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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 River
System: Study Sampling Plan (May 1989)

-Economic Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mississippi River
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)

-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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In 1936, Congress autherized a studv to assess the economic importance
of recreation in the Upper Mississippl River Swvstem (UMRS.: :Pubiic Law <+%-88.
This study. administered by the Corps of Engineers, St. Paul Disrricr. and
supervised bv a multi-agency Technical Review Team (TRT). has two distincrt bur
related components:

1. measurement of the amount and tvpe 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

The purpose of this report is to document the work completed under com-
ponent two of the study: measurement of recreation related spending in the
UMRS. The report is divided into the following two parts reflecting different
populations measured in the study:

Part One: Developed Recreation Area Visitors:
Recreation Spending on the Upper
Mississippi River System

Part Two: Dock Owners and Marina Users: Recreation
Spending on the Uppe:r Mississippi River
System

Recreation Spending reported in this document served as the basis for
economic impact estimates of recreation use of the UMRS presented in separate

reports on other aspects of this study.




PART ONE

DEVELOPED RECREATION AREA VISITORS:
RECREATION SPENDING ON THE UPPER
MISSISSIPPI RIVER SYSTEM
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This portion of the report presents both trip and durable goods spendirg
profiles for visitors zo developed recreazion areas on tne MRS Spending was
measured through a series of on-site interviews used Zo measure recreation use
and spending on durable goods. A mailback questionnaire which measured :rip

spending was then distributed to visitors responding to the on-site interview

The remainder of this part is divided into the following major sections
PROCEDURES, RESULTS, LIMITATIONS, DISCUSSION, APPLICATIONS OF RESULTS, and
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH.

The Procedures section outlines general data collection and analvsis
methods used to measure recreation spending. The RESULTS section reporcs
trips and durable goods spending for user groups possessing similar spending
patterns. The LIMITATIONS section discusses sampling and measuremen:t issues
that should be considered when applying the results. The DISCUSSICN section
presents several general issues associated with the methods selected to ana-
lyvze and present the survey results. The APPLICATICNS OF RESULTS section
discusses options for directly presenting the resulte of the spending survev
and incorporating survey results into economic impact studies. The SUGGES-
TIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH section identifies further analysis of the existing

data set which would improve the precision of economic impact assessments.
PROCEDURES

Detailed discussions of the sampling design and data collection metliods
utilized in this study are provided in three documents: Propst and Stynes
(1989), Propst et. al (1992), and U.S. Army Engineer. Waterways Experiment
Station (1989a and 1989b). Propst and Stynes (1989) provides a discussion of
(a) the design of the survey instruments and (b) data analysis procedures.
The U.S. Army Engineer (1989a) document is the Scope of Work (SOW) for the
entive UMRS study of which this report is one component. The SOW describes
the overall study, specifies data analysis and reporting requirements and
provides detailed site maps. U.S. Army Engineer (1989b) is a detailed ratio-
nale and discussion of the sampling plan for the UMRS study. Propst et al.

(1992) is the final report of an earlier but similar study. Hereafter called
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the "nationsl studv ™

.

files associated with the recreazional wusc of 3 répr

¢ sample =f ToF
projects in the United States. The data ¢ollection insiruments and ana.vs.s
techniques are nearly identical in Propst et al. . 1%%2: snd this repors.

Current Study and National Study Compared

This study and the national studv (Propst et al. 1992) were almost id

o

r-

he

(el

tical in the survev instruments used but quite different with respect to
sampling design. The purposes of the national study and the UMRS study are
also somewhat different. The purpose of the UMRS study was to measure both

visitor use and visitor spending along the UMRS. The intent was to achieve a

representative sample of visitors to the UMRS. This purpose required that
both recreation sites and visitors were randomly selected. This random selec-
tion of sites and visitors is the kev distinguishing feature between the cur-

rent study and the national studv. LUnlike the national studv, there was no
attempt in this study to represent the full pational range of spending behav-

ior by COE visitors. Instead, the focus was on deriving both use and spending
estimates in proportion to the population of visitors within one specific
geographic region: the UMRS.

The purpose of the national study was not to obtain a representative
sample of visitors at any given lake, but to garner a reasonable quota of
parties across all lakes within each of the visitor segments thought to be
homogeneous with respect to their spending patterns. To this end, certain
segments were oversampled with respect to their true proportion in the popula-
tion while others were undersampled. Unlike the current study, no attempt was
made in the national study to estimate visitor use from the on-site interview
procedures. In the national study, estimates of visitor use were obtained
from the internal reporting methods and documents developed by each of the
12 COE projects where spending data were collected.

Similar to che national study, the goal of this study was to measure the
total amount spent on a recreation trip, the distribution of that spending
among economic sectors, and the geographic location of spending in relatinn to
the UMRS. As in the national study, spending profiles were derived for major

subgroups of visitors.
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Survey Site Selection

On-site interviews were conducted at 137 of tne approximately &0 re
ation sites in the studv region. Efforts were made 70 ensure representation
of sites across the spectrum of providers :commercial recreation enterprises.
local, state, and federal agencies) and dominant activity tvpes (sightseeing
areas, boat ramps, campgrounds, etc.). Specific details regacding the sam-
pling design are provided in (U.S. Army Engineer 198%a and b). In summary.
sites were randomly assigned to several strata reflecting locational {sub-
regions within the UMRS), temporal (season, month, weekday wvs. weekend, and
morning vs. afternoon vs. evening), and visitation-related (high vs. low use
areas) use patterns. Unlike the national study, the interview locations were

not necessarily on Corps property.

Subregions

For the purposes of this study, the Corps of Engineers divided the UMRS
into 5 subregions: St. Paul District, Rock Island District, St. Louis Dis-
trict, Illinois River Waterway, and "sightseeing areas."” The first
4 subregions represent true geographic boundaries corresponding to the loca-
tions of "pools" created by a series of locks and dams constructed and main-
tained by the Corps of Engineers. The St. Paul District roughly includes that
portion of the Mississippi River that forms the boundary between Wisconsin and
Minnesota south of Minneapolis/St. Paul. The Rock Island District includes
most of the eastern boundary of the state of Iowa plus the northern half of
the western boundary of Illinois and a portion of northeastern Missouri. The
St. Louis District covers the rest of Illinois' western boundary plus the
eastern boundary of the state of Missouri southward to the confluence of the
Mississippi and Kaskaskia Rivers (south of St. Louis). The Illinois River
Waterway is contained entirely within the state of Illinois and extends from
St. Louis almost to Chicago. The "sightseeing areas" do not represent a sepa-
rate subregion. Sightseeing areas include visitor centers and scenic over-

looks that may be located anywhere within the UMRS.

Survey Procedures

Fconomic impact analysis utilizing IMPLAN requires the development of
visitor expenditure “"profiles." A trip expenditure profile is a vector of
expenditures for individual goods and services purchased during a recreation

trip (gasoline, equipment rental, etc.). Similarly, durable goods expenditure
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profiles mav be created for goods 'hHoats. recreation velicies. wo° T

used on ctrips to the UMRS (and often elsewhere) over a pericd of sime.

To develop both trip and durable goods expenditure profiles. a sample
survey was conducted at 130 sites along the UMRS between November 13, (939 ang
December 15, 1980 Thus, the survey period allows for reporting of results cn
an annual or seasonal basis. Data collection procedures included a
combination of personal, on-site interviews and mailback guestionnaires
(Appendix A and B).

The other contractor was responsible for supervising the interview

[14)
La s

s
that collected the on-site interview data. Furthermore, the other contractor
coded, edited, and entered the on-site data as DBase files. The other con-
tractor sent these files to COE staff in the St. Paul District for furcther
verification before they were sent to Michigan State University (MSU) for
analysis.

During the on-site interviews, visitors provided recreation acrtivity
information, durable goods spending estimates, and trip characteristics. To
meet the requirements of I/0 analysis, much of this information was gathered
on a regional basis. For example, respondents were asked to report place of
residence as being either within the UMRS as previously defined or outside the
UMRS. They were also asked to report the county where durable goods purchases
were made and to divide trip-related expenses into two groups: expenditures

within 30 miles of the interview site and expenditures bevond 30 miles.

Data Processing. A number of data cleaning and editing tasks were performed.
These tasks, described in Appendix D, included the joining of the mailback and

on-site data sets and the removal of outliers.

Trip Expenses. To obtain variable trip costs, visitors were asked to complete
an expense questionnaire (Appendix B) and return it by mail as soon as possi-
ble after they had returned to their permanent residence. The mailback ques-
tionnaire asked for trip expenses for as many as 33 items per trip. Parties
were asked to report the dollar amount spent per category both within 30 miles
of the interview site and outside 30 miles. These "local" and "nonlocal"
spending figures were summed to derive a total trip spending estimate.
Sufficient informat.on was duplicated (e.g., site, data, identification
number) in the on-site and mailback surveys so that data from the same party

could be merged at a later date.
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The two-szZage, interview and mall s rvew procedure was unilic

confusion on the part of the respondent and 7o elicic reliable and
trip spending information. Propst et al. (1991) found that dividing the jues-
tions between two instruments not onlv substantially lowered the length of <he
interview but also lessened confusion between trip and durable goods expenses.
Furthermore. since a major objective of this sctudv was to measure rofal tri
spending, providing the respondents a mailback juestionraire and asking them
to return it upon return to their residence., erables the estimation of spend-
ing for the entire ctrip. Moreover, the two-step design permits the use of
on-site interview data to evaluate and adjust for nonresponse bias in the
mailed survey.

This studv employed a relatively standardized procedure for improvin
mailback response rates: the use of two follow-up, mailed reminders. Follow-
ing Dillman (1978) the first reminder was a postcard mailed to nonrespondents
approximately two weeks from the reported end of their current trip. The
second reminder was a certified mailing consisting of a different cover letter
and another questionnaire. The second reminder was mailed approximately one

month after the end of the trip (two weeks after the postcard reminder).

Durable Goods. Spending on durable goods was measured in the on-site portion
of the survey. Sampled visitors were asked to report durable goods brought
with them on their current trip for use within the UMRS (see Appendix A,
questions 42-51). For each major durable goods item (Table 13, List No. 1),
the type, year of purchase, cost, county of purchase. and whether the item was
purchased new or used was measured. These variables were also gathered for
each smaller durable goods item (Table 13, List No. 2) purchased within the
past year.

The 40 durable goods categories, including separation of new and used
items, were designed to insure consistency with IMPLAN sectors as much as
possible. Up to 10 durable goods per interview were coded. The location of
purchase was coded as county or city names. At MSU, these names were edited
and recorded into county Federal Information Processing Standard (FIPS) codes.

The purpose of the analysis of durable goods equipment spending was to
generate profiles comparable to the trip spending profiles. A difference
between durable goods purchases and trip spending is that durable goods may be
used on many different trips and at different sites. This presents difficul-

ties in attributing a portion of the spending to use of the UMRS during the

13




study period. To partially account for =his groblem L. e . the 1ul
issue). durable goods spending was convertcd %o an annual and per
As was the case with trip spending. an average spending per party per Irip was
desired. This number can be multiplied by partv trips per wvear <o obtain an
annual estimate of total spending on durable goods associated with zrips :o

the UMRS.

We emphasize the qualifier "associated with" as durable goods items used
on the UMRS may also be used elsewhere. We do not attempt to apportion the
costs of durable goods to UMRS sites versus other places where they mav be
used, for example, based on frequency of use on the UMRS vs. elsewhere. Anvy
such allocation must be largely ad hoc. Lacking valid methods for allocating
durable goods costs across multiple sites, one must either assume the durable
goods would not have been purchased if opportunities to use this equipment
along the UMRS did not exist, or one must refer to durable goods expenses as
"associated with trips to the UMRS." Adjusting durable goods costs to a per
trip per year basis does not account for the portion of durable goods costs
that could be associated with other sites where that equipment mav be used.
This problem is discussed further in the limitations section.

To obtain estimates of durable goods spending on a party trip basis, the
cost of each durable goods item was divided by the number of trips that the
party had taken to the UMRS within the past year. For durable goods from List
No. 2 in Table 13, only goods purchased within the past year were included in
order to obtain an annual estimate. For major durable goods (List No. 1 in
Table 13), items purchased in the last 6 years were included, but the
resulting estimates were divided by six to put estimates on an annual basis.

The choice of a 6-year period for major purchases was based upon an
examination of results based on all purchases, durable goods purchased within
the past 6 years, and durable goods bought within the past year. Using
6 years of data provides a larger sample of durable goods than the l-year fig-
ures, while also avoiding the inclusion of items purchased many years ago at
presumably much lower prices. This procedure distributes the costs of durable
goods evenly across several years under the assumption that the past year is
representative of the number of trips per year to the UMRS for each party.

The cost estimates will be somewhat understated as we did not attempt to
adjust for price increases in durable goods costs over the 6 year period.
Based on IMPLAN deflators for relevaat durable goods sectors, changes in dura-

ble goods prices from 1985 to 1990 were less than five percent. Of 983 items
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reported from List No. . Il4 iTems weve purihised witnin Tihe fusc A 3
half were purchased within the previcus & vears  The sarple of (7ems pur
chased within the past vear was particularly weak for e¢stimating purchases of

major camplng equipment.

To avoid problems caused by small sample sizes for particular segments
or durable goods items and large variation in durable goods expenses across
items and parties, we estimated durable goods spending at aggregate lavels
first. Profiles of durable goods spending by segment and detailed equipment
categories were produced by distributing the spending estimated in major cate-
gories (boat, hunt, fish, camp, and other) to detailed subcategories accordin
to the proportions of durable goods spending reported over the past 6 vears in

the full sample.

RESULTS

The results section is divided into four major parts. The first part
provides sample size and response rate information. Part two discusses the
formation and selection of visitor segments, segment distribution in the sam-
ples, and length of stay for overnight segments. Part three reports the find-
ings pertaining to trip spending (mailback portion of study). Part four

describes the results of the durable goods analysis.

Sample Sizes and Response Rates

A total of 1,697 parties, defined as occupants of one vehicle, were
approached (Table 1). Three hundred eighty-one (38l) of the parties refused
to be interviewed. The range of interview refusals was 46 refusals (12.1%) in
the winter season to 160 (42.0%) in the spring. By region, a low of 11 refus-
als (3.1%) in the St. Paul District and a high of 141 (37.0%) in the St. Louis
District were encountered. Two hundred twenty-eight (228) of the interviewed
parties declined to participate in the trip expense portion of the study,
leaving a mailback sampling frame of 1,088 parties (1,316 minus 228). Of the
1,088 parties who agreed to participate in the mailback portion of the study,
683 parties returned useable trip expense questionnaires, yielding a response
rate of 62.8 percent. At least 90 of the non-responding parties did not
receive follow-up reminders due to insufficient or wrong addresses. BRecause
interviewers were not allowed to obtain the names of persons interviewed, it

was nearly impossible to deliver the reminders to them.

15




‘uoLINqLIISIp jeuotbas aya
04) Buissiw ade s,% Bulpuodsasiod ‘snyy fAjuc uvoseas AQ 3day 3JaM SJAPUIWAL PAL13J3d pue piedlisod Buipsebas spaodas pajtelraq (g)
(8801 «980°0)/(SHI»ESD " 0)=210Y dsuodsay Jalulm XE-g¢ ‘-6°3) wn|oI ,S|e10(, 01 sabeluarsad
ajersdosade A\dde ‘ssayio Joy T (%E9:8801/¢89 ‘T56°9) uPAINGLIISIQ SyIEq)ieN, AQ ,SAJeqliLW 3}qeasn, aplAlp ‘Ajuo ,S)1€101. JO4 (¥)
211eLU0115aNb ¥oRG)IRW AY]) UINI3J 0} PIIJIBE OyM BIIS-UO PINILAISIUL S3tyded asoyl O) PAINGLIISIP 343 Sasieuuolisand yoeq)ien (§)
‘paMaIAIaIUL 3G O} pasnjas oym satlued o JaquNN (2)
*sM31AJ23ULl Jeuossad 'alis-uo p3ld|dwod jo soquink (1)

%702 %L %6°8S %685 %8'L9 %8798 %B°S9 XL'9Y %E'BE %29 (y)aiey asuodsay
X9°GE %BHY A9SL %2°Y 96 (1esnya1/ssaippe peq) paudniady Spaijtilad
2742 ASTLY X2*w2 %t 209 (Japuludl puod3s) sbutyiley paljtilag
(%) X798 AE'EE X2°LZ Xi‘6 66 (s3s53.Jppe peq) pauiniay SpJedsod
%5°92 %6°6% X0°SZ X9°8 684 (JapUIWRJ 1SJ14) JUIS SPIedIsod ot
%0°02 XL°9¢ %A£°EL X0'0f Of syoeq)ien I1qeasnuon
%961 %66 %E° Lt %L 62 %292 %0°6E ZlT6% %9702 X£°S €89 sxoeqlien ajqeasn
X7°9% %0"6% X£°02 XE°9 1L PIALIIAY syoeqlien
%67 L %8°8 %8°8i %9718 %822 %6°62 %ETLE %182 %98 880°L (£)Pa1ng1a3stg sydeqlien
%0°02 %0°S1 %0748 %6°92 %°e %8721 %L°gE X072y %i°?2l I8¢ (2)S1eSN3Y Matasau] 31tS-UQ
%9°02 %2701 %L1 %2992 %% %82 %62y %0°0Z %88 9IE't (L)SM3LAJU] 2315-U0 3)1qeasn
SJ33S Jaaty SN0 pueys] ned 1184 Jowums Buiuds sajuM  s)1e10)
-1y613 ‘1 15 130y ‘1s
{%) uorInqiiistq jeuotbay {%) Uoi1INq1iISIg 1eucseas

(0661 ‘SL "29Q 03 6861 ‘S1 “AON)
Apnis saun ‘uoibad pue uoseas Aq saled asuodsad pue sazis 3)diwes asteuuotisanb xdeq)iew pue M3I{AJIIUL 311S-UQ | 3)qed




Some wvariacions in response razes were obscerved 4009085 seasuns. recians

and population subgroups (Tables 1 and 2). Response rates during winter and
spring seasons were below average (38% and 46%, respectivelv), while response
rates for summer and fall seasons were above average (66% and 83%, respec-
tively). Response rates were slightly below average in the Rock Island and
St. Louis Districts (59% each). The response rate for sightseers was 70%. In
terms of population subgroups (Table 2), response rates were lower for day
users (61%), nonboaters (58%), and campers (57%), and higher for boaters (67%)
and other overnight visitors (74%). Residents and nonresidents displayed
response rates that were nearly identical to the overall response rate.

Due to some differences between segments in response rates to the mail-
back questionnaire, overnight visitors and boaters are slightlv overrepre-
sented in the mailback sample (Table 2). This bias {s correczed in estimates
of trip spending by weighing the sample according to the segment shares in the

on-site sample.
Visitor Segments

The calculation of total economic impacts requires the multiplication of
three entities: total number of visitors by segment (V), spending by segment
(S), and a multiplier (M) (Tyrrell 1985):

TEI = V X S X M

TEI

Total Economic Impact (income or jobs, usually)
number of visitors in a given segment, where segments are defined
according to similarity in spending patterns (nonresident boat-

<
i

ers,
campers, people just visiting for the day, overnight visitors,
festival attendees, etc.)
S = average spending by each of these groups
M = a multiplier expressing the change in the amount of emplovment or
income per unit of spending.

Errors in any of the multiplicands can cause large errors in total economic
impacts.

In order to reduce the amount of variation in expenditure estimates, it
is useful to segment visitors into subgroups that are relatively homogeneous
with respect to their spending patterns (Stynes and Chung 1986, Tyrrell 1985,

Propst et al. 1991). Due to the integral relationship between visitation and
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Table 2. Mailback juestionnaire response vales cisitor segmentation
variable. UMRS scudy (1%39-390)
Visitor Total Interviews Agreement Interviews Mailback Response
GCacegories N PC o PCT . Rate
Day users 1040 79% 849 78% 514 75% g1l%
Campers 51 4% 46 4% 26 4% A
Other overnight 225 17% 193 18% 143 21% Sy
UMRS Residents 969 74% 797 73% 503 74% 63%
UMRS Nonresidents 347 26% 291 272 180 26% 62%
Boaters 666 51% 563 52% 380 56% 7%
Nonboaters 650 49% 525 48% 303 44% 58%
Total 1316 1088 683 63%
NOTES:
1. "Agreement Interviews"” =On-site interviewees who also agreed to parctic-

ipate mailback portion of the study.
2. Response rate = "Mailback N" / "Interviews N."
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spending in deriving total impacts, wisizor spendiig segrents were deflned
consistently with the way in which the Corps defines ~isitor use segments:
boater vs. nonboater and day user vs. camper vs. other overnight accommodaticn
user. The category "other overnight" includes overnight visitors who lodged
either (a) in rented accommodations (hotels, etc.); (b) with family. friends.
or in a second home; or (c) on a boat.

Furthermore, in order to separate spending bv local residents from
spending by tourists, it is necessary to know if the visitor is a resident or
nonresident of the region of interest. In most economic impact analvses,
spending within the region by visitors from outside the region (i.e., nonresi-

dents) is used to derive §

=

in the above equation. Spending by residents of a
given region is excluded for economic impact purposes, but may be used to
estimate total spending (Propst and Stynes 1988). Combining the user/activitcy
matrix with visitor origin yields the preliminary set of 18 segments identi-

fied in Table 3.

Reduction of Visitor Segments. Similar to the findings of Propst et al.
(1991), the number and proportion of sampled overnight parties who lodged
either with friends or relatives, or on a boat were relatively minor. Because
of small samples for these segments, the three overnight noncamping segments
were merged into one group for reporting purposes. This merger results in a
reduction from the 18 segments in Table 3 to the following 12 segments which
were employed in the national study:

R/D/B: resident, day use boater
R/D/NB: resident, day use nonboater
R/0/B: resident, overnight boater
R/0/NB: resident, overnight nonboater
R/C/B: resident, camper, boater
R/C/NB: resident, camper, nonboater

NR/D/B: nonresident, day use boater
NR/D/NB: nonresident, day use nonboater
NR/0/B: nonresident, overnight boater
NR/O/NB: nonresident, overnight nonboater
NR/C/B: nonresident, camper, boater
NR/C/NB: nonresident, camper, nonboater

These 12 segments are defined in terms of four dichotomous variables:
day use/overnight, resident/nonresident, camper/noncamper, boater/nonboater.

The proportions of each of these visitor subgroups were provided in Table 2.
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Table 3. <Corps of Engineers visitor segments judzed o be homogeneous with
respect to their spending patterns, UMRS studv ¢1989.90),

Segment # Overnight Boater Resident Tvpe of Lodging
1 day yes yes --
2 dav yes no --
3 overnight yes ves campground
4 overnight yes ves rented accommodations
5% overnight yes yes friends/relacives/2nd home
6% overnight yes yes boat
7 overnight ves no campground
8 overnight yes no rented accommodations
9% overnight ves no friends/relatives/2nd home
10% overnight yes no boat
11 day no yes --
12 day no no .-
13 overnight no yes campground
14 overnight no yes rented accommodations
15% overnight no yes friends/relatives/2nd home
16 overnight no no campground
17 overnight no no rented accommodations
18* overnight no no friends/relatives/2nd home

* In the national study (Propst et. al 1992), these 6 segments were merged
into an "other overnight" category due to inadequate sample sizes. Since
the same pattern held in this study (i.e., small sample sizes in these
6 segments), the same segments were again merged for further analyses. Sub-
sequent analyses, where possible, are therefore based on 12 visitor
segments.
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the site where a subject was interviewed.

The full sample in this study (on-site portion) was dominatzd by dav
users (79% of parties) as compared to campers (4%) and other overnight, non-
camping parties (17%). There was a preponderance of residents over nonresi-
dents (74% vs 26%, respectively). Boaters and ncrboaters were evenly divided.
Only minor variations in these propsrtions are observed in the mailback por-
tion of the study (Table 2).

The top half of Table 4 shows the number and proportion of cases in each
of the 12 segments for both the on-site and mailback portions of the studv.
Dividing the sample into 12 segments yields some segments with relatively low
sample sizes. For .xample, none of the four camping segments contain sample
sizes greater rhan 23. The two resident, overnight segments contain less than
40 cases each. Corresponding samples sizes for the mailback portion of the
survey, which were used to estimate trip spending, are even smaller. To be
able to analyze and report results by visitor segment with some degree of
confidence, the 12 visitor segments described above were therefore narrowed
into 6 segments. The segment definitions follow with the number of cases and
segmen® shares for each segment in parentheses.

R/D/B: resident, day use boater (N=480, 36%)

R/D/NB: resident, day use nonboater (N=405, 31
R/QVN: resident, overnight visitors (N=84,6 6%)
NR/D/B: nonresident, day use boater (N=60, 5%)
NR/D/NB: nonresident, day use nonboater (N=395. 7%)
NR/QVN: nonresident, overnight visitors (N=192, 15%)

To make this reductiou, the four overnight segments (campers anc non-
campers) weie combined into "resident, overnight" and "nonresident, overni_ c¢"
categories. The resident/nonresident split was maintained as this separation
is necessary to distinguish resident and nonresident spending for economic
impact analysis. The four day use segments were not altered. The bottom half
of Table 4 displeys sample sizes and proportions based on the 6 aggregated
segrents. This reconfiguration of segments results in the ability to analyze
and report results by segment based on no less than 60 cases for variables
gathered in the on-site survey and no less than 30 cases for trip spending

estimates from ~he mailback survey. The smallest sample size (N=60) is for
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Table 4. On-site interview and mailback questi
sample sizes by 12 segments and b4 segments.

UMRS study (1989-20).

Cnnai e

on-sice mailback
12 Segments N Pct. N Pcz.
R/D/B 480 36% 260 38%
R/D/NB 405 31% 185 27%
R/0/B 39 3% 33 5%
R/0/NB 23 2% 13 2%
R/C/B 9 1% 6 1%
R/C/NB 13 1% 6 1%
UMRS Residents 969 74% 503 74%
NR/D/B 60 5% 30 4%
NR/D/NB 95 7% 39 6%
NR/O/B 72 S% 47 7%
NR/0/NB 91 7% 50 7%
NR/C/B 6 0% 4 1%
NR/C/NB 23 2% 10 1%
UMRS Nonreside 347 26% 180 26%
Total 1316 100% 683 100%
on-site mailback
6 Segments N Pct, N Pet.
R/D/B 480 36% 260 38%
R/D/NB 405 31% 185 27%
R/OVN 84 6% 58 8%
UMRS Residents 969 74% 503 74%
NR/D/B 60 5% 30 4%
NR/D/NB 95 7% 39 6%
NR/OVN 192 15% 111 16%
UMRS Nonreside 347 26% 180 26%
Total 1316 100% 683 10¢ &

R/NR: Resident /Nonresident of the UMRS
B/NB: Boater /Nonboater
D/C/0: Dav users /Campers / Other overnight users
OVN: All overnight users
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nonresident. dav users who ¢nlglie L noating The laldest  Nelsd, . i otor
resident, dav use bhoaters.

