




Revenue Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

AFIS Code Category of Receipt and Description FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018

2236 Tourism FundFund:

4369 OTHER INTER-AGENCY REVENUE 6,461.6 6,400.5 6,500.5

4616 PRIVATE GRANTS 7,952.7 7,739.4 7,240.4

4699 MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS 0.6 0.0 0.0

4901 OPERATING TRANSFERS IN 7,103.7 7,112.0 7,112.0

Fund Total: 21,518.6 21,251.9 20,852.9

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:23 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Revenue Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

41-2306. Tourism fund

(Caution: 1998 Prop 105 applies)

A. The tourism fund is established consisting of separate accounts derived from:

1. State general fund monies appropriated to the fund by the legislature. All monies in this account are continuously appropriated to the office of tourism for the purposes of 

operations and statewide tourism promotion.

2. Revenues deposited pursuant to section 5-835, subsection B or C. All monies in this account are continuously appropriated to the office of tourism, which, in consultation with 

a consortium of destination marketing organizations in the county in which the tourism and sports authority is established, shall be spent to promote tourism within that county. 

For fiscal years 2010-2011 and 2011-2012, fifty per cent of the revenues deposited in the tourism fund pursuant to this paragraph may be expended by the office of tourism for 

operational and administrative purposes.

3. Revenues deposited pursuant to section 42-6108.01. The legislature shall appropriate all monies in this account to the office of tourism, which, in conjunction with the 

destination marketing organization in the county in which the tax revenues are collected, shall be spent only to promote tourism within that county and shall not be spent for 

administrative or overhead expenses.

4. Revenues deposited pursuant to section 5-601.02(H)(3)(b)(iv). The office of tourism shall administer the account. The account is not subject to appropriation, and 

expenditures from the fund are not subject to outside approval notwithstanding any statutory provision to the contrary. Monies received pursuant to section 5-601.02 shall be 

deposited directly with this account. On notice from the office of tourism, the state treasurer may invest and divest monies in the account as provided by section 35-313, and 

monies earned from investment shall be credited to the account. No monies in the account shall revert to or be deposited in any other fund, including the state general fund. 

Monies in this account shall supplement, not supplant, current funds in other accounts of the tourism fund. Monies in this account shall be spent only to promote tourism within 

the state and shall not be used for administrative or overhead expenses.

B. Monies in the fund are exempt from the provisions of section 35-190 relating to lapsing of appropriations.

Justification:

2236 Tourism FundFund:

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:23 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Sources and Uses of Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Estimate 

FY 2017

Actual 

FY 2016

Estimate 

FY 2018

2236 Tourism FundFund:

 Cash Flow Summary

Balance Forward from Prior Year 2,794.0 3,386.7 3,386.7

Revenue (From Revenue Schedule) 21,518.6 21,251.9 20,852.9

Total Available 24,312.6 24,638.6 24,239.6

Total Appropriated Disbursements 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Non-Appropriated Disbursements 20,925.9 21,251.9 24,251.9

Balance Forward to Next Year 3,386.7 3,386.7 (12.3)

Estimate 

FY 2017

Actual 

FY 2016

Estimate 

FY 2018Expenditure Categories

 Non-Appropriated Expenditure

Personal Services 1,542.1 1,772.8 1,882.8

Employee Related Expenses 530.4 592.3 632.9

Prof. And Outside Services 4,289.4 4,045.2 4,645.2

Travel - In State 11.0 27.1 27.1

Travel - Out of State 133.4 231.5 231.5

Food 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 7,555.1 7,352.4 7,352.4

Other Operating Expenses 6,802.4 7,141.3 9,390.7

Equipment 62.1 89.3 89.3

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 0.0 0.0 0.0

20,925.9 21,251.9 24,251.9Expenditure Categories Total:

Cap Transfer due to Fund Balance 0.0 0.0 0.0

Prior Commitments or Obligated Expenditures 0.0 0.0 0.0

Non Appropriated 27th Pay Roll 0.0 0.0 0.0

20,925.9 21,251.9 24,251.9Non-Appropriated Expenditure Total:

26.0 26.0 28.0Non-Apppropriated FTE:

41-2306. Tourism fund
(Caution: 1998 Prop 105 applies)
A. The tourism fund is established consisting of separate accounts derived from:
1. State general fund monies appropriated to the fund by the legislature. All monies in this account are 
continuously appropriated to the office of tourism for the purposes of operations and statewide tourism 
promotion.
2. Revenues deposited pursuant to section 5-835, subsection B or C. All monies in this account are continuously 
appropriated to the office of tourism, which, in consultation with a consortium of destination marketing 
organizations in the county in which the tourism and sports authority is established, shall be spent to promote 
tourism within that county. For fiscal years 2010-2011 and 2011-2012, fifty per cent of the revenues deposited in 
the tourism fund pursuant to this paragraph may be expended by the office of tourism for operational and 
administrative purposes.
3. Revenues deposited pursuant to section 42-6108.01. The legislature shall appropriate all monies in this 
account to the office of tourism, which, in conjunction with the destination marketing organization in the county in 
which the tax revenues are collected, shall be spent only to promote tourism within that county and shall not be 
spent for administrative or overhead expenses.
4. Revenues deposited pursuant to section 5-601.02(H)(3)(b)(iv). The office of tourism shall administer the 
account. The account is not subject to appropriation, and expenditures from the fund are not subject to outside 
approval notwithstanding any statutory provision to the contrary. Monies received pursuant to section 5-601.02 
shall be deposited directly with this account. On notice from the office of tourism, the state treasurer may invest 
and divest monies in the account as provided by section 35-313, and monies earned from investment shall be 
credited to the account. No monies in the account shall revert to or be deposited in any other fund, including the 
state general fund. Monies in this account shall supplement, not supplant, current funds in other accounts of the 
tourism fund. Monies in this account shall be spent only to promote tourism within the state and shall not be 
used for administrative or overhead expenses.
B. Monies in the fund are exempt from the provisions of section 35-190 relating to lapsing of appropriations.

Justification:

 Fund Justification

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:25 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Sources and Uses of Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

 Fund Description

A.R.S. 5-835 Tourism Revenue Clearing Account (Prop 302)

A.R.S. 5-601.2 Tribal-State Gaming Compact (Prop 202)

Prop 302 Maricopa County Tourism Promotion
     These funds provide the Office of Tourism with dollars to execute marketing and advertising projects, in 
conjunction with the destination marketing organization in the county in which the tax revenues are collected, 
spent only to promote tourism within that county.

Prop 202 Statewide Tourism Promotion
     These funds provide the Office of Tourism with supplemental marketing dollars to execute new and expanded 
marketing and advertising efforts in statewide travel and tourism promotion.

Source:

Use:

OSPB:

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:25 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Priority  CategoryFunding Issue Title  
Total 

FTE

Total 

Amount

FY 2018

Funding Issues List

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

General

Fund

Other 

Funds

Non-App 

Funds

1 FY2018 General Fund Appropriation to Tourism Fund 2.0 6,000.0 3,000.0 0.0 3,000.0Decision Pack

2.0 6,000.0 Total: 3,000.0 0.0 3,000.0

2.0 6,000.0Decision Package Total: 3,000.0 0.0 3,000.0

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:28 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Funding Issue Detail

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

1 FY2018 General Fund Appropriation to Tourism FundIssue: Issue Category: Decision Package

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-2305(A)(1) the Arizona Office of Tourism (AOT) is an essential revenue-generating agency for the state 
of Arizona. It is the only statewide entity with the powers and duties to lead the global promotion of Arizona as a travel 
destination thus increasing the statewide economic benefits of visitor spending. In fiscal year (FY) 2018, AOT requests 
$10,112,000 State General Fund monies be lump sum appropriated and deposited to the Tourism Fund. 

The travel and tourism sector is critically important to the Arizona economy and its residents. The industry drives statewide 
economic growth and infrastructure development. In addition to supporting 179,560 direct travel generated jobs, Arizona's 
travel and tourism industry generates $2.9 billion in local, state and federal tax revenues, $837 million of which is in direct state 
taxes. More importantly, the state’s tourism sector has been growing jobs and earnings more steadily than the state’s broader 
economy and delivers economic benefits to communities within all 15 Arizona counties. (See Attachment 3,A: Arizona Travel 
Impacts Report, 1998-2015p)

Investments in destination marketing have shown to consistently generate dividends by attracting business and leisure visitors. 
Promotion also improves the quality of life for residents and has a positive impact on perceptions of a destination for residents, 
potential employees, students and businesses. Research by Longwoods International suggests that destination marketing 
creates a “halo effect,” contributing to a positive overall impression of a destination. Consumers who recalled a destination 
marketing campaign were not only more likely to visit, but also more likely to have a positive impression of a location as a good 
place to live, retire, start a business or attend college. (See Attachment 3,B: Longwoods International, 2015p)

Investing in travel promotion creates a positive cycle of economic benefits. Travel promotion generates awareness and delivers 
additional visitors. Travelers visiting a destination spend money at local attractions, hotels, retail, restaurants and 
transportation. Travel spending supports local jobs and generates additional tax revenue for state and local governments to 
invest in enhanced public services for residents and visitors alike.

Currently, Arizona spends less than many other states on destination marketing. For example, Arizona ranks 33rd based on its 
budget per leisure and hospitality job, and 35th based on its budget per $1,000 of earnings in the accommodations sector, a 
key travel subsector that includes hotels. In general, states with large tourism sectors tend to have destination marketing 
budgets greater than $20 million, which is significantly larger than Arizona’s existing effective budget ($13.8 million in FY2017). 
For a complete list of state budgets, see Impact of Travel on State Economies in the attachments section. Additionally, AOT’s 
effective budget is actually smaller than some city-level destination marketing organizations (DMOs) in which we compete for 
visitor dollars. For example, direct competitors including Denver and Salt Lake City have DMOs with budgets of approximately 
$19 million and $15 million, respectively. An increased budget for AOT can generate additional economic benefits from visitor 
spending including more jobs, earnings and taxes associated with Arizona's travel and tourism industry. (See Attachment 3,C: 
Tourism Economics, 2015 Edition) (See Attachment 3,D: Impact of Travel on State Economies, 2015 Edition) 

With the requested appropriation, which includes a very modest increase, AOT will build upon its tourism marketing momentum 
by enhancing the agency’s strategic global destination marketing efforts designed to bring brand awareness to Arizona as a 
travel destination, increase visitor spending throughout the state, and boost the economic impact of Arizona’s tourism industry 
to the state’s economy.
	
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-2305(A)(1) (B)(2) and (B)(3), appropriated funding will be used to enhance AOT's current destination 
marketing campaigns (National, International, Target Cities, and Statewide Campaigns). Boosting the effectiveness of these 
campaigns by increasing the use of marketing techniques such as print advertisements, broadcast video, outdoor placements, 
digital advertisements, and social media will enable the agency to promote Arizona tourism and reach new prospective visitors 
with our travel destination message. In addition, AOT will partner on a "Two Nation Vacation" international campaign between 
Arizona and the State of Sonora, Mexico to market the idea of visiting two nations during one trip. (See Attachment 3,E: The 
Power of Travel Promotion, Revised 2016) (See Attachment 3,F: AOT's Travel Advertising Campaign Examples). In a recent 
advertising effectiveness report, AOT's FY16 National campaign not only influenced the decision to visit Arizona, but gave 
visitors more ideas of how to experience Arizona, leading to more active trips and higher visitor spending. (See Attachment 3,G: 
FY16 Advertising Effectiveness Research, June 2016)   

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-2305(A)(1), a portion of the new appropriated funding will be used to support bids for future mega 
events such as Super Bowl, MLB All Star Games, College Football Championships, and Final Four Tournaments. Arizona has a 
strong history of successfully hosting these types of mega events that not only bring thousands of sports fans to the state, but 
provide an international positive marketing opportunity for Arizona that we couldn't afford to purchase. Additionally, it's through 
these types of events that AOT can utilize to broaden the awareness of Arizona's diverse travel offerings and promote the state 
as a welcoming destination. (See Attachment 3,H: Arizona State University's 2016 Super Bowl Economic Impact Survey); (See 
Attachment 3,I: Arizona State University's Economic Impact of College Football Playoff, 2016)  

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-2305(A)(1)(5), a portion of the new appropriated funding will be used to support the expansion of 
business travel promotions for Arizona. Business travel including meetings, conferences, trade shows, and exhibitions, accounts 
for 17 percent (6.1 million) of Arizona's total visitation. The economic benefits of business travel ripple beyond the walls of the 
meeting space. When meetings come to the state, everybody benefits. The opportunities create jobs, generate commerce and 
create far-reaching community impact.  (See Attachment 3,J: Meetings Mean Business)

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-2305(A)(1)(5), a portion of the new appropriated funding will be used to further develop strategic 

Justification:

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:30 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Funding Issue Detail

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

1 FY2018 General Fund Appropriation to Tourism FundIssue: Issue Category: Decision Package

partnerships with statewide airports to increase domestic and international flights and services to Arizona. From Arizona's travel 
and tourism industry perspective, increasing the convenience of domestic and international air service will help facilitate the 
decision-making process for visitors wanting to choose Arizona as a travel destination. Increasing visitation to Arizona will have 
an immediate and positive impact on the state's economic growth and development. Furthermore, travel often opens the door 
to building better business relationships and commerce opportunities. 

Pursuant to A.R.S. §  41-2305(B)(2) and (B)(3), AOT works proactively with the travel trade industry (tour operators, 
wholesalers, travel agents, airlines, etc.) through tradeshows and sales missions in both domestic and international markets. 
Additionally, the agency works with travel media (editors and journalists for newspapers, magazines, broadcasts, online, etc.) 
throughout the United States as well as international markets providing them with unique article ideas about Arizona’s travel 
experiences to gain positive third-party editorial exposure. Appropriated funding would support the expansion of AOT's Canada 
and Mexico travel trade relationships and increase international awareness of Arizona's statewide travel offerings.   

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-2305(A)(2) the agency will perform additional research in FY2018 that is necessary to further the 
agency's mission to strengthen Arizona's economy through tourism promotion. Research projects will include efforts to better 
understand the vacation habits, travel behaviors and spending traits of visitors traveling to Arizona, and how AOT’s marketing 
efforts can further attract additional high-spend visitors.

 Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-2305(A)(1)(5)(10), appropriated funding will be used to expand commerce and economic 
development opportunities. Under a new strategic agency alignment, AOT, the Arizona Commerce Authority and the Arizona 
Mexico Commission will now co-exist under one roof and grow the partnership of economic opportunity. This is an opportunity 
for AOT to be part of an innovative economic development infrastructure that will elevate tourism's role in building Arizona's 
economy. Tourism is one of Arizona's strongest economic drivers and is the window to our state's business attractions and 
quality of life. The travel and tourism industry is often the first introduction to Arizona's economic development and business 
offerings. Global business leaders experience Arizona's vast variety of hotels, resorts, restaurants, attractions, landscapes, and 
destinations while simultaneously learning about the state's business and commerce opportunities.

In addition to the increase in funding, AOT is requesting two additional full time employees (FTEs) in both FY2018 and FY2019 
for a total of four FTEs to support the expanding needs in the agency's marketing and communications efforts. 

For information regarding the economic impact of Arizona’s travel and tourism industry, please note printed collateral piece, 
Arizona Travel and Tourism Industry Figures Report in Section 6 of this book.

Expenditure Categories

FTE

FY 2018

0.0

Administration

General Fund (Appropriated)

$0.00

$0.00

Program:

Fund:

Calculated ERE:1-1

1000-A Uniform Allowance:

Justification:

Personal Services 0.0

Employee Related Expenses 0.0

Subtotal Personal Services and ERE: 0.0

Professional & Outside Services 0.0

Travel In-State 0.0

Travel Out-of-State 0.0

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0

Aid to Organizations & Individuals 0.0

Other Operating Expenditures 0.0

Equipment 0.0

Capital Outlay 0.0

Debt Services 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0

Transfers 3,000.0

Program / Fund Total: 3,000.0

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:30 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Funding Issue Detail

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

1 FY2018 General Fund Appropriation to Tourism FundIssue: Issue Category: Decision Package

Expenditure Categories

FTE

FY 2018

2.0

Administration

Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)

$40.60

$0.00

Program:

Fund:

Calculated ERE:1-1

2236-N Uniform Allowance:

Justification:

Personal Services 110.0

Employee Related Expenses 40.6

Subtotal Personal Services and ERE: 150.6

Professional & Outside Services 600.0

Travel In-State 0.0

Travel Out-of-State 0.0

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0

Aid to Organizations & Individuals 0.0

Other Operating Expenditures 2,249.4

Equipment 0.0

Capital Outlay 0.0

Debt Services 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0

Transfers 0.0

Program / Fund Total: 3,000.0

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:30 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Summary of Expenditure and Budget Request

for All Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

 Appropriated FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue 

Expenditure Categories

FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Center/Program:

1 Office of Tourism 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.07,103.7

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Employee Related Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Professional and Outside Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel In-State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Out of State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Operating Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

 Expenditure Categories Total: 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:31 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Summary of Expenditure and Budget Request

for All Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

 Non-Appropriated FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue 

Expenditure Categories

FTE 26.0 26.0 2.0 28.0

Cost Center/Program:

1 Office of Tourism 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.06,730.0

2 Tourism Promotion 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.914,195.9

20,925.9 21,251.9 3,000.0 24,251.9

Personal Services 1,542.1 1,772.8 110.0 1,882.8

Employee Related Expenses 530.4 592.3 40.6 632.9

Professional and Outside Services 4,289.4 4,045.2 600.0 4,645.2

Travel In-State 11.0 27.1 0.0 27.1

Travel Out of State 133.4 231.5 0.0 231.5

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 7,555.1 7,352.4 0.0 7,352.4

Other Operating Expenses 6,802.4 7,141.3 2,249.4 9,390.7

Equipment 62.1 89.3 0.0 89.3

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

 Expenditure Categories Total: 20,925.9 21,251.9 3,000.0 24,251.9

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:31 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Summary of Expenditure and Budget Request

for All Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Agency Total for All Funds: 28,029.6 28,363.9 6,000.0 34,363.9

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:31 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Summary of Expenditure and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue 

1000 General Fund (Appropriated)Fund:

Expenditure Categories

FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Center/Program:

1 Office of Tourism 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Employee Related Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Professional and Outside Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel In-State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Out of State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Operating Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

 Expenditure Categories Total: 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

 Fund Total: 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:32 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Summary of Expenditure and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue 

2236 Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)Fund:

Expenditure Categories

FTE 26.0 26.0 2.0 28.0

Cost Center/Program:

1 Office of Tourism 6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

2 Tourism Promotion 14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9

20,925.9 21,251.9 3,000.0 24,251.9

Personal Services 1,542.1 1,772.8 110.0 1,882.8

Employee Related Expenses 530.4 592.3 40.6 632.9

Professional and Outside Services 4,289.4 4,045.2 600.0 4,645.2

Travel In-State 11.0 27.1 0.0 27.1

Travel Out of State 133.4 231.5 0.0 231.5

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 7,555.1 7,352.4 0.0 7,352.4

Other Operating Expenses 6,802.4 7,141.3 2,249.4 9,390.7

Equipment 62.1 89.3 0.0 89.3

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

 Expenditure Categories Total: 20,925.9 21,251.9 3,000.0 24,251.9

 Fund Total: 20,925.9 21,251.9 3,000.0 24,251.9

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:32 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Summary of Expenditure and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue 

2236 Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)Fund:

Agency Total for Selected Funds 28,029.6 28,363.9 6,000.0 34,363.9

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:32 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Program Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

1

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Program: Office of Tourism

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

 Expenditure Categories

FTE Positions0000 26.0 26.0 2.0 28.0

 Program Summary

Administration1-1 13,833.7 14,224.0 6,000.0 20,224.0

Program Summary Total: 13,833.7 14,224.0 6,000.0 20,224.0

Personal Services6000 1,542.1 1,772.8 110.0 1,882.8

Employee Related Expenses6100 530.4 592.3 40.6 632.9

Professional and Outside Services6200 2,413.9 2,304.3 600.0 2,904.3

Travel In-State6500 11.0 27.1 0.0 27.1

Travel Out of State6600 133.4 231.5 0.0 231.5

Food (Library for Universities)6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals6800 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Operating Expenses7000 2,037.1 2,094.7 2,249.4 4,344.1

Equipment8000 62.1 89.3 0.0 89.3

Capital Outlay8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers9100 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 13,833.7 14,224.0 6,000.0 20,224.0

 Fund Source

Appropriated Funds

General Fund (Appropriated)1000-A 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Non-Appropriated Funds

Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N 6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Fund Source Total: 13,833.7 14,224.0 6,000.0 20,224.0

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:34 PM



Program Group Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

1Program: Office of Tourism

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

1000-AFund: General Fund (Appropriated)

 Program Expenditures

COST CENTER/PROGRAM BUDGET UNIT

Administration1-1 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Total

 Appropriated Funding

Expenditure Categories

FTE Positions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Employee Related Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Professional and Outside Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel In-State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Out of State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Operating Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Fund 1000-A Total:

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Program 1 Total:

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:34 PM



Program Group Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

1Program: Office of Tourism

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

2236-NFund: Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)

 Program Expenditures

COST CENTER/PROGRAM BUDGET UNIT

Administration1-1 6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Total

 Non-Appropriated Funding

Expenditure Categories

FTE Positions 26.0 26.0 2.0 28.0

Personal Services 1,542.1 1,772.8 110.0 1,882.8

Employee Related Expenses 530.4 592.3 40.6 632.9

Professional and Outside Services 2,413.9 2,304.3 600.0 2,904.3

Travel In-State 11.0 27.1 0.0 27.1

Travel Out of State 133.4 231.5 0.0 231.5

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Operating Expenses 2,037.1 2,094.7 2,249.4 4,344.1

Equipment 62.1 89.3 0.0 89.3

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Fund 2236-N Total:

6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Program 1 Total:

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:35 PM



1-1

 Expenditure Categories

Program Budget Unit Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for All Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Program: Administration

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

FTE0000 26.0 26.0 2.0 28.0

Personal Services6000 1,542.1 1,772.8 110.0 1,882.8

Employee Related Expenses6100 530.4 592.3 40.6 632.9

Professional and Outside Services6200 2,413.9 2,304.3 600.0 2,904.3

Travel In-State6500 11.0 27.1 0.0 27.1

Travel Out of State6600 133.4 231.5 0.0 231.5

Food (Library for Universities)6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals6800 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Operating Expenses7000 2,037.1 2,094.7 2,249.4 4,344.1

Equipment8000 62.1 89.3 0.0 89.3

Capital Outlay8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers9100 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 13,833.7 14,224.0 6,000.0 20,224.0

 Fund Source

Appropriated Funds

1000-A 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0General Fund (Appropriated)

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Non-Appropriated Funds

2236-N 6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)

6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Fund Source Total: 13,833.7 14,224.0 6,000.0 20,224.0

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:36 PM



Program Budget Unit Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

1-1Program: Administration

1000-AFund: General Fund

 Appropriated

0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0FTE

6000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Personal Services

6100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Employee Related Expenses

6200 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Professional and Outside Services

6500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Travel In-State

6600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Travel Out of State

6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Food (Library for Universities)

6800 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Aid to Organizations and Individuals

7000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Other Operating Expenses

8000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Equipment

8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Capital Outlay

8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Debt Service

9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Cost Allocation

9100 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Transfers

7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Appropriated Total:

Fund Total: 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Program Total For Selected Funds: 7,103.7 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:37 PM



Program Budget Unit Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

1-1Program: Administration

2236-NFund: Tourism Fund

 Non-Appropriated

0000 26.0 26.0 2.0 28.0FTE

6000 1,542.1 1,772.8 110.0 1,882.8Personal Services

6100 530.4 592.3 40.6 632.9Employee Related Expenses

6200 2,413.9 2,304.3 600.0 2,904.3Professional and Outside Services

6500 11.0 27.1 0.0 27.1Travel In-State

6600 133.4 231.5 0.0 231.5Travel Out of State

6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Food (Library for Universities)

6800 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Aid to Organizations and Individuals

7000 2,037.1 2,094.7 2,249.4 4,344.1Other Operating Expenses

8000 62.1 89.3 0.0 89.3Equipment

8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Capital Outlay

8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Debt Service

9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Cost Allocation

9100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Transfers

6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0Non-Appropriated Total:

Fund Total: 6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

Program Total For Selected Funds: 6,730.0 7,112.0 3,000.0 10,112.0

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:38 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

AdministrationProgram: 1-1

FTE Positions

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

26.0 26.0FTE

26.0 26.0Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

26.0 26.0Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

26.0 26.0

26.0 26.0Fund Source Total

Personal Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

1,542.1 1,772.8Personal Services

0.0 0.0Boards and Commissions

1,542.1 1,772.8Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

1,542.1 1,772.8Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

1,542.1 1,772.8

1,542.1 1,772.8Fund Source Total

Employee Related Expenses

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

530.4 592.3Employee Related Expenses

530.4 592.3Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

530.4 592.3Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

530.4 592.3

530.4 592.3Fund Source Total

Professional & Outside Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Professional and Outside Services

0.0 0.0External Prof/Outside Serv Budg And Appn

0.0 0.0External Investment Services

0.0 0.0Other External Financial Services

0.0 0.0Attorney General Legal Services

0.0 0.0External Legal Services

0.0 0.0External Engineer/Architect Cost - Exp

0.0 0.0External Engineer/Architect Cost- Cap

0.0 0.0Other Design

3.1 0.0Temporary Agency Services

0.0 0.0Hospital Services

0.0 0.0Other Medical Services

0.0 0.0Institutional Care

3.8 0.0Education And Training

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:40 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

AdministrationProgram: 1-1

Professional & Outside Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

61.9 60.7Vendor Travel

0.0 0.0Professional & Outside Services Excluded from Cost Alloca

0.0 0.0Vendor Travel - Non Reportable

0.0 0.0External Telecom Consulting Services

0.0 0.0Non - Confidential Specialist Fees

0.0 0.0Confidential Specialist Fees

0.0 0.0Outside Actuarial Costs

2,345.1 2,243.6Other Professional And Outside Services

2,413.9 2,304.3Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

2,413.9 2,304.3Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

2,413.9 2,304.3

2,413.9 2,304.3Fund Source Total

Travel In-State

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

11.0 27.1Travel In-State

11.0 27.1Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

11.0 27.1Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

11.0 27.1

11.0 27.1Fund Source Total

Travel Out-of-State

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

133.4 231.5Travel Out of State

133.4 231.5Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

133.4 231.5Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

133.4 231.5

133.4 231.5Fund Source Total

Food (Library for Universities)

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Food (Library for Universities)

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Aid to Organizations & Individuals

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Aid to Organizations and Individuals

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:41 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

AdministrationProgram: 1-1

Aid to Organizations & Individuals

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Other Operating Expenditures

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Other Operating Expenditures

7.3 7.3Insurance & Related Charges

85.8 65.0Information Technology Services

0.9 0.0Utilities

0.0 0.0Non-Building or Land Rent

0.0 0.0Building Rent Charges to State Agencies

192.1 184.8COP Building Rent Charges to State Agencies

22.9 21.3Rental of Land & Buildings

0.0 0.0Interest Payments

6.7 1.6Internal Acct, Budgeting and Financial Svcs.

