
' .. • r, . ' " 

0 

:·:·· •, .. 

o.· 

0 
·. ' 

. -

. Rural Arizona.~. 
·· :The EconornicJ3e11efi.ts · of Recreation 

I 

• 

A smary Analysis of T~uris~ and Recre~tion 
as Fa.ctors Influencing State and Local Econo~es. •· · 

Arizona State Parks Board · 
.. Statevvide Planning Section . 
·. February, 1989 



. . . .... ' ... 

O· 

0 

0 

Rose lvfofford, Governor 

Kenneth Travous, Executive Director 
Arizona State Parks· 

Susan Spear, Recreation Planner. 



.. 
. . RURALARIZONA ... THE ECONOMIC BE1'.1EFITS OF RECREATION 

0 
SUMMARY 

0 

• A;zonans spent S2,6 billion on outdoor recreation in Arizona in 1987. 

• Visitors to Aiizona state parks spent a total of S94 million within 50 miles of .the parks 

in 1987, benefitting over 30 rural communitie~. . . 
• Outdoor' recreati.on provides economic benefits to our state in two major ways:) 

. participant spending and as .an attraction .to new bu.si1'.esses. . . . . 

• 98% of A.rizonans'partici~ate in outdoo~ recreation activities . 

. • . Colorado, Utah~ and New Mexico enjoy between 3 1 /2 and 6 times as many visitors to 
· their state parks, \\1th a corresponding increase in ;evenues.to those states-as· .• · 

. ' .. . . . . 

Arizona does. 

• · Only 51 % of Arizona state park visitors are Arizona residents. Three percent are 

from forei~·countries, the remainder are from other states: Almost 60% of those 
. . • I . 

Arizona visitors are from Phoenix and Tucson. 

•· State and Federal recreation facility demand is booming, while financial commitment 

is static and supply falls further and further behind demand. 

· • :.Arizonans' o!tly current choices for qutdoor recreation are ove~crowded de\1eloped 

. recreation facilities, undeve~oped facilities, or travel out-of-state. 
. . ' . 

• Arizona's rural communities are losing a tremendous potential economic benefit that 

is leaking to other states due to our lack of inves_tment in outdoor recreation. 
• , • • < ' 

. Tnase natural and cultural elements that make a state a special place to live are, 

·.· quietly coiltn"buting more to economic growth t1um is gener(:lZiy ~n.derstood. Main­

taining high standards for quality of life is a critical factor i.n state economic devel-. 

oprrient strategies. 

:- Council of State Planning Agencies, 1985 

RECREATION ATTRACTS BusIN"C"...ss To ARlzoNA 

Tourism brings in substantial economic gain to our Outdoor recreation plays a significat role in the travel 
choices made by many Americans. Opportunities to 
viev.•, experience, or just relax against the backdrop of 
the scenic West are highly desired, especially among 
.}\.fidwesterri"ers and Eastern urbanites. An estimated 
16 million travelers visited Arizona in J.967. The at­
tr2ctions most sought by these tourists were natural 

· state. Total tourism expenditures in 1987 were esti- . 
mated at over S5 billion by !he Office of Tourism. Our 
ability to attract visitors and tourism sp"..nding has 
propelled us to a ranking of 11th in the nation in 
spending by tourists on a per capita basis. Arizonans 
spent almostSi.6 billion to participate in outdoor rec­
reational activities in Arizona in 19S7 as determined 

. in the 198S Participation Survey. (Arizona 1989 

CCORP) Using a 7'ic average tax rate, S162 million is 
}enerated by taxing ArizOna.'"lS' recreation spending. 

1 

· attractions: the Grand Canyon, Lake Powell and 
Canvon de Chellv. (Office of Tourism statistics) - .. ~ . . 
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The Tucson visitor industrv is critic.allv im­
port.ant to all of us. Much ~f what we takt for 
granted in Tucson, its' cultural attractions; 
performing arts,fine restaurants, city st:roias, 
aII tht things that 1TU2ke our city an exciting 
cosmopolitan plo.ce to live and work dcpe:nd 
directiy on the.continued vittzlity ofour Io.rgest 

. industry, tourism. · . . 

_.:...Lew Murphy; fonner Mayor of Tucson 

. Outdoor recreation availability is an important lif~ 
style factor for Arizonans. ·Ninety-eight.percent of our 
population participate in some type of outdoor rec-ea- .· 
tional activity. (Maricopa County Department of 
~~ Services, 1988) Th~ second largest employer 
m Puna. Co~ty,.Hughes Aircraft Company, considers 
the availability of outdoor recreation facilities as one of 

·· .the most important quality of life factors for its em-
ployees. · 

. The tou:i5:11 d.ollar has a sign~fiaznt effect on the 
cost of lromg in Tucson and in gtn-'Tal contrib­
utes to the overall lifestyle so attra.c;ive to o·ur em­
ployees and prospective employees. · 
- Ed Sp:zulding, Manager, Community Affa:irs 

Hughes Tucson Plo.nt Site 

Cf URAL B~~uns 

Our mban dwellers are spend.in~ monev and recreat­
ing locally and in our rural areas~ Our three most 
popular tourist attractions are located in rmal nor.hem 
Arizona. Tne majority of Arizona state parks are 
located in rural areas of the state. 