The ¢gn-silte segmen: percentiages :iower half of Table &) orovide ess
mates of the segment shares for the entire populaticn of UMRS wisitors. These
on-site percentages are used in subsequent Itrip-related spending tables tr
adjust for nonresponse bias in the mailback ques-ionnaire sample  Adjustiments
are not necessary for durable goods analvses as these data were gathered on-

site from the full sample.

Regional Segment Distribuctions. Regional wvariactions in the distribution of
the six aggregated segments within the sample are documented in Tables 3 and
6. Appendix Table C-1 provides the distribution of the 12 segments by region

for both the mailback questionnaires and on-site interviews.

Among residents, the largest proporctions of day use boaters (55% and

54%, respectively) were found in the St. Louis District and Illinois River
Waterway (Table 6). The greatest percentages of resident nonboaters were
found in the Rock Island District (46%) and among sightseers {33%). For the
St. Paul District visitors and the sightseer category, nonresident overnight
visitors comprised over one fourth of the parties sampled, a significantly
liigher proportion than found in the other regions.

In general. the data in Table 5 further confirm cthe relatively close
correspondence between mailback and on-site interview percentages. However,
there are two exceptions. First, across the four regions, there is a pattern
of higher percentages of boaters returning their mailback questionnaires than
the cor) :sponding percentages of boaters who were interviewed on-site. The
reverse is true for sightseers who were also boaters (22% interviewed on site:
19% returned mailback questionnaires). Secondly, the percentage of Illinois
River overnight visitors who returned their mailback questionnaires (1l4%) 1is
more than twice the percentage of Illinois River overnight visitors who par-

ticipated in the on-site interview (6%).

Nights Spent per Trip

A total of 1,404 nights were spent on all trips reported by the 247
overnight parties (Table 7). Fifty-four percent (54%) of all nights were
spent within 30 miles of the interview site, 13% within the UMRS but further

than 30 miles from the site, and 33% outside the UMRS. Overnight visitors
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Table 6. Distribuzion of six

1989-90): On-site survevs

[P P R
JISLI0D s

Region

St. Paul Rock Island St. Louils IL. River Sightseers Total

N PCT N PCT N BCT N PCT N pCT ) PCT
Segment
R/D/B 118 38% 97  28% 128 53% 75  34% 49 18% 467 36%
R/D/NB 42 14% 158 46X 68 29% 40 29% 88 33% 336 LR
R/OVN 32 10% 28 8% 7 3% 3 2% 13 5% 83 £
UMRS Resid 192  62% 283 83% 203 88% 118  86% 150  56% 946 T3
NR/D/B 32 10% 15 4% 4 2% 4 3203 1% 58 3%
NR/D/NB 9 3% 22 6% 13 6% 11 8% 40 15% 95 4
NR/OVN 78  25% 23 7% 11 5% 5 4% 73 27% 190 15%
Nonresiden 119  38%Z 6C 17% 28  12% 20  14% 116 &4 343279
N 311 100% 343 1004 231 100% 138 100% 266 100% 1.289% 100%
Pct. 26% 27% 18% 11% 21% 100%
R/NR: Resident /Nonresident of the UMRS

B/NB: Boater /Nonboater

D/OVN: Day users /Overnight users
* On-site interviews had 27 missing segment identifiers (1289+27=13186)
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spent an average of 3.7 nights per trip for overnizhs parties 20 contiderte
r v

>

)

interval = 4.0 to 7.5 nights). The average trip lergth for residents was
4.3 nights compared to 6.7 nights for nonresidents.

Residents spent fewer nighcts per trip than nonresidents and most nights
spent by UMRS residents were spent within 30 miles of the interview site
{Table 7). Verv few nights were spent either outside the UMRS or wizhin the
UMRS but farther than 30 miles from the site. It is still possible that UMRS
resident overnight groups travel substantial distances along the river in one

day to reach their destination and then spend most of their nights near the

site.

Trip Expenditures

Across the l-year sampling period, the 683 parties who returred their
mailback questionnaires averaged $72 in variable costs per trip (Table 8).
Sixty-eight percent of these expenditvres were made within 30 miles of the
project. Trip spending means were weighted by the proportions of the six
segments in the on-site sample (lower half of Table 4) to adjust for non-

response bias.

Trip Spending by Segment. Given that segments were formed to obrain subgroups
with relatively homogeneous spending patterns, we find considerable variation
in trip spending across the six segments. Trip spending varied from an aver-
age of $22 per trip for resident, day users who do not boat to around $200 per
trip for the two overnight segments (see "Total" columns in Table 9A).

All six segments spent more than half of variable trip purchases within
30 miles of the interview site. Day users not boating spent the least on
trip-related goods and services. Resident day users (boaters and nonboaters)
made the largest portion of their variable trip purchases within the local
region (89% and 75%, respectively). Nonresident, day users who boat and non-
resident overnight groups also spent relatively large proportions within the
local region (66% and 62%, respectively).

Appendix Tables C-2 and C-3 report trip spending profiles for the 12
visitor segments defined in the national study (Propst et al. 1992). Table C-2
displays total trip spending; Table C-3 shows spending by all 12 segments

within 30 miles of the interview site. Small sample sizes for some segments

(e.g., n =6 for the nonresident, campers who boat segment) suggest caution in

the use of some of these more detailed segments.
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Table 7. Nignhts spent per trip by tocation, uMRS study (198%-50): Cvern:gnt sartles

only (n=247).

Total Pet. of

Nights Total N of Mean std.
Location Spent _ Nights Cases per rtrip® Errsr** Median
Within 30 miles
of interview site
a. UMRS Residents 259 18% 67 3.87 1.44 2.
b. UMRS Nonresidents 495 36% 178 2.78 0.38 2.
c. Subtotal 754 54% 245 3.08 0.48 2.
Within UMRS but outside
30 miles of interview site
a. UMRS Residents 14 1% 33 0.42 0.17 0.0
b. UMRS Nonresidents 167 12% 109 1.53 0.49 0.0
c. Subtotal 181 13% 142 1.28 0.38 0.0
Outside UMRS
a. UMRS Residents 16 1% 33 0.49 0.29 0.0
b. UMRS Nonresidents 453 32% 106 6.27 1.27 0.0
c. Subtotal 469 33% 139 3.25 1.00 0.0
All Nights
3. UMRS Residents 27s 20% 14 6.31 1.63 2.0
b. UMRS Nonresidents 1,129 80% 180 6.66 1.05 2.5
GRAND TOTAL 1,404 100% 2467 5.68 0.86 2.0
* Means for overnight parties derived by dividing "Total Nights Spent" by "N of
Cases*. Can be less than one when number of nights spent either within or outside
the UMRS is less than number of cases. Ffor exampte, 33 UMRS resident parties
reported spending 16 nights outside the UMRS (16/33=0.49). These same 33 parties
also spent some nights within the UMRS. The combined number of nights spent both
outside and inside the UMRS always exceeds the number of parties and hence cannot be

{ess than zero.
** Two standard errors yield a 95% confidence interval
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Table BA. Average trip spending ($ per party per trip) *ac 33 setatiea ma'izack eapeng:ture 1 Tems,
UMRS study (1989-90), n=481.

within 30 Mi. Cutsige 30 M1 Pct.item  Pcr, Mean
Item Mean Pct. Wean Petr, Totai ln Total  lernes Eac.gerd
LOOGING
Hotel 4.40 58% 3.16 62% 7.56 1% Q1% 56,10
Campgrounds 1.15 78% 0.33 22% 1.48 2% 95%  33.82
FOOD AND BEVERAGE
Grocery 8.18 71% 3.33 29% 11,51 16% 52%  26.31
Restaurant 8.37 68% 3.92 3% 12.29 17% ¢a%  37.83
AUTO/RV
Auto/RV gas & oil 7.1 58% S.12 2% 12.23 17% 8% 21.17
Auto/RV rental 0.25 34X 0.48 66% 0.73 1% 99%  129.40
Auto/RV repairs 0.44 92% 0.04 8% 0.48 1% 96%  14.33
Auto/RV tires 0.85 83% 0.18 V7% 1.03 1% 99%  95.88
Auto/RV parts 0.28 92% 0.02 8% 0.3¢ * 9%%  33.57
Auto/RV parking & tolls 0.12 60% 0.08 40% 0.20 - 95% 4,62
BOAT -RELATED
Boat gas & oil 4.90 84% 0.96 16% 5.86 8% S6%  15.45
8oat rental 0.08 82% 0.02 18% g.10 - 99%  45.00
Bcat repairs 0.91 91% 3.09 9% 1.00 1% 98% 57.20
Boat parts 1.81 83% 0.36 17% 2.17 3% OT%  78.62
Boat launch fees 0.89 7% 0.27 23% 1.16 2% % 32.96
Boat fares 0.00 0% 0.06 100% 0.06 . 99%  18.50
FISHING
Fishing (icense 0.41 85% 0.07 15% Q.48 % 98% 20.88
Boat charter fee 0.01 73% 0.00 2T% 0.01 hd 99% $.00
Fishing bait 1.57 89% 0.18 1% 1.75 2% 71% 6.52
HUNT ING
Hunting license 0.13 0% 0.02 10% 0.15 * 99% 17.83
Ammunition 0.32 S9% 0.23 41% 0.55 1% 97%  17.13
ACTIVITY TEES
Equipment rental 0.2 85% 0.0S 15% 90.30 hd 99%  22.50
Guide fees 0.04 33% 0.07 &§7T% g.1 * 9% 33.33
Spectator sports fee 0.04 5% 0.07 5% 0.1 - 99%  16.67
Tourist attraction fee 0.12 19% 0.52 81% 0.64 1% 97% 22.18
Other recreation fee 0.16 39% 0.2% 61% 0.40 1% 98%  23.38
MISCELLANEOUS
Film purchase 0.86 62% 0.53 38% 1.39 2% 86%  10.99
Film developing 0.40 68% 0.44 52% 0.864 1% g%  12.13
Souvenirs 1.17 61% 0.75 39% 1.92 3% 96%  34.20
footwear 0.86 80% 0.21 20% 1.07 1% 7% 6628
Men’s clothing 1.07 96% 0.04 4% 1.1 2% 96%  34.04
Women’s clothing 1.53 79% 0.39 21% 1.92 3% 95%  44.65
All cther 0.78 49% 0.80 S1% 1.58 2% 95%  33.00

Note: Means have been corrected for nonresponse bias by weighing by the proportions of visitor
segments contained in the full {on-site) sample.
(*) =less than 0.5%.
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Table 8b. Average :r-p speraing (% per carty per 7 ') "2r 2 3337egate SCorG' ng Catogsoen, MRS Lty
(1689-90), n=581,

within 30 M1, Qutside 30 M, Fer.oivem  Pcr. Mean
ltem Mean Pet, Mear Pct. Tetal  In Totay Zerceg Fxc.zero
Lodging 5.56 61% 3.48 39% 9.04 12% 87% 80.04
Food & beverage 16.55 70% 7.25 30% 23.80 33% W% L. n8
Auto/RV 8.05 60% 5.92 40% 14.97 2% 37%  26.C
Boat 8.59 83% 1.76 17% 10.35 To% 55% 26.78
Fishing 1.98 88% 0.26 12% 2.24 3% 70% 8.C
Hunting 0.46 65% 0.24 35% 0.70 1% 96% 19.27
Activity Fees .61 39% 0.95 61% 1.56 2% gon  30.42
Miscellaneous 5.88 T1% 2.37 29% 8.25 11% 30%  4&5.56
Jotal 49.45 68%  23.02 32% 72.47 100% ‘8% 98.25
Note: Means have been corrected for nonresponse bias by weighing by the proportions of visitor

segments contained in the full (on-site) sample.
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Handling of Zeros. Among the 63} parties who returned mailback juestiorn-
naires, more than 90% reported no spending in many of the 33 detailed spending
categories (Table 8). Categories in which large percentages of visitors did
not make expenditures were: auto/RV gas and oil (38%), grocery (32%). boat g2as
and oil (56%), restaurant (64%), fishing bait (71%Z), and film purchase (86%).
Eighteen percent (18%) of the full sample reported no spending at all for the
entire ctrip.

Estimates of average trip expendicures in all tables are basaed on the
full sample, including parties who spent nothing on a given item. The mail-
back expense questionnaire (Appendix B) was designed to distinguish between
those who actually spent nothing on a particular item and those who intention-
ally or unintentionally left a response blank. The mean including zeros is
the appropriate statistic to multiply times total visitation to estimate totral
trip spending. Thus, spending means for the full sample, including zeroces,
are reported. Table 8 also reports the percentages of visitors who did not
spend money in a given category, along with the average expenses for those who
spent money (i.e. omitting the zeros). The means without zeros should not be

used to expand the data to population totals.

Trip Spending by Category. Table 8 shows the distribution of the $72 per trip
average across 33 specific trip expense categories and eight subtotals. Among
the subtotals, the largest proportion of spending was for food and beverages
(332), followed by auto and RV (21%), boat (14%), lodging (12%), and miscel-
laneous items (film, souvenirs, footwear, clothing--11%). Fishing. hunting,
and activity fees accounted for the remaining 6% of total trip spending.
Spending for trip-related hunting goods and services accounted for only 1% of
the total (the bulk of the interviews were conducted primarily in nonhunting
seasons) .

Table 9A reports the detailed trip spending profiles by segment and 33
spending categories. Spending is summarized within 8 aggregated categories in
Table 9B. Variations in trip spending profiles across segments confirm the
hypotheses on which our segmentation is based. That is, we expect overnight
segments to spend more on lodging, boaters to spend more on boating-related
items, and nonresidents to spend more in all categories. Day users not boat-
ing spend relatively high proportions of their total trip expenses on food and

beverages (44% for residents and 53% for nonresidents). Day users who boat
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Table 98. Average trip spending for item subtotals ($ per party per tr:p).

R/D/B (n=259) Q/0/N8 (n=185)

% ltem Pct. % ltem Pct.
ltem In 30 gut 30 Total in Total Error In 30 Out 30 Total inm Yotal Erreor
Lodging g.00 0.00 0.00 0% 0% Q.00 0.00 0.00 % [0y
food and beverage 12.15 2.12 16.27 26% 11% 7.73 2.1 9.84 A% 4 1e%
Auto and RV 10.16 1.98 12.14 22% 22% 3.86 1.36 5.22 26% 6%
Boat 15.49 1.10 16.59 30% 21% 0.00 0.00 0.00 % 0%
Fishing 2.63 0.39 3.02 5% 27% 1.07 0.05 1.12 S% 21%
Hunting 0.76 0.23 0.99 2% 27% 0.29 0.00 0.29 1% 100%
Activity Fees 0.29 0.00 0.29 1% 48% 0.00 0.51 0.51 2% S7%
Miscellaneous 6.94 0.53 7.47 14% 36% 2.36 0.85 3.21 14% 36%
Total 48.80 §.33 55.13 100% 13% 16.59 5.56 22.15 100% _ 14%

NR/D/B (n=30) NR/D/NB (n=39)

% ltem Pct. % Item Pce.

In 30 Out 30 Yotal in Total Error in 30 Out 30 Total in Total Error

Lodging 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 0%
Food and beverage 11.63 4.86 16.47 36% 30% 9.92 7.54 17.46 S3% 25%
Auto and RV 8.90 r.27 16.17 33% 20% 2.77 5.66 8.23 25% 2%
Boat 9.07 2.70 11.77 4% 19% 0.00 0.00 0.00 % 0%
Fishing 1.63 0.34 1.97 4% 3% 0.79 0.29 1.08 3% Sa%
Hunting 0.40 0.00 0.40 1% 100% 0.00 0.92 0.92 % 100%
Activity Fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 oX 0% 0.05 2.03 2.08 &% 89%
Miscel Laneous 0.23 0.57 0.80 2% 52% 3.03 0.00 3.03 9% S7%
Total 31.87 16.43 48.30 100% 20% 16.56 16.23 32.79 100%  23%

R/OVN (n=58) NR/OVN (n=110)

% ltem Pct. % Item Pct.

In 30 out 30 Total in Totalt  Error In 30 Out 30 Total in Yotal Error

Lodging 22.45 16.45 38.90 18% 25% 29.05 15.93 44.98 23% 15%
Food and beverage 37.93 25.36 63.29 30% 20% 43.99 23.96 67.95 34% 10%
Auto and RV 21.24 23.88 45.12 21% 30% 14.92 17.97 32.89 17% 12%
Boat 16.72 7.81 26.53 12% 37% 12.75 6.55 19.30 10% 26%
Fishing 2.81 0.19 3.00 1% 25% 3.09 0.37 3.46 2% 27%
Hunting 0.31 0.26 0.57 0% 70% 0.42 0.57 0.99 1% 56%
Activity Fees 2.12 5.52 7.64 4% 46% 1.93 2.83 4.76 2% 46%
Miscel laneous 7.09 17.25 246.36 12% 39% 14.15 4.66 18.81 10% 5%
Total 113.02 97.84 210.86 100% 24% 121.88 75.26  197.14 100% 9%

R/NR: Resident /Nonresident of UMRS

B/NB: Boater /Nonboater

D/0VN: Day users /Overnight users

Pct.Error: Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean. Two standard errors yield a 95% confidence interval.
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divide their expenses more evenly among food and beverages. auto,RY and boa:-

related costs.

Variation Across Regions. Table 10 compares trip spending according to desti-
nation region (where party was interviewed). The four geographic regions con-
tain sites on both banks of the river and thus do not correspond to state
boundaries. Given that the river itself may confire expenditures to one side
or the other, further analyses with different regional boundaries (e.g., by
state) are recommended.

The most striking feature of Table 10 is that there is little consis-
tency in spending profiles across regions. Average spending ranges from $60
per trip in the Rock Island District to $109 per trip in the St. Paul Dis-
trict. The proportion of spending within 30 miles of the interview site
varies from 51% among sightseers to 85% in the Illinois River Waterway.

The Rock Island and St. Louis District profiles are the most similar,
with the exception of lower proportions spent on lodging and food and a higher
proportion spent on miscellaneous items in the St. Louis District. The
St. Paul District and sightseer subgroup also display similar profiles except
in lodging and boating expenses. Parties interviewed in the Illinois River
Waterway reported, by far, the largest percentage of costs related to boating
(39%). These groups also incurred the lowest proportion of lodging expenses
(2%) .

Comparisons by region alone do not necessarily account for the varia-
tions in spending profiles. Other factors may interact with regional influ-
ences. For example, differences in the percentages of visitors from each of
the six segments account for some of the regional variation. The Rock Island,
St. Louis, and Illinois River regions contained a much higher percentage of
day users than the other two regions (see Table 5 and Appendix Table C-1).

Day users have fewer trip-related expenses than overnight visitors., The

St. Paul District and sightseers contained a relatively high proportion of
nonresidents who were staying overnight. 1In addition, the St. Paul District
sample included the largest ratio of boaters (84%). Due to the uncertainty
concerning the extent to which regions may be influencing these variations,
the full sample spending profiles (Table 8) may be more reliable than the

regional sample estimates for assessing regional impacts.
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Resident vs. Nonresident Spending. Table 11 regorts the distribuction of <rip

L iPES - At

spending by origin of visitor and location of spending. For this analwsis.
residents of the UMRS were divided into two subcategories: (1) local wvisitors
living within 30 miles of the site (defined operationally as in the same
county), and (2) UMRS residents living more than 30 miles from the site.
Visitors from outside the UMRS region make up the third category based on
visitor origins. Forty percent of visitors live ~ithin 30 miles of the site,
a third (33%) live within the UMRS, but bevond 30 miles. and 2F% reside oucr-
side the UMRS.

The location where the spending occurred is divided into two groups:

(1) within 30 miles of the site, and (2) ou.side of 30 miles. A small por-
tion of spending outside of 30 miles will still be within the UMRS region.
About two thirds (68%) of trip spending occurred within 30 miles of the inrar-
view site and one-third was spent outside 30 miles. We cannot directly esti-
mate how much of the spending outside of 30 miles is within the UMRS, but
conservatively estimate that at least 85% of all trip spending by visitors to
the UMRS occurred within the UMRS region.

To obtain the portions of total trip spending by residence and where the
spending takes place, we begin with the distribution of spending on a tvpical
trip for each segment (Step 1 in Table 11). The three segments must then be
weighted according to the numbers of trips that each generates (40% by local
residents, 33X by UMRS residents living beyond 30 miles, and 26% by nonresi-
dents). This is done by generating total spending for a representative set of
1000 party trips in step 2. These figures are then converted to percentages
in step 3.

Local residents account for about a third of all trip spending (32%),
visitors from outside the UMRS contribute 44% of the total and other residents
of the UMRS from beyond 30 miles make up the remaining 23%. Forty-three per-
cent (43%) of all trip costs are spent locally by visitors from outside of the
local area (includes UMRS residents from outside 30 miles and nonresidents of

UMRS). About one fourth (24%) of local spending is by local residents.

Errors in Estimates of Trip Spending. Table 12 reports sampling errors asso-
ciated with trip spending estimates. The "percent error" is the standard
error divided by the mean and multiplied by 100. Presenting the standard
error as a percentage aids in interpretation of variance. For example,

Table 12B indicates, that for all 683 cases, the error associated with the

35




Table 11. Distribution of ctrip spencding bv segment and region,
UMRS studv (1989-90).
Percent Spending Spending Tozal
of Within Jucside Trip
trirs UMRS VMRS Spendirg

STEP 1: e Dellars per parcy per crip--------

Residents within 30 40%  48.78 16.08 ba . 86

UMRS Resident 34%  39.13 17.31 56. 34

UMRS Nonresident 26% 83.85 52.54 136.39

Total 100%  49.45% 23.02% 72.47%

STEP 2: ---Trip Spending per 1,000 Party-Trips---

Residents within 30 (400 cri 19,720 6,500 26,220

UMRS Resident (240 trips) 13,024 5.761 18,785

UMRS Nonresident (260 trips) 22,046 13,814 35,859

Total (1000 trips) 54,789 26,075 80,864

STEP 3: ---Percent of Total Trip Spending----

Residents within 30 24% 8% 32%

UMRS Resident 16% 7% 23%

UMRS Nonresident 27% 17% Q4

Total 68% 32% 1007

NOTES:

1. (*) Averages have been corrected for nonresponse bias by weighing
by the proportion of visitor segments found in the full (on-site)
sample.

2. Entries in step 2 obtained by multiplying per trip figures in
step 1 by 400 trips (residents within 30 miles of site), 240 trips
{other UMRS residents), and 260 trips (nonresidents of UMRS),
respectively.

3. Percentages in step 3 obtained by dividing step 2 figures by the

total 7

$80,864) .
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Table 12a. Seleczed statisctics for orip spe R IRy DendiT e
izems, UMRS studw 1539.432)
weighted Std. Pow ERP R A

Item Mean Error Frvse Me g Megre
Hotel 7,58 126 17% 5 43 10 onE
Campgrounds 1.s8 G.a2 28% U ha 232
Grocery 11.31 0.96 3% G 60 DK S
Restaurant 12 .29 1.1l 5% 1057 VL]
Auto/RV gas & oil 12.23 0.90 B4 P00 L 03
Auto/RY rental 0.73 J 30 AU 0 JE!
Auto/RV repairs 0.-8 0.23 4ii .02 Do Fe
Auto/RV tires 1.03 0.51 497 5.01 RERL
Auco/RV parcs 0.30 0.21 0% (o) 072
Auto/RV parking & tolls 0.20 5.05 2% ¢ G9 0.31
Boat gas & oil 5.86 0.60 10% Y 7.G6
Boat rental 0.10 0.10 100% (0) 0.30
Boat repairs 1.00 0.52 52% (0) 2.0q
Boat parcs 217 0.86 319% Q.46 3.88
Boat launch fees 1.16 0.52 43% 0.12 2.20
Boat fares 0.06 0.04 61% (03 0.13
Fishing license 0.48 0.23 L7y 0.02 0.9
Boat charter fee 0.01 0.01 91% (0) 0.03
Fishing bait 1.75 0.22 12% 1.31 2.19
Hunting license 0.15 0.08 55% (0) 0.31
Ammunition 0.55 0.13 23% 0.30 0.30
Equipment rental 0.30 0.13 42% 0.05 0.35
Guide fees 0.11 0.09 83% (0) 0.29
Spectator sports fee 0.11 0.07 667% Q) 0.26
Tourist attraction fee 0.64 0.27 43% 0.09% 1.19
Other recreation fee 0.40 0.16 41% 0.07 0.73
Film purchase 1.39 0.25 18% 0.88 1.90
Film developing 0.84 0.18 22% 0.48 1.20
Souvenirs 1.92 0.36 29% 0.81 3.03
Footwear 1.07 0.33 31% 0.4l 1.72
Men’'s clothing 1.11 0.34 30% 0.44 1.78
Women’'s clothing 1.92 0.44 23% 1.05 2.79
All other 1.58 0.44 28% 0.7 2.45
Total 72.47 5.99 8% 60.49 84 45
Pct. Error: Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean. Two

standard errors yield a 95% confidence interval.
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Table 12B. Selected statistics for trip spencding by major subvategories and
by segment.
~eilghted Std. Pct 3534 L1

By Major Category Mean Error Error Mean Mean+
Lodging 9.04 1.37 13% 6 29 11.79
Food & beverage 23.80 1.76 kb4 20.29 27 31
Auto and RV 14.97 1.59 11% 11.7 181
Boat 10.35 1.58 15% 7.18 13 .32
Fishing 2.24 0.33 15% 1.3 230
Hunting 0.7 0.15 22% 0.39 1.01
Activity Fees 1.56 0.44 28% 0.69 2,33
Miscellaneous 8.25 1.44 1% 5.37 ii.os3
By Segment

R/D/B 55.13 7.00 13% 41.13 69 .13
R/D/NB 16.59 3.11 14% 10.37 22.81
R/OVN 210.86 51. 24 JaU 108 .38 313 24
NR/D/B 48.30 9.51 20% 29.28 67 32
NR/D/NB 32.7 7.65 23% 17 49 4%8.09
NR/QVN 197 .14 18.71 9% 159.72 233 .36
Total 72 .47 5.99 8% 6049 B4 45
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hunting cacegory mean is J Times greatsr than The ¢rror issociated Ji7h “he

food/beverage mean: 22% vs. 7%, respecrively.

The standard error for the estimate of total trip spending is plus or

o

.

minus 8 percent of the mean of $72.47 per trip :Table 12As  The 93 percent
confidence interval for the mean is two standard errors on eizher side of the
mean. Thus. the 95 percent confidence interval for the overall trip spending
estimate is between 360.49 and $84 .45 per partv per trip. 1The standard errors
for trip spending estimates by segment range from 9 to 24 percent of the means
(Table 12B).