0.0 0.0Payments for Internal Services

7.1 2.6Repair & Maintenance

6.9 5.0Software Support and Maintenance

10.5 7.0Operating Supplies

0.0 0.0Resale Supplies

0.0 0.0Sales of Assets

26.8 41.8Conference, Education & Training

973.2 946.5Advertising

19.3 6.6Printing & Photography

383.6 411.0Postage & Delivery

294.0 394.2Miscellaneous Operating

0.0 0.0Depreciation Expense

2,037.1 2,094.7Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

2,037.1 2,094.7Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

2,037.1 2,094.7

2,037.1 2,094.7Fund Source Total

Equipment

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Vehicles - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Furniture - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Mainframe - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Midrange - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - PCs/LAN - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Telecommunication Equipment - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Other Equipment - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Capital Equipment Purchases

0.0 0.0Vehicles - Non-Capital

0.7 50.0Furniture - Non-Capital

30.6 36.0EDP Equipment - Mainframe - Non-Capital

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:41 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

AdministrationProgram: 1-1

Equipment

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.2 0.0Telecommunication Equipment - Non Capital

0.0 0.0Other Equipment - Non-Capital

30.6 3.3Purchased Or Licensed Software/Website

0.0 0.0Internally Generated Software/Website

62.1 89.3Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

62.1 89.3Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

62.1 89.3

62.1 89.3Fund Source Total

Capital Outlay

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Capital Outlay

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Debt Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Debt Service

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Cost Allocation

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Cost Allocation

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Transfers

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

7,103.7 7,112.0Transfers

7,103.7 7,112.0Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Appropriated

7,103.7 7,112.0General Fund (Appropriated)1000-A

7,103.7 7,112.0

7,103.7 7,112.0Fund Source Total

Title Grade Total FTE

Class

Code

 Classification Listing

0.0

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:42 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

AdministrationProgram: 1-1

Combined Regular & Elected Positions At/Above 

FICA Maximum of $118,500

0.00.0 0.0

FTE's not eligible for 

Health, Dental & Life
Total 

FTE

Personal 

Services

Retirement System FTE

Personal

Services

 Employee Retirement Coverage

Fund#

State Retirement System 26.0 1,772.8 2236-N

ACCTG SPCT 15 1.0AUN07

ACCTG SPV 1 22 1.0AUN03

ADMV SVCS OFFCR 2 21 1.0AUN09

ASST DPTY DIRECTOR 28 1.0AUN02

CMTY OUTRCH PROG MGR 22 2.0AUN07

CMTY RLTNS MGR 24 1.0AUN04

CMTY RLTNS SPCT 21 1.0AUN06

COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER 24 1.0AUN07

MEDIA RLTNS DIR 24 3.0AUN05

MKTG & ADVERTISING MGR 22 4.0AUN05

MKTG SPCT 21 2.0AUN04

PARK MGR 1 19 0.0AUN08

PCMT MGR 24 1.0AUN07

PROG PROJ SPCT 1 18 1.0AUN01

PROG PROJ SPCT 2 19 0.0AUN04

PUB RLTNS CHF 24 1.0AUN05

REPORTING & ANALYSIS MGR 23 1.0AUN07

RESRCH & DVMT ADMR 23 0.0AUN02

TO ASST DPTY DIRECTOR 28 1.0AUN02

TO DIRECTOR E4 1.0AUN06

TO DPTY DIRECTOR E3 1.0AUN05

TRADE & MEDIA RELTNS MGR 21 0.0AUNO

WEB CONTENT MGR 22 1.0AUN03

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:42 PM



Program Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

2

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Program: Tourism Promotion

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

 Expenditure Categories

 Program Summary

Statewide Tourism Promotion2-1 6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5

Maricopa County Tourism Promotion2-3 7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4

Program Summary Total: 14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9

Personal Services6000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Employee Related Expenses6100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Professional and Outside Services6200 1,875.5 1,740.9 0.0 1,740.9

Travel In-State6500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Out of State6600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Food (Library for Universities)6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals6800 7,555.1 7,352.4 0.0 7,352.4

Other Operating Expenses7000 4,765.3 5,046.6 0.0 5,046.6

Equipment8000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Capital Outlay8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers9100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated Funds

Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N 14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9

14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9

Fund Source Total: 14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:43 PM



Program Group Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

2Program: Tourism Promotion

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

2236-NFund: Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)

 Program Expenditures

COST CENTER/PROGRAM BUDGET UNIT

Statewide Tourism Promotion2-1 6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5

Maricopa County Tourism Promotion2-3 7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4

14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9Total

 Non-Appropriated Funding

Expenditure Categories

Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Employee Related Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Professional and Outside Services 1,875.5 1,740.9 0.0 1,740.9

Travel In-State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Out of State 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Food (Library for Universities) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals 7,555.1 7,352.4 0.0 7,352.4

Other Operating Expenses 4,765.3 5,046.6 0.0 5,046.6

Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Capital Outlay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9

14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9Fund 2236-N Total:

14,195.9 14,139.9 0.0 14,139.9Program 2 Total:

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:44 PM



2-1

 Expenditure Categories

Program Budget Unit Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for All Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Program: Statewide Tourism Promotion

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

Personal Services6000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Employee Related Expenses6100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Professional and Outside Services6200 1,826.8 1,740.9 0.0 1,740.9

Travel In-State6500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Out of State6600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Food (Library for Universities)6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals6800 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Operating Expenses7000 4,377.5 4,659.6 0.0 4,659.6

Equipment8000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Capital Outlay8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers9100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated Funds

2236-N 6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)

6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5

Fund Source Total: 6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:45 PM



Program Budget Unit Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

2-1Program: Statewide Tourism Promotion

2236-NFund: Tourism Fund

 Non-Appropriated

6000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Personal Services

6100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Employee Related Expenses

6200 1,826.8 1,740.9 0.0 1,740.9Professional and Outside Services

6500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Travel In-State

6600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Travel Out of State

6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Food (Library for Universities)

6800 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Aid to Organizations and Individuals

7000 4,377.5 4,659.6 0.0 4,659.6Other Operating Expenses

8000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Equipment

8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Capital Outlay

8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Debt Service

9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Cost Allocation

9100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Transfers

6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5Non-Appropriated Total:

Fund Total: 6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5

Program Total For Selected Funds: 6,204.3 6,400.5 0.0 6,400.5

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:46 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Statewide Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-1

FTE Positions

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0FTE

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Personal Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Personal Services

0.0 0.0Boards and Commissions

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Employee Related Expenses

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Employee Related Expenses

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Professional & Outside Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0External Prof/Outside Serv Budg And Appn

0.0 0.0External Investment Services

0.0 0.0Other External Financial Services

0.0 0.0Attorney General Legal Services

0.0 0.0External Legal Services

0.0 0.0External Engineer/Architect Cost - Exp

0.0 0.0External Engineer/Architect Cost- Cap

0.0 0.0Other Design

0.0 0.0Temporary Agency Services

0.0 0.0Hospital Services

0.0 0.0Other Medical Services

0.0 0.0Institutional Care

0.0 0.0Education And Training

105.4 97.0Vendor Travel

0.0 0.0Professional & Outside Services Excluded from Cost Alloca

0.0 0.0Vendor Travel - Non Reportable

0.0 0.0External Telecom Consulting Services

0.0 0.0Non - Confidential Specialist Fees

0.0 0.0Confidential Specialist Fees

0.0 0.0Outside Actuarial Costs

1,721.4 1,643.9Other Professional And Outside Services

1,826.8 1,740.9Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

1,826.8 1,740.9Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

1,826.8 1,740.9

1,826.8 1,740.9Fund Source Total

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:49 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Statewide Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-1

Travel In-State

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Travel In-State

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Travel Out-of-State

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Travel Out of State

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Food (Library for Universities)

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Food (Library for Universities)

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Aid to Organizations & Individuals

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Aid to Organizations and Individuals

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Other Operating Expenditures

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Other Operating Expenditures

0.0 0.0Insurance & Related Charges

19.3 15.5Information Technology Services

0.0 0.0Utilities

0.0 0.0Non-Building or Land Rent

0.0 0.0Building Rent Charges to State Agencies

0.0 0.0COP Building Rent Charges to State Agencies

0.0 0.0Rental of Land & Buildings

0.0 0.0Interest Payments

0.0 0.0Internal Acct, Budgeting and Financial Svcs.

0.0 0.0Payments for Internal Services

0.0 0.0Repair & Maintenance

0.0 0.0Software Support and Maintenance

0.1 0.0Operating Supplies

0.0 0.0Resale Supplies

0.0 0.0Sales of Assets

12.6 5.0Conference, Education & Training

4,120.5 4,557.1Advertising

33.7 11.0Printing & Photography

0.0 15.0Postage & Delivery

191.3 56.0Miscellaneous Operating

0.0 0.0Depreciation Expense

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:49 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Statewide Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-1

Other Operating Expenditures

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

4,377.5 4,659.6Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

4,377.5 4,659.6Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

4,377.5 4,659.6

4,377.5 4,659.6Fund Source Total

Equipment

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Vehicles - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Furniture - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Mainframe - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Midrange - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - PCs/LAN - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Telecommunication Equipment - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Other Equipment - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Capital Equipment Purchases

0.0 0.0Vehicles - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0Furniture - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Mainframe - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0Telecommunication Equipment - Non Capital

0.0 0.0Other Equipment - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0Purchased Or Licensed Software/Website

0.0 0.0Internally Generated Software/Website

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Capital Outlay

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Capital Outlay

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Debt Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Debt Service

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Cost Allocation

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Cost Allocation

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:50 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Statewide Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-1

Transfers

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Transfers

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Title Grade Total FTE

Class

Code

 Classification Listing

TO ACCOUNTING COORDINATOR 01 0.0BTO02

TO ADVERTISING MANAGER 01 0.0BTO07

TO ADVG & TIFS ADM 01 0.0BTO02

TO ADVG COOR 01 0.0BTO04

TO ASST TO DIRECTOR 01 0.0BTO02

TO COMM SPCT 01 0.0BTO02

TO COMMS MGR 01 0.0BTO02

TO DEPUTY DIRECTOR 01 0.0BTO05

TO DIR MEDIA COMMUNICATION 01 0.0BTO02

TO DIRECTOR 01 0.0BTO06

TO DIRECTOR BUSINESS AFFAIRS 01 0.0BTO02

TO DIRECTOR TOURISM DEV 01 0.0BTO02

TO DIRECTOR TRAVEL IND MRKTG 01 0.0BTO02

TO EVENT SPECIALIST 01 0.0BTO07

TO EXECUTIVE PROJECTS MGR 01 0.0BTO07

TO FACILITIES MANAGER 01 0.0BTO04

TO FISCAL SVS MGR 01 0.0BTO04

TO INTL MRKTG COORD 01 0.0BTO02

TO MGR INDUSTRY MKG DOM 01 0.0BTO02

TO MGR TRVL INDUSTRY MKT INTL 01 0.0BTO02

TO NAT TOURISM DV MGR 01 0.0BTO02

TO PCWC TRAVEL COUNSELOR 01 0.0BTO07

TO PROGRAM ADMR RESEARCH 01 0.0BTO02

TO PROGRAM ADMV ADVRT 01 0.0BTO02

TO RESCH MGR 01 0.0BTO04

TO TRL INFO COORD 01 0.0BTO02

TO VISITOR CNTR MGR 01 0.0BTO04

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:50 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Statewide Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-1

Combined Regular & Elected Positions At/Above 

FICA Maximum of $118,500

0.00.0 0.0

FTE's not eligible for 

Health, Dental & Life
Total 

FTE

Personal 

Services

0.00.0 0.0

FTE's not eligible for 

Health, Dental & Life
Total 

FTE

Personal 

Services

TO WEB CONTENT MANAGER 01 0.0BTO07

TO WELCOME CENTER SPVR 01 0.0BTO02

TO WELCOME CTR TRL CNSLR 01 0.0BTO02

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:50 PM



2-3

 Expenditure Categories

Program Budget Unit Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for All Funds

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Program: Maricopa County Tourism Promotion

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

Personal Services6000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Employee Related Expenses6100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Professional and Outside Services6200 48.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel In-State6500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel Out of State6600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Food (Library for Universities)6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aid to Organizations and Individuals6800 7,555.1 7,352.4 0.0 7,352.4

Other Operating Expenses7000 387.8 387.0 0.0 387.0

Equipment8000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Capital Outlay8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Debt Service8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cost Allocation9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Transfers9100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Expenditure Categories Total: 7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated Funds

2236-N 7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)

7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4

Fund Source Total: 7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:51 PM



Program Budget Unit Summary of Expenditures and Budget Request

for Selected Funds

FY 2018FY 2016

Actual

FY 2017 FY 2018

TotalExpd. Plan Fund. Issue

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

2-3Program: Maricopa County Tourism Promotion

2236-NFund: Tourism Fund

 Non-Appropriated

6000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Personal Services

6100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Employee Related Expenses

6200 48.7 0.0 0.0 0.0Professional and Outside Services

6500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Travel In-State

6600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Travel Out of State

6700 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Food (Library for Universities)

6800 7,555.1 7,352.4 0.0 7,352.4Aid to Organizations and Individuals

7000 387.8 387.0 0.0 387.0Other Operating Expenses

8000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Equipment

8100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Capital Outlay

8600 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Debt Service

9000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Cost Allocation

9100 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Transfers

7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4Non-Appropriated Total:

Fund Total: 7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4

Program Total For Selected Funds: 7,991.6 7,739.4 0.0 7,739.4

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:52 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Maricopa County Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-3

FTE Positions

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0FTE

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Personal Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Personal Services

0.0 0.0Boards and Commissions

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Employee Related Expenses

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Employee Related Expenses

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Professional & Outside Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0External Prof/Outside Serv Budg And Appn

0.0 0.0External Investment Services

0.0 0.0Other External Financial Services

0.0 0.0Attorney General Legal Services

0.0 0.0External Legal Services

0.0 0.0External Engineer/Architect Cost - Exp

0.0 0.0External Engineer/Architect Cost- Cap

0.0 0.0Other Design

0.0 0.0Temporary Agency Services

0.0 0.0Hospital Services

0.0 0.0Other Medical Services

0.0 0.0Institutional Care

0.0 0.0Education And Training

0.0 0.0Vendor Travel

0.0 0.0Professional & Outside Services Excluded from Cost Alloca

0.0 0.0Vendor Travel - Non Reportable

0.0 0.0External Telecom Consulting Services

0.0 0.0Non - Confidential Specialist Fees

0.0 0.0Confidential Specialist Fees

0.0 0.0Outside Actuarial Costs

48.7 0.0Other Professional And Outside Services

48.7 0.0Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

48.7 0.0Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

48.7 0.0

48.7 0.0Fund Source Total

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:55 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Maricopa County Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-3

Travel In-State

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Travel In-State

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Travel Out-of-State

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Travel Out of State

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Food (Library for Universities)

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Food (Library for Universities)

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Aid to Organizations & Individuals

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

7,555.1 7,352.4Aid to Organizations and Individuals

7,555.1 7,352.4Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

7,555.1 7,352.4Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

7,555.1 7,352.4

7,555.1 7,352.4Fund Source Total

Other Operating Expenditures

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Other Operating Expenditures

0.0 0.0Insurance & Related Charges

0.0 0.0Information Technology Services

0.0 0.0Utilities

9.0 0.0Non-Building or Land Rent

0.0 0.0Building Rent Charges to State Agencies

0.0 0.0COP Building Rent Charges to State Agencies

0.0 0.0Rental of Land & Buildings

0.0 0.0Interest Payments

0.0 0.0Internal Acct, Budgeting and Financial Svcs.

