year period. The data's representativeness

across many years cannot be determined within the data itself. 3
Additionally, the concept of recreation use has been limited to

recreation visits to developed areas, sightseeing/visitor center I
areas, permitted docks, and marina slips. 3

Within the specific realm of the input-output analysis, the

large and unusually shaped study area presents problems when 3
considering it as a functional economy. The UMRS corridor contains

two large metropolitan areas (St. Louis and the Twin Cities) as I
well as several mid-size economies (Quad Cities, Peoria). IMPLAN 3
assumes economic activity will first take place inside this

corridor (length-wise) rather than in surrounding areas that may 3
actually be involved in the activity, too. The corridor's

30
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proximity to the Chicago area, for example, may not be well

represented in the model. Including Chicago in the model has other

complications, however, since it would likely overstate the level

of activity in the region. Presenting the impact on the five

States and the Nation has been done in part to account for these

* unusual circumstances.

The shape of the study area caused similar difficulty in

I describing spending inside and outside the region. Trip spending

was defined as within or outside 30 miles of the site rather than

in the UMRS corridor for two reasons: to avoid confusion in

respondents, who were already burdened with regional definition in

describing purchases; and to maintain consistency in the survey

instrument, since future applications would typically use the 30-

mile designation for determining local impacts. The result of this

imprecision in measurement is that some trip-related spending by

* visitors that took place along the corridor more than 30 miles from

the site has been misreported as outside the study area. (St.

Louis residents who visited a Hannibal river site, for example, may

have purchased gas along the way, but more than 30 miles from the

Hannibal site.) This measurement problem would have underreported

the percentage of trip-spending made in the UMRS counties, but

would not affect total spending reported (as in the five-State

model, Table 3). This problem did not occur for durable goods

spending, because the county of purchase was documented in the

survey.

I
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i STUDY AREA MAPS
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RECREATION EXPENDITURE GRAPHS

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
*• APPENDIX B

Several different comparisons of recreation expenditures are

presented in this appendix. They have been derived by combining

the recreation use and expenditure results prepared for this study.

Figure B-i displays the total segment shares for trips to

developed sites (R=resident, D=Day user, B=Boater, NR=non-resident,

I O=overnight, NB=non-boater). Resident day users were by far the

most common visitors, with non-boaters slightly outnumbering

boaters.

Total average spending for each of the segments is displayed

on Figure B-2. Spending is presented for the amount spent within

* 30 miles of the site as well as for total spending on the trip.

Overnight visitors spend the most per trip, with residents spending

slightly more per trip than non-residents. Visitors who do not

boat spend the least on average.

Figure B-3 incorporates the average segment spending from

I Figure B-2 and the relative total number of trips within each

3 segment to tally total spending by segment. Non-resident overnight

visitors account for the largest amount of revenue, followed

3 closely by residents in all three categories (R/D/B, R/O, and

R/D/NB).

U Figure B-4 highlights the types of goods and services that are

purchased, on average, per trip. Food, automotive, boat, and

lodging expenses are the highest. Total expenditures, by spending

category, are displayed on Figure B-5.

B-i
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I IMPLAN REPORT EXAMPLES
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