The standard error of the mean decreases as sample size increases. For
example, the highest percent errors for any of the 6 segments in Table 12B are
20%, 23%Z, and 24%. These percentages are associated with the segments with
the smallest sample sizes (nonresident, day use boaters; nonresident, day use
nonboaters; resident overnight visitors, respectively).

The standard error also reflects the dispersion of sample estimates
about the mean in repeated samples. 1In Table 12B, for example, the 28% error
for the average spending on activity fees results from a high variance in

activity fee expenses.

Durable Goods Spending

During the 1l-year study period, 59% of visiting parties brought one or
more durable goods items with them on the sampled trip for use on the UMRS.
Fifty-cthree percent (53%) brought one or more major durable goods items
(Table 13, List 1) and 29% had brought one or more smaller durable items
(Table 13, List 2). The propensity to bring durable goods varied with user
segments, as expected. Ninety-four percent (94%) of day users who boated on
the UMRS brought a durable goods item, compared with 19% of day users who did
not boat. Sixty-two percent (62%) of overnight visitors brought a durable
goods item, with those boating or camping most likely to bring durable equip-
ment. UMRS residents were more likely than nonresidents to bring durable
goods, largely due to a higher incidence of boating among residents
(Table 14).

Durable Goods Spending per Trip. Within the past year, the average UMRS visi-
tor spent the equivalent of $56 per party per trip on durable items that were
used for recreation on the UMRS; $49 dollars per trip was spent for major

durable goods and $7 for smaller items. Of the $56 in durable spending, $28
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Table 13. Durable goods equipment items and codes., MRS sStudv .« 1939-%u.

Used on this trip and purchased

Used on this trip within The last 12 worths
Equipment List No. 1 Code Equlipment List Mo 2 coge
BOATING BOATING
Motorized Boat 10 Water skis and equipment 17
Nonmotorized boat 11 Boat accessories 18
Other boating 12
Jet Ski 13 FISHING
Sailboard 14
Boat engines, outboard motors 15 Rods, reels, poles 20
Boat trailer 16 Seines, traps. and nets 21
Combination boat, motor, trailer 19 Depth and fish finders 22
Fishing vests and
CAMPING other clothing 23
Rubber boots, waders 24
Motor home 40 Trolling motors 25
Travel trailer 41 Tackle, lures, flies 26
Pop-up trailer 42
Pickup camper 43 HUNTING
Converted van or bus 44
Other camping 45 Rifles, shotguns,
handguns, muzzleloaders 30
OTHER MOTORIZED VEHICLES Bows, arrows and other
archery equipment 31
Snowmobiles 50 Decoys 32
Trail bikes, scooters 51 Carriers and cases 33
3 or 4-vwheelers 52 Hunting boots 34
Other vehicles 53 Rubber boots and waders 35
Hunting clothing 36
OTHER EQUIPMENT
CAMPING
Other trailers 60
Other major equipment 61 Tents, sleeping bags,
backpacks 46
Camping vehicle
accessories 47
OTHER RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT
Bicycles 62
Other minor equipment 63

Notes: Equipment list no. l conteins items that were purchased in any
previous year and used on the current trip. Equipment list no.
contains items purchased within the last 12 months and used on
current trip. The durable goods equipment card, on which this
is based, is found in Appendix A.
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Table l4. Percentage of UMRS wisitors with durubic gucds ojulpmen

segment .

LIST 1 LIST 2 EITHER
SEGMENT N pPCT PCT PCT
R/D/B 480 Q.4% L4 3s5%
R/D/NB 405 6% 174 20%
R/0OVN 84 67% 29% 1%
UMRS Residents 969 55% 31% 61%
NR/D/B 60 93% 34% 92%
NR/D/NB 95 6% 15% 18%
NR/OVN 192 52% 20% 38%
Nonresidents 347 39% 33% 33%
TOTAL 1.316 537% 29% 50y

a. List 1 includes all major durable goods brought on the trip for
use on UMRS

b. List 2 includes smaller durable goods purchased within the past vear

and used on the UMRS.
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was for boating equipmenz. 311 for camping vehicles. about 33 for risting
gear, and about $1 for evervthing else
About half 146%) of all durable goods spending dollars spent) took

place within the UMRS region. Of $26 dollars per trip spen:t within the UMRS
region, $16 was spent on boating equipment, $5 on camping vehicles, about $&
for fishing gear, and less than $1 for other items. The tendency of visitors
to purchase durable goods within the UMRS wvaried across segments and durable
items. By major category of equipment, 79% of all spending on fishing gear
and 58% of spending on boating equipment was within the UMRS, while only 24%
of spending on camping equipment occurred within the region (Table 16). LUMRS
residents were more likely than nonresidents to buy durable goods within the
region. Sixty-eight percent (68%) of resident durable goods spending occurred

within the UMRS as compared to 16% for nonresidents.

Durable Goods Spending by Segment. Durable goods spending, like trip spend-
ing, varied considerably by visitor segment. Nonresidents spent $89 dollars

per trip on durable gcods as compared to $44 for UMRS residents. Overnight
visitors spent the largest amounts on durable goods. primarily due to large
camping vehicle purchases. Boaters also reported significant durable goods
purchases and account for the majority of all durable goods spending

(Table 15).

The distribution of durable goods spending by visitor origin and where
the spending takes place is summarized in Table 17. UMRS residents accounted
for 58% of all durable goods spending. Just under half (46%) of all durable
goods spending occurred within the UMRS region. For regional economic impact
analysis the crucial spending is that of nonresidents within the UMRS. For
durable goods, nonresident spending within the UMRS was only 7% of the total,

or the equivalent of $4 per party-trip.

Durable Goods Spending Estimates by Individual Items. The sample of 1,316

visitor parties reported 1,732 durable items or groups of items that were
brought with them for use on the UMRS. About 60% of the items reported were
major durable goods such as boats, engines, trailers, and recreational vehi-
cles (Table 13, List 1), while 40% were fishing tackle, btoating and camping
accessories and other smaller items (Table 13, List 2). For smaller durable
goods, only items purchased within the past year were recorded. About one

fourth of major durable items (List 1) were bought within the past year, and
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Table 16. Percent of durable goods expenditures occurring within UMES
region by segment and tvpe

Type of Durable Equipment

SEGMENT BOAT CAMP FISH HUNT  OTHER T07AL
UMRS Residents

R/D/B 74% NR 86% SR NR 76%
R/D/NB 72% NR 86x NR %R T8%
R/0OVN 69% 58% 87% NR N 6Ll%
RESIDENT TOTAL 67% 62% 86% NR N 8%
NonResidents

NR/D/B 22% NR 44% NR N 25%
NR/D/NB 86% NR 319% NR N 42%
NR/QVN 41% 7% 37% NR NR 15%
NONRESIDENT TOTAL 32% 7% 39% NR NR 16%
TOTAL 58% 24% 79% 597% YA 46%

NR - Estimate unreliable due to small samples.
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Table 17, Discribution of durablie goods spending o7 scarent ind region

Percent Spendirg Spending Total

of ~ichin Cutside Durable

Trips MRS UMRS Svendirg
STEP 1: e Dollars per party per trip ----------
UMRS Resident 4% 30.10 13.85 43.95
Nonresident 26% 14,34 74.83 86 .17
Total 100% 25.95 29.93 55.87
STEP 2:  memeeees Durable spending per 1,000 trips ------
UMRS Resident (740 trips) 22,277 10,247 32.524
NonResident (260 trips) 3,729 19,4535 23,185
Total (1000 trips) 26,006 29.702 55,708
STEP 3:

------- Percent of total durable spending -----
UMRS Resident 40% 18% 58%
Nonresident 7% 35% 42%
Total 46% S4% 100%

a. Entries in step 2 obtained by multiplying per trip figures in step 1 by
740 resident trips and 260 nonresident trips, respectively.

b. Percentages in step 3 obrained by dividing step 2 figures by the total
($55,708) .




one half were purchased within the past 5 vears. B8oats. engines and trailers
account for the preponderance of major durable goods. Fishing equipment con-
stitutes the vast majority of smaller durable goods reported.

Spending reported by UMRS visitors on individual durable items is summa-
rized in Table 18. The "Subgroup Percentages" in column 8 of this table were
used to generate the detailed durable goods spending profiles in Tables 19A
and 19B. Using all durable goods purchased within the past 6 vears, we esti-
mated the percentage of spending on each major category to be allocated to
individual items within that category. For example, 58% of spending on fish-
ing gear is allocated to "rods and reels" and 68% of camping expenses is allo-
cated to "motorhomes." The subgroup percentages are calculated by multiplying
the number of items purchased in the last 6 years by the average cost per item
and then dividing each individual category by the subgroup total. The final
column of Table 18 illustrates how these percentages are used to allocate
subgroup spending totals to individual items. For example, the $28.37 spent
on boating equipment is distributed to the 10 kinds of boating items using the
subgroup percentages.

The percentages for the full sample are used to develop the detailed
profiles for both totals and individual segments. This avoids some of the
problems associated with small sample sizes for some segments and individual
durable items. The procedure allows the totals for subgroups of durable items
(boating, camping, fishing, etc.) to vary across segments, while generating
estimates for individual categories without excessive distortions that could
be caused by small samples for particular segments and a few large expenses
for individual durable items. The resulting detailed spending profiles for
the six segments are reported in Table 19. Table 19A reports all durable goods
spending and Table 19B reports durable goods spending within the UMRS.

Corresponding tables for the original 12 segments are included in Appen-
dix C (Tables C-4, C-5, C-6 and C-7), but caution is urged in using results
for segments with less than 50 cases. These detailed durable goods spending
profiles can be bridged directly to IMPLAN sectors in the same way as the trip

spending profiles.

Variations by Region. Direct estimates from the sample of durable goods
spending at regional levels were deemed unreliable due to the usual small
sample and high variance problems. We therefore used two indirect methods to

estimate durable goods spending by region. The first approach estimates
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Table 18. Spending on aurabie gocas Dy Type, oMRS v's$:t3es

ALL ITEMS ITEMS PLRCHASED [N LAST 6 YEARS
CATEGORY N 3% per $%$ per Total Cos Pct of  Pct of $% per
Item trem $(230’s) Total Subgroup farty-trip

Motor boat 175 277.53 69 465.37 32.1 7.3% 16.0% 3.58
Non-Motor 26 190.38 10 83.75 0.8 0.2% 0.4% 0.10
Other boats 4 5.61 4 5.61 0.0 2.0% 0.0% 0.00
Jet ski S 1,000.99 5 1,000.99 5.0 1.1% 2.2% J.62
Sailboard 1 0.00 0 0.00 0.0 3.0% 0.0% 2.C0
Boat engines 139 63.46 79 75.97 6.0 1.4% 2.6% Q.74
Boat trailer 146 49.23 88 36.14 3.2 0.7% 1.4% 0.39
waterski 72 15.89 72 15.89 6.9 1.6% 3.0% 0.85
Boat

accessories 97 11.75 96 11.86 6.8 1.6% 3.0% 3.85
Boat/engine/

trailer

comb. 431 $69.55 202 830.68 167.8 38.2% 73.4%  20.82
BOAT TOTAL 1,094 306.09 625 365.8¢6 228.6 52.1% 100%  28.37
Rods & reels 280 12.67 277 12.75 21.2 6.8% 58.4% 2.77
Nets, traps 33 11.13 33 11.13 2.2 0.5% 5.1% 0.29
Depth finders &1 13.41 60 13.63 4.3 1.1% 13.5% 0.6
Fishing

clothing 61 3.72 61 3.72 1.4 0.3% 3.8% 0.18
Boots &

waders 52 3.25 52 3.25 1.0 0.2% 2.8% g.13
Trolling

motors 49 18.97 49 18.97 5.6 1.3% 15.6% 0.73
FISH TOTAL 536 11.30 532 68.16 36.3 8.3% 100% 4.76
Rifles 8 51.49 8 51.49 2.5 0.6% 86.6% 0.32
Decoys 2 1.03 2 1.03 0.0 0.0% 0.4% 0.00
Carriers 1 0.20 1 0.20 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.00
Hunting boots 4 1.03 4 1.03 0.0 0.0% 0.9% 0.00
Rubber boots 2 0.59 2 0.59 0.0 0.0% 0.2% 0.00
Hunting

clothing 8 6.99 8 6.99 0.3 0.1% 11.8% 0.04
HUNT TOTAL 25 19.02 25 114.10 2.9 0.6% 100% 0.37
Motor home 13 10,851.72 10 11,457.23 114.6 26.1% 68.0% 14.93
Travel

trailer 25 2,213.7% 13 3,008.38 39.1 8.9% 23.2% 5.10
Pop-up

trailer 3 559.66 1 1,166.67 1.2 2.3% 0.7% 0.15
Pickup

camper 3 566.67 1 0.00 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.00
van/bus

conversion 3 s5,227.27 2 6,590.9 13.2 3.0% 7.8% 1.72
ot °r camp 2 156.46 o] 0.00 9.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.00
Tents 6 19.00 5 17.08 0.5 0.1% 0.3% 0.07
CAMP TOTAL 55 3,925.54 32 5,266.95 168.5 38.46% 100%  21.96
QOther trailer S 11.02 3 15.52 0.0 0.0% 1.6% 0.01
Other equip 4 12.69 4 12.69 0.1 0.0% 1.7% 0.01
Bikes 5 35.29 3 23.85 0.4 0.1% 14.8% 0.06
Other 8 49.52 8 49.52 2.4 0.5% 81.9% 0.35
OTHER TOTAL 22 30.84 18 161.32 2.9 n.m 100% 0.43
ALL ITEMS TQOTAL 1,732 322.16 1,232 318.53 439.2 100.0% 55.87

a. All expense variables expressed on a per trip basis.

b. List 2 items multiplied by six to obtain &6-year total.
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Table 19A, Durabie 3c0d5 spending Dy segment and categery (3 ger party-trip) -ALL SPENDING

SEGMENTS UMRS Non-
CATEGORY R/D/B R/D/N8  RES/QVN NR/D/B NR/D/NB NR/OVN Resident Residerts TOTAL
Motor boat 5.70 0.05 3.16 6.97 0.01 b.48 3.96 4.04 3.98
NonMotorized boat 0.17 0.00 0.08 2.18 0.00 0.12 0.1 0.11 0.10
Other boats 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 g.00 0.00 0.00 ¢.00 0.00
Jet ski 1.05 0.01 0.49 1.09 0.00 0.70 0.62 0.63 0.62
Sailboard 0.00 0.c0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Boat engines 1.25 0.01 0.5¢9 1.30 0.00 0.84 0.7 0.76 0.74
Boat trailer 0.66 0.00 0.31 0.49 0.79 0.44 0.39 0.40 0.39
waterski 1.43 0.01 0.48 1.49 0. 0.96 0.85 0.86 0.85
Boat accessories 1.43 0.01 0.67 1.48 0.00 0.95 0.86 0.86 0.85
Boat/engine/trailer ¢ 35.04 0.264 16.52 36.41 Q.03 23 .42 20.71 21.12 20.82
Rods & reels 5.44 0.66 2.21 2.34 0.76 1.96 3.16 1.68 2.77
Nets, traps 0.57 0.07 0.23 0.24 0.08 0.20 0.33 0.18 0.29
Depth finders 1.26 0.15 0.51 0.54 0.18 0.45 0.73 0.39 0.64
Fishing clothing 0.35 0.04 0.14 0.15 0.05 0.12 0.20 0.1 0.18
Boots & waders 0.26 0.03 0.1 0.1 0.04 0.09 0.15 0.08 0.13
Trolling motors 1.43 0.17 g.58 0.62 0.20 0.51 0.83 0.64 0.73
Rifles 0.71 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.13 G.41 0.07 0.32
Decoys 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 g.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Carriers and cases 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hunting boots 0.01 0.00 0.00 G.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rubber boots 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hunting clothing 0.10 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.01 3.6
Motor home 1.32 0.39 64.02 0.44 0.02 70.06 6.37 38.84 14.93
Travel trailer 0.45 0.13 21.85 0.15 0.01 23.9 2.7 13.26 5.10
Pop-up trailer 0.01 0.00 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.7 0.06 0.40 0.15
Pickup camper 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
van/bus conversion 0.15 0.05 7.37 0.05 0.00 8.06 0.73 4.47 1.72
Other camp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tents 0.01 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.03 0.17 0.07
Other trailer 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
Other equip 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.0t 0.01
Bikes 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.06
Other 0.69 0.10 0.13 G.25 0.01 0,35 0.39 0.264 0.35

CATEGORY TOTALS

BOAT L7.74 0.32 22.52 49.61 0.04 3.9 28.22 28.78 28.37

FISH 9.3 1.12 3.78 4.00 1.29 3.32 5.41 2.88 4. 76

HUNT 0.82 0.16 0.1 0.0 0.00 0.15 0.47 0.09 0.37

CaMP 1,94 0.58 %4.17 0.65 0.04 103.03 9.37 57.13 21.96

OTHER 0.8 0.12 0.16 0.31 0.02 0.43 0.48 0.29 0.43

I0TAL 60,65 2.30 120.65 564.58 1.39 138.83 43.95 89.17 55.87
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Table 198. Durable goods spending by segment and categcry (% per party-tr:p) within UMRS Region

SEGMENTS MRS Non-
CATEGORY R/D/B R/D/NB  RES/QVN NR/D/B NR/O/NB N&/OVN Resident Resiz ~ts  TOTAL
i

Motor boat 4.98 0.03 2.18 1.9 0.01 T 82 2.67 1.28 2.30
Non-Motorized boat 0.13 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.05 .07 0.03 0.06
Other boats 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 ¢.00 0.%0
Jet ski 0.78 0.01 0.34 0.26 0.00 0.28 0.42 0.20 0.36
Sailboard 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Boat engines 0.93 0.01 0.41 0.29 0.00 0.34 0.50 0.2¢4 0.43
Boat trailer 0.49 0.00 0.22 0.15 0.00 0.18 0.26 0.13 0.23
Waterski 1.06 0.01 0.47 0.33 0.00 0.39 0.57 0.27 0.49
Boat accessories 1.06 0.01 0.46 0.33 0.00 0.39 0.57 0.27 0.49
Boat/engine/trai.er ¢ 26.01 0.17 11.40 8.14 0.03 9.51 13.94 6.68 12.00
Rods & reels 4.68 0.56 1.92 1.04 0.30 0.73 2.72 0.66 2.14
Nets, traps 0.49 0.06 0.20 0.1 0.03 0.08 0.28 0.07 0.22
Depth finders 1.08 0.13 0.45 0.24 0.07 0.17 .63 0.15 0.50
Fishing clothing 0.30 0.04 0.12 0.07 0.02 0.05 0.18 0.04 0.14
Boots & waders 0.22 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.0% 0.03 0.3 0.03 0.10
Irolling motors 1.23 0.15 0.%1 0.27 0.08 0.19 0.72 0.17 0.56
Rifles 0.46 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.23 0.07 g.19
Decoys 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Carriers and cases 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 39.00
Hunting boots 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rubber boots 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hunting ctothing 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.02 0.03 0.01 U.03
Motor home 1.12 0.34 37.28 0.35 0.02 4.7 3.93 2.87 3.48
Travel trailer 0.38 0.12 12.72 0.12 0.01 1.61 1.34 0.91 1.19
Pop-up trailer 0.01 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04
Pickup camper 34.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Var/bus conversion 0.13 0.04 4,29 ¢.04 0.00 0.54 0.45 0.31 0.40
Other camp 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tents 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.0 0.01 0.02
Other trailer 0.01 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01% 0.00 0.01
Other equip 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Bikes 0.11 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.05
Other 0.60 0.07 J.10 0.20 0.01 0.08 0.33 0.08 0.26
CATEGORY TQTALS

BOAT 35.44 0.23 15.53 11.09 0.04 12.96 19.00 9.10 16.36
FISH 8.01 0.96 3.29 1.78 0.51 1.26 4.65 1.13 3.67
HUNT 0.53 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.15 0.27 0.08 0.21
CAMP 1.64 0.50 54,84 0.52 0.03 6.93 5.78 3.93 5.1
OTHER 0.73 0.08 0.13 0.24 0.01 0.09 0.41 0.10 0.32
TOTAL 46.35 1.79 73.79 13.64 0.59 21.37 30.10 14.34 25.67
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durable expenses by region using interview site locations, while the second
uses county FIPS codes where durable purchases were made.

Estimates based on interview site locations were derived by applying the
durable goods spending profiles for the six visitor segments (Table 13) to the
distributions of visitors for each of the five regions (Table 6). This proce-
dure assumes that spending profiles for particular segments do not varv by
region and that the shares of visitors by segment for each region in the sam-
ple are representative of the population of visitors In each region. Results
are given in Table 20 for both total durable goods spending and spending
within the UMRS. The latter should be a reasonable approximation of durable
goods spending within the smaller regions.

Reflecting the differences in segment shares across regions, visitors to
the St. Paul region have the highest durable goods spending per party per
trip. Regional differences in spending within the UMRS (bottom of table) are
not significant, with the exception of sightseers who spend less on durable
goods within the region than other user groups. Sightseers were more likely
to have purchased camping vehicles than boating equipment or fishing gear, and
camping vehicles tended to be bought near their home.

In the second approach, we directly estimated durable goods spending
within each UMRS subregion based on where the durable items were purchased.
The county of purchase for each item provided by the subjects in the on-site
interview was used to identify where durable goods were bought. Of all durable
goods expenses accruing to the UMRS region, 19% were in the St. Paul region,
29% in Rock Island, 33% in the St. Louis region and 19% in the Illinois River
region. Comparing these results with Table 20 (the "Within the UMRS Region"
estimates are the appropriate figures to compare with), we conclude that there
is no strong evidence of significant differences among these four regions in
patterns of durable goods spending. We therefore recommend applying the UMRS-
wide estimates of durable goods spending per party-trip by segment (Table 15)

to generate regional estimates, as we have dorie in Table 20.

Sampling Errors. Sampling errors for estimates of durable expenses are
slightly larger than for trip spending in spite of somewhat larger sample
sizes (the 1,316 on-site sample is used to estimate durable goods spending,
compared with the sample of 683 mailback responses to estimate trip spending).

The larger errors in durable goods sprending are due to greater variance in the
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Table 20,
partv-trip)

Durable goods spending estimates b regiun 5 per

N .E .

Durable Coods Spending ‘ategory
REGION B0OAT F1SH HUNT TaMP THER LTAL
------- SPENDING WITHIN OR OUTSI MRS -
St. Paul 33.58 5.35 0.37 36 .41 0.x9 7621
Rock Island 19.80 3.94 Q.32 15 44 .35 3985
St. Louis 29.61 5.90 0.51 9.02 .53 45.957
Illinois River 29.13 5.81 0.50 7.03 0.52 52,97
Sightseers 19.32 3.42 0.25 3344 0.32 56.76
------------- SPENCING WITHIN THE UMRS REGION----.--
St. Paul 19.47 4.02 0.24 8.12 0.35 32.20
Rock Island 12.75 3.17 0.16 5.66 0.27 22.02
St. Louis 20.99 4.94 0.30 3.06 0.44 29.73
Illinois River 20.46 L.84 0.30 2.50 0.43 28.53
Sightseers 11.05 2.39 0. 14 2.06 0.20 18 84

Note: Regional estimates derived by applying regional segment
shares (Table 6) to the durable goods spending profiles by

segment (Table 15).
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costs of durable items. As a percentage o the mean. standara 2rrors for
durable goods are aboutr 13X for coctals, lecal zotals., uand boating items Table
21). Errors are larger for individual segments and other subcatezories of

durable goods. Only resident dav user-boater segment and fishing items are
near the 13% level of sampling error. Errors for other segments and catego-
ries of equipment exceed 25%. The estimates for camping equipment are
particularly troublesome as large camping vehicles account for about 40% of
durable goods expenses, but are subject to 32% sampling errors. The sampling
scheme did not obtain a sufficient number of campers to accurately portray the
amount spent on camping equipment. Campers are a small proportion ¢f UMRS
visitors, but spend large amounts on durable goods. Camping equipment is,
however, often used at many sites and less directly associated with the UMRS

than boating equipment. The estimates for boating are much more accurate.

LIMITATIONS

Three limitations deserve some discussion: (l) limitations due to sample
sizes, (2) questions about representativeness of the sample with respect to
segment shares, and (3) problems in attributing durable goods purchases to

opportunities along the UMRS.

Sample Size. While the overall sample size of 1,316 on-site interviews and
683 mailback questionnaires are adequate to estimate the spending of an aver-
age visitor to the UMRS, there are constraints to generating accurate esti-
mates for some subgroups of visitors. The original set of 18 segments were
aggregated into six segments for which reasonably reliable spending profiles
can be reported. In doing so, however, campers and other overnight visitor
segments had to be combined. This limits the estimation of the impacts of
actions that will primarily affect smaller subgroups of visitors. such as
campers.

Unlike the previous study of 12 reservoirs, sampling plans were aimed
at obtaining a representative sample of users, versus quotas of wvisitors
within predefined categories (segments). Reflecting the population distribu-
tions, the sample therefore contains large numbers of day users and local
visitors, and correspondingly small numbers of less frequent visitors. Esti-
mates are therefore most reliable for the most frequently encountered user

groups. Nonresident and overnight user segments are represented by
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Table 21. Sampling errors for durable goods spendirg estimates
w34 Jonfldence

Mean Std. Err in ral cr Error
TOTALS
$$ Per Party-Trip $55.87 8.8 S50 572 1%
$$ in Local area $25.95 45 519 $13 3%
BY MAJOR DURABLE ITEM CATEGORIES
Boat $28.37 3.66 §21 536 11%
Fish $4.74 0.81 $3 56 1%
Hunt $0.37 0.22 ($0) Sl £0%
Camp $21.96 7.08 $8 $36 32%
Other $0.43 0.23 ($0) Sl 53%
BY SEGMENTS
R/D/B $60.65 9.05 $43 $79 15%
R/D/NB $2.30 0.63 Sl Sa 27%
R/OVN $120.65 47,87 $25 $216 40%
NR/D/B $54.58 22.28 S10 $99 41%
NR/D/NB $1.39 1.02 (SL) $3 4%
NR /OVN $138_.83 42.00 $55 $223 Eler

a. Pct Error = Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean

Two standard errors yields a 935% confidence interval
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considerably smaller samples. This limicts the applications o9f the sctudy for
) PP

",

estimating impacts of actions that would largelwv affect these smaliler sub-
groups. Some of these groups may be small in numbers, but have significant
impacts on particular areas or economic sectors. The data also contain small

samples of off-season visitors, such as hunters and ice anglers.

Segment Shares. An advantage of the sampling scheme is that the sample
segment shares provide estimates of the distribution of segments in the popu-
lation of all UMRS visitors. However, the estimates of segment shares are
subject tc sampling errors and potential biases in the sampling plan. The
sample was stratified by region, time, and a rough measure of use (high or
low). Distinct visitor segments will be differentially attracted to sites
based more on site characteristics than these stratification variable<. For
example, boaters will be found at sites with boat launch facilities or
marinas, campers at sites near at least once indicates broad site coverage,
but the representativeness cof the sample of visitors (as contrasted with
sites) will also depend on the degree to which sample sizes at particular
types of sites and times are proportionate to total use.