0.0 0.0Payments for Internal Services

0.0 0.0Repair & Maintenance

0.0 0.0Software Support and Maintenance

0.0 0.0Operating Supplies

0.0 0.0Resale Supplies

0.0 0.0Sales of Assets

0.0 0.0Conference, Education & Training

323.8 387.0Advertising

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:56 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Maricopa County Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-3

Other Operating Expenditures

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Printing & Photography

0.0 0.0Postage & Delivery

55.0 0.0Miscellaneous Operating

0.0 0.0Depreciation Expense

387.8 387.0Expenditure Category Total

 Fund Source

Non-Appropriated

387.8 387.0Tourism Fund (Non-Appropriated)2236-N

387.8 387.0

387.8 387.0Fund Source Total

Equipment

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Vehicles - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Furniture - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Mainframe - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Midrange - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - PCs/LAN - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Telecommunication Equipment - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Other Equipment - Capital Leases

0.0 0.0Capital Equipment Purchases

0.0 0.0Vehicles - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0Furniture - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0EDP Equipment - Mainframe - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0Telecommunication Equipment - Non Capital

0.0 0.0Other Equipment - Non-Capital

0.0 0.0Purchased Or Licensed Software/Website

0.0 0.0Internally Generated Software/Website

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Capital Outlay

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Capital Outlay

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Debt Services

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Debt Service

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Cost Allocation

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Cost Allocation

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:57 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Maricopa County Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-3

Cost Allocation

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Transfers

 Expenditure Category
FY 2016 

Actual

FY 2017 

Expd. Plan

0.0 0.0Transfers

0.0 0.0Expenditure Category Total

Title Grade Total FTE

Class

Code

 Classification Listing

TO ACCOUNTING COORDINATOR 01 0.0BTO02

TO ADVERTISING MANAGER 01 0.0BTO07

TO ADVERTISING MANAGER 01 0.0BTO07

TO ADVG & TIFS ADM 01 0.0BTO02

TO ADVG COOR 01 0.0BTO04

TO ASST TO DIRECTOR 01 0.0BTO02

TO COMMS MGR 01 0.0BTO02

TO CONTRACT & GRANT MGR 01 0.0BTO07

TO CREATIVE SVCS MGR 01 0.0BTO07

TO DEPUTY DIRECTOR 01 0.0BTO05

TO DIR MEDIA COMMUNICATION 01 0.0BTO02

TO DIRECTOR 01 0.0BTO06

TO DIRECTOR BUSINESS AFFAIRS 01 0.0BTO02

TO DIRECTOR TOURISM DEV 01 0.0BTO02

TO DIRECTOR TRAVEL IND MRKTG 01 0.0BTO02

TO EVENT SPECIALIST 01 0.0BTO07

TO EXECUTIVE PROJECTS MGR 01 0.0BTO07

TO FACILITIES MANAGER 01 0.0BTO04

TO FISCAL SVS MGR 01 0.0BTO04

TO MEDIA RELATIONS MGR 01 0.0BTO02

TO MGR INDUSTRY MKG DOM 01 0.0BTO02

TO MGR TRVL INDUSTRY MKT INTL 01 0.0BTO02

TO MGR TRVL INDUSTRY MKT INTL 01 0.0BTO02

TO NAT TOURISM DV MGR 01 0.0BTO02

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:57 PM



Program Expenditure Schedule

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Maricopa County Tourism PromotionProgram: 2-3

Combined Regular & Elected Positions At/Above 

FICA Maximum of $118,500

0.00.0 0.0

FTE's not eligible for 

Health, Dental & Life
Total 

FTE

Personal 

Services

TO PCWC TRAVEL COUNSELOR 01 0.0BTO07

TO PROGRAM ADMR RESEARCH 01 0.0BTO02

TO PROGRAM ADMV ADVRT 01 0.0BTO02

TO PUB RELATIONS MGR 01 0.0BTO07

TO RESCH MGR 01 0.0BTO04

TO RESEARCH SPCT 01 0.0BTO07

TO RESEARCH TD COORD 01 0.0BTO07

TO TIM MR COORD 01 0.0BTO07

TO TIM MR COORD 01 0.0BTO07

TO TRAVEL INDUSTRY MRTG SPCT 01 0.0BTO02

TO TRL INFO COORD 01 0.0BTO02

TO VISITOR CNTR MGR 01 0.0BTO04

TO WEB CONTENT MANAGER 01 0.0BTO07

TO WELCOME CENTER MGR 01 0.0BTO02

TO WELCOME CTR TRL CNSLR 01 0.0BTO02

All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:57 PM



Administrative Costs

TOA Arizona Office of TourismAgency:

Common Administrative Area FY 2018

Administrative Costs Summary

Other Central Administration 33.1

Business and Finance 270.5

Information Technology 52.3

Human Resources 53.9

Director's Office 148.9

558.7Administrative Costs Total:

1.6%FY 2018

Request Admin %

34,363.9

Administrative Cost / Total Expenditure Ratio

Administrative Activity

Admin 

Costs %

Program

Costs % Discussion

Common Administrative Area

Administrative Costs Detail

Director's Office

Executive 0.0 100.0

Executive Assistant 75.0 25.0

Public Information 75.0 25.0

Human Resources

MAP 100.0 0.0

Other Personnel Actions 100.0 0.0

Information Technology

Hardware & Software Support 75.0 25.0

Business and Finance

General Accounting 100.0 0.0

Payroll 100.0 0.0

Accounts Payable 100.0 0.0

Contracts 5.0 95.0

Procurement 5.0 95.0

Audit, Rules 100.0 0.0

Other Central Administration

General & Fleet Mgmt 5.0 95.0

Date Printed: 9/7/2016 12:53:59 PM All dollars are presented in thousands (not FTE).



Current staff appropriation is equal to 28 FTE.  Organization Chart reflects 26 active FTE positions, with two positions eliminated, in compliance 
with 10% staff reduction pledge made by Agency Director. 
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DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES   

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report describes the economic impacts of travel to and through Arizona and the 

state’s fifteen counties.  The estimates of the direct impacts associated with traveler 

spending in Arizona were produced using the Regional Travel Impact Model (RTIM) 

developed by Dean Runyan Associates.  The estimates for Arizona are generally 

comparable to the U.S. Travel and Tourism Satellite Accounts produced by the Bureau 

of Economic Analysis.  The estimates of spending, earnings, employment and tax 

receipts are also used as input data to derive estimates of other economic measures, 

including gross domestic product (GDP) and secondary effects of the travel industry.   

 

TWO CONSECUTIVE YEARS OF STRONG GROWTH FOR THE ARIZONA TRAVEL INDUSTRY 

The Arizona travel industry had its second consecutive year of exceptionally strong 

growth, following mostly modest increases in spending and related impacts since the 

recession of 2007 to 2009.   

 Spending.  Total direct travel spending in Arizona was $21.0 billion in 2015.  

The increase was only 1.3 percent because of the significant decline in motor 

fuel prices.  Non-transportation visitor spending increased by 5.6 percent, 

following a 5.0 percent increase from 2013 to 2014.  Over the past two years, 

travel spending in real (inflation-adjusted) dollars has increased by 3.9 percent 

per year.  Real travel spending increased by 1.8 percent per year during the 

preceding four year period (2009 through 2013).   

 Travel Activity.  Visitor air travel on domestic flights to Arizona destinations 

increased by 5.4 percent in 2015, following a 3.9 percent increase the preceding 

year.1  Room demand increased by 4.2 percent for the year, following a similar 

increase the preceding year.2 

 Employment.  Direct travel-generated employment was 179,600 in 2015.  This 

represents an addition of 6,900 jobs.  Employment has increased by 4.1 percent 

per year over the past two years. 

 Secondary Impacts.  The re-spending of travel-related revenues by businesses 

and employees creates secondary impacts.  In 2015, the secondary impacts were 

154,300 jobs with $6.6 billion in earnings. 

 GDP.  The Gross Domestic Product of the travel industry was $8.8 billion in 

2015.  The travel industry and the microelectronics industry have been the top 

two export-oriented industries in the state in recent years. 

 

                                            
1 U.S. Department of Transportation Origin and Destination Survey. 
2 STR, Inc. 



 

  DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES 
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THE ARIZONA TRAVEL INDUSTRY IS A LEADING EXPORT-ORIENTED INDUSTRY 

Travel and tourism is one of the most important “export-oriented” industries in Arizona.  

Spending by visitors generates sales in lodging, food services, recreation, transportation 

and retail businesses – the “travel industry.”  These sales support jobs for Arizona 

residents and contribute tax revenue to local and state governments.  Travel is especially 

important in the non-metropolitan areas of the state, where manufacturing and traded 

services are less prevalent. 

Selected Arizona Export-Oriented Industries, 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Note:  Preliminary 2015 estimates by Dean Runyan Associates.  

Agriculture includes food and beverage processing industries. 

 

THE TRAVEL INDUSTRY GENERATES TAX BENEFITS FOR ARIZONA RESIDENTS  

In 2015, the travel industry generated $1,180 in local, state and federal tax receipts for 

each Arizona household.   

 In 2015, more than seven percent of all local and state tax revenues were 

generated by the travel industry.   

 The tax revenue impacts of the Arizona travel industry are relatively more 

important in non-urban counties (see graph). 

State Transaction Privilege Taxes Generated 

By Direct Travel Spending, 2015 FY 
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PREFACE 
 
 

The purpose of this study is to document the economic significance of the travel 

industry in Arizona from 1998 to 2015.  These findings show the level of travel 

spending by visitors traveling to and within the state, and the impact this spending 

had on the economy in terms of earnings, employment and tax revenue.  

Dean Runyan Associates prepared this study for the Arizona Office of Tourism.  

Dean Runyan Associates has specialized in research and planning services for the 

travel, tourism and recreation industry since 1984.  With respect to economic 

impact analysis, the firm developed and currently maintains the Regional Travel 

Impact Model (RTIM), a proprietary computer model for analyzing travel economic 

impacts at the state, regional and local level.  Dean Runyan Associates also has 

extensive experience in project feasibility analysis, market evaluation, survey 

research and travel and tourism planning.   

Many individuals and organizations provided data and assistance for this report.  

State agencies include the Department of Revenue, Commerce Authority, Gaming 

Commission and State Parks.  Information was also provided by the College of 

Business and Public Administration at the University of Arizona and the School of 

Hotel and Restaurant Management at Northern Arizona University.  Federal 

agencies that provided essential data for this report include the Bureau of Economic 

Analysis, the Department of Labor, the Department of Transportation, the U.S. 

Forest Service, and the National Park Service. 

Special thanks are due to Ralph Coleman, Jr., Director of Research, and Colleen 

Floyd, Research Manager for the Arizona Office of Tourism.  Without their support 

and assistance, this report would not have been possible. 

 

Dean Runyan Associates 

       833 SW 11th Ave., Suite 920 

       Portland, OR 97205 

         
(503) 226-2973 

       info@deanrunyan.com 

www.deanrunyan.com 
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The national level data in this section focuses on visitor spending trends in current and real 

dollars, resident and foreign visitor spending in the U.S., and trends in travel-generated 

employment. 

The following two graphs are derived from the Bureau of Economic Analysis Travel and 

Tourism Satellite Accounts.1  Both graphs show direct tourism output for the United States 

– spending by resident and foreign visitors.  The 2015 values are preliminary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                            

1 See http://www.bea.gov/industry/index.htm#satellite. 

Spending by resident and 

foreign visitors was $909 

billion in 2015 in current 

dollars.  This reflects 

virtually no increase over 

2014, largely due to 

lower prices for motor 

fuel.  When adjusted for 

changes in prices (real 

dollars), spending 

increased by 4.4 percent 

from 2014 to 2015 – 

compared to a 3.1 for the 

preceding year.   

 

 

The bottom chart 

compares the change in 

current dollar spending 

by resident and foreign 

visitors since 2000.  In 

2015, the increase in 

spending by resident 

visitors (1.4 percent) 

exceeded the increase in 

foreign visitor spending  

(-2.2 percent).  This is the 

second consecutive year 

that resident spending 

growth was greater than 

foreign.   

Annual Direct Travel Spending in U.S., 2000-15p 

Spending by Foreign* and Resident  

Travelers in U.S. 

(Current Dollars; Year 2000=100) 

*Note:  Foreign visitor spending does not include 

expenditures on health and educational services or 

expenditures by short term seasonal workers. 

http://www.bea.gov/industry/index.htm#satellite


DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES  PAGE 3 

75

80

85

90

95

100

105

Jan 14 Jan 15 Dec 15

China

Japan

Euro

Canada

8%

9%

10%

11%

12%

13%

14%

15%

16%

17%

01 03 05 07 09 11 13 15p 0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

01 03 05 07 09 11 13 15

Other

Latin America

Europe

Asia & Oceania

The top left chart shows that the foreign share of U.S. internal travel has declined over the 

past two years because of the lower rate of growth of foreign visitor spending (shown in 

preceding chart).2  However, as the graph on the right indicates, overseas arrivals to the 

U.S. have been increasing.  Much of the explanation for the declining foreign share of 

internal travel in the U.S. is due to the increasing value of U.S. currency (see bottom left 

chart).  As the value of foreign currencies fall relative to the U.S. dollar, foreign visitors 

have less money to spend on U.S. goods and services. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            

2 Internal travel does not include spending on international airfares to U.S carriers. 

Overseas Arrivals (Millions) Foreign Share of U.S. 

Internal Travel Spending 

Relative Value of Selected Foreign 

Currencies compared to U.S. Dollar  

Monthly Averages, 2014 through 2015 

Sources:   

Foreign Share of U.S Internal Travel:  Bureau 

of Economic Analysis Travel & Tourism 

Satellite Accounts and International 

Transactions.   

Overseas Arrivals:  Office of Travel and 

Tourism Industries, U.S. Department of 

Commerce.  Note: Arrivals for 2014 and 

2015 are somewhat greater than preceding 

years due to a change in processing 

methodology. 

Relative Value of Selected Foreign 

Currencies:  USForex, Inc. 

(www.usforex.com) 
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The following two graphs show employment trends since 2000.  The first graph shows that 

travel-generated employment has increased at a steady rate since 2010.  Travel industry 

employment has now recovered to the level immediately preceding the 2008-09 recession, 

although it is still below its peak earlier in that decade.  Part of the reason for this is shown 

in the second graph.  Leisure and hospitality employment was 3.8 million in 2015 or 67 

percent of total travel industry employment, compared to 3.6 million in 2000 or 61 percent 

of the total.  Most of this growth was due to food services employment.  However, 

employment in transportation and other industries declined over the same period from 2.3 

million to 1.8 million, mostly due to decreased employment in the airline and related 

transportation industries. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Components of U.S. Travel 

Industry Employment 

 

Source:  Bureau of 

Economic Analysis 

Travel & Tourism 

Satellite Accounts.   

