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" RURALARIZONA...THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF RECREATION

-SLIMMARY‘

- . ~ Arizonans spent SZ 6 billion on outdoor recreat:on in Arizona in 1967. : e
e Vls1tors to Arizona state parks spent a total of 594 rmlhon wzthm 50 m:.les of the parls

©in'1987, benefitting over 30 rural communities. . BRI -

. Outdoor recreation provrdes economic beneﬁs to our state in two ma)or ways

o partxcnpant spendmg and as an attraction tonew busmesses '

| 98% of Arizonans’ parttcpate in outdoor recreation acnv1t1es ‘ : v , _

e Co]orado, Utah, and New Mexico enjoy between 3 1/2 and 6 t:mes as many v151tors to |

" their state parks w1th a correspondmcr increase in revenues to those states-—as |

o Arizonadoes.. - R : L ke o ,

= -_-' Only . 51 % of Anzona state park v151tors are Anzona re51dents Three percent are

- ‘frorn forexon counma, the remainder are from other states Alrnost 60% of those

; - jAnzona msrtors are from Phoenix and Tucson. - o |

. ate and Federal recreation facility demand is boorm wh.tle ﬁnancal comrmtrnent _

* isstatic and supply falls furt.her and further behmd demand ) ‘

k ', -‘.'.-‘An.zonans only current choices for outdoor recreation are overcrowaed aeveloped

O | . recreation fadlities, undeveloped facilities, or travel out—of—state n 1

e ‘Anzona s rural communities are losing a tremendous potential econormc beneﬁt tnat
: : \z.s lealqnc to other states due to our lack of mvestment in outdoor recreahon

, : Those ”ﬁatzir'al and culturdz eléﬁznfs that make a state a spedaz place ‘to Zz’oe are. B
_“@quzetly coni‘rz'bufzng more to economzc growth than is gen.erally understood Main-
. taining high standards for qualzty of sze isa cntzcalfactor in state economic devel- . ‘

'opmznt strategws S ; ' |
: 3 - Council of State PlanningAgeﬁdes, 1985 a

MCREAhoNAmACTSBUSNEssToARIZONA A R S

Tounsn bnngs in substantial economic gain toour . - Outcoor recreat:on plavs a srguﬁcat ro]e in ﬁme travel

" state. Total tourism expend:t‘ures in 1987 were esti- .. choices made by many Americans. Opportumb&s to
_mated at over 55 billion by the Office of Tourism. Our = - view, experience, or just relax against the backdrop of
2bility to attract visitors and tourism s*penduv7 has . the scenic West are highly desired, especially among
propelled us to a ranking of 11thin the nationin = Midwesterners and Eastern urbanites. ‘An estimated

. spending by tourists on a per capita basis. Arizonans © - 16 million travelers visited Arizona in 1987. The at-
~ spent almost S2.6 billion to parbc.\pale in outdoorrec- - tractions most sought by these tourists were natural -

. reational activities in Arizona in 1957 as determined " atiractions: the Grand Canyon, Lake Powell and .

_in the 1988 Participation Survey. (Arizona 1989 * Canyon de Chelly. (Office of Tourism statistics) -
CORP) Usmga/,«caveragetaxrate,SlS"mﬂllonls I R e : .
éanarated by taxing A.nzonans recreation spendmg



The Tucson visitor mdustrv is mtu:aIIv im-
- poriant to all of us. Much of what we fake for
* ‘granted in Tucson, its’ cultural attractions,
' orming arts, fine restaurants, city services,
all the things that make our citv an exciting
~ cosmopolitar: place to live and work depend

" directiy on the conhnued mmhty of our largest
L xmzustry, tourism.