Although the sample generated in this study will be used to estimate
use of the UMRS, reliable estimates of use or segment shares cannot be made at
a site or sub-regional level. Segment shares will be more prone to errors at
the subregional level than at the aggregate level. Therefore, for applica-
tions to smaller geographic regions, independent estimates will be required.
As some of the differences in segment shares across the four subregions
(reported in Tables 5 and 6) are hard to explain, we urge that local and
regional sources of information be used to validate or modify estimates of

segment shares, whenever possible.

Durable Goods Spending Allocations. Durable goods spending impacts are
reported as "associated with” the UMRS. W4e have intentionally avoided ad hoc

procedures for assigning some portion of durable goods spending to the UMRS.
In assessing the regional economic impacts of the UMRS in terms of durable
goods purchases, the question is whether the item would have been purchased
given a specific change in the quality or quantity of recreation opportunities
on the UMRS. The answer to this question will vary across subjects, regions,
types of equipment, and exactly what alternative is being evaluated. It is

unrealistic to assume that visitors can determine their durable goods spending
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behavior under the all-or-none ailterrative oI e¢liminating recreatlon opporza-
nities in the entire UMRS (Appendix A, Question 34). The durable goods
spending effects of marginal changes in UMRS recreation opporzunities will
generallv be small, but will depend on the availability of substitutes which
will vary from region to region.

As the purpose of this study was to generate spending profiles that
could be applied to a variety of decisions across a range of sites, no single
question or set of questions could determine what share of durable purchases
could be validly assigned to management decisions on the UMRS. Even a simple
allocation of durable goods expenses based upon where the equipment was used
would require that visitors be capable of estimating the proportions of use of
each durable item at different sites. In light of the questions about
reliability of such reports., as well as concerns about complicating the survey
instrument, we did not actempt any such allocations.

Related considerations are involved in estimating trip spending impacts.
What management actions will lead to the gain or loss of recreation trips and
associated spending in an area? Only thirty percent of visitors indicated
they would not have taken the recreation trip if "no sites were available for
recreation along the UMRS." Thirty-seven percent (37%) would have taken a
trip to the area and visited non-river sites, 18% would have taken a trip
outside the UMRS, and 15% would visit both the UMRS and outside areas. Thus,
about half of the trips (and probably a slightly higher proportion of all
spending) would be lost to the region if UMRS recreation opportunities did not
exist. Responses to hypothetical questions, however, provide at best a rough
estimate of how people would actually respond to changes in the quality or
quantity of recreation opportunities along the UMRS.

Further research on how the supply of recreation opportunities affects
demand for recreation trips and durable goods is needed to better assess the
impacts of recreation policy and management alternatives. This is one of

several important linkages between demand and economic impact assessment.
DISCUSSION
In addition to the findings discussed above, the contract for this study

required an assessment of several issues. These issues are discussed in the

order in which they appear in the proposal and SOW for this study.
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1. What is the most precise unit of measure?

The contract for this study required the authors’ recommendation as to
the most precise unit of measure. The most common choices include: dollars
per party per trip, dollars per person per trip, dollars per party per dayv.
and dollars per person per day.

Precision refers to the relative ability to make fine distinctions
between attributes of a variable (Babbie 1986). For example, describing some-
one as being "six feet three inches tall" is more precise that saying "around
siv feet.” The desirability and necessity of precision depends on the purpose
of the study. Precision and accuracy should not be confused. Saying that a
person is "six feet three inches" is precise but inaccurate if, in fact, the
person is "six feet ten inches" tall.

The decision to measure spending in dollars per party trip had less to
do with precision and more to do with the measurement, sampling, and analyti-
cal considerations that affect the reliability and validity of our estimates.
The UMRS sampling procedures use the party trip as the unit of analysis.
Consistent with this sampling unit, trip spending was also measured on a party
trip basis and durable goods spending was converted to this basis by dividing
the costs of durable goods by the number of trips to the UMRS within the past
year. The desire to estimate all expenses associated with trips to the UMRS
argues for a trip-based estimate and the combination on-site, mail-back proce-
dure that was employed in this study. This procedure measures all spending
from when the party leaves home until they return home.

Estimating expenses on a per person basis can reduce variance associ-
ated with different party sizes for expenses on food and souvenirs that will
more likely vary with party size. However, it adds variation for expenses
like gasoline and durable goods that do not depend much on the size of the
party. We do not recommend attempting to measure spending on a per person
basis, as too many expenses associated with trips are shared by the traveling
party. Another complication in per person estimates is how to account for
children. For all of these reasons, we feel the party is preferred as the
unit for measuring and reporting spending.

There are also some expenses that are better explained on a per day or
per night basis. For example, lodging and food expenses will vary systemati-
cally with length of stay. However, other items like transportation costs and

durable purchases depend less on length of stay than on trip distance and
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activicies. There are a number of probiems in ana.vzing spending data zh
have been gathered on a per night basis (e.g.. Peine and Renfro 1983;. Firstc.
surveys that request spending only in the past 24 hours encounter telescoping
problems and errors of omission, including those associated with credit card
purchases or expenses paid before or at the end of the trip. Other errors can
be caused by complications associated with a possible need to weight the sam-
ple based on length of stay or to adjust for "days vs. nights” (i.e. overnight
visitors incur only 3 nights lodging for a 4 day stav). Again, for reasons
related to a combination of measurement, sampling and analysis considerations.
we find the trip preferred to the day or night as the temporal unit for
reporting and analyzing spending data in most situations.

As spending applies best to the party-trip, we recommend converting
units of use to party trips as needed, rather than vice versa. If use is
measured in person days, this entails multiplying use by a party size estimate
and a length of trip estimate. These conversions should be carried out for

individual segments, when party size and length of stay data permirt.
2. What is sufficient sample size for segments?

The minimum sample size required to estimate spending by segment depends
on the amount of sampling error one can tolerate. Taking inte account the
likelihood of a variety of potential nonsampling errors (e.g., measurement
errors, sensitivity of measures to outliers, nonresponse) and the expected
accuracy of use estimates which will be multiplied by spending, we believe
that sampling errors of below 20X are reasonable. Sampling errors for total
trip and durable goods spending are 8% and 14%, respectively.

By segment, three of the six segments are below the 20% error threshold
for trip spending and one out of six for durable goods spending. For trip
spending (Table 12B), the three segments that equal or exceed the 20% error
guideline contain sample sizes of less than 100 parties. Thus, for trip
spending, a reasonable sampling goal in future studies is 100 to 120 parties
per segment. For durable goods spending (Table 21), the only segment below
the 20% error level (resident, day use boaters) has a sample size of
480 parties. The next lowest percent error (27%) is associated with a segment
containing 405 parties. It appears that future studies interested in report-
ing durable goods spending by segment would need to consider a goal of 420 to

450 parties per segment or tolerate errors larger than 20%Z. Note, however,
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that this contract called for durable goods sgending to be reported primarily
on an aggregate basis, not segment by segment. Thus. the li% error associated
with the full sample is well within the 20% guideline and implies that future
studies where aggregate estimates of durable goods spending are required will

need to consider a sampling goal of at least 1000 parties.
3. How much regional variation exists in spending and segments?

While some regional variations in spending can be observed in the sample
(Tables 10 and 20), these differences generally are not statistically signifi-
cant. Much of the difference can be attributable to differences in segment
shares. The degree of representativeness in the regional samples of the seg-
ment distributions is uncertain. As only a small portion of sites could be
sampled in each region, and these were not stratified by variables related to
our segments, there is a good chance that variations in segment shares across
regions are random or the result of sampling bias. While trip spending esti-
mates are adjusted for nonresponse bias, the adjustment procedures assume the
segment shares estimated in the on-site portion of the study are accurate. We
urge that applications make use of independent estimates of segment shares for
regions below the full UMRS level. Although there is no strong evidence for
major differences in either trip or durable spending across broad subregions
of the UMRS, there will be variations for smaller regions due to types of

available sites and the levels of local economic development.

4. How well did the study capture the most significant segments and categories

of spending?

The study design has captured the most significant segments and catego-
ries of spending. The low proportion of campers in the sample is more a
reflection of the true nature of the study area (relatively few campgrounds)
rather than some integral design flaw. The segments with the largest sample
sizes are consistent with the use of the UMRS and the overall study design.
For day users, residents of the UMRS outnumber nonresidents by more than five
to one. Among overnight visitors, nonresidents were more than twice as numer-
ous as residents. V

Some segments have higher variances (and hence higher standard errors)

than others and may require further disaggregation in future studies. For
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example, the resident, day use boater segment has imore thdan twice the sampie
size than the nonresident, overnight segment (n=23% vs n=110. respectively)
but a somewhat larger percent error (l3% vs 9%, respectively). For durable
goods, reasconably reliable estimates for the most significanc boating segments
were obtained. The greatest weakness in durable goods spending estimates is
for camping equipment. The sample is very thin for overnight visitors in
general and in particular for campers. As large camping vehicles are very
expensive, a small number of campers can contribute a large amount of total
durable goods spending. More so than boating, however, camping equipment is
usually not bought locally, and is likely used on trips to a variety of sites
other than the UMRS.

5. What is the sum of trip and durable goods estimates by IMPLAN sector and

region of expenditures?

One may combine overall trip spending ($72 per trip) and durable goods
spending ($56 per trip) to obtain a total per trip spending of $128 per party
per trip. Similarly, one may combine the loczl portions of these expenses.
However, for most analysis we urge that durable and trip spending be handled
separately. The two classes of goods must generally be treated differently,
as durable goods tend to be purchased near home and used at many sites, while
most of the trip expenses occur at the destination and can be more directly
associated with a particular site. The pattern of errors in durable and trip
spending estimates are also different. When an estimate with considerable
error is combined with a more precise estimate, precision is lost. Most appli-
cations would suggest a focus on either durable goods or trip spending sepa-

rately, rather than combined.
APPLICATIONS OF RESULTS

There are many ways in which the results of this study may be applied.
Before discussing those related to spending and economic impacts, we note that
there are numerous analyses of the survey data set that could be carried out
to support a variety of management and planning issues not related to economic
impacts. For example, survey data include origin-destination information and

descriptions of UMRS visitors and their trips to UMRS sites. These data can
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be used in addressing many planning and marketing questions that fo bevond Ine
scope of this report.

The visitor spending analyses have been directed at estimating economic
impacts of recreational use of the UMRS. These analyses have been further
focused by the objective of developing final demand vectors that can be used
with MICRO-IMPLAN software. In addition to a range of impact analyses that
can be carried out using IMPLAN, the spending profile data can also be used by
themselves. To derive estimates of total spending, the trip and durable
spending profiles can be multiplied by estimates of party trips: (1) either in
total or by segment, or (2) for the entire UMRS region, 5 subregions, or (with
some adjustments) to individual states, communities or sites. These calcula-
tions can be readily carried out on spreadsheets to estimate shares of
spending by sector or segment. Regional or local multipliers can be applied
to these spending totals to derive rough estimates of indirect and induced
effects. Impact estimates can also be converted to income and employment
effects using appropriate sales to income and sales to employment ratios.
These procedures would be appropriate for users who may not have ready access
to IMPLAN or who may only want quick, aggregate estimates of impacts. Each of
the IMPLAN applications discussed below has a corresponding application that
relies on published multipliers or ratios rather than direct use of an input-

output model.

General IMPLAN Procedures

As to applications that would directly involve IMPLAN or a similar
input-output model, the general procedures are:

(1) Select a suitable spending profile from the tables.

(2) In some cases make adjustments to the profile.

(3) Obtain an estimate of visits to the area. Convert the visitation
estimate to party-trips by applying appropriate party size and length of stay
estimates.

(4) Estimate the proportion of party visits within the six defined
segments. Multiply these proportions by the total visits to estimate the
number of party visits by segment.

(5) Multiply party visits for each segment by the appropriate segment
spending profile and sum across segments to estimate total final demand.

(6) Bridge final demand vector to the 528 IMPLAN sectors.
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(7) Estimate an input-cutput model for the designazed region using
MICRO-IMPLAN and run the IMPLAN "Impact Analvsis” on the resulting final
demand vector. If interested in impacts by segment. runs can be made for
individual segments.

Software has been developed in Lotus 1-2-3 version 2.0 to help estimate
segment shares (steps l-4) and to carry out steps 5 and 6 (Stynes and Propst
1992). It should be noted, that while the survey data vields estimates of
segment shares for the UMRS region in total, local data will be needed to
estimate segment shares for particular sites or counties and to va._date seg-
ment shares at the regional level. A manual is under development to explain
the entire process including a specialized interface with IMPLAN for these
data (Stynes and Propst 1992). Specific economic impact applications using

the results presented in this report are also contained in this manual.
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The UMRS study provides a rich database for further anmalysis. Addi-
tional opportunities are presented by combining the UMRS data with data from
other studies. The consistency in format for measuring spending within desig-
nated segments in the National Study, UMRS study, and other studies permits
the combining of these data to (1) increase sample sizes (and thus accuracy of
spending estimates) for segments and durable items that are not well repre-
sented, in the UMRS sample, e.g. overnight visitors and camping equipment; and
(2) to test the generalizability of spending profiles over space and time.

The latter is particularly important for applying the results of this study at
a local level.

Somewhat different kinds of analysis are required to focus on local
impacts, as contrasted with impacts for the entire UMRS region. At the local
level, the primary concern should be trip spending, not durable goods.
Resident segments must be defined based upon within 30 miles rather than
within the UMRS and more attention should be given to origin-destination pat-

terns of visitors. We recommend four interrelated areas for further study.

1. Developing models to predict variations in trip spending based upon visi-
tor segment variables, site factors, and characteristics of the local economy.

We have begun the task of recording all locational designators in the UMRS

survey data files to facilitate spatial modeling. We have also assembled
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selected economic data for all counties within the (MRS region. Once zhese
data are matched with site designators on the survev data files, we will be
able to estimate trip spending models. Matching will enzail a closer examina-
tion of local economic regions along the UMRS. In particular, locazions of
survey sites relative to population centers and bridges spanning these rivers
must be evaluated. Bridge locations will dictate when local regions may

extend to both sides of the river.

2. Developing guidelines for extending the local region bevond 30 miles. The

proportion of trip spending that occurred outside 30 miles of the site but
within the UMRS is not directly available in the survey data. Previous
experience indicates that visitors can or will not be able to report spending
within more than two regions. Simply defining the appropriate regions for
subjects at many different sites is too complex. Instead of attempting to
directly measure spending for local regions of differing sizes, we recommend
developing adjustment factors that can be applied to our estimates to expand
the region of interest. The task involves shifting some portion of the spend-
ing outside 30 miles to the "local spending" category. The portion will
depend on how much larger a radius than 3C miles is chosen for the local
region. Further analysis of origins of visitors is useful here, >:.h to
estimate segment shares for modified definitions of "local resident" and to

estimate the adjustment factors to be applied to the spending profiles.

3. Identifyving origin-destination patterns of UMRS visitors. Origin-

destination analysis is needed to estimate demand for sites along the UMRS and

to estimate the shares of visitors by resident and nonresident segments.
Origin-destination studies would also help in identifying appropriate sub-
regions within the UMRS and interregional flows of dollars between these

regions.

4. Comparing I-0 models for various counties and subregions in the UMRS.
Applications of the spending profiles will involve estimation of input-output
models for the UMRS and various subregions thereof. Comparisons of the
regional economic structures of counties along the UMRS are recommended to
provide further guidance for generalizing estimates of impacts from one area

to another.
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Further research on durable gcods spending and 1ts impacts are also
recommended. Household survevs offer some advantages over on-sicte survevs for
gathering data on durable goods. Durable goods purchases are often not trip
or site specific. Spending on durable goods often cannot be at:tribured to a
particular site. For impact analysis, tle appropriare question is whether or
not the item would have been purchased if the given site or sites were not
available or were altered in quantity or quality. Camping vehicles in partic-
ular are purchased for a variety of purposes and are used at mary sites, as
well as at home. These purchases can seldom be attributed to the presence of
a particular site or even set of sites. Boating equipment is more susceptible
to impact analyses, although boats too can be used at many si.es. Studies to
correlate boat sales within designated regions with boating cgportunities
could provide more direct evidence of the impacts of supply on demand. His-
torical studies or trend analyses in areas where boating opportunities have
changed over time may shed further light on this matter. More complete pat-
terns of where boats of various size and type are used could also be helpful

in attributing boat purchases to particular management decisions.
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Pelewtl
QA
D.E.

FILE UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER STUDY
RECREATION EXPENDITURE SURVEY

On-site Portion

OMB # 0702 - 0016

Shte Name
Date:
Stratum: AM [ PM / ALL DAY
River: BL /CX/KA/IL/MS WEEKDAY / WEEKEND
MM DD YY
Rvermile: __ __ __ . __ FALL / WINTER / SPRING / SUMMER

Code a new number for every form, beginning with 001 for each site and date. ID number:

RSN RNV RNNP LSRR AN TR AP AR VN AN RN NN N C R RN C VRN C RN L AR LT NN NGO ER TSR

Hello. My name is and | am working for PECO Enterprises under government contract.
We are interviewing visitors to find out about their recreational use along 1200 miles of the Upper
Mississippl River System and how their expenditures in this area sffect the region’s economy.

1. What was your primary purpose for visiting this recreation site today? Record below.

(vehicie 1) (vehicie 2) (vehicie 3)

it NON-RECREATION, say: That s all of the information that | need,
thank you for stopping. End interview; record as a non-rec vehicie. 123
it RECREATION, continue.

total
NON-{6C
2. Wil you be returning to this site today?
if YES, say: That is all of the information that | need, thank you for
stopping. End interview; record as a retuming vehicie. 123
¥ NO, continue. mf;?‘n;'

May | talk with you about your trip? Your answers are very important as they will help us
understand current recrestion use of the river system and make decisions sbout its future use. The
Guestions that | have 10 ssk will take about 10 minutes of your ime. All of your answers will be kept
In confidence and you wili not be identified in the results. You may ask any questions at any time
during the interview.

i YES, continue ’
it NO, tally as a refusal and thank person for their time 123 "
tot
refusais
K person agrees to the interview, record time am. / p.m. and continue.

Kesp track of the number of exiting vehicies passed during the interview.
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the respondent the response card and say: This card will help you answer a number of the
that | wlll sei.  The map shows the area we are interested In for this study. This area

of all land within 30 mfies of five rivers: the Mississippl River north of Calre, lilinols, and
{linols, St Crolx, Biack, and Kaskaskia Rivers. #t inciudes parts of the states of Minnesota,
lscomln, lows, Winols, and Missourl

I

-1

3. Please tell me ¥ your permanent home is located within the area marked on the map. Circle "Y" or
*N* under "W/in Area’ in the chart below.

4. What is the ZIPCode of your home? Record the ZIPCode in the column marked "Perm. Home* in the
chart beiow. ¥ the person does nat know their ZIPCode, ask for the county (or city) and state where
their permanent home is located. Record instead of ZIPCode In the "Perm. Home’ column. Then, in the
column marked *CO — CI*, circle *CO" for a county name or °CP* for a city name.

5. How many of the people In this vehicle are from this ZPCode? Record the number of peopie under
*No.* in the chart below.

8. Have you stayed st a vacation or second home since you left your permanent home? Circle *Y* or
*N* in the column marked "Stayed at 2nd Home”. ¥ ‘NO”, skip to Question 10.

7. By the time you retumn to your permanent home, will you heve stayed st the vacation home for
longer than 14 nights? Circle “Y" or *N* under "More than 14°. ¥ *NO*, skip to Question 10.

8. What is the ZIPCode of the vacation home? Record response under *“Second Home* and *CO - CI*
according to instructions in Question 4.

9. From the time you left the vacation home untll you return there, will you have visited a friend or
reistive’s home, sttended a business meeting, or visited any recrestion sites outside the area
marked on the map? Circle *Y" or ‘N* under *Other Activities’. If everyone is from the same ZIPCode
(Question S), continue with the shaded box at the bottom of the page. Otherwise, skip to Question 11.

10. From the time you left your permanent home until you return there, will you have visited a friend or
relative’s home, stiended a business meeting, or visited any recrestion sites outside the area
marked on the map? Circle *Y" or "N* under ‘Other Activities®. K everyone is from the same ZIPCode
(Question 5), cortinue with the shaded box at the bottomn of the page. Otherwise, skip to Question 11.

3 4 5 é 7 8 L AVAR 1Y

Perm, Home o Stayed | More gecond Nome co Other
w/in 21PCode OR . st 2rnd | Than 21PCode OR .- Acti~
Area County or City & State (4} No. Nome 1% County or City & State C1 vitfes

1y co ct Y N Y o co ¢t Y N

7 10 8 10

The trip origin is the respondent's parmanent home yniess the respondent answered *YES* to staying at
his or her vacation home for longer than 14 nights. ¥ the trip started from the:

'PERMANENTHOME.W Faﬂnnddlhhlntm when | say TRIP | am referring to your

* VACATION HOME, say: Faﬂnrﬂdmhwmw.mnluymwlmnfmwmumc

from when you feft your vacation home until the time you return there or to your parmanent home
¥ you are not returning to your vacation home.

Skip to Question 20.
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11. What other ZPCodes do people In thie vehicle come from? Racord answers in the chart beiow
according to the instructions in Quastion 4.

Ask Questions 12 - 18 of someons from gach ZIPCode.

12. Please refer 10 the map and tell me ¥ your permanent home ls located within the area marked on
the map. Circle *Y* or *N* under “W/in Area’ in the chart below.

13. How many of the peopile in this vehicie are from this ZIPCode? Record the number of peopile in the
chart below.

14. Have you stayed at & vacation or second home since you left your permanent home? Circle “Y* or
*N° in the column marked °Stayed at 2nd Home*. ¥ *NO", skip 10 Question 18.

15. By the time you return to your permanent home, will you have stayed at the vacsation home for
jonger than 14 nighta? Circie *Y* or *N* under "More than 14°. ¥ "NO’, skip to Question 18,

16. What ls the ZIPCode of the vacation home? Record response under *“Second Home” and *CO - Cr*
according to instructions in Question 4.

17. From the time you left the yacation home until you return thers, will you have visited a friend or
reistive’s home, attended a business meeting, or vised any recresation sites outside the area
marked on the map? Circle *Y* or *N* under “Other Activities’. Continue with Question 12 ¥ there are
other ZIPCodes, or Question 19 ¥ finished.

18. From the time you left your permanent home until you return there, will you have visited a friend or
relative’s home, attended a business meeting, or visited any recreation sites outside the area
marked on the map? Circle *Y® or *N* under ‘Other Activities’. Continue with Question 12 ¥ there are
other ZIPCodes, or Question 19 ¥ finished.

12 1" 13 1% 16 17 7 18

13
Perm, Home co Stoyed | Wore fecond Home co Other
v/in I1PCode OR .- at 2nd | Then 11PCode OR .- Acti-
Ares County or City, & State (41 No. Mome 14 County or City, & State cl vities
2lY 0 Ci Yy nu Y u co ¢! Y
L2 I A | o €l Yy n Yy N o Ci AN |
15 18 16 18
19. Ask all visitors, inciuding those from ZIPCode #1: Who has traveled the shortest
mwmumm‘: A:kmupuson WZPCododldyou 1/2/3
B S te nearest ZIP

The trip origin is the permanent home of the visitor who traveled the shortest distance (Question
19) yniess that person answersd "YES* {0 staying at a vacation home for longer than 14 nights.
in that case, the trip origin is his or her vacation homae.

Refer to the person whose home was selectad as the trip origin and I the trip started from a:

* PERMANENT HOME, say: For the rest of this interview, when | say TRIP | am referring to
the time from when you left your permanent home untll the time you return thers.

¢ VACATION HOME, say: For the rest of this interview, when { say TRIP | am referring to
the time from when you left the yacstion home until the time you retumn there or to your
permanent home ¥ you are not returning 1o your vacation home.™
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20. Have you spent or do you plan to spend any nights away from your
(permanent / vacation) home wiille on this trip? Circle Y* or °N°.

it YES, continue.
if NO, go to Question 35, page 6.

OVERNIGHT VISITORS ONLY

21. How many nights have you spent awey from home so far on thie trip?
it *0* skip to Question 24,

22. How many of these nigihts have you spent within 30 miles of this
site? ¥ equal to the number nights away from home (Question 21), skip
to Question 24.

23. Piease refer to the map that | gave you. Exciuding the ___ nights
that you have spent within 30 miles of this site, how many nights
have you spent within the area marked on the map?

24. How many additional nights do you pian to spend eway from home?
i *O* skip to Question 27.

25, How many of these nights will be within 30 miies of this site? If
equal to the number of additional nights away from home (Question 24),
skip to Question 27.

26. Please refer to the map again. Exciuding the ____ nights that you
pian to spend within 30 miles of this site, how many additional nights
do you plan to spend within the area marked on the map?

27. Follow-up. 1

Y/N
nights away

nights

i

TR

9

a Sum responses 1o Questions 2t and 24 - total nights.  Record total

x 1eSpONses )
this site. Record total. - ¥ greater then *0" ask: Of these, a total of
— higits will be spent within 30 miles of this site?

¢ Sum responses 0 Questions 23 and 28 - nights spert within area
marked on map beyond 30 miles of this ske. Record total. ¥ greater
than "0" ask: A total of ____ nights will be spent within the arsa
marked on the map and beyond 30 milies of this site?

The sum of " and °c* ghould not exceed *g°, ¥ k does, check responses
to Questions 21 - 26 with the visitor.

i§8 #5f

o

within
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28. K total nights within 30 miles of site (27b) is *0”, skip to Question 29.

3.

Otherwise say: Please refer to the list of lodging categories on the
other side of the card that | gave you. For the nights that you
sald you have spent or will spend within 30 miles of this site, which
types of lodging have you used or will you use?

Circle the “Y" next to all lodging types mentioned. if *OTHER®, circle the
Y*, then ask for and record the type of lodging.

** If only one type of lodging was used, uss total number of nights
within 30 miles of the gite (27b), to fill in nights.

** ¥ more than one iodging type was used, ask the following question
for each type of lodging:

How many nigits did you stay st or plan to stay at
(lodging type)?

. i the total nights within the shaded area on the map and beyond 30

miles of this site (27¢) is *0" skip to Question 30. Otherwise ask: For

the nights that you said you have spent or will spend within the

area marked on the map end beyond 30 miles of this site, which
types of lodging have you used or will you use?

Circle the “Y" naxt to all lodging types mentioned. if “OTHER", circle the
v, then ask for and record the type of lodging.