U.S. Travel Industry Employment 

 

Source:  See above 

graph.  Leisure & 

hospitality includes 

accommodations, food 

services, and arts, 

entertainment & 

recreation.  

Transportation and 

other includes retail 

and all other industries. 
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The multi-billion dollar travel industry in Arizona is an important part of the state and local 

economies.  The industry is represented primarily by businesses in the leisure and 

hospitality sector, transportation, and retail.  The money that visitors spend on various 

goods and services while in Arizona produces business receipts at these firms, which in 

turn generate earnings and employment for Arizona residents.  In addition, state and local 

governments collect taxes that are generated from visitor spending.  Most of these taxes are 

imposed on the sale of goods and services to visitors, thus avoiding a tax burden on local 

residents.   

The economic impacts directly generated by visitor spending also contribute to significant 

secondary impacts.  A portion of the business receipts generated by visitor spending is 

spent by businesses within Arizona for other goods and services (indirect impacts).  Visitor 

generated earnings are also spent by employees for goods and services produced in 

Arizona (induced impacts).   

SUMMARY OF ARIZONA TRAVEL 

 Total direct travel spending in Arizona was $21.0 billion in 2015.  The increase was 

only 1.3 percent because of the significant decline in motor fuel prices.  Non-

transportation visitor spending increased by 5.6 percent, following a 5.0 percent 

increase from 2013 to 2014.  Over the past two years, travel spending in real 

(inflation-adjusted) dollars has increased by 3.9 percent per year.  Real travel 

spending increased by 1.8 percent per year during the preceding four year period 

(2009 through 2013).   

 Lodging sales increased by 12.4 percent in 2015 following a 9.1 percent increase 

the preceding year.  The strong growth in room sales over that past two years has 

been equally attributable to increased room rates and room demand (STR, Inc.). 

 Visitor air travel on domestic flights to Arizona destinations increased by 5.4 percent 

in 2015, following a 3.9 percent increase the preceding year.  Visitor air arrivals to 

the state were essentially flat from 2009 through 2013.  

 Direct travel-generated employment was 179,600 in 2015.  This represents an 

addition of 6,900 jobs, an increase of 4.0 percent.  Jobs were added in all major 

sectors of the travel industry.  (See detailed employment estimates, page 17.) 

 The Gross Domestic Product of the travel industry was $8.8 billion in 2015.  The 

travel industry and the microelectronics industry have been the top two export-

oriented industries in the state in recent years. 

 The re-spending of travel-related revenues by businesses and employees creates 

secondary impacts.  In 2015, the secondary impacts were 154,300 jobs with $6.6 

billion in earnings. 
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TRAVEL TRENDS 

The Arizona travel industry had its second consecutive year of strong growth.  Although 

travel spending increased by only 1.3 percent from 2014 to 2015, following a 4.1 percent 

increase the preceding year, the decline in the rate of growth was primarily due to lower 

motor fuel prices.  Non-transportation visitor spending increased by 5.6 percent in 2015, 

compared to a 5.0 percent increase the preceding year.1  Earnings, employment and tax 

revenue have also experienced substantial growth over the past two years. 

2000 2005 2010 2014 2015p 14-15p 00-15p

Spending ($Billions)

Total (Real 2015$) 17.4 19.7 18.8 20.2 21.0 4.1% 1.3%

Total (Current $) 13.7 16.9 17.8 20.8 21.0 1.3% 2.9%

  Other 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.6 2.6 0.3% 3.0%

  Visitor 12.1 15.0 15.7 18.2 18.5 1.5% 2.9%

    Non-transportation 9.4 11.1 11.1 12.7 13.4 5.6% 2.4%

    Transportation 2.7 3.9 4.6 5.5 5.1 -8.1% 4.3%

Earnings ($Billions)

Earnings (Current $) 3.9 4.6 5.0 5.8 6.2 6.7% 3.2%

Employment (Thousands)

Employment 160.7 165.9 155.9 172.7 179.6 4.0% 0.7%

Tax Revenue ($Millions)

Total (Current $) 1,937 2,332 2,516 2,813 2,993 6.4% 2.9%

  Local 549 652 698 787 851 8.2% 3.0%

  State 534 694 738 796 837 5.2% 3.0%

  Federal 854 987 1,079 1,230 1,305 6.0% 2.9%

Earnings include wages & salaries, earned benefits and proprietor income.

Employment includes all full- and part-time employment of payroll employees and proprietors.

Federal tax revenue includes motor fuel excise taxes and airline ticket taxes paid by visitors, and the payroll and 

income taxes attributable to the travel industry income of employees and businesses.

Ave. Annual % Chg.

Direct Travel Impacts, 2000-2015p

Other spending includes resident air travel, travel arrangement and reservation services, and convention and trade 

show organizers.  Non-transportation visitor spending includes accommodations, food services, retail, food 

stores, and arts, entertainment & recreation.  Visitor transportation spending includes private auto, auto rental, 

other local ground transportation and one-way airfares.

Local tax revenue includes lodging taxes, sales taxes, auto rental taxes and airport passenger facility charges paid 

by visitors, and the property tax payments and sales tax payments attributable to the travel industry income of 

employees and businesses.

State tax revenue includes lodging, sales and motor fuel tax payments of visitors, and the income tax and sales tax 

payments attributable to the travel industry income of businesses and employees.

                                            
1 Statewide travel trends for 1998 through 2015p are shown on pages 32 through 44 of the county section. 
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Arizona Direct Travel Spending 
Real and Current Dollars 

2000-2015p 

Air Passenger Visitor Arrivals to Arizona 
U.S. Air Carriers, 2000-2015 

Arizona Taxable Lodging Sales 

2000-2015 

 

In real dollars (adjusted for 

inflation) Arizona travel 

spending increased by 4.1 

percent over 2014.  In current 

dollars, the increase was 1.3 

percent.  Gasoline prices 

declined by 23.6 percent for 

the year.  Room rates (+7.1 

percent) were the only source 

of significant price increase 

(STR, Inc.). 
 
Sources:  STR, Inc., Energy Information 

Administration, U.S. Department of 

Transportation Origin and Destination 

Survey, and Bureau of Labor Statistics 

CPI-West Urban. 

 

Visitor air arrivals to Arizona 

increased by 5.4 percent from 

2014 to 2015, following a 3.9 

percent increase the 

preceding year.  From 2009 

through 2013, visitor air 

arrivals were essentially flat. 
 
Sources:  U.S. Department of 

Transportation Origin and Destination 

Survey and Dean Runyan Associates. 

 

Lodging sales is another 

indicator of the strength of the  

travel industry as it reflects the 

profitability of one of its key 

sectors. Taxable lodging sales 

increased by 12.4 percent 

annually from 2014 to 2015 – 

following a 9.1 percent 

increase the preceding year.  

More than one-half of the 

recent increase was due to 

increased room rates, as noted 

above. 
 
Sources:  Arizona Department of 

Revenue and STR, Inc. 



DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES  PAGE 9 

Tucson & 

Southern
13.9%

Phoenix & 

Central
61.6%

North 

Central
5.6%

West Coast

4.0% Northern

14.9%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Tucson & Southern

Phoenix & Central

North Central

West Coast

Northern

Jan-Mar Apr-Jun Jul-Sep Oct-Dec

$0

$200

$400

$600

$800

$1,000

Jan-Mar Apr-Jun Jul-Sep Oct-Dec

M
il
li
o

n
s

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015

SEASONAL AND REGIONAL TRAVEL IMPACTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lodging sales are used in this section 

to document seasonal patterns in the 

Arizona tourism industry.  (Lodging 

sales are used because travel 

spending and related impacts are 

estimated only on a calendar year 

basis.)  

The pie chart shows the annual 

distribution of lodging sales by 

region.  The lodging sales of the 

Phoenix and Central Arizona region 

are greater than the four other regions 

combined.  

(The Northern Arizona region includes Apache, 
Coconino and Navajo counties.  The West Coast 
region includes La Paz, Mohave and Yuma 
counties.  The North Central region includes Gila 
and Yavapai counties.  The Phoenix and Central 
Arizona region includes Maricopa and Pinal 
counties.  The Tucson and Southern Arizona 
region includes Cochise, Graham, Greenlee, Pima 
and Santa Cruz counties.)   

 

 

The next two graphs provide quarterly 

breakouts for the regions and the 

state.  

Lodging sales are greatest in the first 

quarter for three of Arizona’s tourism 

regions – the West Coast, Phoenix 

and Tucson.  By contrast, spring and 

summer quarters are most important 

for the Northern and North Central 

regions.    

 

The bottom column chart provides a 

statewide quarterly breakout of 

lodging sales in two year increments 

beginning in 2007.  Lodging sales 

have increased in all four quarters 

since the prior 2007 peak. 

Regional Shares of Arizona Taxable 

Lodging Sales, 2015 

Taxable Lodging Sales by Region 

and Quarter, 2015  

Source:  Arizona Department of 

Revenue taxable hotel/motel sales. 

Arizona Taxable Lodging Sales by 

Quarter, 2007-2015 (Millions) 
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VISITOR ORIGIN 

Out-of-state travelers generate more than three-fourths of the visitor impacts in Arizona.  

Visitors from other states are the largest segment (more than 60 percent of spending), while 

international travel, including day travel from Mexico, comprises approximately 16 percent 

of visitor impacts.  The share has declined slightly in the past two years due the decreased 

value of foreign currencies relative to the U.S. dollar.  (See bottom graph and pages 2 and 3 

of the U.S. travel section.) 

 

 

Origin Spending Earnings Employment

($ Billion) ($ Billion) (Thousand) Local/State Federal

Arizona 4.0 0.9 32.5 345 201

Other U.S. 11.5 3.5 105.9 1,050 797

International 3.0 0.8 25.5 275 133

  All Visitors 18.5 5.2 163.8 1,670 1,131

Other Travel 2.6 1.0 15.7 24 171

  Total Travel 21.0 6.2 179.6 1,694 1,302

Arizona Travel Impacts by Origin of Visitor, 2015p

Tax Receipts ($ Million)

 
 

Sources:  Dean Runyan Associates, International Trade Administration and Bureau of Economic 

Analysis (U.S. Dept. of Commerce), TNS TravelsAmerica visitor survey, Statistics Canada, Vera 

Pavlakovich-Kochi and Alberta H. Charney, “Mexican Visitors to Arizona:  Visitor Characteristics and 

Economic Impacts, 2007-08” (Karl Eller College of Business and Public Administration, University of 

Arizona) and Bureau of Transportation Statistics Border Crossing/Entry Data.   

 

 

 

International Visitor Spending in Arizona, 2000-2015p 
Spending in Real (2015) Dollars 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources:  See above chart for source of international estimates.  See first 

graph on preceding page for constant dollar estimates.  Constant dollar 

visitor spending does not include “Other Travel.” 
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ARIZONA TRAVEL INDUSTRY GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT 

In concept, the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of a particular industry is equal to gross 

output (sales or receipts) minus intermediate inputs (the goods and services purchased from 

other industries).  GDP is always smaller than output or sales because GDP measures only 

the “value added” of an industry and does not include the cost of the inputs that are also 

necessary to produce a good or service.  Alternatively, GDP can be thought of as the sum 

of earnings, indirect business taxes (primarily excise and property taxes) and other 

operating surplus (including profits).  Estimates of travel spending and travel industry GDP 

are shown in the chart below.  Arizona travel industry GDP amounted to $8.8 billion in 

2015.  Arizona travel industry GDP has represented slightly less than 3.0 percent of total 

state GDP in recent years.  

About 60 percent of all travel spending in Arizona is attributed to intermediate inputs and 

goods resold at retail.  Intermediate inputs cover a range of goods and services that are 

purchased by travel industry businesses for the purpose of creating a product or service for 

the traveler.  For example, lodging establishments purchase cable television services.  

Restaurants purchase food and beverages from vendors.  In both cases, these inputs are 

classified as the GDP of other industries.  In addition, travel spending occurs at many retail 

establishments where the goods purchased from the retailer are purchased as finished 

goods from suppliers.  These resold goods are also counted as products of other industries.  

This would include motor fuel, groceries and most of the commodities sold at retail 

establishments.2   

 

Arizona Travel Industry Gross Domestic Product, 2015p 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources:  Dean Runyan Associates, Bureau of Economic 

Analysis, and Implan Group, LLC.  Details may not add 

to totals due to rounding. 

                                            
2 About 38 percent of the $12.2 billion of inputs and goods resold are purchased from other Arizona 

businesses.   
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GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT OF ARIZONA EXPORT-ORIENTED INDUSTRIES 

Export-oriented industries are those industries that primarily market their products and 

services to other regions, states or nations. 3  Agriculture, mining, and manufacturing are 

the best examples of export-oriented industries.  Clearly, there are cases in each of these 

three sectors where the products are sold within the local or regional market.  Nonetheless, 

in general most businesses within these industries depend on export markets.  The travel 

industry is also an export-oriented industry because goods and services are sold to visitors, 
rather than residents.  The travel industry injects money into the local economy, as do the 

exports of other industries.  

Exports are not necessarily more important than locally traded goods and services.  

However, diverse export-oriented industries in any economy are a source of strength – in 

part because they generate income that contributes to the development of other local 

services and amenities.  Such industries characterize the “comparative advantage” of the 

local economy within larger regional, national and global markets.  A comparison of the 

GDP’s of the leading export-oriented industries in Arizona is shown below.   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Sources:  Bureau of Economic Analysis, Bureau of Labor Statistics 

and Dean Runyan Associates.  2015 estimates for non-travel 

industries based on 2014 GDP and 2015 earnings and payroll. 

 

 

                                            
3 See also pages 55 of Appendix A and page 67 of Appendix D. 
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DIRECT, SECONDARY AND TOTAL IMPACTS 

Travel spending within Arizona brings money into many Arizona communities in the form 

of business receipts.  Portions of these receipts are spent within the state for labor and 

supplies.  Employees, in turn, spend a portion of their earnings on goods and services in 

the state.  This re-spending of travel-related revenues creates indirect and induced impacts.  
To summarize: 

 Direct impacts represent the employment and earnings attributable to travel 

expenditures made directly by travelers at businesses throughout the state. 

 Indirect impacts represent the employment and earnings associated with industries 

that supply goods and services to the direct businesses (i.e., those that receive 

money directly from travelers throughout the state). 

 Induced impacts represent the employment and earnings that result from purchases 

for food, housing, transportation, recreation, and other goods and services made by 

travel industry employees, and the employees of the indirectly affected industries. 