‘——Lew Murpny, fovmer Mm/or of Tuzscm 7

‘Outdoor recreation avaxlabxhty is an important life-

style factor for Arizonans. ‘Ninety-eight percent of our -

popu]at:on participate in some type of outdoor recrea-
tional activity. (Maricopa County Department of

Human Services, 1988)' The second largest emoloyér .
in Pima County, Hughes Aircraft Company, considers

the availability of outdoor recreation facilities as one of
- the most important quality of life factors for its em- -
: plovees ‘ o

- The tourism dollar has a szgnmaznt e‘fect on the
 cost of living in Tucson and in general contrit-
- utes 1o the overall lifestyle so attraciive to our em-
AT plavces and prospective emplovess. ~ - .-
o—Ed Spaulamg, Manager, Community Aﬁmrs
: hugns Tucson Pumt Site

ORURAL B-Nr.»m

Our urban dwel]ers are soenchnv monev and recreat-
ing Jocaliy and in our rural areas. Our three most

pOpuJar fourist attractions are located in rural nortnem' _

Arizona. The majority of Arizona state parks are
located in rural areas of t.he state. :

 Visitors to our state parks were asked how Tuch
money their group spent during their trip within'30
miles of the state park they were visiting. Results
show average expendxtures of 5203 pex visitor gronp
per trip. (1987-1988 Use Study of Arizona State Parks -
Visitors) When these spending figures are multiplied

- by park attendance, it was found that over $94 million" _

was spent within 50 miles of a state pan. bv park
wsztors in 1°8/

" miles of the parks’ prowdes a substantial injection of
money into local economies. At least thirty nrra.l :
communities benefit economically from their proxio
ity to state parks. Lake Havasu City benefits from
three state parks, with visitors s;:::'encuno a total of
518,158,865 within 50 miles of those parks. These
‘numbers demonstrate the potential economic benefit

Othat a state park can have on a Tural community.

- CURRENT INVES’I‘MEN‘I‘

; Whﬂe some recreatxon needs are met at home, peOple
“want and need a diversity of places to recreate. Rec-

reation facilities and opportumbes are provided by-
city, county, state and federal governments throughout

* the state in response to these demands. Our 25 State

Parks alone hosted 1,394,653 visitors in 1987. Federal ' Iv *

» recreaoon facilities provided by the I\anonal ParL

- Whﬂe Arizona population mcreased
“by 70% from 1970 to 1985, Arizona -
state park acreage incaeased by less

‘than 43%. (Arizona 1989 SCORP) .

-Servacc, Forest Semce, and Bureau of Land Manage—

ment have all experienced explosiagns in user demand -
in the last 10 years. (Arizona 1989 SCORP) Managers

_of many popular remote areas, such as the Grand Can-
'yon, Aravaipa Canyon and Paria Canyon, now have -

been forced to control user parttc:pat\on through
panmt‘ang systems

: Investment in our State ParL Svstem has been c.usmal

at best.. While Arizona populabon increased by 70

- ~from 1970 to 1985, Arizona state park acreage in-
" .creased by less than 43%. (Arizona 1982 SCORP)

Over the Jast three. vears the State has oemonstrated a

- .commitment to oeve]o;:mg new parks, however, no -

state funds were spent on acqmszbon of new paz}s '

- from 1981 to 1985.

‘We cannot rely on feoera] agendes to provide recrez- -

Hion services for our residents and visitors. While the

‘Forest Service is trying to respond to recreation

demand with a new Recreation Initiative Strategy, it
has been unable to increase its recreation budget .
accordingly. In fact, the proposed Federal Executive
Budget for FY 1990 has 2 20% decrease in recreation

- spending including a 67% reauct:on in facility con-
- struction dollars,

Our lack of commitment has resulted in our reside.ntﬁ, v

© having to choose between overcowded developed
- sites, undeveloped sites or n-avdmg out—o‘—st.ate to

» The 594 xmlhon spent by Stzte Park visitors wzthm 50 CII]O}’ outdoor recneat:lon.