** I only one type of lodging was used, use total number of pights
within the shaded area (27c¢), to fill in nights.

** ¥ more than one lodging type was used, ask the following question
for each type of lodging:

How many nights did you stay st or plan to stay ot
(lodging type)?

. How many days have you spent at this site?

During your trip have you visited or will you be vielting any other
recrestion siles along the river banks in the ares marked on the map
(for recreation)? Circle “Y* or °N".

if *YES®, continue.
i *NO*, skip to Question 40.

32. Not inciyding this site, how many of these other sites will you have

visited on your trip?

33. How many days have you spent at these other recrestion sites so
far?

34. How many edditional days do you intend to spend at thess other

sitesa? Skip to Question 41.
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DAY USERS ONLY

35. How many hours have you spent at this site today?

36. During your trip today have you visited or will you be visiting any
other recrestion sites along the river banks in the area marked on the
map (for recreation)? Circle Y" or °N".

i °YES®, continue.
i °NO*, skip to Question 40.

37. Not including this site, how many of these other sites will you have
visited on your trip?

38. How many hours have you spent 80 far at these other recrestion
sites?

38. How many additional hours do you intend to spend st these other
sites today? Skip to Question 41.

ALL RESPONDENTS

40. Please refer to the list of activities on the card that | gave you and tell me how many of the people

In this vehicle participated in each of these recrestion activities while at this sits.
number of peopie participating in each activity. When finished, skip to Question 42

41. Please refer to the list of activities on the card that | gave you and tell me how many of the people
in this vehicle participated or plan to participate in sach of these recreation activities while on this
trip. include all recreation sites that you have vislted or pian to visit and that are located siong the

banks of the rivers in the shaded area. Racord the number of pecpie participating in each activity.

BOATING EALL [ WINTER ACTMITIES
Iotal number using boat Big game hunting  wi
Plessure boating Small game hunting :**
Waterskiing Waterfow! hunting :
Fishing from bost i Snowmobiling ik
ice figshing
NON-BOATING
Cross-country skiing
Camping
OTHER - ex sunbathing, socializing, etc.
Fishing from shore o e
Swimming ' Record type of activity:
Picnicking

/ IN

Hiking | walking | bicycling

¥ bost was used
10 scoses site,

boeting = welil.

An individual should be recorded as sighteeeing only

- ¥ he or she is not participating in ary other activity.
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42. The card that | gave you has two lists of equipment on K. Please ook at
Equipment List Number 1 and tell me if anyone in your vehicle owns any of these
Rems and has used k or will use &t on this trip within the area marked on the
map. Circle °Y* or *N*. N there is no equipment, go 10 Question 44.

‘s.

dealer or not,

c. the county and state where the equipment was purchased, and
d. the year the equipment was purchased.
o. For boats, | need to know the type of boat, power type, and length in feet.

a. the number of Remse used In the ares marked on the map,
b. the approximate cost for ail Rkems in that category,

¢ whether most of the Rems in the category were purchased new or used and
¥ used, from a dealer or not, and

d. the county and state where most of the Rems In the category were purchased.

. For sach plece of equipment that has been used or will be used, pisase give
me the number listed beside k. | aiso need to know the following:

a. approximate coet,
b. whether the Rem was purchased new or used and ¥ used, from a

Record the responses in the chart below, placing each kem on & separate kne.
When finished, continue with Question 44,

. Please look st Equipment List Number 2. This time | am only interested In
equipment that was purchased some time during the pest 12 months. Please tell
me ¥ anyone in your vehicle owns any of these tems and has used R or will use
R on this trip within the eree marked on the map? Circle “Y® or *N°. If there
is no equipment, go to Question 46.

Please give me the letter listed beside each cstegory of equipment that has
been used or will be used. | also need to know the following for each category:

Record the responses in the chart below, using a separate line for each equipment
catagory. ¥ equipment was purchased from a catalog, write the catalog name under
‘County*. When finished, continus with Question 48.

Y/ N
oquip #1

Y/N

oqulp #2

Line

Equip.
maber

or of

letter]| itemm Cost

(circle un)

Myaud ST
City and ST

City

Year
2 's
Only

SOATS ONLY

fost
Type

Power
Type

Length
(feet)

N/7W /0D

©/Cl

$/W® /0D

7/l

N/7W0 /700

@/ cC

N/W /0

@/ Cl

N/W /0

¢/ Ct

N/ /U0

co / Cl

N/ W /700

o/ Cl

N/W /0

¢/ Cl

glesi~wjooiwisoiuwuiv]elea

/W /W0

o/ ¢t

-
<

N/ /D

@/ €1
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48. If the visitor did not report a boat, camping vehicle, or other motorized vehicle
(Question 42), skip to Question 52. Otherwise ask: Did you have or will you
have sny storage costs for the (boat, camping vehicle, and/or motorized
vehicie) you used on this trip, including dry storage and annual marina slip
remtal, for this calendar year? Circle Y™ or "N*. If "NO*, skip to Question 48.

47. How much will you spend for storage within 30 miles of this site for your:
(read from the chart all appropriate types of equipment) for this calendar
year? Record fotais for that type of equipment in the chart below.

48. How much will you spend for storage farther than 30 miies from this site
for your: (read from the chart all appropriate types of equipment) for this
calendar year? Record {otals for that type of equipment in the chart below.

Marina Slip Rental and Storage Costs:

Equip. | Amount Spent Vithin Amount Spent Farther
Type 30 Miles of Site Than 30 Miles Prom Site

Boats

RV’s

ORV’s

have or will you have any insurance costs in this calendar year
for (boat, camping vehicie, and/or motorized vehicie) that you used on
this trip. Circle °Y" or °N°. If *NO*, skip 10 Question 52.

50. How much will you spend in insurance with agents located within in 30 miles
or

your: (read from the chart all appropriate types of
equipment) for this calendar year? Record totals for that type of squipment

51. How much will you spend In insurance with sgents located farther than 30

Equip. | Amount Spent Within Anount Spent Parther
Type 30 Miles of Site Than 30 Miles From Site
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52. if the visitor reported N0 mpenditures (Questions 42 - 51) skip to V/R/N/D
Question 53. Otherwise ask: For most of the expenditures you accuracy of 1esponsas
reported do you feel that the Information you just gave ls: Circle V",

‘R, N or D

a. Very accurste? (V)

b. Reasonably accurate? (R)
c. Not very accurate? (N)

d. Or you don't know (D)

§3. Not counting this trip, how many trips have you made since this time # of
last year to recrestion sites located In the area marked on the map? ‘f&fyr
Count only those sites that are situsted on the riverbanks. ‘

54. On this trip, ¥ no sites were avallable for recresation along the river,
which of the following would you have done: (Circle the letter
corresponding to response.) DO NOT READ QPTION ‘" OR '¢".

A/B/C/D/E

site not available
a. Still made a trip, but visited non-river recreation sites In the
shaded area?
b. Still made a trip, but vielted sites outside the shaded area?
¢. Not made s trip?
DO NOT READ:
d. Botha + b.
e. Don't know.
§5. Including yourseif, how many peopie are in your vehicie? # of
56. How many of these people are 17 or younger? Record number.
How many are 18 to 617 Record number. up to 17
How many ere %2 or oider? Record number. * 18 - 61
62 +
57. Which of the following groups best describes the peopls In this
vehicie? Y alone
Y famiy
a. Famlly Y ftrends
b. Friends Y relatives
¢. Relatives Yoth«l
d. Other
Circle the "Y* for ALL appropriate categories. If the respondent specifies . other category

a category not kisted, write his responss in the space provided and circie
the “Y* beside ‘other.
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Thank you for participating In this part of the study. We would also Hike your opinions on management
of the river besin and some Information on expenditures made while on this trip for tems llke food,
lodging, and gasoline. | would like to give you a questionnaire to fill out when you finish your trip.
On sverage, compieting the form will take about 15 minutes. Your participation is important because
you will be representing many visitors who do not have the opportunity to share their views.

* For a group with only ane ZIPCode, ask the respondent: WIll you be willing to complets the
questionnalre?

* For a group that has more than one ZPCodes, say to the person whose home is the trip YN
origi: Since | have been referring to your homs as the trip origin, will you be willlng to v
compiets the questionnaire? masibeck

it YES, ask: (Transfer answers to the Addrass Sheet). Trip: Perm. / Vac.

a. May | have the address of your permanent home?

Chty, State and ZIPCode:

b. May | also have your telephone number? /
¢. What date do you sxpect to arrive home? CUP: Y/N
FiLL OUT A K STIONNAIRE WITH THE F: NG INFORMATION:

1. 10 number (from page 1).
2. River and site names (from page 1).

3. Date of interview (from page 1).
4. Trip origin - circle either permanent home or seasonal home (from page 2 or 3).
5. Number of peopie in the vehicle (from page 9).

Show the mailback questionnaire to the respondent and expiain briefly how & is to be compieted. Point out
that Column A of the expenditures (Wihin 30 miles) refers to the recreation sikte where the interview took
place. Hand the questionnaire to the respondent.

Explain: When you record trip spending, please inciude not only your spending, but the spending
of everyone in thie yehicle. ¥, for instance, two peopie paid restaurant costs, enter the total
amournt in the space provided.

Whether the person agrees to compiete the mailback or not, say: THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.

End the interview and record the following:

a Ending time em [ pm.
oending

b. Interviewer initials ) initals

¢. Record the number of exiting vehicies passed during this interview [j:

total

passed

On the first page, fiil in the number of Non-rec and Returning vehicies and the number of Refusals.
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Table C-1. Discribution of wvisitor segments by five regiorns -UMRS study
1989-90): On-site and mailback survewvs
Region

St. Paul Rock Island St. louis [IL. River Sightseers Total

Segment N PCT N PCT N PCT N PeT NPT N
On-Site Survey
R/D/B 118 38% 97 28% 128 53% 79 53% -9 18% 457
R/D/NB 42 L4z 158  46% 68 29% 40 29% 58 313% 146
R/0/B 20 6% 1 3% 4 2% 3 2% 1 0% 38
R/0/NB 5 2% 3 1% 3 1% 0% P2 5% 23
R/C/B 6 2% 3 1% 0% 0% % 3
R/C/NB 1 0% 12 3% 0% 0% 0% i3
NR/D/B 32 10% 15 4% 4 2% 4 3% 3 1% 58
NR/D/NB 9 3% 22 6% 13 6% 11 8% 40 15% 95
NR/O/B 52 17% 9 3% 1 0% 2 1% 6 2% 70
NR/O/NB 15 5% 6 2% 7 3% 2 1% £3 24% 91
NR/C/B 3 1% 0% 2 1% 1 1% 0% 6
NR/C/NB 10 3% 8 2% 1 0% 0% 4 2% 23
Total 311 100% 343 100% 231 100% 138 100% 266 100% 1,289%%
% of grand  24% 26% 174 10% 20% 1002
total
Mailback Survey
R/D/B 65 40% 63 32% 7V 8l% 38 S58% 18 14% 233
R/D/NB 10 6% 80 41X 32 28% 14 21% 43 33% 179
R/0/B 19 12% 9 S% 1 1% 3 5% 0% 32
R/0/NB 1 1% 3 2% 1 1% 0% 8 % 13
R/C/B 3 2% 3 2% 0% 0% 0% 6
R/C/NB 0% 6 3% 0% ) 0% 6
NR/D/B 14 9% 9 5% 2 2% 3 5% 2 2% 30
NR/D/NB 6 4% 9 5% 5 4% 2 3% 17 13% 39
NR/O/B 33 202 7 4% 0% 2 3% 4 3% 46
NR/O/NB 5 3% 1 1% 4 3% 2 3% 38 29% 50
NR/C/B 2 1% 0% 0% 2 3% 0% 4
NR/C/NB 4 2% 5 3% 0% 0% 1 1% 10
Total 162 100X 195 100% 1le 100% 66 100% 131 100% 670%
% of grand  24% 29% 17% 9% 19% 100%
total

R/NR: Resident/Nonresident of UMRS

D/0/C: Day users/Other overnight visitor (noncamper)/Camper

B/NB: Boater/Nonboater

* Mailback questionnaires had 13 missing segment identifiers (670+13=683)
** On-site interviews had 27 missing segment identifiers (1,289+27=1316)
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Table €-3. Trip spending Mithin 30 miles of the Site ($ per party per trip) by 12 visitor seqments, UMRS study (1989-90).

SEGMENT

UMRS Resident

UMRS Nonresident

Other Ovnite

Campers

Boat

Day Users

Boat

Other Ovnite

Campers

Day Users

Boat

No Boat TOTAL

Boat

No Boat No Boat

No boat

B8oat

No Boat

Boat

No_Boat

1TEM

4.40

1.15

26.96

29.30

2.00
19.30
21.20
12.60

28.50

0.00
0.00
25.25
13.25
20.00

0.00
0.00
5.03
4.90
2.69
0.00
0.08
L.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 18.64 20.00 0.00

0.00

Hotel

[

-—

4.26
25.17

0.00
7.13
4.50
8.90
0.00

1.85

Campgrounds

Grocery

-]

3

«©

8.37

22.92
10.14

3.1

Restaurant

7.11

12.89

Auto/RV gas & oil
Auto/RV rentat

0.00
0.1
0.00
0.00
0.02
15.94

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
10.00

0.85
0.28
0.12
4.90
0.08
0.9
1.81

04
0.00
0.00
0.3
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

AUuto/RV -epairs

AUuto/RY tires

0.00

Auto/RV parts

Auto/RV parking & tolls
Boat gas & oil
Boat rental

7.9
0.0

0.00

15.00

0.00

10.83
0.00

0.00

0.00

8.5
0.0

1.49
1.28
4.98
5.32
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.10

Boat repairs
Boat parts

0.89
0.00

Boat taunch fees

Boat fares

0.0

0.8

Boat charter fee

fishing bait

Fishing license

1.57
0.13
0.32
0.25
0 04

0.51
0.00
0.00
0.57
0.00

5.23
0.34
0.64
1.53
0.00

0.40
0.00
0.00
0.00
.00

1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.79
0.00
0.00
€.00
0.00

1.63
0.00
0.40
0.00
0.00

0.77
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.50 3.24

4.83
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.99
0.29
0.00
0.24
0.00

1.78
0.05
0.72
0.14
0.00

0.30
0.24
0.21
1.21

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Hunting license

Amnunition

oo
N

Equipment rental
Guide fees

Tourist attraction fee
Other recreation fee

Spectator sports fee
Film purchase

0.16
0.86

0.40

1.17

0.00
0.7%
0.18
8.43
0.00

1.30
2.06
0.77
1.91
2.17

0.00
1.00
0.00
3.70
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.41
06.18
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.23
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
1.92
0.23
0.77
0.00

0.82
1.03
0.79
1.39
1.00

0.67
0.83

0.00
1.33
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.40
0.24
0.82
0.19

0.12
1.19
0.60
0.21
1.78

0.00
7.50
0.00

1.67
0.00
0.00

film devetoping

Souvenirs

0.86

footwear

Women's clothing

Men’s clothing
All Other

49.45

89.29

165.89

63.67  143.82 60.92 31.87 16.56 80.75 91.20

105.83

16.59

48.80

Total
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Table C-+. Percenzage of UMRS Visitors wish Lursbile Fouicmen
1 t

LiST 1 LisT 2 EITHE
12 SEGMENTS N BCT PCT 20T
R/D/B 480 94% 447 as%
R/D/NB 405 6% 17% 20%
R/0/B 35 97% 49% 97%
R/0/NB 27 4% 19% 19%
R/C/B 6 100% 17% 100%
R/C/NB 16 94 6% 94%
NR/D/B 60 93% 34 92%
NR/D/N/B 95 6% 15% 18%
NR/O/B 67 95% 29% 97%
NR/O/N/B 96 13% 14% 22%
NR/C/B 6 100% 50% 100%
NR/C/N/B 23 78% 17% 87%
TOTAL 1.316 53% 29% 599

a. List 1 includes all major durable goods brought on the trip for use
on UMRS.
b. List 2 includes smaller durable goods purchased within the past year.
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DATA CLEANING AND EDITING TASKS

A number of data cleaning and editing tasks were perfor
important cnes are briefly described below.

[o%

me The most

1. Length of Variable Names. On-site interview data were received rom the
other contractor as Dbase IV files. Twenty-six wvariable names in the Dbase
files exceeded the character length limitation o SPSS-PC and had to be
renamed.

2. Missings. Whenever means were computed using SPSS-PC, all user-defined
missings (e.g., 9's) were excluded from analysis.

3. Identification Numbers. For a given date, interviewers numbered the on-
site interview forms sequentially beginning with "00l." Thus, the identifica-
tion number consisted of the date plus the ID number. The interview date was
coded b the other contractor as an alphanumeric variable. 1In order to sor:c
the data .nd perform other analyses, the date variable had to be recoded into
three numeric variables consisting of mouth, day, and vear of the interview.

4. Alphanumeric to Numeric. A .murber of variables had to be recoded from
their character codes into a rumeric form. These variables included countwv
and city names of place of residence, types of overnight lodging accommoda-
tions other than the ones 'isted in the interview, recreation activities other
than the ones listed, county and city names where durable goods were pur-
chased, 2nd types of groups other than family, friends, and so on.

5. Qut-of-Range Codes. A nunber of variables as received from the other con-
tractor contained out-of-range codes and had to be corrected. For example,
both the beginning time and ending time variables contained codes which
exceeded the military time maximum of 2400 hours.

6. Joining On-site and Mailback Databases. When these two databases were
merged using the "JOIN MATCH" procedure in SPSS-PC, two major problems arose.
The first was the presence of mailback surveys with no corresponding on-s te
interviews. In most cases, the problem was the incorrect coding of date,
identification number, or site number on the on-site interview. The second
problem related to logical inconsistencies in segment specification. A number
of parties identified az dJday users reported spending money on lodging. A
number of groups defined as nonboaters reported boat-related expenses. Appar-
ently, there was either confusion during the on-site interview or a charge in
trip plans after the interview. For insrance, those who said they were spend-
ing no nights away from home on this ctrip (i.e., day users) may have later
changed their minds and used overnight accommodations. Those who said they
did not engage in boating may have thought the questicon pertaining ouly to the
site where they were interviewed. They may have incurred boating expenses
later on the same trip at a different site and included these expenses on the
mailback questionnaire. Those “"day users" who reported lodging expenses were
recoded into "overnight users." Likewise, “nonboaters" who reported boating
expenses were recoded into "boaters."

7. Qutliers. For trip spending, each instance of more than $500 in spending
for any item on the mailback questionnaire was identified. The effect of
these outliers was assessed by examining the propertional change in mean
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services purchased by few parties and where the
spending was noticeable (i.e., varied by more tha
the outliers were excluded from analvsis. Thi
sion of two outliers., both of which were auto, RV
per trip.

[o%

There were 31 durable items with no cost £

with a cost of greater than one hundred thousand dollars. Trne la
primarily boat/trailer combinations and motorhomes. When convers:
trip basis 7 durable items exceeded $30,000 per trip. These
deleted from the durable goods analysis as ocutliers. Their exclusion reduces
large variances for subcategories, segments and regions based upon which large
cost items happen to be included, while not significantly altering the owverall
population mean. Exclusion of these outliers vyields results that are less
sensitive to the particular sample chosen, and makes the resulting estimates
more conservative.

igure reporzed an
d
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PART TWO

DOCK OWNERS AND MARINA USERS:
RECREATION SPENDING ON THE UPPER
MISSISSIPPI RIVER SYSTEM
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BACKCROUND

This portion of the report provides both trip and durable goods spending
profiles for dock owners and marina ucers utilizing the Upper Mississippi
River System (UMRS). These spending profiles were derived from the household
telephone and mailback questionnaire phase of the total UMRS study and are
based on households that rent marina slips or have licensed boat docks.

The remainder of this part is divided into the following major sections:
PROCEDURES, RESULTS, and DISCUSSION. The PROCEDURES section outlines the
general data collection and analysis methods for both dock owners and marina
slip renters. The RESULTS section divides the findings into two subcatego-
ries, "trip expenditures" and "durable goods spending." Trip and durable
goods expenditure profiles are pro-ented for dock owners and marina slip
renters, respectively. In the DISCUSSION section, the findings are inter-
preted in relation to the results of the developed areas study and the limita-
tions inherent in this study. The DISCUSSION section also describes
applications of the dock owner and marina user results. Specifically,
economic impact applications through the use of IMPLAN and non-IMPLAN proce-

dures are recommended.
PROCEDURES

To achieve stated objectives, the methods employed in this phase of the
total UMRS study also take into account the most common uses of recreational
spending data, including the specific requirements of IMPLAN-PC. For purposes
of definition and measurement, recreational spending is divided into two
distinct categories: durable goods spending (e.g., boats, RV's, bicycles) and
variable trip costs (e.g., hotels, meals). Two separate contractors (one for
dock owners and one for marina users) conducted the household telephone inter-
view, a modification of the on-site interview developed for the UMRS developed
areas study. The telephone interview obtained recreation use and durable
goods spending data. Variable trip costs were measured through the use of a
mailback questionnaire distributed by the telephone interview contractors. By
separating durable goods spending from variable trip expenditures, the two-

step, telephone interview and mailback questionnaire procedure minimizes
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confusion on the part of che respondent. This Jdual arproach alss minioize
respondent burden by reducing the length of the telephone
The principal investigator (PI) of this phase of the studvy received zhe
results of the zelephone interviews from the two contractors and the mailback
questionnaires directly from the households. The PI analvzed these data in

such a manncr so 2s to produce the spending profiles.

Sample Selection

Detailed procedures for the random selection of sampling frames for both
the marina users and dock owners are provided in the sampling plan for the
full UMRS study (U.S. Army Engineer Ccrps of Engineers, 198%). The names and
addresses of marina users were obtained from marina owners while similar
information regarding dock owners was provided by the Corps of Engineers for
all licensed boat docks along the UMRS. From the two lists, panels of
150 households for each of the two groups (marina users and dock owners) were
randomly drawn. Each household was contacted to ascertain willingness to
participate in the study. Those households who were unwilling to participate
were replaced by those who were until the goal of 150 households per panel was

achieved.

Methods

Profile telephone interviews (Appendix A) were conducted for each house-
hold to obtain background information as well as durable goods spending data.
Thereafter, follow-up telephone calls (Appendix B) were made to households on
randomly selected dates throughout the year. Follow-up calls were placed to
the marina panel three times in each of three seasons (spring, summer, and
fall) for a total of nine attempted follow-up contacts. One additional
follow-up call was placed to the dock owner panel during the winter season for
a total of ten follow-up calls for this group. During the follow-up calls,
the slip renter or dock owner was asked if any member or guest of the house-
hold participated in one or more recreation trips associated with the dock or
with the boat in the marina slip during the previous seven days. If the
answer was "yes," use information was collected for those trips. That is, the
affirmative response was followed by questions which measured (a) the number
of trips taken during the previous seven days, (b) the number of people
involved in each trip, and (c) the types of recreation activities in which

household members engaged during each trip.

98

!
I
i
'
i
i
!
:
!
i
d
i
i
i
!
i
i
'
i




In addition. the respondent was asxed To return nis or her prewvicus.y
mailed trip expenditure questionnaire (appendix T} to Michigan State
University's Department of Park and Recreation Resourcss for ceding
sis. This questionnaire contained the trip-related expenditures incurred for
all recreation trips that took place the previous seven davs. As in the
developed areas study, the questionnaire asked for trip expenses for as nanv
as 33 items during the previous week. The difference was that the marina
user/dock owner questionnaire obtained the sum of trip expenditures for all
trips during an entire week, whereas the developed site questionnaire obtained

such data for each trip.

Trip Spending Analysis

Households were asked to report the dollar amount spent per applicable
item within 30 miles of their dock or marina slip and outside 30 miles. These
"local" and "nonlocal" spending figures were summed to derive a total trip
spending estiuate.

Estimates of average trip expenditures in all tables are based on the
full sample, including parties who spent nothing on a given item. The mail-
back expense yuestionnaire (Appendix C) was designed to distinguish between
those who actually spent nothing on a particular item and those who intention-
ally or unintentionally left a response blank. The mean including zeros is
the appropriate statistic to multiply times total visitation to estimate total
trip spending. Thus, spending means for the full sample, including zeros, are
reported,

The SPSS-PC Data Entry (DE) II system developed for the UMRS developed
areas study was modified and used to code, clean and edit the mailback ques-
tionnaire data. The DE II system identified out-of-range values for question-
naire variables. 1In addition, a number of within-range but extremely large
outliers were identified. These large outliers, which were dropped from fur-
ther analyses, resulted from respondents reporting annual or seasonal expenses
rather than expenditures for the previous week. These outliers were typically
ascertained by the units written by the respondents (e.g., $3.000 "per vear",
$1,500 "all summer"). Furthermore, respondents sometimes filled the open-
ended "other" expenditure category (item H.5.a..,b.,c. in the mailback
questionnaire) with items and expenditures clearly not related to recreation

trips. This situation was particularly true for dock owners. Examples
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included lawn maintenance, home mainterance. and tools These {Tems were
deleted from the trip expenditure analwvsis

Once cleaned and coded, the weeklwv expenditures for all dock owner and
slip renter trips were divided, respectively, by the average number of recre-
ation trips the previous week incurred by dock owners (2.2 trips/week) and
slip renters (1.9 trips/week). The number of recreation trips was obtained
from the telephone, follow-up interviews (Appendix B). These computations
converted the weekly expenditures to a per trip basis. No attempt was made to
partition trips into day use versus overnight categories. Follow-up telephomne
interviews distinguished between day and overnight trips the previous week,
but the mailback questionnaire did not, and, as indicated below., merging the
two data sets was deemed to be inappropriate. The mailback questionnaire
obtained trip expenditures on a weekly basis, and provided no valid way to
allocate expenses to either day or overnight trips. Ad hoc procedures for
dividing trip expenditures into day and overnight categories would be
questionable and, worse yet, would result interpretation difficulties stemming
from small sample sizes.

An alternative analytical procedure for computing weekly trip expendi-
tures on a per trip basis was initially planned. Certain variables (i.e.,
identification number and date) were duplicated in the follow-up telephone
interview and mailback questionnaire so that the two databases could be merged
at a later date. The plan was to use the merged data set to derive expendi-
tures on a per trip basis by dividing the weekly expenditures for a given case
by the matched number of trips incurred that week by the identical case.
However, the merger of data sets was deemed to be invalid due the large number
of either missing or inconsistently coded identification numbers and dates.
Approximately only half of the dock owner or marina user questionnaires and
corresponding follow-up telephone interviews could be successfully merged.
Trip spending means from the cases that were successfully merged were compared
to the means from full sample reporting weekly expenditures, and some substan-
tial differences in spending patterns were revealed. Differences between the
two samples were greatest for boat-related expenses. Thus, the decision was
made to employ the full sample data set (all mailback questionnaires reporting
trip spending) and divide average weekly expenditures by sample averages of
the number of trips per week in order to convert to units of expenditures per

party per trip.
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Durable Goods Analysis

Spending on durable goods was measured in the profile inzerview irpren-
dix A) portion of this study. The panel was asked to report the amoun® sgent
during anv vear on durable goods associated with the recreationral use of their

boat docks or marina slips. For each major durable izem (Appendix A}, tle
type, year of purchase, cost, county of purchase, and whether the item was
purchased new or used was measured.