Visitors to om state parks were asked ho~• much 
m?ney their group ~t during their trip v."ithin'SO 
miles of the state park they were visiting. Results 
show .ave.rag: expen~itu.res .of 52!)3 pe:r visitor g:roop 
per trip. (1961-1988 Use Stuav of Arizona State Parks 
Visitors) When these spendfug figures are multiplied 
by park attendance, it was found that over S94 million 
v.-as sperit within 50 miles of a state park bv park . 
visitors in 1987. · · · • · . 

The S94 million spent by State Park risitors "'··ithin 50 
miles of the parks provides a substantial injection of 
money into loc:al econom..ies. At least thirtv rural · 
~ommunities benefiteconomic:ally from thcir pro:>d...."1-
1ty to state.parks. Lake Havasu Otv benefits from 
three state parks, ·with visitors spen'dino- a total of 
S18,158~ ·within 50 miles of those ~ks. Tnese 
numbers aemonstrate the potential economk benefit 

othat a state park can have on a rural community. 

CURRE:NT !NVESTM"ENT 

v\'hile ~me recrea!ion needs are met at home, people 
want and need a diversity of places to recreate. Rec­
r~tion facilities and opportunities are pro\'ided by· 
cty, county, state and federal governments throughout 
the state in response to these demands. Our :?.5 State 
Parks alone hosted 1.394,653 visitors in 1987. Federal 
recreation fa~ilities provided by the National Park. 

While Arizona population increased 
by 70% from 1970 to 1985, Arizona · 
state park acreage increased bv less 
than 4.3%. (Arizona 1989 SCOI<P) 

Servi~ea, Forest Se~.ce, and Bureau ofl.and .Manage­
ment nave all expenenced explosiops 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 Faria Canyon, now have 
been forced to control user participation through 
permitting systems. · 

Investment in our State Park System has been dismal 
at best. Vth.i.le Arizona population increased bv 70~ 
.from 1970 to 19S5, Arizona state park acreage~­
.creased by less than 4.3%. (Arizona 1989 SCORP) 
Over the last three-years the State )1as demonstrated a 
commitment to developing new parks, how·ever, :no 
state funds were spent on acquisition of nev.· parks 

. .from 1981 to 1985. 

2 

We cannot rely on federal a~ncies to pro,"ide recrea­
tion services for om residents and visitors. \Vhile the 
Forest Service is trying to respond to recreation · 
demand with a new Recreation Initiative Strategy, it· 
has been unable to increase its recreation budsret 
accordingly. In fact, the proposed Federal &ecutive 
Budget for FY 1990 has a 20% decrease in recreation 
spending including a 67% reduction in facility con-
struction dollars. · . · · . 

Our lack of commitment has resulted in our residents 
h_aving l~ choose be:""een overcrov.·ded developed · 
sites, unaeveloped s1tes or traveling out:.0£-state to 
enjoy outdoor recreation. 

SoU1'HWE5ITRN SrAr~ VISITORS AND SPENDING 

To compare Arizona state park usage to others in the 
Southwest, the park visitation and resultin~ visitor ex~· 
J)"..nditures were c:alcuiated 

0

for Arizona. N;.._, Mexico, 
Colorado and Utah. An average visitor exDP..nditure of · 
S203 was used to estimate visitor expo..ndihlres in the· 
four states. Results show spending by visitors to state 
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In U1e next ten years, New 
Mexico will receive over S3 
billion more fzom its state 
park visitors than Arizona 
will.· The di{icrcnce in annual 
visitor spcndingbetween lhe 
two states is over S312 mil­
lion.: Taking ~nto account the 
greater number. of p.irks in 
New Mexico than Arizona, 
this tremendous difference 
points out the huge economic 
cost of our.lack of investment 
in Arizona's state parks .. 

AruzoNA'S ECONOMIC Loss 

Oona has a vast and unique land.base for our resi-
. cents and visitors to enjoy. However, substantial op­
portunities for :rural economic benefits are leaking 
out of U1e state. It is clear that the unmet demand in 
Arizona for outdoor recreation activities results in lost 
economic benefits to.state and local econorrues. 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 location/relocation decisions. 
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The state'parks system needs an immediate revitaliza­
tion and investment to meet the needs of our residents 
and visitors. Many residents are forced to go out--0f­
state to enjoy.a reasonable summer climate for recrea-:-.. 
tio,nal activities due to a shortage of facilities in Ari­
zona's mountains. Investment in stale recreation 
lands and facilities has tremendous economic bene­
fits and should be an integral part of our state eco-

. nomic development program. ' 
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Executive Summary 

0 nus study documents expenditures in the Sierra Vista area by visitors to_ the San Pedro Riparian 
. . . 

Nati~nal Conservation Area (RNCA) and by bird watchers at Ramsey Canyon Preserve. Infon:nation 

on visitor expenditures, characteristics and !'references is reported, along 'With implications for natur~ 

~d tourism ·in southeastei.n Arizona. nus study examined visitation to only two nahlral areas and so 
. . 