 

 

Total Employment and Earnings Generated by 

Travel Spending in Arizona, 2015p 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Note:  Indirect and induced impacts estimated by Dean Runyan Associates 

with IMPLAN Group, LLC.  Total employment was 333,900.  The employment 

multiplier for 2015 is 1.86 (333.9/179.6).  Total earnings were $12.8 billion.  

The earnings multiplier is 2.05 ($12.8/$6.2). 
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The impacts in this section are presented in terms of the employment and earnings of 

eleven major industry groups.  These industry groups are similar, but not identical to the 

business service (or commodity) categories presented elsewhere in this report.  (The 

specific industries that comprise these major groups are listed in Appendix D.)  Direct 

travel impacts, such as those discussed in the first part of this section and the regional and 

county impacts presented elsewhere in this report are found in the following industry 

groups: 

 Accommodations & Food Services 

 Arts, Entertainment and Recreation 

 Retail Trade 

 Transportation 

As is indicated in the following tables and graphs, the total direct employment and earnings 

of these four industry groups is identical to the total direct employment and earnings 

shown in the first part of this section.  The only difference is that these industry groups 

represent industry groupings (firms) rather than commodity or business service groupings.   

The indirect and induced impacts of travel spending are found in all eleven industry 

groupings shown in the following tables and graphs.  To summarize the primary secondary 

impacts: 

 Professional Services (33,200 jobs and $2.0 billion earnings).  Legal, medical, 

educational and other professional services are utilized by travel businesses (indirect 

effect) and by employees of these firms (induced effect). 

 Other Services (13,700 jobs and $446 million earnings).  Employees of travel-

related businesses purchase services from various providers, such as dry cleaners 

and repair shops.  Similarly, travel businesses utilize a number of service providers, 

such as laundry, maintenance and business services.   

 Government (24,900 jobs and $1.5 billion earnings).  Employees of travel-related 

businesses pay fees to attend public educational institutions and to operate motor 

vehicles. 

 Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (11,500 jobs and $578 million earnings).  

Employees and businesses use the services of financial institutions, insurers and real 

estate businesses.   
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Generated by Travel Spending in Arizona, 2015p 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Direct and Secondary Earnings 

Generated by Travel Spending in Arizona, 2015p 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
See notes at end of table on page 20. 

 

Detailed estimates are reported in the following table.  It should be emphasized that the 

estimates of indirect and induced impacts reported here apply to the entire state of Arizona 

and do not necessarily reflect economic patterns for individual counties, regions or sub-

regions within the state.  While total economic impacts can be calculated on a county or 

regional level, such a detailed analysis is not included in this study.  In general, geographic 

areas with lower levels of aggregate economic activity will have smaller secondary impacts 

within those same geographic boundaries. 
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Grand

Industry Group Direct Indirect Induced Total Total

Accomm. & Food Serv. 92.2 4.1 9.3 13.4 105.6

Arts, Entertain., Rec. 41.4 5.9 2.4 8.3 49.6

Transportation 29.9 5.3 4.3 9.7 39.6

Retail Trade 16.1 3.2 19.1 22.3 38.4

Prof. Services 8.4 24.9 33.2 33.2

Government 1.2 23.7 24.9 24.9

Other Services 5.5 8.3 13.7 13.7

Finance, Ins., & Real Estate 4.2 7.3 11.5 11.5

Construction 0.9 10.5 11.4 11.4

Mining & Manufacturing 1.5 2.5 4.0 4.0

Agric.& Food Processing 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0

All Industries 179.6 41.1 113.3 154.3 333.9

Direct & Secondary Visitor-Generated Employment in Arizona, 2015p
(thousand jobs)

Secondary

 
 

 

Grand

Industry Group Direct Indirect Induced Total Total

Accomm. & Food Serv. 2,656 84 190 274 2,930

Transportation 1,916 142 42 184 2,100

Prof. Services 0 599 1,434 2,034 2,034

Government 0 97 1,360 1,458 1,458

Arts, Entertain., Rec. 1,130 226 64 290 1,420

Construction 0 56 648 704 704

Retail Trade 515 14 162 176 691

Finance, Ins., & Real Estate 0 202 376 578 578

Other Services 0 215 231 446 446

Mining & Manufacturing 0 125 206 331 331

Agric.& Food Processing 0 37 41 78 78

All Industries 6,217 1,798 4,754 6,552 12,769

Direct & Secondary Visitor-Generated Earnings in Arizona, 2015p
($ Million)

Secondary

 
 

Source:  Dean Runyan Associates and Minnesota Implan Group. 

Note:  These industry groups are not equivalent to the categories used in the direct impact tables used in this 

report.  See Appendix D.  Details may not add to totals due to rounding. 

 

 

Detailed direct travel impacts for 2008 through 2015p are shown on the following page. 
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Billion)

Destination Spending 16.0 15.7 16.7 17.1 17.5 18.2 18.5

Other Travel* 2.2 2.0 2.1 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.6

  Total Direct Spending 18.1 17.8 18.8 19.5 19.9 20.8 21.0

Visitor Spending by Type of Traveler Accommodation ($Billion)

Hotel, Motel 7.3 7.0 7.4 7.7 7.9 8.4 8.9

Private Home 3.8 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.4

Campground 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

Vacation Home 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

Day Travel 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.7

  Destination Spending 16.0 15.7 16.7 17.1 17.5 18.2 18.5

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Billion)

Accommodations 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 3.0 3.3

Food Service 3.2 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.9 4.2

Food Stores 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0

Local Tran. & Gas 3.2 3.1 3.6 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.2

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.3

Retail Sales 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.6

Visitor Air Tran. 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.9

  Destination Spending 16.0 15.7 16.7 17.1 17.5 18.2 18.5

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Billion)

Accom. & Food Serv. 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.5 2.7

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1

Retail** 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6

Ground Tran. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2

Visitor Air Tran. 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7

Other Travel* 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0

  Total Direct Earnings 5.1 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.5 5.8 6.2

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Thousand Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 83.4 80.1 82.1 83.2 86.1 88.7 92.2

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 37.4 35.6 35.6 36.6 37.3 39.7 41.4

Retail** 20.0 16.8 16.8 16.6 16.9 17.6 18.1

Ground Tran. 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.1

Visitor Air Tran. 7.9 7.1 7.4 7.5 7.2 7.6 8.1

Other Travel* 14.4 12.8 13.2 14.9 14.3 15.3 15.7

  Total Direct Employment 166.6 155.9 158.7 162.5 165.6 172.7 179.6

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 706 698 727 735 756 787 851

State Tax Receipts 708 738 801 825 805 796 837

Federal Tax Receipts 1,083 1,079 1,028 1,057 1,172 1,230 1,305

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 2,497 2,516 2,556 2,617 2,733 2,813 2,993

Arizona Direct Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p

*Other Travel includes resident air travel, travel arrangement & reservation services, and convention & trade 

organizers.  **Retail includes gasoline.

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.
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III.  STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUE 
 

This section is concerned with the contribution of the Arizona travel industry to state and 

local government finance.  The first part of the report compares the travel industry to 

various other sectors of the state economy.  The remainder provides an overview of state 

and local finance and the revenue contribution of the travel industry.   

INDUSTRY GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT AND TAXES 

One way to consider the tax contributions of various sectors of the economy is to express 

the tax payments of businesses to government as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product.  

The bar chart and accompanying table show these tax payments (taxes on production and 

imports or TOPI) for a sample of goods-producing and service sectors in the state, including 

travel.  TOPI include most of the taxes paid by the business firm to local, state and federal 

governments except for income taxes.  This includes property taxes, licenses and fees and 

the sales and excise taxes collected from consumers.  It is because of these later taxes that 

retail trade and travel have relatively high proportions of tax payments in relation to their 

gross domestic products.   

 

Production & Import Taxes as a Percent of Gross Domestic Product 
Selected Arizona Industry Sectors, 2014 Calendar Year 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GDP *TOPI Percent

Construction 11,079 299 2.7%

Health Care 22,965 490 2.1%

Manufacturing 22,810 849 3.7%

Retail 21,760 5,058 23.2%

Travel 8,274 1,302 15.7%

  All Industries 281,559 19,252 6.8%  

 

 

Sources:  Bureau of 

Economic Analysis and 

Dean Runyan Associates.   

 

 

*TOPI denotes taxes on 

production and imports, 

less subsidies. 

 

 

GDP & TOPI expressed in 

$Million. 
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The remainder of this report will focus on the travel industry and the specific tax 

contributions made to state and local government in Arizona.  In addition to the taxes on 

production discussed in the previous section, the tax payments of travel industry 

employees derived from the income earned from travel industry businesses will be 

included.1  The three primary sources of tax revenue generated by the travel industry are: 

 Sales tax receipts generated by visitor spending.  This includes local and state sales 

taxes, lodging taxes, alcoholic beverage taxes, motor vehicle rental taxes and motor 

fuel taxes.   

 Taxes paid by travel industry businesses attributable to travel generated business 

receipts (property and income taxes).   

 Taxes paid by travel industry employees attributable to travel generated earnings 

(sales and property taxes).   

ARIZONA TAX STRUCTURE 

The pie chart below, adapted from the Bureau of the Census’ State and Local Government 

Finance and other data sources, shows the main categories of tax revenue in Arizona.  

Approximately one-half of all tax revenue is derived from sales and gross receipts taxes.  

Property taxes, paid primarily by homeowners and businesses to local governments, 

constitute more than one-fourth of all tax revenue.2  Income taxes constitute about one-fifth 

of all tax revenue. 

 

 

Income

$4.5
19%

Sales & 

Gross 
Receipts

$10.7
46%

Property

$7.1
31%

License & 

Other
$0.9

4%

                                            

 
1 In effect, this means re-allocating some of the sales and excise payments made by other industries to the 

travel industry because the payments are ultimately made by consumers that earned their income in the travel 

industry. 
2 Businesses pay 68 percent of all property taxes in Arizona according the Tax Foundation (Fiscal Fact No. 

342, November 21, 2012). 

Sources:  The 2014-15 fiscal year estimates 

of state and local tax revenues in Arizona 

were prepared by Dean Runyan Associates 

from various sources, including the Bureau 

of the Census (State and Local Government 

Finance), the Arizona Department of 

Revenue, the Bureau of Economic Analysis 

and a selection of annual financial reports 

for cities and counties.  Sales and gross 

receipts taxes include the state privilege tax, 

local sales taxes and a variety of selective 

taxes, such as those on motor fuel and 

lodging.   

 

Arizona State and Local Government Tax Revenues 
2014-15 Fiscal Year (Billions) 
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TRAVEL INDUSTRY TAX REVENUE 

The distribution of taxes generated by the travel industry for the 2014-15 fiscal year is 

shown in the following pie chart.  The categories are the same as the preceding figure, with 

the exception that sales tax receipts are also distinguished between those that are generated 

by visitor spending and those that are generated by the spending of travel industry 

employees.   

 

Arizona Travel Industry State and Local Government Tax Revenues 
2014-15 Fiscal Year 

(Million) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source:  Dean Runyan Associates.  “Other” travel-generated tax revenue includes 

gaming taxes and passenger facility charges for visitors who travel to Arizona airports.   

 

Whereas slightly about one-half of all state and local tax revenue in Arizona was 

attributable to sales tax collections in the 2014-15 fiscal year, 80 percent of all travel 

industry tax revenue was attributable to sales tax receipts from visitors (66 percent) and the 

purchases of employees in the travel industry (14 percent).   

Travel industry state and local tax revenues are compared to total Arizona state and local 

tax revenues in the following table.  Because the travel industry generates a relatively high 

proportion of sales tax revenues, it is associated with proportionately more tax revenues 

than would be expected given the size of the industry, as measured by earnings or gross 

domestic product.  Whereas the earnings and GDP of the travel industry are in the range of 

two and one-half percent of the state totals, travel industry tax revenues represent 7.1 

percent of all state and local tax revenues in Arizona (see table, following page).  This is 

consistent with the initial analysis that compared different industries within the state. 
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Arizona State and Local Tax Revenues 
2014-15 Fiscal Year 

($Million) 

Travel Percent

Total Generated Travel

Sales & Gross Receipts $4,460 $1,300 29.2%

Income $10,740 $120 1.1%

Property $7,090 $160 2.3%

License & Other $930 $50 5.5%

  Total Tax Receipts $23,210 $1,640 7.0%  
 

Source:  Dean Runyan Associates and Bureau of the Census, State and Local 

Government Finance.   

SUMMARY 

This analysis of the tax revenue generated by the Arizona travel industry can be 

summarized as follows: 

 The Arizona travel industry contributes more tax revenue to state and local 

governments than would be expected based on the size of the industry.  Whereas 

the gross domestic product and employee earnings represent about three percent of 

the state economy, the travel industry generated 7.1 percent of tax revenue in the 

2015 fiscal year. 

 Eighty percent of all travel-generated tax revenue is attributable to sales and gross 

receipts taxes.  The travel industry share of the state total is more than 30 percent.  

Not only are most travel industry goods and services taxed, but a large share of 

these commodities (lodging and motor fuel) are taxed at rates that are greater than 

the general sales tax.  

 A majority of these tax revenues are borne by visitors who reside in other states and 

countries. 

 The tax impacts of the travel industry are generally greater for the less urbanized 

counties in the state, as illustrated in the graph below. 

State Transaction Privilege Taxes Generated 

By Direct Travel Spending, 2014 FY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The revenue contributions of Arizona’s fifteen counties are detailed in the following two 

tables. 

Source:  Arizona 

Department of 

Revenue and 

Dean Runyan 

Associates.  

Graph derived 

from table on 

following page. 



DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES  PAGE 23 

Total Travel Percent

Apache 15.9 3.2 20.3%

Cochise 74.0 9.5 12.8%

Coconino 138.9 41.6 30.0%

Gila 31.4 5.8 18.4%

Graham/Greenlee 48.2 2.5 11.7%

La Paz 13.0 3.0 23.0%

Maricopa 3,701.7 309.9 8.4%

Mohave 130.0 14.9 11.5%

Navajo 68.9 9.4 13.6%

Pima 724.9 78.1 10.8%

Pinal 147.0 17.7 12.1%

Santa Cruz 26.2 7.5 28.8%

Yavapai 157.3 20.7 13.2%

Yuma 121.4 16.0 13.2%

  Arizona 5,398.6 539.8 10.0%

State Transaction Privilege Taxes Generated

by Travel Spending, FY 2015

($Millions)

 

 

Households Tax Revenue

Local State Total (Thousands) per Household

Apache $3.5 $5.5 $9.0 22.7 $400

Cochise $12.6 $14.5 $27.0 48.8 $550

Coconino $61.6 $52.0 $113.6 48.3 $2,350

Gila $8.2 $12.3 $20.4 21.8 $940

Graham/Greenlee $2.5 $3.3 $5.8 14.9 $440

La Paz $4.4 $6.0 $10.4 9.1 $1,150

Maricopa $561.4 $490.9 $1,052.3 1,537.9 $680

Mohave $19.2 $24.1 $43.3 84.3 $510

Navajo $12.0 $14.2 $26.2 35.8 $730

Pima $81.9 $115.4 $197.3 399.8 $490

Pinal $21.2 $29.4 $50.7 134.6 $380

Santa Cruz $8.1 $10.4 $18.5 15.1 $1,220

Yavapai $33.0 $33.0 $66.1 95.7 $690

Yuma $21.5 $26.4 $47.9 67.1 $710

  Arizona $851.1 $837.5 $1,688.6 2,536.0 $670

Tax Revenue (Millions)

State and Local Travel-Generated Tax Revenue per Household
2015 Calendar Year
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IV:  REGIONAL TRAVEL IMPACTS 

1998-2015P 
 

NORTHERN 

ARIZONA

NORTH 

CENTRAL 

ARIZONA

PHOENIX & CENTRAL 

ARIZONA

TUCSON & SOUTHERN 

ARIZONA

WEST 

COAST 

ARIZONA

 

 

The Northern Arizona region includes Apache, Coconino and Navajo counties.  
West Coast Arizona includes La Paz, Mohave and Yuma counties.  North Central 

Arizona includes Gila and Yavapai counties.  Phoenix and Central Arizona includes 
Maricopa and Pinal counties.  Tucson and Southern Arizona includes Cochise, 
Graham, Greenlee, Pima and Santa Cruz counties. 
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Total Visitor Earnings Employment Local Taxes State Taxes Total Taxes
($Million) ($Million) ($Million) (jobs) ($Million) ($Million) ($Million)

Northern Arizona 1,653 1,567 470 17,580 77 72 149

West Coast Arizona 1,288 1,195 335 14,050 45 57 102

North Central Arizona 1,027 975 276 11,540 41 45 87

Phoenix & Central Arizona 13,640 10,642 4,310 105,220 583 520 1,103

Tucson & Southern Arizona 3,433 2,862 827 31,160 105 144 249

  Arizona 21,041 17,241 6,217 179,560 851 837 1,689

Related Travel-Generated ImpactsTravel Spending

2015p Arizona Regional Travel Impacts

 

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.   

The sum of regional visitor spending is less than statewide visitor spending because a portion of ground transportation is allocated to “other 

travel” at the regional level.   
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Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

Northern Arizona

Total Spending 919 1,058 998 1,092 1,248 1,386 1,261 1,339 1,411 1,483 1,510 1,598 1,653 3.4 3.5

Visitor Spending 890 1,017 965 1,039 1,182 1,307 1,201 1,266 1,325 1,383 1,408 1,497 1,567 4.6 3.4

  Non-transportation 831 934 892 938 1,037 1,132 1,071 1,102 1,131 1,180 1,209 1,294 1,397 7.9 3.1

  Transportation 59 83 73 101 145 175 130 164 195 204 200 203 169 -16.4 6.4

West Coast Arizona

Total Spending 795 908 958 1,065 1,233 1,280 1,229 1,263 1,335 1,353 1,360 1,373 1,288 -6.1 2.9

Visitor Spending 756 852 900 994 1,133 1,150 1,123 1,138 1,191 1,206 1,211 1,221 1,195 -2.1 2.7

  Non-transportation 700 775 827 888 985 970 986 970 991 1,003 1,011 1,027 1,039 1.1 2.3

  Transportation 55 77 74 106 148 179 137 168 200 203 200 194 157 -19.2 6.3

North Central Arizona

Total Spending 570 689 694 742 884 915 831 877 923 973 996 1,024 1,027 0.2 3.5

Visitor Spending 543 655 658 694 819 843 776 813 850 898 920 947 975 3.0 3.5

  Non-transportation 512 608 615 633 731 737 699 715 732 772 797 826 878 6.2 3.2

  Transportation 31 47 43 61 88 107 78 98 118 126 123 121 98 -19.0 7.0

Phoenix & Central Arizona

Total Spending 7,216 8,362 7,834 9,276 11,136 11,261 10,155 11,089 11,863 12,219 12,638 13,264 13,640 2.8 3.8

Visitor Spending 5,721 6,561 6,286 7,346 8,669 8,620 7,990 8,614 9,130 9,290 9,582 10,140 10,642 5.0 3.7

  Non-transportation 4,410 5,044 4,864 5,526 6,376 6,228 5,881 6,189 6,500 6,641 6,858 7,269 7,786 7.1 3.4

  Transportation 1,311 1,517 1,422 1,820 2,293 2,392 2,109 2,425 2,630 2,649 2,724 2,870 2,856 -0.5 4.7

Tucson & Southern Arizona

Total Spending 2,355 2,718 2,733 3,038 3,406 3,299 3,102 3,207 3,267 3,461 3,432 3,503 3,433 -2.0 2.2

Visitor Spending 2,095 2,414 2,360 2,609 2,883 2,719 2,630 2,671 2,668 2,771 2,805 2,874 2,862 -0.4 1.9

  Non-transportation 1,779 2,029 2,004 2,154 2,310 2,132 2,137 2,112 2,071 2,161 2,206 2,266 2,300 1.5 1.5

  Transportation 316 385 356 456 572 587 494 559 597 609 598 608 562 -7.5 3.4

Arizona Regional Direct Travel Spending, 1998-2015p
($Millions)

 

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 
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Source:  Dean Runyan 

Associates, U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, and U.S. 

Bureau of Economic Analysis.  

Total and travel-generated 

employment estimates by Dean 

Runyan Associates.  Details may 

not add to totals due to 

rounding.  Percentages 

calculated on unrounded 

numbers. 

 

Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

Northern Arizona 257 289 277 300 333 391 366 375 384 401 414 443 470 6.2 3.6

West Coast Arizona 195 216 234 254 291 309 308 297 300 301 306 323 335 3.6 3.2

North Central Arizona 155 184 188 195 231 246 227 220 218 231 242 259 276 6.6 3.5

Phoenix & Central Arizona 2,268 2,627 2,510 2,904 3,404 3,461 3,289 3,398 3,588 3,716 3,854 4,020 4,310 7.2 3.8

Tucson & Southern Arizona 506 579 603 649 720 712 685 679 685 744 730 781 827 5.8 2.9

  Arizona 3,380 3,895 3,811 4,303 4,979 5,118 4,874 4,969 5,176 5,393 5,546 5,827 6,217 6.7 3.6

Arizona Regional Travel-Generated Earnings, 1998-2015p
($ Millions)

 Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 

Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

Northern Arizona 16.2 16.8 15.2 15.4 15.7 16.8 15.7 16.0 16.1 16.2 16.6 17.2 17.6 2.3 0.5

West Coast Arizona 11.8 12.1 12.9 13.0 14.5 13.7 13.6 13.2 13.3 13.2 13.1 13.5 14.1 3.9 1.0

North Central Arizona 9.5 10.2 11.4 11.0 11.4 11.5 10.6 10.1 10.1 10.4 10.5 11.2 11.5 3.1 1.1

Phoenix & Central Arizona 87.6 91.4 82.2 88.2 95.1 94.5 88.5 88.1 90.8 93.0 95.8 100.2 105.2 5.0 1.1

Tucson & Southern Arizona 28.1 30.2 30.2 31.6 32.9 30.1 29.2 28.5 28.4 29.7 29.5 30.6 31.2 1.9 0.6

  Arizona 153.4 160.7 151.9 159.2 169.6 166.6 157.7 155.9 158.7 162.5 165.6 172.7 179.6 4.0 0.9

Arizona Regional Travel-Generated Employment, 1998-2015p
(thousands)

 Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 

 

Percent Percent

Total Travel Travel Total Travel Travel

Northern Arizona 160.2 17.6 11.0% $6,578 $470 7.2%

West Coast Arizona 159.9 14.1 8.8% $6,928 $335 4.8%

North Central Arizona 111.7 11.5 10.3% $4,090 $276 6.7%

Phoenix & Central Arizona 2,540.3 105.2 4.1% $137,308 $4,310 3.1%

Tucson & Southern Arizona 596.2 31.2 5.2% $27,613 $827 3.0%

  Arizona Total 3,568.2 179.6 5.0% $182,517 $6,217 3.4%

Employment (thousands) Earnings (Million)

Travel-Generated Employment and Earnings as Percent of Total, 2015p
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 1,307 1,266 1,325 1,383 1,408 1,497 1,567

Other Travel* 80 73 86 99 102 101 87

  Total Direct Spending 1,386 1,339 1,411 1,483 1,510 1,598 1,653

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 803 764 795 840 863 934 1,007

Private Home 142 145 157 161 159 163 158

Campground 49 48 50 50 50 49 47

Vacation Home 89 89 92 94 95 97 97

Day Travel 223 220 230 238 242 253 258

  Destination Spending 1,307 1,266 1,325 1,383 1,408 1,497 1,567

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 363 344 361 381 398 439 494

Food Service 304 309 315 331 340 364 390

Food Stores 78 76 80 83 83 88 93

Local Tran. & Gas 167 150 181 190 186 187 153

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 181 176 177 181 184 193 202

Retail Sales 206 198 198 205 204 211 218

Visitor Air Tran. 8 13 14 14 13 15 17

  Destination Spending 1,307 1,266 1,325 1,383 1,408 1,497 1,567

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 243 231 231 244 254 268 284

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 83 91 99 100 102 112 118

Retail** 46 39 40 40 40 43 46

Visitor Air Tran. 6 6 6 6 5 7 8

Other Travel* 13 7 8 11 13 14 14

  Total Direct Earnings 391 375 384 401 414 443 470

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Thousand Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 10.3 9.9 9.9 10.0 10.2 10.4 10.6

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.6 4.6

Retail** 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.7

Visitor Air Tran. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2

Other Travel* 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5

  Total Direct Employment 16.8 16.0 16.1 16.2 16.6 17.2 17.6

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 59.5 60.1 62.2 64.1 64.4 70.2 77.0

State Tax Receipts 60.3 61.4 66.8 69.5 66.2 67.4 71.8

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 119.8 121.5 129.0 133.5 130.6 137.6 148.8

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Northern Arizona includes Apache, Coconino and Navajo counties.

*Other Travel includes resident air travel, travel arrangement services, and convention and trade shows.                                  

**Retail includes gasoline.

Northern Arizona

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 1,150 1,138 1,191 1,206 1,211 1,221 1,195

Other Travel* 130 126 144 147 148 152 93

  Total Direct Spending 1,280 1,263 1,335 1,353 1,360 1,373 1,288

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 259 253 278 277 267 279 293

Private Home 247 250 265 265 277 272 260

Campground 125 126 133 128 122 120 117

Vacation Home 99 99 104 106 106 108 109

Day Travel 420 410 412 429 440 441 417

  Destination Spending 1,150 1,138 1,191 1,206 1,211 1,221 1,195

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 135 124 133 132 128 137 148

Food Service 245 259 266 271 279 284 293

Food Stores 128 124 126 131 135 138 135

Local Tran. & Gas 167 156 188 191 188 180 142

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 251 251 259 255 250 250 254

Retail Sales 212 211 206 214 219 218 209

Visitor Air Tran. 12 12 12 12 12 14 15

  Destination Spending 1,150 1,138 1,191 1,206 1,211 1,221 1,195

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 130 136 140 137 144 150 172

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 106 95 94 98 95 103 105

Retail** 56 50 49 49 50 52 52

Visitor Air Tran. 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 17 15 16 16 17 19 5

  Total Direct Earnings 309 297 300 301 306 323 335

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Thousand Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 6.5 6.6 6.8 6.4 6.7 6.8 7.6

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.6

Retail** 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.2

  Total Direct Employment 13.7 13.2 13.3 13.2 13.1 13.5 14.1

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 42.1 42.1 43.1 42.7 42.6 43.4 45.1

State Tax Receipts 53.1 55.5 59.3 59.7 57.5 55.8 56.6

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 95.2 97.7 102.4 102.4 100.1 99.2 101.7

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

West Coast Arizona includes La Paz, Mohave and Yuma counties.

West Coast Arizona

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p

*Other Travel includes resident air travel, travel arrangement services, and convention and trade shows.                                  

**Retail includes gasoline.
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 843 813 850 898 920 947 975

Other Travel* 71 64 73 75 77 78 51

  Total Direct Spending 915 877 923 973 996 1,024 1,027

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 277 250 261 293 312 332 365

Private Home 115 118 127 130 130 131 129

Campground 26 25 27 27 27 28 27

Vacation Home 38 37 39 39 40 41 41

Day Travel 388 383 397 408 411 415 413

  Destination Spending 843 813 850 898 920 947 975

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 139 121 126 141 153 167 192

Food Service 157 161 166 176 183 190 203

Food Stores 62 61 64 66 67 70 72

Local Tran. & Gas 106 97 117 124 122 120 97

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 268 261 263 273 277 280 289

Retail Sales 110 111 113 116 117 118 121

Visitor Air Tran. 0 1 1 2 1 1 1

  Destination Spending 843 813 850 898 920 947 975

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 107 96 100 110 120 129 146

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 102 93 87 89 89 95 99

Retail** 28 24 25 25 25 26 28

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 9 7 6 6 7 8 3

  Total Direct Earnings 246 220 218 231 242 259 276

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Thousand Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 4.7 4.2 4.3 4.6 4.8 5.1 5.5

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 5.2 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.8

Retail** 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1

  Total Direct Employment 11.5 10.1 10.1 10.4 10.5 11.2 11.5

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 33.2 31.8 32.1 33.8 35.8 37.7 41.2

State Tax Receipts 39.3 39.4 41.8 44.0 43.0 42.9 45.3

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 72.4 71.1 74.0 77.7 78.8 80.6 86.5

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

North Central Arizona includes Gila and Yavapai counties.

*Other Travel includes resident air travel, travel arrangement services, and convention and trade shows.                                  