SOU'I'HWES‘IERN Srn'r:_s VISITORS AND S?“\‘DIN

S To compare Anzona state park usago to others in the

Southwest, the park visitation and resulting visitor ex-
penditures were calculated for Arizonz, New Mexico,
Colorado and Utah. An average visitor expenditure of -
S203 was used to estimate visitor expenditures in the’

- four states. Results show spending by visitors to state -
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.. Mexico will receive over $3

- park visitors than Arizona - -

0

pa;rks in three adj:rcent states is 3 1/2 to almost 6 times _

higher than spending by their counterparts in Axi-
zona. Colorado enjoys the highest state park visitation
} visitor spending of the .~
var states considered with
nearly 8 million.visitors who
_spend almost $536 million
annually, compared o
Arizona’s 1.4 million visitors
-and $94 million annual expen- -
dxtures e

, In the next ten years, New
Jbillionn more from its state
‘wills’ The difierence in annual

‘visitor spending between the -
two states is over $312 mil-

Expend1tures of State Park szltors
in the Four Corner States =

:] $500-600million
-400-500 .- .
300-400
"200-300
. 2100-200
$0-100million

lion. Taking into account the -
greater number of parks in g
New Mexico than Arizona,

this tremendous difference’
_points.out the huge economic
cost of our lack of investment - -
in Arizona’s stale par}s..

ARIZONA 3 ECONOMIC Loss

zona has a vast and umque Iand base for our resi-

. dents and visilors to enjoy. However, substantial 0p- ‘

* portunities for rural economic benefits are leakmg

‘out of the state. Itis clear that the unmet demand in -
Arizona for outdoor recreation activities results in Jost
economic benefits to state and local economies. Out-
door recreation and accessibility to the natural envi-
ronment are such strong quality of life values in our
society that they are a major consideration in both
personal and business locabon/relocauon decxsmrw
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Execulive Summary
This study dociments 'expendimres in the Sierra Vista area by visitbrs to the San Pedro Rz'pa.rian
| Nat:onal Conservat:on Area (RNCA) and by bxrd watchers at Ramsey Canyon Preserve In{ormabon
.‘ on v:.sxtor expendzmres, charactenst:cs and prefererm is reported a.long with xmphcahons for nature-
'based tounsm in southeastern Anzona ’I'h.x.s study exammed vxsxtabon to only two natural areas and so

:'econormc unpacts neported here repr&ent only a porhon of the unpacls of vzsxtor spe:ndmg assocxated

“with all nature preserves located in southeastern Arizona. The study mdn:ates that 95% of v:s:tors to -

i Ramsey Canyon and the San Pedro RNC_A. go! to at lea.st one other sitei in southern Anzona on a typ:cal

| vxsxt to the a.rea, and ma.ke expendxtures in communities Iocated near these sxtes

Ramsey Canyon Preserve and the San Pedro RNCA attrac-t s:gmﬁcant nu.mbers of visitors from b‘

o \outsxde of the loml area. Appronmately two-tlurds of t.he wsxtors to t.hese s1tes are from out.s:de of |

‘:“Anzona and 5-6 are frorn outs:de the U S These visitors bnng new economic actxvxty not only to

R southeastem A.nzona, but to the state asa whole. The typ:cal non—res:dent visitor to Ramsey Canyon.

"'-"spends 555 per day m Sierra stta v»hﬂe the t‘ypxcal non-resxdent vxsztor to the San Pedro RNCA spends: )
- $51 per day in Sierra szta ‘The economic unpact on total mdustry out-put in the S:erra Vista area B
g assocated wzth nature-based vxsxtors to Ramsey Canyon and the San Pedro RNCA is nea:ly 3 zmlhon
dol]a.rs per year. - | | |
~ This report focuses on only ohe econorruc aspect of nature-based tounsm and is not mtended to
'dxsmss the range of beneﬁts and costs that communities expenence asa result of increased tounsm
However, the mformat:on provided here is an unportant component in consxdenng these benefits and
costs The economic Jmpact figures reported are very conservabve because great c.are was taken to
| include only those portnons of Ramsey Canyon and San Pedro visitor expendxtures which were duectly ‘
. linked to t:me spent by visitors at these two study sites. Our study mdxmtes that ne.arly all visitors -
: commg from outside of the local area vmted other sxtes n southeastem Anzona and purchased goods “
| and se_rv:ces near those sites. Consequently, the numbers reported he.re area conservabve 'lowar