. economic impacts re~rted here represent only a portion of the impacts of visitor spending associated · 

. . . . . 
'With all nature preserves located in southeas~ Arizona. The study indicates that 95% of visitors to 

.. Ramsey Canyon and the San Pedro RNCA go to at least one other site in southern Arizona on a typical 
.·.. : . " ·. . . 

visit to the area, and make expenditures in communities located near these sites. · 
. .. . ', . . 

Ramsey Canyon Preserve and the San Pedro RNCA attract significant numbers of visitors from 
: ,• . . 

· outside of the local area. Approximately two-thirds of the visitors to these sites are from outside of 

Arizona and 5-6% are from outside the U.S. These visitors bring new economic activity notonly to 

. southeastern Arizona, but to the state as a whole. The typical non-resident visitor to Ramsey Canyon. 

spends $55 per day in Sierra Vista, while the typical non-resident visitor to the San Pedro_RNCA spends 

Q: .S51 per pay in Sierra Vista. The econo.mic imp~ct ~n total industry ~utput fu the Sierra Vista area 

. associated with nature-based visitors to Ramsey Canyon and the San Pedro RNCA is nearly 3 million 

dollars per )'ear. · 

1rus report focuses on only one economk aspect of.nature-based tourism and is not intended to 
• -··,1; . . 

· discuss the range of benefits and costs that communities experience as a result of increased tourism. 
- . 

· Howe~er, the information provided here is an important component in ·considering these benefits.and·· 
. . . . 

0 

costs. The economic impact figures reported a:re very conservative because great care was taken to 

include only those portions o_f Ramsey Canyon and San Pedro visitor expenditures which were directly 

linked to time spent by visitors at these two study sites. Our study indicates that nearly all visitors· 

coming from ~utside of the local area visited other sites in southeastern Arizona and purchased goods 

and services near those sites. Consequently, the numbers reported here are a conservative "lower 
. . ' 

bound• indication of the importance of nature-based tourism in s.outheasfem Arizona. 

V 
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Protected natural areas attract relatively high income and well-educated visitors, many of whom 

are retired or close to retirement. nus type of visitor is highly desirable not only because they have 

discretionary time and income, but also because they may be seeking a location for retirement. The 

expenditures by nature-b~sed visitors provide significant stimulation for the ec~nomy of Sierra Vista 

and C~ County.· Study ~ts.also demonstrate the importance of the study sites to local resi<:{ents; 

Fifty'."five percent of visitors contacted at ~ San Pedro RNCA were local residents or non-residents on ::.;·. C:-; 

day trips and mcist of these visit the RN<:A: regularly. ,,· .... 
. . . . . 

Visitation to Ramsey Canyon Preserve is spread fairly evenly through the year with the lowest .. 

visitation during the peak winter visito·r months of Octo~er to February, and the highest visitation 

during March to August. ·Roughly425%c>i'all visitation occurred during the February through May· · 
' . . . . 

season in 1992. Consequently, visitati<:>n to Ramsey Canyon is complemen~ to other types of visita-

tion to Sjerra Vista. Nature-based tourists help smooth visitation over the year, rath~r than making 

visitation during peak winter visitor months more pronounced. Given the large fluctuations in visita-

Q tion to other parts of southern Arizona betv.·een the winter and summer months, this is an attractive 

attribute e>f nature-based tourism. Although visitor records are not available for San Pedro R~C\; 

results from the visitor survey indicate that 35 percent of visitors to Ramsey Canyon Preserve.also visit · 

the San Pedro Ri'JCA. It is likely that seasonal visitation patterns ~e similar for the two sites. · 

0 

. The expenditure analysis indicates the im~rtance of an overnight stay for communities to 

experience significant economic benefits from visitors. While overnight vis.itors ·spent an a~erage .C?f S51 ... 

to $55 per person.per day in the Sierra Vista area, day trip visitors spent less than $7 per person per day 

in Sierra Vista. This makes the availability of accommodations in Sierra Vista a key factor affecting the 

magnitude of economic inflows from nature-based tourism. Potential opportunities exist no.t only for 

additional lodging but also for tour services originating in Cochise County. Nature-based visitors spent 

more than $654,CXX) on tour fees in fiscal 1991-1992 Only $16,000 of that amount was spent in the Sierra 

Vista area. 

The potential for increased economic inflows from nature-based tourism is apparent from·thls 

study. Visitors spent about S12 million per year on trips th.at included a visit to Ramsey Canyon or the 

vi 
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. . . 
San Pedro RNCA, but only a portion of the overall trip expenditures occurred in southeastern Arizona. 

Q While southeastern Arizona communi_ties are unlikely to capture a portion _of visitors' airfare and rental · 

car expendi~es~ they could take steps to increase local expenditures by nature-oriented visitors on 

0 

0 

' . . 
lodging, restaurants, to~.services and miscellaneous retail purchases. Other important strategies for 

increasing retums_from nature-based tourism in~ude preservation of existing natural _sites and possible 

~p~sion of sites attractive to birders (parti~arly for hummingbird viewing). . . . . ~ 
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