The 32 durable goods categories (merged to 26 for analvsis due :to miss-
ing data for some categories) were selected to insure maximum compatibilirzy
with IMPLAN-PC sectors. The separation of spending into "new" vs. "used" aliso
insures consistency with IMPLAN-PC requirements. In economic impact analvsis,
only new purchases create sales and jobs in manufacturing sectors. Purchases

N
of used items contribute to the retail margin if bought from dealers and pro-
vide income directly to households if purchased privarelv.

The location of purchase was coded as county or citv names. At MSU,
these names were edited and recoded into county FIPS codes.

The goal of the durable goods analysis was to compute spending in
IMPLAN-compatible units which could be expanded to the total population of
dock owners and marina users. Therefore. the units derived were dollars per

household per year. Spending expressed in these units can by multiplied bv

the total number of dock owners or marina slip renters per year to obtain an
annual estimate of total spending on durable goods associated with trips to
the UMRS. ‘"Associated with" is highlighted because one cannot assume that
durable goods are used solely in conjunction with trips to the UMRS and
nowhere else  This point is addressed further in the limitations portion of
the DISCUSSION section.

To compute durable goods spending means, items purchased in the last
seven years were included, but the resulting estimates were divided by seven
to convert the means to an annual basis. As in the develoved areas studv, the
choice of a seven year period for durable goods was based upon the examination
of results from (a) all purchases in all years, (b) durable goods purchased
within the past seven years, and (c) durable goods bought within the past
year. Using seven years of data provides a larger sample of durable goods
than the one-year data. For both panels, the sample of items purchased within
the past year was particularly weak for estimating purchases of boats and

fishing equipment. For marina users, the sample of hunting, camping, and

101




other irems purchased wizhin The $ast ~vear Wis 1ear. 7 ST 2l
analysis also avoids the inclusion of items purchased manyv vears a0 a7 ure-
sumablw lower prices. Thus. the analvs:is distributes the vcosts of durasb.e

goods evenlv across seven vears under the assurption that The past vear is
representative of the number of trips per vear to the UMRS for each household

A further advantage of the seven vear period is {75 censistency with the
on-site data base. In the developed site durable goods anaivsis. a six vear
time period was chosen: 1985 to 1990. The dock ownerysmarina user studv was
conducted one year later than the developed site study. Thus, the seven vear
time period spans the years: 1985 to 1991. This means that the beginning vear
is the same in the two data sets and that the number of vears for which dura-
ble goods are analyzed are nearly identical.

For both dock ocwners and marina users, a number of households (dock
owners in particular) reported multiple vears of spending for various items.
For example, one household reported buving a tutal of 5 fishing rods and reels
between 1970 and present. If the multiple year time frame was clearly outside
the seven vear period of 1985 to 1991 as in the above example, then the items
were dropped from analysis. However, if the multiple vear time frame fell
within the seven vear period, the items were included.

Durable goods cost estimates will be somewhat conservative as thev were
not adjusted for price increases over the seven vear pericd. Based on IMPLAN
deflators for relevant durable goods sectors, changes in durable goods prices

from 1985 to 1991 were less than 5 percent.

Residents versus Nonresidents

For the purposes of this study and subsequent analvses, “"residents" were
derined as "hose households who, during the profile interviews (Appendix A)
reported their permanent address as being within one of the UMRS border coun-
ties. Based on this definition, 108 dock owners were UMRS residents; 42 were
nonresidents. For marina users, there were 104 UMRS residents ard 47 non-
residents.

In the following sections, results are presented separatelv for dock
owners and marina slip renters. For each user type, there are three major
categories of results: sample sizes and response rates, trip expenditures. and

durable goods spending.
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RESULTS: DOCK OWNERS

Sample Sizes and Response Rates

The stu”, plan called for the other contractor o attewpt .U follow-up

ct

phone calls .o the 150 households that constituzed the panel of dock owners
along the UMRS. Thus, the total number of possible telephone contacts was
1500. As indicated in Table 1. 1407 contacts were actuallv aztempred. Of
these attempted contacts, 361 telephone calls (26%) resulzed in dock owners
reporting at least one recreation trip the previous week; 243 mailback
questionnaires were received from this group, vielding a response rate of

67 percent.

Table 1. Dock owner sample sizes and response rates (UMRS study,

1990-91).

A. # Households 150
B. # Calls/Household 10 (1)
C. Total Possible Contacts {A. X B.) 1500
D. Actual # Attempted Contacts 1407
E. # Recreation Trips the Previous Week 361
F. % "Hits™ (E./D.) 26 % (2)
G. # Mailback Q’naires Received 484 (3)
H # Mailback Q’'naires Reporting a

Recreation Trip the Previous Week 243
i Mailback Response Rate (H./E.) 67 %
Notes:

{1) 3 calls each in spring, summer, fall; 1 call in winter

{2) % of contacts for which there was a recreation trip the previous week

(3) Exceeds # reporting recreation trips the previous week (Part E.) because,
part way through the study, households were asked to return their
mailcack questionnaires even if they incurred no recreation trips the
previous week
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recreation trip the previous week, but reported no trip experdizures. These
questionnaires with recreation trips but no reported expenditures were

included in the analysis.

Trip Expenditures
Dock owners averaged $86 in variable trip costs per party per tri
(Table 2). Eighty-one percent (81%) of these expenditures were made within

30 miles of the boat dock.

Proportion of Zero Spending. In most of ths categories (Table 2:. less than
10 percent of the sample of dock owners reported anv spending. Categories
with relatively high percentages of non-zero spending by dock owners were:
grocery (353%), restaurant (50%), auto/RV gas and oil (%41%). boat gas and oil

(23%) . fishing bait (50%). and film purchasing (72%).

Trip Spending by Category. The $86 per trip average for dock owners across 13
specific trip expense categories and 8 aggregate groupings displaved an uneven
distribution. The largest proportion of spending was for food and beverages
(36%) and boat-related items (31%), followed by auto/RV (11%), miscellaneous
(11%), lodging (4%), activity fees (3%), and fishing and hunting (2% each)
(Table 2B). Spending profiles in 33 detailed trip spending categories are

reported in Table 2A.

Resident vs. Nonresident Spending. Table 3 contains the results pertaining to

trip spending by origin of visitor (i.e., resident vs. nonresident) and loca-
tion of spending (i.e., within 30 miles of the dock location vs. outside

30 miles). The spending by nonresidents within the UMRS is necessary for
IMPLAN-PC estimates of the economic impacts of dock owner spending. Due to
the inability to merge profile and mailback data sets electronically as
described earlier, a resident or nonresident code was added manually to the

mailback cases in the data set.
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Table 2A. Avarage trip spending (8 per party per trip) for 33 detailed mailback expenditure items,
UMRS Dock Owners Study (1990-91), ne243.

Mean Mean
per Pct. per  Pctlitem Within 30 M:. Qutside 30 M
tem Waek Zeroes| Trip In Totai | MeanArip Pet. MeanAnp Pct.
LCIGING
hotel 7.37 6% 335 4% 027 8% 308 92%
Campgrounds 0.75 08% 04 * 0.16 47% 0.18 53%
FOOD AND BEVERAGE
Grocery 34.84 35% 1584 1854 1413 899% 1.70 11%
Restaurant 33.42 50% 15.19 189 13.13 88% 2.08 1450
AUTO/RYV
Auto/RV gas & oil 14.23 41% 647 896 4.43 68% 2.04 32%
Auto/RY rentai 1.40 999% 0.64 194 0.45 T1% 0.19 29%
Auto/RV repairs 085 93% 0.30 - Q.26 88% 004 12%
Auto/RV tires 325 96% 1.48 2% 1.40 5% 008 5%
Auto/RV parts 0.87 8% 0.40 hd 0.40 100% 0.00 0%
Auto/RY parking & tolis 0.22 98%y C.10 * 0.05 55% 0.08 45%
BOAT-RELATED
Boat gas & oil 20.38 23% 926 119 8.10 87% 117 13%
Boat rental 412 100% 187 2% 0.00 0% 187 100%
Boat rapairs 28.87 879% 12.21 14%: 11.88 97% 033 3%
Boat parts 7.38 93w  3.35 4% 2.47 74% 0.88 26%
Boat launch fees 0.78 059 0.35 . 0.22 63% 0.13 3%
Boat fares 0.02 100% 0.01 * 0.01 100% 000 0%
FISHING
Fishing license 0.19 .08 . 0.00 100% 0.00 0%
Boat charter fee 0.00 0.00 0%, 9.00 0% 0.00 %%
Fishing bait 442 2.0t 2% 1.73 86% 0.28 14%
HUNTING
Hunting licensa 0.15 0.07 ‘ 0.07 1009% 0.00 0%
Ammunition 3.08 1.39 2% 1.11 80% 0.28 20%
ACTIVITY FEES
Equipment rental 1.14 0.52 194 0.42 81% 0.10 19%
Guide fees 0.00 0.00 0%y 0.00 0% 0.00 0%
Spectator sports lee 0.48 0.21 * 0.18 76% 0.05 24%
Touriet attraction lee 0.18 0.07 ‘ 0.07 100% 0.00 0%
Other recreation fee 3.02 1.37 2% 1.97 100%4 0.00 0%
MISCELLANEOQUS
Film purchasing 2.68 1.22 156 1.02 84% 0.20 16%
Film developing 1.7¢ 0.80 196 0.58 70% 0.24 30%
Souvenirs 1.82 0.74 194 0.48 83% 0.27 I7%
Footwear 296 1.35 2% 1.28 83% 2.10 7%
Men's clothing 3.4 1.5 2% 1.48 94% 0.10 6%
Womaen's clothing 228 1.04 1%, 0.89 88% 0.15 14%
All Other 5.21 237 Jo 1.84 78% L33 22%

Notes: 1, Means based on n=243, the number of mailback questionnaires for which recreation
expenditures the previous week ware reported.
2. “Mean per trip” = ‘Mean per week* divided by 2.2 trips per week, the sample average.

3. "Pct.Zeroes” =% of dock owners who spent nothing on a particular item on a particular tnp.
4 (")=Loss than 0.5%,
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Table 28 Average tnip spending ($ per party per lrip) tor 8 aggregate spending categories.
UMRS Dock Owners Study (1980-91), n=243.

Mean Mean
per Pct. per  Pctitem Within 30 Mi. Outside 30 M:

ftam Week Zaroes| Trip In Total | MeanArip Pct. Meanprip Pt

LODGING 812 5% 368 4% 043 12% 326 885
FOOD AND BEVERAGE 8§26 28% 31.03 38%)| 27.2¢ 88% 378 12%
AUTO/RY 20,62 40% 937 1% 698 T4% 239 28%
BOAT-RELATED 5855 21% 27.07 Iy 2268 84% 439 18%
FISHING 4.60 50% 209 2% 1.82 875 0.27 13%
HUNTING 321 91w 148 2 118 81% 028 19%
ACTIVITY FEES . 87% 2.17 39 202 3% 0.18 7%
MISCELLANEQUS 19.00 3% 0.09 119 567 82% 342 38%
Total 189.13 0%| 85.97 10094 60 89 1% 18.08 199

Notes: 1. Means based on n=243, the number of mailback questionnaires for which recreation
expenditures the previous week wers reported.
2. “Mean per trip” = “Mean par week” divided by 2.2 tripe per week, the sampls averags.
3. "Pet.Zerces” =% of dock owners who spent nothing on a particuiar item on a particuiar trip.
4. (*)=loss than 0.5%.

Average trip spending was $78 per party per trip for resident dock
owners and $98 per party per trip for nonresidents (Table 3B). The average
for residents and nonresidents combined was $86 per party per trip (Table 2B).

Resident and nonresident spending patterns differ. First, nonresidents,
as compared to residents, spend a higher proportion of their total trip costs
on lodging (9% vs. 3%, respectively) and food and beverage (40% vs. 35%,
respectively). Residents’ percentages of total spending are higher than non-
residents for all remaining categories except "auto/RV" for which there is a
tie (11% each). Secondly, nonresidents spend proportionately lower average
amounts per party trip within 30 miles of the dock location than residents
(564 vs. $67 or 66X vs, B86% of total spending). Residents spend more per
party trip than nonresidents within 30 miles for most items except for food
and beverage (nonresidents’ average is higher than residents’) and fishing-

related items (a tie).

Errors in Estimates of Trip Spending. In Table 4, sampling errors associated
with trip spending estimates are provided. The “"percent error" is the stan-

dard error divided by the mean and multiplied by 100. Presenting the standard
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Table 3A. Average trip spending ($ per party per trip) by dock owner residents
and nonresidents for 33 detailed mailback expenditure items, n=229.

Residents (n=169) Nonresidents (n=60)

ltem In 30 Qut 30 Total in 30 Out 30 Total

Hotel 0.29 1.33 1.62 0.30 8.71 9.01
Campgrounds 0.23 0.26 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grocery 12.25 1.05 13.30 17.10 3.86 20.97
Restaurant 12.30 1.88 14.17 15.72 2.61 18.33
Auto/RV gas & oil 412 1.06 5.18 4.39 5.14 9.52
Auto/RV rental 0.65 0.27 0.91 0.00 0.00 0.00
Auto/RYV repairs 0.30 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.16 0.16
Auto/RV tires 1.60 0.1 1.70 1.18 0.00 1.18
Auto/RV parts 0.55 0.00 0.55 0.06 0.00 0.06
Auto/RY parking & tolls 0.08 0.06 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00
Boat gas & oil 7.78 1.23 9.00 8.30 1.27 9.57
Boat rental 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.58 7.58
Boat repairs 10.58 0.00 10.58 6.00 1.10 7.10
Boat parts 2.75 1.26 4.01 1.25 0.00 1.25
Boat launch fees 0.31 0.16 0.48 0.00 0.08 0.08
Boat fares 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04
Fishing license 0.12 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00
Boat charter fee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fishing bait 1.70 - 0.30 2.00 1.82 0.24 2.05
Hunting license 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ammunition 1.54 0.04 1.58 0.19 1.00 1.19
Equipment rental 0.36 0.14 0.50 0.45 0.00 0.45
Guide fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Spectator sports fee 0.19 0.07 0.26 0.1 0.00 o1
Tourist attraction fee 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other recreation fee 1.30 0.00 1.30 0.68 0.00 0.68
Film purchasing 1.01 0.19 1.20 1.00 0.26 1.26
Film developing 0.58 0.19 0.76 0.46 0.41 0.88
Souvenirs 0.48 0.27 0.75 0.54 0.34 0.88
Footwear 1.63 0.15 1.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
Men's clothing 1.45 0.14 1.59 1.30 0.01 1.31
Women's clothing 1.00 0.21 1.21 0.76 0.00 0.76
All Other 1.69 0.63 2.32 2.69 0.38 3.07

Notes: 1. Sample size is slightly smaller here than in Table 2 due to missing
identification numbers.
2. "in 30 /Out 30" = Within and outside 30 miles of the dock.
3. (")=Less than 0.5%.
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Table 3B. Average trip spending ($ per party per Irip) by dock residents and nonresidents for 8
aggregate maiiback spanding items, n=229,

Residents {(n=169) Nonresidents (n=£0)

ltem % (tem Pct. oy ltem Pct

in30 Out30 Total in Total Error in30 OQut30 Total inTctal Errcr
LODGING 0.52 1.59 2.11 3% 41% 030 871 901 G0y B5%0
FOOD AND BEVERAGE 24.54 2.94 27.48 35% 32.83 6.48 3%.30 40% 14°%
AUTO/RV 7.29 1.50 8.79 11% 563 530 10.82 11%  20%
BOAT-RELATED 21.41 2.66 24.07 31% 15.58 10.02 25.60 26% 36%
FISHING 1.81 0.30 2.12 3% 1.82 024 205 X% 22%
HUNTING 1.64 0.04 1.68 2% 0.19 100 1.19 1% 78%
ACTIVITY FEES 1.95 0.21 2.16 3% 1.25  0.00 125 1% 45%
MISCELLANEQUS 6.14 1.15 7.29 9% 406 103 509 S 27%
Total 66.99 11.03 78.02 100% 64.35 3315 975 100% 21%

Notes: 1. Sample size is stightly smaller hera than in Table 2 due 1o missing identification numbers.
2. ”In 30 /0ut 30" = Within and outside 30 miles of the dock.
3. Pct.Error=Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean.
4.(")=Less than 0.5%.

error as a percentage aids in interpretation of variance. For example, Table
4B indicates, that for all 243 cases, the error associated with the lodging
mean is slightly more than twice the error associated with the activity fees
mean: 54 percent vs. 26 percent, respectively.

In Table 4, the standard error is computed for weekly expenses rather
than for expenditures per trip. The standard error for the estimate of total
trip spending by dock owners is plus or minus 11 percent of the mean of
$189.13 per week, The 95 percent confidence interval for the mean is two
standard errors on either side of the mean. Thus, the 95 percent confidence
interval for the overall trip spending estimate is between $146.37 and $231.89
per party pex week ($67 to $105 per party per trip applying the same 11 per-
cent standard error to the $86 per party per trip average in Table 2).

The standard errors for trip spending estimates by aggregate category
(Table 4B) range from 10 percent (food and beverage) to 34 percent (lodging).
The larger standard errors associated with lodging and hunting expenses are
primarily a function of high variance and large proportions of zero spending

- in these categories (95% and 91%, respectively, in Table 2B).
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Table 4A. Selected error statistics for trip spending per week by detailed expenditure
items, UMRS Dock Owners Study (1990-91), n=243,

Total Std. Pct. 95% Cl

ftem Mean Errof Error Mean- Mean+

Hotel 7.37 4.31 58% ()] 15.89
Campgrounds 0.75 0.38 51% (9)] 1.51
Grocery 34.84 3.13 9% 28.58 41.10
Restaurant 33.42 4.33 13% 24.76 42.08
Auto/RV gas & oil 14.23 1.44 10% 11.35 17.11
Auto/RV rental 1.40 1.04 74% {0) 3.48
Auto/RV repairs 0.65 0.20 31% 0.25 1.05
Auto/RV tires 3.25 1.35 42% 0.55 5.95
Auto/RV parts 0.87 0.63 72% (o)) 2.13
Auto/RV parking & tolis 0.22 0.10 45% 0.02 0.42
Boat gas & oil 20.38 2.41 12% 15.56 25.20
Boat rental 4.12 412 100% Q) 12.36
Boat repairs 26.87 10.25 38% 6.37 47.37
Boat parts 7.38 3.74 51% (9)] 14.86
Boat launch fees 0.78 0.32 41% 0.14 1.42
Boat fares 0.02 0.02 100% {0) 0.06
Fishing license 0.19 0.17 89% {0) 0.53
Boat charter fee 0.00 0.00 0% 0.00 0.00
Fishing bait 442 0.52 12% 3.38 5.46
Hunting license 0.15 0.1 73% 9) 0.37
Ammunition 3.06 1.07 35% 0.92 5.20
equipment rental 1.14 0.52 46% 0.10 2.18
Guide fees 0.00 0.00 0% 0.00 0.00
Spectator sports fee 0.46 0.21 46% 0.04 0.88
Tourist attraction fee 0.16 0.14 88% (0) 0.44
Other recreation fee 3.02 1.11 37% 0.80 5.24
film purchasing 2.68 0.50 19% 1.68 3.68
Film developing 1.76 0.47 27% 0.82 2.70
Souvenirs 1.62 0.88 53% (0) 3.34
Footwear 2.96 0.94 32% 1.08 4.84
Men’s clothing 3.49 1.23 35% 1.03 5.95
Women's clothing 2.28 1.14 50% 0.00 4.56
All Other 5.21 1.78 34% 1.65 8.77
Total 189.13 21.38 11% 146.37 231.89

Pct.Error: Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean. Two standard

errors yield a 95% contidence interval (Cl).
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Table 4B. Selected error statistics for trip spending per week by 8 aggregate spending
categories, UMRS Dock Owners Study (1990-91), n=243.

Total Std. Pct. 95% Ci

Item Mean Error Error Mean- Mean+

LODGING 8.12 4.36 S54% )} 16.84
FOOD AND BEVERAGE 68.26 6.70 10% 54.86 81.66
AUTO/RV 20.62 2.45 12% 15.72 25.52
BOAT-RELATED 59.55 12.66 21% 34.23 84.87
FISHING 4.60 0.56 12% 3.48 572
HUNTING 3.21 1.08 34% 1.05 5.37
ACTIVITY FEES 4.77 1.25 26% 2.27 7.27
MISCELLANEQUS 19.99 5.12 26% 9.75 30.23
TOTAL 189.13 21.38 11% 146.37 231.89

Pct.Error: Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean. Two standard
errors yield a 95% confidence interval (Cl).

Durable Goods Spending

Within the past year, dock owners spent an average of $668 per household
on durable items that were used for recreation trips associated with the use
of their docks (Table 5). Ninety percent (90%) of this amount, $602 per
household per year, was spent on boat-related durable goods. The remainder of
the $668 in durable goods spending was distributed as: $38 (6%) for fishing
gear, $17 (3%) for hunting gear, $7 (1%) for camping equipment, and $4 (0.6%)
for all other durable recreation equipment. Seventy-four percent (74%), $496

per household per year, was spent on motorized boats alone.

Durable Goods Spending by Item. The sample of 150 dock owners reported
2,890 durable items used for recreation purposes (Table 5). About 26% of the

items reported were major durable goods such as boats, engines, trailers,
rifles, and tents. Among these major durable items, thirteen percent (13%)
were boats and engines alone. Seven percent (7%) were rifles and shotguns
used in hunting; 4 percent were tents.

Seventy-four percent (74%) of all durable goods were smaller items like

fishing tackle, hunting equipment, and boating and camping accessories.
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Table 5. Spending on durable goods by type, UMRS dock owners (150 households).

ALL ITEMS ITEMS PURCHASED IN LAST 7 YEARS
ALL YEARS
$3 per

N $$per N $$per Tol.Cost Pctof Pctot $$per Housahold
Category itam Item $(000's) Total $ Subgp. Householdlper Year
Motor boat 216 3743.42 99 5255.83 52033 74% B82% 3468.85 495.55
Non-Motorized boat 40 1016.89 15 626.50 9.40 1% 1% 62.65 8.95
Rubber boat 6 116.50 5 58.80 0.29 * 0% 1.96 0.28
Jet ski 4 1999.88 4  2000.25 8.00 19% 1% 53.34 7.62
Sailboat 6 2883.25 1 199.50 0.20 . 0% 1.33 0.19
Boat engines 93 1415.77 38 1893.87 71.97 10% 11% 479.78 £8.54
Boat trailer 35 543.43 12 £20.63 6.25 1% 1% 41.65 5.95
Waterski 135 145.48 39 254.69 9.93 1% 2% 66.22 9.46
Boat accessories 82 95.62 60 96.25 5.78 1% 1% 38.50 5.50
BOAT TOTAL 617 1707331 273 231554 63214 90% 100% 4214.28 602.04
Rods & resls 1124 44.79 | 425 51.04 21.69 3% S4% 144.62 20.66
Nets, traps 225 570 | 221 3.33 0.74 y 2% 4.90 Q.70
Depth tinders 71 237.95 35 311.10 10.89 2% 27% 72.59 10.37
Fishing clothing 131 27.33 45 54.37 2.45 * 6% 16.31 2.33
Boots & waders 112 51.12 37 113.23 419 1%  10% 27.93 3.99
FiSH TOTAL 1663 4680 | 763 52.36 39.95 6% 100% 266.35 38.05
Rifles 193 339.08 18 460.83 8.30 1% 47% 55.30 7.90
Bows & arrows 12 223.75 3 234.50 0.70 . 4% 4.69 0.67
Hand load equip. 15 174.60 4 283.50 1.13 . 6% 7.56 1.08
Hunting boots 49 46.32 39 41.73 1.63 * 9% 10.85 1.55
Rubber boots 21 43.57 21 43.50 0.91 * 5% 6.09 0.87
Hunting clothing 75 96.86 48 101.94 4.89 1% 28% 32.62 4.66
HUNT TOTAL 365 22245 | 133 132.08 17.57 3% 100% 117.1% 16.73
Tenis 120 82.79 29 121.66 3.53 19% 46% 23.52 3.36
Other camp 27 492.00 9 451.80 4.06 1% 54% 27.09 3.87
CAMP TOTAL 147 157.95 38 199.78 7.59 1% 100% 50.61 7.23
Recreation equip. 24 88.56 16 93.84 1.50 . 32% 10.01 1.43
Other rec. goods 74 79.86 68 46.48 3.16 ¢ 68% 21.07 3.0
ALL OTHER EQUIP. 98 81.99 84 55.50 4.66 1% 100% 31.08 4.44
ALL ITEMS TOTAL 2890 430.34 | 1291 543,70 701.91 100% 4679.43 €68.49

Notes: 1. Since smalf sample sizes wer incurred for many items purchased within the past year only,
samples sizes for iters were increased by computing means {or purchases made during the

past 7 years.

2. "$$ per household per year® computed by dividing $8 par household (previous 7 years) by 7.
3. (*)=Less than 0.5%.
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Fishing rods and reels, other fishing gear, and waterskis constituced the
majority of smaller items.

Of the 2,890 items purchased by dock owners, 20 percent were purchased
within the past year and 45 percent were purchased wichin the previous seven
years. These 20 percent and 45 percent figures are somewhat conservative
since items purchased in multiple vears were excluded from the cne-year and
seven-year analyses but not from the analysis for all irems in all years (this

data editing step was discussed in the PROCEDURES section above).

Durable Goods Spending by Location and Residence. About 75 percent of the
$668 in durable goods spending, $502 per household per year, took place within

the UMRS (Table 6). UMRS residents accounted for approximately two-thirds
(66%) of all durable goods spending anywhere and 77 percent of such spending
within the UMRS. Residents were more likely to buy durable goods within the
region than nonresidents. Eighty-nine percent (89%) of resident durable goods
spending occurred within the UMRS as compared to 54% for nonresidents.

0f the $502 per household spent within the UMRS region, $454 was spent
on boats and boating equipment, $28 on fishing gear, $14 on hunting gear, $4
on camping equipment, and $3 on other recreation durable goods. Across dura-
ble items, with the exception of hunting gear, three fourths or more of all
spending occurred within the UMRS. Fifty-seven percent (57%) of all spending
on hunting gear occurred within the UMRS (Table 6).