‘ kbound“ indJcahon of the xmportance of nam.re-based tourism in southeasfem Anzona



_ Protected natural areas attract relatively high tncome and well-educated yisitors, rnany of whom
are retxred or c.lose to ret:.rement This type of v:sztor is }ughly desxrable not on]y because they have
: dzscret:onary time and income, but also because they may be seekmg a locat:on for ret:rement 'Ihe
, e.xpend.ttures by nature-based vzs1tors pmwde si gruﬁcant snrnulabon t’or the economy of Sterra Vrsta o ES
5 a.nd Cochise County St'udy results also demonstrate the nnportance of the study sites to loca.l raldents |
tFxfty-fxve pen:e.nt of v:snors contacted at the Sart Pedro RNCA were local remdents or non-res:dents on. _, . e
. day tnps and most of these vxszt the RNCA regularly ’ J S
| ' that:on to Ramsey Canyon Pneserve is spread fazrly evenly through the year thh the lowest
vxsztahon dunng the peak wxnter visitor months of October to February and the hzghest v;sxtat:on o

dunng March to August. Rou ghly 425% of all visitation occurred dunng the February through May

season in 1992 Consequently, visitation to Ramsey Canyon s complementary to other types of vxsxta-

;‘- Hon to Srerra szta Nature-based tounsts help smooth vnsrtatxon over the year, rather than ma.kxng
"‘vzsltat:on dunng pea.k wmter visitor months more pronounoed vaen the large ﬂuctuat:ons in v:szta—
ton to other parts of southern Arizona between the winter and summer months t}us isan attractwe
) : attnbute of nature-based tounsrn Although v1sztor records are not avarlable for San Pedro RNCA4, -
= results frorn the v:s:tor survey tnd:cate that 35 percent of visitors to Rarnsey Canyon Preserve also vxs:t A
: " -the San Pedro RNCA It is hkely that seasonal v:sxtabon pattems are sumlar for the two sites. |

The expendrture ana]ysrs mdrcates the unportance of an overmght stay for commurubes to
expenence s:gm.fxcant econormic benef:ts from vmtors Whtle ovenught vmtors spent an average of $51 .

| to 555 per person per day in the Sxerra szta area, day tnp \nsxtors spent ]ess than $7 per person per day
~in Sierra Vista, ‘This makes the avaﬂabﬂxty of accommodabons in S1erra stta a key factor affect:ng the

. vmagmtude of economic inflows from nature-based tounsm Potenttal opportumhes exdst not only for

,‘ additional lodgmg but also for tour semces ong;mat:ng in Cocl'use County NaMr&based V‘J.SltOI‘S spent
more than 5654,000 on tour fees mvhscal_1§991-1‘992 On]y 516‘,.000 of,that amount was spent xn theSxerra |
_‘ Vista area, | | ‘ .
| The potentna] for mc'eased economic mﬂows from nature-based tou.nsm is apparent from this
study Vtsxtors spent about $12 rmlhon per year on tnps that mcluded a visit to Ramsey Canyon or the .
o

vi



San Pedro RNCA, but only a port:on of the overall trip expend.xtums occurred in southeastem Anzona
O While southeastern Arizona communities are unhkely to capture a portion of v:s1tors airfare and rental ~
‘car expendxmres, t.hey cou]d take  steps to increase local expendmxres by namre—onented visitorson
lod ging, restaumnts tour servnc&s and uus-ce.llaneous retml purcha.sa Other rmportant sb'abegxes for
- mcreasmg nemms from natu:e-based Lou.ns-m mdude pr&servat:on of ex:strng natural mbes and possible
expanszon of sxtes attractwe to bu'ders (parhcularly for hummmgbxrd wewmg) .
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