Residents spent an average of $600 per household per year on durable
goods, whereas nonresidents spent an average of $781 (Table 6). Both resident
and nonresident durable goods spending was dominated by boats and boat-related
durable goods (88% and 92% of total durable goods spending, respectively).
However, within individual items and categories, there were some noticeable
differences. For example, residents spent more per household than nonresi-
dents on boat engines ($87 vs. $21), water skis ($12 vs. §2), fishing gear
($40 vs. $32), and hunting gear ($20 vs. $9). Nonresidents spent more on the
average than residents for all types of boats and camping equipment other than

tents.

New vs. Used Durable Goods Spending. In the past seven years, dock owners

purchased 979 new and 312 used recreation durable goods used in conjunction

with their boat docks (Table 7). Sixty-four percent (64%) of total spending
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Table 6. Durable spending by place of purchase and place of residence ($ per household per year),
UMRS Dock owners.

ALL SPENDING WITHIN UMRS
Pct. Pet.
UMRS Non- Rasident UMRS Non- Resident
Category Resident rasident Total toTotal |[Resident resident Totai toTotal
n=108 n=42 n=150 n=108 Nw42 n=150
Motor boat 413.20 643.02 495.55 370.67 367.51 369.79 72%
Non-Motorized boat 2.58 25.34 8.95 1.79 1.02 1.57 82%
Rubber boat 0.40 0.00 0.28 0.40 0.00 0.28 100%
Jot ski 3.97 17.01 7.62 3.97 10.54 5.81 49%
Sailboat 0.26 0.00 0.19 0.26 0.00 0.19 100%
Boat engines 87.12 20.75 68.54 77.67 14.29 59.92 93%
Boat trailer 4.76 9.01 5.95 4.56 374 4.33 76%
Waterski 12.34 2.06 9.46 10.36 1.29 782 95%
Boat accessories 5.65 5.10 5.50 5.54 0.20 4.05 99%
BOAT TOTAL 530.28 722.29 602.04 475.22 398.59 453.7¢ 75%
Rods & reels 22.19 16.73 20.66 20.32 7.48 16.73 87%
Nets, traps 0.92 0.13 0.70 0.67 0.09 Q.50 95%
Depth finders 10.74 9.42 10.37 5.46 257 4.65 85%
Fishing clothing 1.70 3.94 2.33 1.63 3.50 2.16 54%
Bocts & wadars 4.88 1.68 3.98 4.43 1.1 3.50 91%
FISH TOTAL 40.43 31.80 38.05 32.51 14.75 27.54 85%
Riflas 10.31 1.70 7.90 10.31 1.70 7.90 94%
Bows & arrows 0.21 1.84 0.67 0.21 1.19 0.49 31%
Hand load equip. 1.51 0.00 08 1.31 0.00 0.94 100%
Hunting boots 1.70 1.16 1.5% 0.97 0.00 0.70 100%
Rubber boots 0.67 1.38 0.87 0.51 0.20 0.42 87%
Hunting clothing 5.18 3.40 4.66 4.86 0.68 3.69 95%
HUNT TOTAL 19.55 9.48 16.73 18.17 3.77 14.14 93%
Tents 4.23 1.12 3.36 4.23 0.10 3.08 93%
Other camp 0.19 13.33 3.87 0.19 1.28 0.49 28%
CAMP TOTAL 4.42 14.45 7.23 4.42 1.38 3.57 89%
Recreation equip. 0.89 2.84 1.43 0.89 0.26 0.71 90%
Other rec. goods 4.18 0.00 3o 372 0.00 2.68 100%
ALL OTHER EQUIP. 5.07 2.84 4.44 4,61 0.26 3.39 98%
ALL TTEMS TOTAL 599.75 780.96 668.49 534.93 418.75 502.40 77%
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Table 7. Durable spending on new versus used goods by type (items purchased in last 7 years),

UMRS Dock Owners,
NEW USED Pct. new
Total Total |of total
N 8§ per Cost N 8§ per Cost  |$$ per

Category Item  $(000's) item $(000’s) Item

Motor boat 51 7067.53 360.44 | 48 5484.50 263.26 58%
Non-Motorized boat 5 1640.10 8.20 10 240.45 2.40 77%
Rubber boat 5 58.80 0.29 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Jet ski 2 3050.25 6.10 2 1900.50 3.80 62%
Saiiboat 0 0.00 0.00 1 399.00 0.40 0%
Boat engines 30 2251.90 67.56 8 1038.19 8.31 83%
Boat trailer 8 594.56 4.76 4 635.25 2.54 65%
Waterski 34 259.10 8.81 5 449.40 2.25 80%
Boat accessories 60 96.25 5.78 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Rods & reels 404 52.40 21177 21 13.00 0.27 99%
Nets, traps 13 22.62 0.29 | 208 4.24 0.88 25%
Depth finders 35 311.10 10.89 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Fishing clothing 45 33.37 1.50 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Boots & waders 36 54.25 1.95 1 136.50 0.14 93%
Rifles 16 508.59 8.14 2 78.75 0.16 98%
Bows & arrows 3 234.50 0.70 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Hand load equip. 4 283.50 1.13 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Hunting boots 39 41.73 1.63 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Rubber boots 21 43.50 0.91 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Hunting clothing 48 101.94 4.89 (4] 0.00 0.00 100%
Tents 29 121.66 3.53 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Other camp 7 76.50 0.54 2 3522.75 7.05 7%
Recreation equip. 16 93.84 1.50 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Other rec. goods 68 46.48 3.16 0 0.00 0.00 100%
ALL ITEMS TOTAL 979 535.11 523.88 | 312 934.13 291.45 64%
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was for new durable items. The used mean of $%l4 per izem s larger thar ~he

both the cost and the kinds of items purchased. Higher cos: items. such as
boats and trailers, are more likely to be purchased used. Thus. the new dura-
ble goods average is based on a larger number and higher proportion of less
expensive items than the used durable goods average. The percentages of new
to total spending, which are based on total expenditures and not averages, are

the most useful figures for IMPLAN analvsis.

Sampling Errors. Sampling errors for estimates of durable goods expenses are
slightly higher than for trip spending. These larger errors are due to
smaller sample sizes and greater variance for the cost of durable items. As a
percentage of the mean, standard errors for durable goods are 13 percent over-
all and 15 percent for spending within the UMRS (Table 8).

Errors are larger for some individual item categories (i.e., hunting,
camping, and other). However, since hunting, camping, and other durable goods
account for such a small proportion of dock owner spending, these errors are
not too disturbing. The estimates for boating and fishing equipment are much
more accurate.

The error associated with nonresident spending is moderately large
(20%). Future sampling schemes may have to increase the number of dock owners

slightly to portray more accurately the amount spent by nonresidents.

Table 8. Sampling errors for durable goods spending estimates, UMRS dock owners.

95% Confidence

Mean Std.Err Interval Pct Error
TOTALS
$$ Per Household/Year 668.49 83.75 500.99 835.99 13%
$$ in Local Area 502.40 76.84 348.72 656.08 15%
BY MAJOR DURABLE ITEM CATEGORIES
Boat 602.04 79.91 442.22 761.86 13%
Fish 38.08 5.89 26.27 49.83 15%
Hunt 16.73 6.00 4.73 28.73 36%
Camp 7.23 3.68 (0) 14.59 51%
Other 4.44 2.51 (0) 9.46 57%
BY SEGMENTS
Residents 599.75 98.51 402.73 796.77 16%
Nonresidents 780.96 159.17 462.62 1099.30 20%

Note: Pct Error=Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean
Two standard errors yields a 95% confidence interval
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Other Annual Expenses. UMRS dock owners averzs=i 300

pel o nOaseloLd el

year in other annual expenses (Table 9). The original cost of buildirng the

ot

e

dock accounts for the preponderance (68%) of these expenses, followed by dock
maintenance (18%), and boat insurance {8%). Fishing and/or hurting licenses

account for less than 2 percent of other annual expenses.

Table 9. Other annual or durable goods expenses by type, UMRS dock owners.

Category $$ per Tol.Cost Pct ot Pct of
Household $(000's) Total Subgp.

Hunt/Fish. License (MN) 4.51 0.68 . 16%

HunvFish. License (WI) 6.75 1.01 1% 24%

Hunt/Fish. License (IL) 5.74 0.86 . 21%

Hunt/Fish. License (1A) 9.83 1.47 1% 36%

Hunt/Fish. License (MO) 0.80 0.12 . 3%

ALL HuntUFISH. LICENSE 27.63 4.14 2% 100%

Cost of dock 797.03 119.55 68%

Dock Maintenarnce 216.04 32.41 18%

Boat Registration 14.43 2.16 1%

Boat Storage 25.30 3.80 2%

Boat Insurance 96.99 14.55 8%

TOTAL 1177.42 176.61 100%

Notes: (*)=Less than 0.5%.

The annual costs of boat storage and boat insurance can be directly
bridged to IMPLAN sectors in order to derive corresponding economic impacts.
The cost of dock construction and maintenance could also be subjected to
input-output analysis, but first more must be known about the economic sectors
affected by these activities as well as the length of time since construction.
Fishing and hunting licenses and boat registration fees are generally consid-
ered transfer payments to other units of government. Therefore, licenses and
fees are excluded from local impact analyses unless some portion is returned
from the state to local units of government and that portion can be

ascertained.
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RESULTS: MARINA SLI? RENTERS

Sample Sizes and Response Rates

The studvy plan called for the other contraczor to attempt 9 follow-up
phone calls to the 130 households that constituted the panel of marina slip
renters along the UMRS. Thus, the total number of possible telephone contacts
was 1350 (Table 10). Of these attempted contacts, 331 teiephone calls (25%)
resulted in slip renters reporting at least one recreation trip the previous
week. Three hundred ninety-two (392) mailback questionnaires were received
from this group, vielding an apparently nonsensical response rate of
119 percent.

There are two likely explanations for why more mailback questionnaires
than telephone contacts pertained to slip renters who reported recreation
trips and expenditures the previous week. First, although 1,350 telephone
contacts were possible, not all contacts were actually made. However, since
all were sent mailback questionnaires prior to the attempted contacts, a num-
ber of those who could not be contacted apparently returned their question-
naires anyway. Secondly, there were a number of telephone contacts (28) for
whom no trips were reported but who returned a mailback questionnaire contain-
ing trip expenditures for the previous week.

The 395 mailback trip expenditure questionnaires comprise the sample
size upon which subsequent marina user trip spending profiles are constructed.
A few of these 395 questionnaires reported having engaged in at least one
recreation trip the previous week, but reported no trip expenditures. These
questionnaires with recreation trips but no reported expenditures were

included in the analysis.

Trip Expenditures
Marina slip renters averaged $132 in variable trip costs per party per
trip (Table 11). Eighty-five percent (85%) of these expenditures were made

within 30 miles of the marina slip.
Proportion of Zero Spending. In most of the categories (Table 11), less than

10 percent of the sample of marina users reported any spending. Categories

with relatively high percentages of non-zero spending by marina users were:
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Table 10. Marina user sample sizes and response rates (UMRS

study, 1990-91).

A. # Households
B. # Calis/Household

. Total Possible Contacts (A. X B.)
. Actual # Completed Contacts

o0

# Recreation Trips the Previous Week
% "Hits" (E./D.)

mm

G. # Mailback Q'naires Rc'd.
H. # Mailback Q'naires Reporting a
Recreation Trip the Previous Week

I. Mailback Response Rate (H./E.)

150
1350
1082

331
30 %

748
395

119 %

(2)

(4)

Notes:

(1) 3 calls each in spring, summer, fall

{2) % of contacts for which there was a recreation trip the previous week

{3)  Exceeds # of recreation trips the previous week (part E.) because, part
way through the study, households were asked to return their maiiback
expenditure questionnaires even if they incurred no recreation trips the

previous week

(4) Exceeds 100% because part H. exceeds part E. There are two likely
explanations. First, many could not be contacted by phone. Since they
were sent mailback questionnaires prior to the attempted contacts (part
D.). a number of those who could not be contacted returned their
questionnaires anyway. Secondly, there were 28 telephone contacts for
whom no trips were reported but who returned a mailback questionnaire
containing trip expenditures for the previous week.
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Table 11A. Average trip spending ($ per party per trip) for 33 detatied mailback expenditure items,
UMRS Marina Users Study (1990-81), n=395.

Mean Mean
per Pet. per Pct.ltem Within 30 Mi. Qutside 30 M:
Itern Weaek Zaroes Trip In Total Maanfnp Pct. MeanAup Pct
LODGING
Hotel 5.1¢ 9334 272 2% 108 40% 182 60%
Campgrounds G.41 90 0.22 - 0.22 100% 000 0%
FOCD AND BEVERAGE
Grocery 37.3¢ 23% 19.88 15% 16.63 85% 305 15%
restaurant 38.89 35%4 19.42 15%)| 1567 82% J.44  18%
AUTO/RY
AUto/RV gas & oil 12.20 309 6.42 5% 488 76% 1.54 24%
Auto/RYV rental 0.01 100%; 0.01 - 0.01 100% 0.00 0%
AUto/RV repairs 1.38 94%%] 0.72 1% 060 96% 0.03 4%
Auta/RV tires 027 999%, 0.14 N 0.14 100% 0.00 0%
Auto/RY parts 0.82 97% 0.43 - 038 8% 005 11%
Auto/RV parking & tolis 0.05 9796y 0.03 . 0.03 100% 0.00 0%
BOAT-RELATED
Boat gas & oil 44.68 26%y 23.52 18% 19.44  83% 408 7%
Boat rental 0.01 100 %y 0.01 * 001 100% 0.00 0%
Boat repairs 38.75 8204y 20.39 18MJ 1858 96% 0.80 4%
Boat parts 23.18 T3% 12.19 9% 10.14 83% 205 17T%
Boat launch fees 21.08 8% 11.09 Sﬂq 10.50 95% 0.5¢ 5%
Boat fares Q.15 10094 Q.08 * Q.00 0% 0.08 100%
FISHING
Fishing licanse 0.28 08% 0.14 M 0.12 83% 0.02 12%
Boat charter fee 0.00 100%, 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 0.00 0%
Fishing bait 1.13 839 0.59 . 058 95% 0.03 5%
HUNTING
Hunting license 0.04 100%; 0.02 * 0.00 0% 0.02 100%
Ammunition 2.3 G99 0.18 - 0.15 90% 002 10%
ACTIVITY FEES
equipment rental 0.58 98%) 0.2¢9 . 022 73% 008 27%
Guide fees 0.00 1009 0.00 0% 0.00 0% 0.00 Q%
Spectator sports fee 0.52 97%i 0.27 . 008 31% 018 68%
Touriet attraction fee 0.6? 97% 0.35 . 0.15 43% 020 57%
Other recreation fee 1.68 8% 0.87 196 N48 SI% 041 47%
MISCELLANEOUS
film purchasing 234 77 9%, 1.23 W«J 108 88% 017  14%
Fiim developing 168 85%, 0.89 194] 077 87T% 012 13%
Souvenire 2n 9594 1.44 1 %y 127 88% 017 12%
Footwear 2.3 95%; 1.22 194 1.13 3% 0.08 7%
Men'e ciothing 3.04 839 1.80 194 1.37 868% 023 14%
womaen's clothing 4.72 H2%, 248 2% 188 768% 0.58 24%
Al Other 5.57 919 2,93 2% 283 97% 0.10 3%

Notes: 1. Means based on n=335, the number of maiiback questionnaires lor which recreation

axpenditures th a previous week were reported.
2. "Mean per trip” = *Mean per week’ divided by 1.9 rips per week, the sampie average.
3. "Pct.Zoroes” =% of dock owners who spent nothing on a particuiar item on a particular trip.

4. (")=Loss than 0.5%.
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Table 11B. Average trip spending ($ per party pe tnp) for 8 aggregate spending calegories.
UMRS Marina Users Study (1990-81), n=395.

Meaan Mean

per Pct. peor Pct item Within 30 Mi. Outside 30 My
ltem Week Zsroas Trip in Yotal Meaanfttip Pct. MeanRiip Pet
LODGING 557 9394 293 250 131 45% 1682 55%
FOOD AND BEVERAGE 7428 18%% 39009 30% 3281 83% 649 17%
AUTO/RV 1471 309 7.74 8% 813 70% 1.0 21%
BOAT-RELATED 127.83 17w €7.28 St 5087 89% 7681 1%
FISHING 1.39 82%: 0.73 194 0.68 94% 005 6%
HUNTING 0.35 SO 0.18 * 0.15 80% 004 20%
ACTIVITY FEES 3.40 9034y 1.79 194 092 S1% 087 49%
MISCELLANEOUS 22.40 8895 11.79 9 10.32 88% 1.47 12%
Total 249.04 OMJ 131.55 100%) 111.78  85% 1977  15%

Notes: 1. Means based on n=395, the number of mailback questionnaires for which recreation
expenditures the previous week ware reported.
2. *Mean per trip® = "Maan pef week” divided by 1.9 trips per week. the vample average.
3. *Pct.2er0es” =% of dock owners who spent nothing on a particular item on & particular trip.
4. (*)=Less than 0.5%.

grocery (23%), restaurant (35%), auto/RV gas and oil (30%)., boat gas and oil
(26%), boat parts (73%), and film purchasing (77%).

Trip Spending by Category. The $132 per trip average for marina users across

33 specific trip expense categories and 8 aggregate groupings displayed an

uneven distributic-~. The largest proportion of spending was for boat-related

icems (51%) and food and beverages (30%), followed by miscellaneous (9%).

auto/RV (6%), and lodging (2%). Activity fees, fishing expenses, and hunting

expenses each comprised one percent or less of the total (Table 11B).

Spend-
ing profiles in 33 detailed trip spending categories are reported in
Table 11A.
Resident vs. Nonresident Spending. Average trip spending was $127 per party

per trip for resident marina users and $143 per party per trip for nonresi-

dents (Table 12B). The average for residents and nonresidents combined was

$132 per partv per trip (Table 12B).

Resident and nonresident spending patterns differ slightly. Firse,

residents spend a higher proportion of their total trip costs than
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Table 12A. Average trip spending ($ per party per trip) by marina user residents
and nonresidents for 33 detailed mailback expenditure items, n=391.

Residents (n=270) Nonresidents (n=121)

item In30 Out30 Total in 30 Qut 30 Total

Hotel 0.34 1.81 2.14 2.83 1.26 4.09
Campgrounds 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.61 0.00 0.61
Grocery 15.72 3.66 19.38 18.70 1.78 20.48
Restaurant 13.52 3.68 17.20 20.95 3.02 23.97
Auto/RY gas & oil 3.72 117 4.89 7.42 2.30 9.72
Auto/RV rental 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
Auto/RV repairs 0.92 0.01 0.93 0.20 0.04 0.24
Auto/RY tires 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.03 0.00 0.03
Auto/RV parts 0.45 0.07 0.52 0.25 0.00 0.25
Auto/RYV parking & tolls 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.05
Boat gas & oil 20.19 4.48 24.67 17.64 3.32 20.96
Boat rental 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Boat repairs 18.67 1.17 19.84 22.31 0.00 22.31
Boat parts 1298 2.33 15.31 4.1 1.52 5.63
Boat faunch fees 7.72  0.51 8.23 17.05 0.81 17.86
Boat fares 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26
Fishing license 0.07 0.03 0.10 0.24 0.00 0.24
Boat charter fee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fishing bait 0.52 0.05 0.57 0.66 0.00 0.66
Hunting license 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06
Ammunition 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.05 0.05
Equipment rental 0.2t  0.09 0.30 0.24 0.05 0.29
Guide fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Spectator sports fee c.07 0.01 0.08 0.13 0.59 0.72
Tourist attraction fee 010 0.19 0.29 0.27 0.23 0.49
Other recreation fee 0.54 0.51 1.05 0.32 0.18 0.49
Film purchasing 1.19  0.19 1.38 0.74 0.15 0.89
Film developing 0.94 0.14 1.07 0.44 0.07 0.51
Souvenirs 1.24 0.14 1.38 1.37 0.22 1.59
Footwear 1.22 0.00 1.22 0.99 0.26 1.25
Men's clothing 1.68 0.1 1.79 0.72 0.00 0.72
Women's clothing 1.95 0.64 2.59 1.82 0.17 1.99
All Other 1.43 0.1 1.53 6.06 0.10 6.16

Notes: 1. Sample size is slightly smaller here than in Table 11 due to missing
identification numbers.
2. ”In 30 /Out 30" = Within and outside 30 miles of the marina slip.
3. (*)=Less than 0.5%.
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Table 12B. Average trip spending ($ per party per trip) by marina user residents and nonrasidents
for 8 aggregate mailback spending items, n=391.

Rasidents (n=270) Nonresigents (n=121)

ltem % ltem Pct. % [tem Pzt

in30 Out30 Total inTotal Error In30 Out30 Total inTotal Error
LODGING 0.38 1.81 2.18 2% 319 3.44 126 4.70 3% 30%
FOOD AND BEVERAGE 29.24 7.24 36.58 29% 7 39.65 4.80 4445 1% 9%
AUTO/RV 529 1.25 6.54 5% 18%) 796 235 10 7% 3%
BOAT-RELATED 59.58 8.48 68.06 54% 11 61.12 59t 67.02 47% 16%
FISHING 0.59 0.08 0.67 1% is)a 0.89 0.00 0.89 1% 21%
HUNTING 0.22 000 0.22 * 0.00 0.12 0.12 * 100%
ACTIVITY FEES 0.91 0.81 1.72 1% 35%; 095 1.05 2.00 1% 41%
MISCELLANEOQUS 8.22 1.22 9.44 7% 16%; 6.06 0.88 6.94 5% 28%
Total 105.85 21.08 126.94 100% 8% 126.13 16.46 14259 100% 9%

Notes: 1. Sample size is slightly smaller here than in Table 11 due to missing identification numbers.
2. 7in 30 /Out 30* = Within and outside 30 mites of the marina slip.
3. Pct.Error=Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean.
4. (*)=Less than 0.5%.

nonresidents on boat-related items (34% vs. 47%, respectively) and food and

beverage (40% vs. 35%, respectively). Second, resident average spending per

party trip is higher than nonresidents for miscellaneous items ($9.44 vs.

$6.94). Third, nonresident average spending is noticeably higher than resi-

dent average spending for lodging ($4.70 vs. $2.18), food and beverage ($44.45

vs. $36.58) and auto/RV ($10.31 vs. $6.54). Boat-related averages are nearly

the same for both residents and nonresidents.

There is little difference proportionately between resident and non-

resident spending within 30 miles of the marina slip location. The percentage

of nonresident spending locally is slightly greater than resident spending

locally (88% vs. 83X, respectively in Table 12B). Nonresident average spend-

ing per party trip within 30 miles exceed similar resident spending for most

items except hunting-related and miscellaneous items.

Errors in Estimates of Trip Spending. In Table 13, sampling errors associated

with trip spending estimates are reported. The standard error is computed for

weekly expenses rather than for expenditures per trip. The standard error for

the estimate of total trip spending by marina users is plus or minus 6 percent
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Table 13A. Selected error statistics for weekly trip spending by detailed expenditure
items, UMRS Marina Users Study (1990-91), n=395.

Mean of Std. Pct. 95% Ci

item Total Error Error Mean- Mean+

Hotel 5.16 1.18 23% 2.80 7.52
Campgrounds 0.41 0.26 63% 0 0.93
Grocery 37.39 2.18 6% 33.03 41.75
restaurant 36.89 2.60 7% 31.69 42.09
Auto/RVY gas & oil 12.20 0.81 7% 10.58 13.82
Auto/RYV rental 0.01 0.01 100% (0) 0.03
Auto/RV repairs 1.36 0.99 73% )] 3.34
Auto/RV tires 0.27 0.25 93% 0) 0.77
Auto/RV parts 0.82 0.38 46% 0.06 1.58
Auto/RV parking & tolis 0.05 0.02 40% 0.01 0.09
Boat gas & oil 44.68 3.51 8% 37.66 51.70
Boat rental 0.01 0.01 100% )] 0.03
Boat repairs 38.75 6.93 18% 24.89 52.61
Boat pants 23.16 3.51 15% 16.14 30.18
Boat launch fees 21.08 6.06 29% 8.96 33.20
Boat fares 0.15 0.15 100% {0) 0.45
Fishing license 0.26 0.11 42% 0.04 0.48
Boat charter fee 0.00 0.00 0% 0.00 0.00
Fishing bait 1.13 0.18 16% 0.77 1.49
Hunting license 0.04 0.04 100% [(4)] 0.12
Ammunition 0.31 0.26 B4% (0) 0.83
equipment rental 0.56 0.29 52% 0) 1.14
Guide fees 0.00 0.00 0% 0.00 0.00
Spectator sports fee 0.52 0.29 56% 0) 1.10
Tourist attraction fee 0.67 0.25 3I7% 0.17 1.17
Other recreation fee 1.65 0.72 44% 0.21 3.09
film purchasing 2.34 0.29 12% 1.76 2.92
Film developing 1.69 0.24 14% .21 217
Souvenirs 2.73 0.90 33% 0.93 4.53
Footwear 2.31 0.56 24% 1.19 3.43
Men's clothing 3.04 0.69 23% 1.66 4.42
Women's clothing 4.72 0.99 21% 2.74 6.70
Al Other 5.57 1.98 36% 1.61 9.53
Total 249.94 14.81 6% 220.32 279.56

Pct.Error: Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean. Two standard
errors yield a 95% confidence intervat (Cl).




Table 13B. Selected error statistics for weekly trip spending by 8 aggregate spending
categories, UMRS Marina Users Study (1990-81), n=395.

Mean of Std. Pct. 95% Cl

Item Total Error Error Mean- Mean+

LODGING 5.57 1.21 22% 3.15 7.99
FOOD AND BEVERAGE 74.28 4.16 6% 65.96 82.60
AUTQ/RV 14.71 1.63 11% 11.45 17.97
BOAT-RELATED 127.83 11.38 9%  105.07 150.59
FISHING 1.39 0.23 17% 0.93 1.85
HUNTING 0.35 0.26 74% (9)) 0.87
ACTIVITY FEES 3.40 0.91 27% 1.58 522
MISCELLANEQUS 22.40 2.28 10% 17.84 26.96
Total 249.94 14.81 6%  220.32 279.56

Pct.Error: Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean. Two standard
errors yield a 95% confidence interval (C1).

of the mean of $249.94 per week. The 95 percent confidence interval for the
mean is two standard errors on either side of the mean. Thus, the 95 percent
confidence interval for the overall trip spending estimate is between $220.32
and $279.56 per party per week ($116 to $148 per party per trip applying the
same 6 percent standard error to the $132 per party per trip average in

Table 11B).

The standard errors for trip spending estimates by aggregate category
(Table 13B) range from 6 percent (food and beverage) to 74 percent (hunting).
The error associated with the activity fees mean is three times the error
associated with the boating mean: 27 percent vs. 9 percent, respectively. The
larger standard error associated with hunting expenses is primarily a function

of the high variance and large proportion of zero spending (99%) in this cate-
gory (Table 11B).

Durable Goods Spending

Within the past year, marina slip renters spent an average of $3,087 per
household on durable items that were used for recreation trips associated with
the use of their marina slips (Table 14). Nearly all of this amount (99%) was

spent on boat-related durable goods. Ninety-five percent (95%) of the total
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Table 14. Spending on durable goods by type, UMRS Marina Users{(150 Household).

ALL ITEMS ITEMS PURCHASED IN LAST 7 YEARS
ALL YEARS
$$ per
$$ per $$ per Tol.Cost Pctof  Pctof $S$per Household
Category N item N item $(000's) Total $ Subgp. Household| per Year
Motor boat 144 30355.73 | 92 33480.48 3080.20 94% 95% 20398.70 | 2914.10
Non-Motorized boat 12 10596.30 | 9 11094.98 99.85 3% 3% 661.29 94.47
Rubber boats 5 725101 3 806.84 2.42 . . 16.03 229
Jet ski 2 269988 2 2700.64 5.40 v 8 35.77 5.11
Sailboat 0 000| O 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0.00 0.00
Boat engines 15 1711.64 8 1021.33 8.17 * * 54.11 7.73
Boat trailer 8 2680.63] 6 344054 20.64 1% 1% 136.71 19.53
Waterski 7 100.68 | 35 93.92 3.29 ‘ ’ 21.77 n
Boat accessories 191 168.46 | 83 222.61 18.48 1% 1% 122.36 17.48
BOAT TOTAL 448 10186.22 {238 13606.96 3238.46 99% 100% 21446.74 | 3063.82
Rods & reels 355 4593 | 82 55.30 4.53 ' 34% 30.03 4.29
Nets & traps 8 35.67 5 50.74 Q.25 * 2% 1.68 0.24
Depth finders 52 232391 33 242,15 7.99 * 59% 52.92 7.56
Fish clothing 27 2354 | 13 33.34 0.43 . 3% 2.87 0.41
Boots & waders 5 6795 | 3 88.08 0.26 ¢ 2% 1.75 0.25
FISH TOTAL 447 66.33 {136 99.09 13.46 * 100% 89.25 12.75
Rifles 2 749.72 2 750.47 1.50 ¢ 100% 9.94 1.42
Bows &arrows 1 6946 { O Q.00 0.00 0% 0% 0.00 0.00
Loading equipment 0 000 0 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0.00 0.00
Hunting boots 4 75121 O 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0.00 0.00
Rubber boots 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0.00 0.00
Hunting clothing 3 75.00 0 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0.00 Q.00
HUNT TOTAL 10 208.05{ 2 750.47 1.50 * 100% 9.94 1.42
Tents 112 52.58 | 45 62.25 280 . 75% 18.55 2.65
Other camp equip. 9 103.02) 9 103.35 0.93 . 25% 6.16 0.88
CAMP TOTAL 121 56.33 | 54 69.10 3.73 * 100% 24.71 353
Recreation equip. 18 216101 1 166.24 1.83 ‘ 0% 12211 1.73
Other rec. goods 12 42230 ] 8 539.07 4.31 * 70% 28.56 4.08
ALL OTHER EQUIP. 30 298.78 | 19 323.22 6.14 * 100% 40.67 5.81
ALLITEMSTOTAL 1056 8810.59 (449 7267.95 3263.31 100% 21611.31 | 3087.33

Notes: 1. Since small sample sizes wer incurred for many items purchased within the past year only,
samples sizes for items were increased by computing means for purchases made during the
past 7 years.

2. “$$ per housahold per year® computed by dividing $$ per household (previous 7 years) by 7.
3. (*)=Less than 0.5%.
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amount was spent on one categorv: MotoriZed Louls The buls of fhe remaining

one percent in durable goods spending was sper: on fishing gear.

Durable Goods Spending by Item. The sample of 151 marina users reported buy-

ing 1,056 durable items used for recreation purposes (Table 14). About 28% of
the items reported were major durable goods such as boats, engines, trailers,
rifles, and tents. Seventeen percent (17%) of these major durable goods were
boats and engines alone. Eleven percent (11%) were tents.

Seventy-two percent (72%) of all durable goods were smaller items like
fishing tackle, hunting equipment, and boating and camping accessories. Fish-
ing rods and reels, other fishing gear, boating accessories, and waterskis
constituted the majority of smaller items.

Of the 1,056 items purchased by marina users, 12 percent were purchased
within the past year and 43 percent were purchased within the previocus seven
years. The 12 percent and 43 percent figures are somewhat conservative since
items purchased in multiple years were excluded from the one-year and seven-
year analyses but not from the analysis for all items in all years (this data

editing step was discussed in the PROCEDURES section above).

Durable Goods Spending by location and Residence. About 35 percent of the
$3,087 in durable goods spending, $1,077 per household per year, took place

within the UMRS (Table 15). UMRS residents accounted for approximately two-
thirds (65%) of all durable goods spending anywhere and 76 percent of such
spending within the UMRS. Residents were more likely to buy durable goods
within the region than nonresidents. Forty percent (40%) of resident durable
goods spending occurred within the UMRS as compared to 24% for nonrer’dents.
Of the $1,077 per household spent within the UMRS region, $1,069 was spent on
boats and boating equipment, $4 on fishing gear, less than $1 on camping
equipment, and $4 on other recreation durable goods. Across durable items,
with the exception of other recreation durable goods, 35 percent or less of
all spending occurred within the UMRS. Fifty-one percent (51%) of all spend-
ing on other recreation durable goods occurred within the UMRS (Table 13).
Residents spent an average of $600 per household per year on durable
goods, whereas nonresidents spent an average of $781 (Table 15). Both resi-
dent and nonresident durable goods spending was dominated by boats and boat-

related durable goods (99% of total durable goods spending for each).
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Table 15. Durable spanding by place of purchase and place of rasidence ($ per household per year),

UMRS Marina users,
ALL SPENDING WITHIN UMRS
Pct. Pct.
UMRS Non- Resident UMRS Non- Resident
Category Resident rasident Total toTotal |Resident rasident Totat  to Total
n=104 n=47 n=151 n=104 n=47 n=151

Motor boat 2726.92 3328.27 2914.10 64 1136.81 797.87 1031.32 76%
Non-Motorized boat 137.16 0.00 94.47 1 22.38 0.00 15.42 100%
Rubber boat 0.55 6.16 2.29 16 0.00 1.90 0.59 0%
Jet ski 0.14 16.11 5.11 0.14 0.00 0.09 100%
Sailboat 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
Boat engines 6.70 10.03 7.73 5.63 0.00 388 100%
Boat trailer 14.00 31.76 19.53 8.51 30.40 15.32 38%
Waterski 2.58 4.29 an 1.41 1.82 1.54 63%
Boat accessories 20.26 11.34 17.48 1.62 0.00 1.12 100%
BOAT TOTAL 2908.31 3407.96 3063.82 1176.51 831.99 1069.28 76%
Rods & reels 4.94 2.84 4.29 1.88 0.00 1.29 100%
Nets, traps 0.02 0.71 0.24 0.02 0.03 0.02 60%
Depth finders 5.87 11.29 7.56 1.50 3.50 212 43%
Fishing clothing 0.56 0.09 0.41 0.56 0.00 0.38 10Q%
Boots & waders 0.36 0.00 0.25 0.36 0.00 0.25 100%
FISH TOTAL 11.75 14.93 12.75 4.32 3.53 4.06 73%
Rifies 2.06 0.00 142 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
Bows & arrows 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
Hand load equip. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
Hunting boots 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
Rubber boots 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
Hunting clothing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
HUNT TOTAL 2.06 0.00 1.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0%
Tents KK ) 1.12 2.65 0.36 0.00 0.25 100%
Other camp 1.22 0.12 0.88 0.39 0.00 0.27 100%
CAMP TOTAL 4,56 1.24 353 0.75 0.00 0.52 100%
Recreation equip. 2.27 0.55 1.73 2.14 0.00 1.48 100%
Other rec. goods 2.61 7.35 4.08 2.61 0.85 2.06 87%
ALL OTHER EQUIP. 4.88 7.90 5.81 4.75 0.85 354 93%
ALL ITEMS TOTAL 2931.56 3432.03 3087.33 1186.33 836.37 1077.40 76%
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However, within individual items and categories, there were some noticeable
differences. For example, resident marina users spent nore per household than
nonresidents on non-motorized boats ($137 vs. $0), hunting gear ($2 vs. 50},
and camping equipment ($5 vs. $1l). Nonresidents spent more on the average

than residents for rubber bhoats, jet skis. boat trailers. and depth finders.

New vs. Used Durable Goods Spending. In the past seven years, marina slip

renters purchased 387 new and 62 used recreation durable goods used in con-
junction with their marina slips (Table 16). Fifcty percent (50%) of total
spending was for new durable items.

The used mean of $26,371 per item is larger than the new mean of $4,168
per item because the total average cost per item reflects both the cost and
the kinds of items purchased. Higher cost items, such as boats and trailers,
are more likely to be purchased used. Thus, the new durable goods average is
based on a larger number and higher proportion of less expensive items than
the used durable goods average. The percentages of new to total spending,
which are based on total expenditures and not averages, are the most useful

figures for IMPLAN analysis.

Samplin ors. For marina users, sampling errors for estimates of durable
expenses are slightly higher than for trip spending. These larger errors are
due to smaller sample sizes and greater variance for the cost of durable
items. As a percentage of the mean, standard errors for durable goods are
12 percent overall and 23 percent for spending within the UMRS (Table 17).

Errors are larger for some individual item categories (i.e., hunting,
camping, and other). However, since hunting, camping, and other durable goods
account for such a small proportion of marina user spending, these errors are
not too disturbing. The estimates for boating and fishing equipmentc are much
more accurate.

Errors associated with spending inside the UMRS and total nonresident
spending are moderately large (23% each). Future sampling schemes may have to
increase the number of marina users slightly to portray more accurately the

amount spent by nonresidents and the amount spent within the local area.

ot Annual Expenses. UMRS marina slip renters averaged $2,255 per household

per year in other annual expenses (Table 18). The one-time slip purchase fee
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Table 16. Durable spending on new versus used goods by type (items purchased in last 7 years),

UMRS Marina Users.

NEW USED I Pct. new
Total Total  |of total
N 88 per Cost N 88 per Cost  |$$ per

Category ftem  $(000's) item $(000's) Item

Motor boat 43 34402.40 1479.30 49 32365.34 1585.90 48%
Non-Motorized boat 4 13249.50 53.00 8 9371.36 46.86 53%
Rubber boat 2 512.65 1.03 1 1395.24 1.40 42%
Jet ski 2 2700.64 5.40 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Sailboat 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0%
Boat engines 7 1057.00 7.40 1 771.61 0.77 91%
Boat trailer 6 3440.54 20.64 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Waterski 35 86.98 3.04 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Boat accessories 82 224.42 18.40 1 73.99 0.07 100%
Rods & reels 82 55.30 4.53 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Nets, traps 5 50.74 0.25 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Depth finders 33 242.15 7.99 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Fishing clothing 13 33.34 0.43 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Boots & waders 3 88.08 0.26 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Rifles 2 750.47 1.50 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Bows & arrows 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0%
Hand load equip. 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0%
Hunting boots 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0%
Rubber boots 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0%
Hunting clothing 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0%
Tents 40 69.23 2.77 5 6.34 0.03 99%
Other camp 9 103.35 0.93 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Recreation equip. 1 166.24 1.83 0 0.00 0.00 100%
Other rec. goods 8 539.07 4.31 0 0.00 0.00 100%
ALLITEMS TOTAL 387 4168.05 1613.03 | 62 26371.47 1635.03 50%
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Table 17. Sampling errors for durable goods spending estimates, UMRS marina users.
35% Contidence

Mean Std.Err interval Pct Error
TOTALS
$$ Per Household/Year 3087.33 375.52 2336.29 3838.37 12%
$$ in Local Area 1077.40 252.82 571.76 1583.04 23%
BY MAJOR DURABLE ITEM CATEGORIES
Boat 3063.83 375.29 2313.25 3814.41 12%
Fish 12.74 2.04 8.66 16.82 16%
Hunt 1.42 1.42 0) 4.26 100%
Camp 3.53 1.44 0.65 6.41 41%
Other 5.82 2.88 0.06 11.58 49%
BY SEGMENTS
Residents 2931.56 416.23 2099.10 3764.02 14%
Nonresidents 3432.03 784.34 1863.35 5000.71 23%

Note: Pct Error=Standard error of the mean as a percentage of the mean
Two standard errors yields a 95% confidence interval

(37%) and annual slip fees (35%) account for the preponderance of these
expenses, followed by boat insurance (16%), and boat storage (9%). Fishing
and/or hunting licenses account for less than 1 percent of other annual
expenses.

The annual costs of slip fees (private), boat storage., and boat insur-
ance can be directly bridged to IMPLAN sectors in order to derive correspond-
ing economic impacts. The cost of slip improvements and maintenance could
also be subjected to input-output analysis, but first more must be known about
the economic sectors affected by these activities, the vears in which improve-
ments were made, and whether these expenditures were incurred by the boat
owner or the marina operator. Fishing and hunting licenses and boat registra-
tion fees are generally considered transfer payments to other units of govern-
ment. Licenses and fees are excluded from local impact analyses unless some

portion is returned from the state to local units of government and that por-

tion can be ascertained.
DISCUSSION

This section is divided into four major parts. The first part deals

with the relative similarities and differences between dock owner and marina
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Table 18. Other annual or durable goods expenses by type, UMRS Marina Users.

Category $S per Tol.Cost Pct of Pct of
Household $(000’'s) Total subgp.

Hunt/Fish. License (MN) 3.07 0.46 * 36%

Hunt/Fish. License (W) 1.28 0.19 . 15%

Hunt/Fish. License (IL) 1.14 0.17 " 13%

Hunt/Fish. License (lA) 2.54 0.38 . 30%

HunvFish. License (MO) 0.48 0.07 . €%

ALL HUNT/FISH. LICENSE 8.51 1.29 . 100%

Maintenance Cost 30.71 464 1%

Boat Registration 23.91 3.61 1%

Boat Storage 205.80 31.08 9%

Boat Insurance 354.05 53.46 16%

Annual Slip Fee 779.77 117.75 35%

Slipfeature Installed 28.41 4.29 1%

One-time Slip Purchase 823.84 124.40 37%

ALL TOTAL 2255.00 340.51 100%

(")=Less than 0.5%.
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useyr spending profiles  In addizion. “fose oL wroliles ar 0 Snared L e
six visitor segment protiles generated in the developel! site gortion of -he

total UMRS study (Propst et. al 1992}  Secondlv, sampiing errors hetween the
two portions of the total UMRS study are compaved. Thirdly un assessment of

study limitations is provided. The fourth part swmrarizes general applica-
tions of the spending profiles and contains references to the sources where

specific applications may be found.

Visitor Segment Profiles
In the developed site portion of the total UMRS study, spending profiles

for six predefined visitor segments were developed:

1. resident, dayv use boaters

2. resident, dav use nonboaters

3. resident, overnight visitors

4. nonresident, day use boaters

5. nonresident, day use nonboaters
6. nonresident, overnight visitors

These segments were formed by the combination of factors (i.e., resident or
nonresident, day or overnight visitor, boater or nonboater) which minimized
the variation in expenditures within each segment. Thus, these six segments
are relatively homogeneous with respect to their spending patterns.

Dock owners and marina slip renters constitute two additional visitor
segments assumed to be relatively homogeneous in their expenditures. These
two segments represent distinct subgroups in terms of recreation use and

expenditure patterns.

Dock Qwner vs. Marina User Profiles. In terms of variable trip costs, marina

users outspent dock owners substantially on a per trip basis ($132 vs. 586,
dollars per trip, respectively). The same is true for total expenditures as
marina users reported more trips than dock owners (see St. Paul District’s
"Recreation Use and Activity Report" -- 1992). Trip expenditures wicthin the
UMRS exceeded 80 percent for both groups.

By expenditure category, the most noticeable difference between the two
groups was that marina users spent, proportionately, 20 percent more on boat-
related items than dock owners (51% vs. 31% of the overall average, respec-
tively). The sample of dock owners tended to spread this 20% differential
among more items as reflected in slightly higher proportions of dock owner

spending for all remaining categories (Tables 2B and 11B). This difference is

132




not too surprising given that marina users Likelw spend Tore Zi7ne in recre
ation activities directly related to the use o7 the toal  Whercas docK owrers
may engage in more of a mix of boating and non-noating re

Furthermore. marina users have much more expensive beoats than dock owners.

The average boat cost for marina users was more than six times the average
cost per boat for dock owners ($33,480 ~vs. $3,226, respectivelv;. Thus, it

reasonable for marina users to spend more monev than dock owners on such wvari-
able trip costs as boat gas and oil, boat repairs, and boat parts. Again.
these conclusions are based on the averages per trip and not on total expendi-
tures. However, given the substantially higher number of trips reported by
marina users than dock owners (see St. Paul District’'s "Recreation Use and
Activity Report” -- 1992), it is logical to conclude that tptal! expenditures
by marina users. for the items directly measured in this studv. exceed thouse
of dock owners.

By place of residence (Tables 3 and 12). nonresident marina users spent
a higher proportion locally than nenresident dock owners (88% ws. 66%, respec-
tively, spent within 30 miles). Both resident and nonresident marina users
spent 3 to 4 times as much on boat-related items as dock owners. Furthermore,

unlike dock owners, a substantial proportion of nonresident marina user spend-

ing on boat-related item occurred locally.

The pattern of dock owners purchasing a wider variety of items but
spending less per comparable item than marina users appears in both trip and
durable goods spending. The extreme difference in average boat cost has
already been highlighted. There were other differences in durable goods
spending patterns as well:

On _an item-by-item basis,

1. dock owners purchased about three times as many durable items in the past
seven years as compared to marina users (1,291 vs. 449 items,
respectively, in Tables 5 and 14).

2. dock owner dominance in the number of durable fishing and hunting items
purchased was particularly noticeable (Tables 5 and l4).

On _a total cost basis,

1. marina users outspent dock owners by a factor of 4.6 ($3,263,000 vs.
$§702,000), a clear result of much more expensive boats purchased by marina
users (Tables 5 and 14).

Within the UMRS,

1. the average durable spending by marina users ($1.077 per household per
year) was twice that of dock owners ($502 per household per year) (see
Tables 6 and 15).
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however. marina users spen” 53 peroenl 0L “lelr averise Qurable exponii-

tures outside of the UMRS (1-(51.077,3% . ~hereas dock owners speni .S
percent (1-($502/5668)) outside the VM3 Tanlies » and 15,
3. the same pattern of propor~ionatelv more average speunding ourtside —he MRS
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than within by marina users held for both vesiderts and nenresidencs
{Tables 6 and 15).

For motorized boats only,

1. marina users outspent dock owners outside the UMRS by a
(§1.031 vs. $370 per household per vear 1n Tablies 6 and
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2. 58 percent of the average amount spent by resident marina users for all
motorized boats was spent outside the UMRS {(1-($1,137/$2.727)): the compa-
rable ratio for resident dock owners was 10 percent outside the region (1-
(8371/5413)) (Tables 6 and 135).

Developed Site Segments Compared to Dock Owners. In comparison to the devel-

oped site study, dock owners' average trip spending is slightlv higher (%854
vs. $72 per party per trip). Dock owners deviate from the full sample of
on-site visitors by spending proportionately less on lodging (4% vs. 12%),
less on auto/RV items (l1%Z vs. 21%), and more on boat-related items (31% vs.
14%) .

Dock owners mest closely resemble the spending pattern of resident/dav
use/boaters (R/D/B) because the proportionate spending on lodging, boating,
fishing, hunting, activity fees, and miscellaneous items is similar between
the two segments. Also, both segments make .igh proportions (more than 80%)
of trip expenditures locally. Differences include higher average spending by
dock owners than the R/D/B segment ($86 vs. $55 per party trip), a greater
proportion spent on food and beverages, and a lower proportion spent on auto/
RV items.

Durable goods spending comparisons are more difficult to make as aver-
ages are reported in different units for reasons explained earlier: dollars
spent per party trip for the developed site segments and dollars spent per
household per year for dock owners and marina users. Therefore, the only
valid comparisons are those made on a proportional basis, in which case dock
owners closely resemble resident/day use/boaters in percentages spent on boat-
related durable goods, fishing gear, and all other durable goods. Like the
R/D/B segment, dock owners also spend a large proportion on durable goods in

the UMRS region (75% vs. 76%).
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Developed Site Segments Compared to Marina Users. I cormpariszon o the devel-
oped site study, marina users’ average trip spending is nearlv twice as high

($132 vs. $72 per party per trip). Marina users deviate

rey

rom the full sample
of on-site visitors by spending proporzicnactelv less on lodging (2% vs. 122,
less on auto/RV items (6% vs. 21%), and substantiallvy more on boat related
items (51% vs. 14%).

Marina users do not resemble any of the six developed site segments in
their trip spending patterns. A high proportion spent on boat-related items.
coupled with low spending for lodging and auto/RYV, sets marina users aparct
from the rest.

In terms of durable goods spernding. marina users most closely resemble
nonresident/day use/boaters (NR/D/B) in percentages spent on boat-related
durable goods (99% wvs. 91%) and all other durable goods (1% wvs. 9%). Howewver.
the almost total domination of durable goods spending on boat-related items to
the exclusion of all else is a distinguishing feature of the marina user seg-
ment. Marina users spend slightly higher within the UMRS than the NR/D/B
segment (35% vs. 25%).

Sampling Error

Standard errors (expressed as a percentage of the mean) for dock owners
and marina users are comparable to those resulting from the developed site
portion of this study. They are also within the 20 percent error tolerance
limit recommended in Propst et. al (1992). For the developed site study,
sampling errors for total trip and durable goods spending were 8 percent and
14 percent, respectively. For dock owners., the sampling errors were 1l per-
cent for total trip spending and 13 percent for durable goods spending. The
marina user sample displayed sampling errors of & percent (trip) and 12 per-
cent (durable).

By place of residence for durable goods only, UMRS resident spending is
below the 20 percent error threshold for both dock owners and marina users.
For dock owners, nonresident sampling error for durable goods spending is
20 percent; for nonresident marina users, the error is 23 percent. Thus,
future studies interested in reporting durable goods spending by nonresidents
would need to consider a goal of 200 to 250 dock owner or marina user house-

holds or tolerate errors larger than 20 percent.
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Limitations
1. The potential for double counting of visitor segments is not known.

The design of the overall UMRS studv did not incorporate a clear means cf
determining if those surveyed at developed sites were also dock owners or
marina slip renters. This is not so much a problem for estimates of average
trip and durable goods spending as it is for estimates of total recreation use
and spending.

2. Computing durable goods costs on a yearly basis per household does not
account for the portion of durable expenditures that could be assoclated
with non-UMRS sites where that equipment may be used.

No attempt was made to apportion the costs of durable goods to the UMRS
versus other places where they may be used. Allocation schemes based, for
example, on frequency of use on the UMRS versus elsewhere are largely ad hoc.
Without valid methods for allocating durable goods spending across multiple
locations, it must either be assumed that durable goods would not have been
purchased if docks and marina slips along the UMRS did not exist, or durable
expenses must be expressed as being "associated with trips to the UMRS."” The
assumption that durable goods would not have been purchased if opportunities
along the UMRS did not exist is likely not as problematic for the dock owner
or marina user results as it is for the developed site results. There mav be
fewer substitute dock or marina slip opportunities than developed site oppor-
tunities outside the UMRS.

3. The extent to which use of seasonal homes might effect resident and non-
resident spending patterns could not be assessed due to low sample sizes.

During the profile interviews, information concerning the ownership and
location of seasonal homes was gathered. Twenty-three (23) of the 42 dock
owner nonresidents owned seasonal homes with docks inside the UMRS. Keeping
all nonresidents in one segment is valid if one assumes that the amount of
time they spend on a given trip to their seasonal homes is relatively short.
Under this assumption, the seasonal home is treated like another type of tem-
porary lodging, in which case the spending by these 42 households resembles
the spending pattern of, say, nonresidents lodging with friends or relatives.

If, however, these households (or some portion) spend a significant
amount of time at their seasonal homes, then their spending patterns may be
more like those of residents. In this case, some nonresident households
should perhaps be treated as a separate segment for computation of total use

and spending.
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This separation would not chanrge the amcunt counted as nonrresidert

spending for economic impact analysis. All %2 households would still be

3
1

n

considered nonresidents whose spending injects new dollars inzo

4]
oy

e study
region. However, instead of two dock owner ssgments (residents and nonresi-
dents), there would be three: residents, nonresidents who spend like resi-
dents, and other nonresidents. The purpose of further segmentation would be
to create dock owner groups that are relativelv homogeneous in their spendin
patterns. Increasing homogeneity in spending patterns reduces the variance in
spending estimates.

One hundred seven (107) dock owners reported owning a seasonal home.
One hundred three (103) out of 150 dock owners (69%) said they had a dock at
their seasonal home. Since the expenditure items asked dock owners to report
expenses for recreation trips associated with their docks, the finding that
over two-thirds of docks are located at the seasonal residence of dock owners
makes the seasonal home spending issue an important one to discuss.

For marina users, only % out of 151 reported owning a seasonal home.
Thus, segmenting marina nonresidents based on seasonal homes usage is likely
unnecessary. However, if some slip renters use their boats like seasonal
homes for a portion of the year, then the same dichotomy of marina nonresi-
dents may be wvalid.

The sample of nonresidents in this study is not large enough to provide
valid results with any further splitting into segments. However, future
studies of dock owner or marina user expenditures may want to consider
increasing the sample size of nonresidents sufficiently to allow for further

segmentation.

Applications

For the entire UMRS study, a total of eight visitor spending profiles
are available. The ways in which these profiles may be used to address
management, planning, and policy issues associated with the UMRS are discussed
in detail in the developed site report (Propst et al. 1992). To summarize
from this report, economic impact applications may be divided into those
involving the use of IMPLAN and those which do not.

As to the non-IMPLAN applications, the eight spending profiles may be
expanded to the total population of users and then to total recreation expen-
ditures for each segment or in various combinations of segments (e.g.. all

boater segments). This calculation of total recreation expenditures requires
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the multiplication of spending profiles by estimates of paviy Trips In rhe

case of dock owner and marina user durable goods spending., profilies must be
)

multiplied by estimates of the total number of households {not party trips
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Q

derive total expenditure figures,

Total expenditure estimates may be derived not onlv by visitor segment,
but also for the entire UMRS region, the five subregions described in the
developed areas report, or (with some adjustments), for indivi ual startes,
communities, or sites. Total expenditure calculations can readilv be carried
out on spreadsheets to estimate shares of spending by sector or segment.

These total expenditures may be further modified for input into IMPLAN-
PC, thus permitting more precise estimation of economic effects. IMPLAN
applications are discussed in Stynes and Propst (1992) and illustrated in the

St. Paul District’s Economic Impacts report (1992 -- available from St. Paul

District).
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