**Retail includes gasoline.

North Central Arizona

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 8,620 8,614 9,130 9,290 9,582 10,140 10,642

Other Travel* 2,642 2,475 2,733 2,928 3,055 3,125 2,998

  Total Direct Spending 11,261 11,089 11,863 12,219 12,638 13,264 13,640

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 4,481 4,304 4,575 4,695 4,872 5,212 5,613

Private Home 2,355 2,492 2,623 2,624 2,696 2,828 2,920

Campground 289 278 293 297 304 321 314

Vacation Home 322 332 345 357 365 378 386

Day Travel 1,173 1,208 1,294 1,318 1,346 1,401 1,409

  Destination Spending 8,620 8,614 9,130 9,290 9,582 10,140 10,642

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 1,680 1,412 1,522 1,568 1,642 1,794 2,025

Food Service 1,852 1,995 2,091 2,156 2,243 2,385 2,548

Food Stores 311 318 339 343 352 375 394

Local Tran. & Gas 1,111 1,114 1,268 1,297 1,313 1,350 1,239

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 1,140 1,157 1,192 1,205 1,229 1,280 1,333

Retail Sales 1,245 1,307 1,356 1,368 1,391 1,435 1,486

Visitor Air Tran. 1,281 1,311 1,363 1,353 1,411 1,520 1,618

  Destination Spending 8,620 8,614 9,130 9,290 9,582 10,140 10,642

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 1,258 1,226 1,289 1,328 1,396 1,473 1,573

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 539 539 545 587 616 670 702

Retail** 233 217 230 227 228 246 265

Ground Tran. 102 109 116 119 120 129 139

Visitor Air Tran. 543 564 612 602 602 610 684

Other Travel* 786 743 795 854 893 892 947

  Total Direct Earnings 3,461 3,398 3,588 3,716 3,854 4,020 4,310

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Thousand Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 45.0 43.1 44.6 45.0 47.2 48.5 50.1

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 18.0 16.8 17.2 17.9 18.8 20.0 21.4

Retail** 7.3 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.8 7.2 7.6

Ground Tran. 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.3

Visitor Air Tran. 7.5 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.3 7.7

Other Travel* 13.9 12.0 12.3 13.3 13.0 14.1 15.1

  Total Direct Employment 94.5 88.1 90.8 93.0 95.8 100.2 105.2

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 472.3 466.6 492.3 495.3 514.2 535.3 582.6

State Tax Receipts 424.3 445.5 490.6 502.5 495.4 490.4 520.4

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 896.6 912.1 982.8 997.8 1,009.5 1,025.6 1,103.0

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Phoenix & Central Arizona includes Maricopa and Pinal counties.

*Other Travel includes resident air travel, travel arrangement services, and convention and trade shows.                                  

**Retail includes gasoline.

Phoenix & Central Arizona

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 2,719 2,671 2,668 2,771 2,805 2,874 2,862

Other Travel* 580 536 599 690 627 629 571

  Total Direct Spending 3,299 3,207 3,267 3,461 3,432 3,503 3,433

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 1,114 1,097 1,093 1,118 1,131 1,169 1,227

Private Home 569 575 598 600 592 604 600

Campground 49 42 45 46 45 45 43

Vacation Home 56 56 58 60 60 61 61

Day Travel 932 901 874 947 976 995 932

  Destination Spending 2,719 2,671 2,668 2,771 2,805 2,874 2,862

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 428 391 388 394 398 414 443

Food Service 616 652 651 682 699 724 760

Food Stores 290 274 265 289 302 313 299

Local Tran. & Gas 364 355 394 411 408 406 358

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 209 211 210 212 211 214 220

Retail Sales 590 584 557 585 597 600 578

Visitor Air Tran. 223 204 203 198 190 202 204

  Destination Spending 2,719 2,671 2,668 2,771 2,805 2,874 2,862

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 383 375 385 411 416 444 481

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 96 94 92 93 93 104 107

Retail** 131 117 113 116 117 123 123

Ground Tran. 25 27 28 29 29 31 33

Visitor Air Tran. 12 11 10 9 8 10 11

Other Travel* 65 55 57 86 67 70 71

  Total Direct Earnings 712 679 685 744 730 781 827

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Thousand Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 16.9 16.4 16.5 17.2 17.3 17.9 18.4

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.4 5.4 5.8 5.9

Retail** 4.8 4.1 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.0

Ground Tran. 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8

Visitor Air Tran. 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2

Other Travel* 2.1 1.6 1.5 2.2 1.9 1.9 1.8

  Total Direct Employment 30.1 28.5 28.4 29.7 29.5 30.6 31.2

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 98.5 97.7 97.1 99.4 98.6 100.2 105.1

State Tax Receipts 131.0 136.2 142.6 149.2 142.9 139.7 143.5

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 229.5 233.9 239.7 248.6 241.5 240.0 248.6

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Tucson & Southern Arizona includes Cochise, Graham, Greenlee, Pima and Santa Cruz counties.

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p

*Other Travel includes resident air travel, travel arrangement services, and convention and trade shows.                                  

**Retail includes gasoline.

Tucson & Southern Arizona
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V:  COUNTY TRAVEL IMPACTS 
1998-2015P 
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All other

31%

Maricopa & 

Pima
69%

The analysis of travel impacts at the county level provides a valuable overview of how the 

economic benefits of travel and tourism are distributed throughout the state. 

Urban areas, such as Maricopa County, tend to have highly developed travel industry 

infrastructure consisting of large inventories of amusement and recreation opportunities, 

commercial accommodations, and well-developed transportation links.  Hotel/motel guests 

are important to these areas and, hence, a large proportion of travel expenditures are spent 

on overnight lodging. 

In many of the less urbanized areas of Arizona, however, the economic significance of 

travel and tourism is actually relatively more important.  The infrastructure that serves 

visitors to Maricopa County also serves local residents.  Most of the spending on recreation 

and food services in Maricopa county is by local residents.  This is not the case in most 

other less urbanized areas of the state – leisure and hospitality businesses are generally 

much more dependent on visitor spending rather than local residents.   

In the graph below, the two most populous counties in Arizona, Maricopa and Pima, are 

compared with the thirteen other counties in the state with respect to their share of total 

employment – two-thirds of all travel-generated jobs in the state are in the two most 

populous counties.   

 

Distribution of Travel-Generated Employment, 2015p 
Percent of State Direct Travel-Generated Employment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Dean Runyan Associates, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and U.S. 

Bureau of Economic Analysis.  Total and travel-generated employments 

estimates by Dean Runyan Associates.   
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However, as a group the less urbanized counties in the state actually have a higher 

proportion of travel-generated employment in relation to the total employment of the 

county.  This is shown graphically below.  Four percent of all employment in Maricopa 

and Pima counties is travel-generated.  By contrast, the proportion is more than double for 

the other Arizona counties.   

 

Percent of Total Area Employment 

That is Travel-Generated, 2015p 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source:  Dean Runyan Associates, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and U.S. 

Bureau of Economic Analysis.  Total and travel-generated employment 

estimates by Dean Runyan Associates.  Travel-generated employment in 

Maricopa and Pima counties constitutes 4.1 percent of all employment in 

those counties.  The comparable figure for other Arizona counties is 9.0 

percent. 

 

 

In general, the employment and earnings estimates provided in the preceding figures are 

probably the best measure at the county level of the relative importance of travel and 

tourism for local economies.  The following table provides estimates for individual 

counties.  Total employment includes all full-time and part-time wage and salary 

employment and self-employment.  Because total employment includes all jobs, regardless 

of the hours worked, the average annual earnings of the job or the number of individuals 

employed, this indicator is in some respects less useful than earnings estimates.  

Nonetheless, the distribution of counties is similar for earnings and employment.   

 

 

 

 

 



PAGE 38  DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES 

 

Percent Percent

Total Travel Travel Total Travel Travel

Apache 30,730 1,610 5.2% $1,080 $33 3.0%

Cochise 53,700 3,760 7.0% $2,639 $81 3.1%

Coconino 88,670 12,030 13.6% $3,839 $343 8.9%

Gila 22,240 2,740 12.3% $854 $69 8.1%

Graham/Greenlee 16,790 980 5.8% $879 $15 1.7%

La Paz 8,100 1,330 16.4% $309 $34 11.0%

Maricopa 2,452,730 99,210 4.0% $133,624 $4,163 3.1%

Mohave 66,050 6,460 9.8% $2,595 $151 5.8%

Navajo 40,770 3,940 9.7% $1,659 $94 5.7%

Pima 505,300 24,060 4.8% $23,167 $674 2.9%

Pinal 87,540 6,010 6.9% $3,684 $147 4.0%

Santa Cruz 20,400 2,360 11.6% $928 $58 6.2%

Yavapai 89,440 8,790 9.8% $3,236 $207 6.4%

Yuma 85,760 6,260 7.3% $4,024 $150 3.7%

  Arizona Total 3,568,230 179,560 5.0% $182,517 $6,217 3.4%

Employment Earnings (Million)

Travel-Generated Employment and Earnings as Percent of Total, 2015p

 
 

Source:  Dean Runyan Associates, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.  Total 

and travel-generated employment estimates by Dean Runyan Associates.   

Note:  Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 

 

 

Direct travel impact estimates for 1998 through 2015p can be found on the following 

pages.  As noted in the appendix to this report, county level estimates are necessarily less 

reliable than the statewide estimates.  Furthermore, estimates for the smallest counties are 

less reliable than those for larger counties due to survey sample sizes and other data 

limitations.  For this reason, small changes in year-to-year estimates are less important than 

longer-term trends.   
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Total Visitor Earnings Employment Local Taxes State Taxes Total Taxes
($Million) ($Million) ($Million) (jobs) ($Million) ($Million) ($Million)

Apache 115 102 33 1,610 3.5 5.5 9.0

Cochise 325 302 81 3,760 12.6 14.5 27.0

Coconino 1,236 1,182 343 12,030 61.6 52.0 113.6

Gila 278 268 69 2,740 8.2 12.3 20.4

Graham/Greenlee 69 61 15 980 2.5 3.3 5.8

La Paz 140 136 34 1,330 4.4 6.0 10.4

Maricopa 12,999 10,074 4,163 99,210 561.4 490.9 1,052.3

Mohave 525 484 151 6,460 19.2 24.1 43.3

Navajo 302 283 94 3,940 12.0 14.2 26.2

Pima 2,773 2,241 674 24,060 81.9 115.4 197.3

Pinal 641 568 147 6,010 21.2 29.4 50.7

Santa Cruz 266 258 58 2,360 8.1 10.4 18.5

Yavapai 749 707 207 8,790 33.0 33.0 66.1

Yuma 624 575 150 6,260 21.5 26.4 47.9

  Arizona 21,041 18,461 6,217 179,560 851.1 837.5 1,688.6

Related Travel-Generated ImpactsTravel Spending

2015p Arizona County Travel Impacts

 
Details may not add to totals due to rounding.   

The sum of county visitor spending is less than statewide visitor spending because a portion of county ground transportation is allocated to “other 

travel” at the county level.   
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Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

Apache

Total Spending 83 104 99 101 122 133 118 122 127 129 117 119 115 -3.5 1.9

Visitor Spending 78 96 93 92 109 118 107 108 110 111 100 103 102 -0.8 1.6

  Non-transportation 72 87 85 81 94 100 93 92 90 91 81 84 87 3.6 1.2

  Transportation 6 9 8 11 15 19 13 17 20 20 19 19 15 -20.9 5.4

Cochise

Total Spending 227 266 272 312 341 376 353 370 362 350 343 338 325 -3.8 2.1

Visitor Spending 214 253 257 292 315 346 331 343 329 317 311 307 302 -1.4 2.0

  Non-transportation 199 230 237 262 274 295 293 295 276 264 260 258 264 2.1 1.7

  Transportation 15 22 20 30 41 51 38 47 54 53 51 48 39 -19.9 5.7

Coconino

Total Spending 640 705 667 759 846 945 881 942 996 1,050 1,088 1,172 1,236 5.5 3.9

Visitor Spending 626 685 652 730 813 903 848 904 952 994 1,027 1,111 1,182 6.4 3.8

  Non-transportation 585 629 603 662 715 787 759 790 818 853 888 967 1,059 9.5 3.6

  Transportation 41 56 49 69 98 116 89 113 134 141 139 144 123 -14.7 6.7

Gila

Total Spending 196 218 214 229 260 260 245 257 266 279 282 278 278 -0.2 2.1

Visitor Spending 191 212 208 221 251 249 237 246 253 266 269 266 268 0.9 2.0

  Non-transportation 180 196 194 202 223 216 213 216 217 228 232 230 240 4.1 1.7

  Transportation 11 16 14 20 27 33 24 30 36 38 37 35 28 -19.7 5.7

Graham/Greenlee

Total Spending 36 44 40 43 62 67 53 62 70 76 88 92 69 -24.6 3.8

Visitor Spending 33 39 36 37 54 58 45 53 60 64 77 81 61 -24.7 3.7

  Non-transportation 30 34 32 32 46 47 38 43 48 52 63 68 52 -23.4 3.3

  Transportation 3 5 4 5 8 10 7 9 12 12 13 13 9 -31.7 6.5

Arizona County Direct Travel Spending, 1998-2015p
($Millions)

 

  Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 

 



DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES  PAGE 41 

Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

La Paz

Total Spending 105 114 117 122 127 133 130 128 139 142 144 141 140 -0.7 1.7

Visitor Spending 104 112 115 120 123 129 127 124 135 138 139 136 136 0.0 1.6

  Non-transportation 97 103 107 108 108 110 113 107 113 116 118 116 120 3.4 1.2

  Transportation 7 9 8 12 15 19 14 17 21 22 22 20 16 -19.7 5.3

Maricopa

Total Spending 6,994 8,110 7,562 8,956 10,718 10,734 9,656 10,507 11,232 11,594 12,017 12,620 12,999 3.0 3.7

Visitor Spending 5,513 6,330 6,033 7,056 8,301 8,164 7,545 8,106 8,586 8,756 9,051 9,585 10,074 5.1 3.6

  Non-transportation 4,219 4,837 4,634 5,270 6,059 5,845 5,492 5,756 6,048 6,198 6,416 6,804 7,291 7.2 3.3

  Transportation 1,295 1,494 1,399 1,786 2,241 2,318 2,053 2,350 2,538 2,557 2,635 2,781 2,783 0.1 4.6

Mohave

Total Spending 312 354 381 424 520 522 486 530 545 554 580 581 525 -9.6 3.1

Visitor Spending 288 321 344 387 468 450 427 461 467 474 497 494 484 -2.1 3.1

  Non-transportation 260 282 307 341 400 371 368 385 380 384 405 408 417 2.2 2.8

  Transportation 29 39 37 46 68 80 59 76 87 90 92 87 68 -21.9 5.1

Navajo

Total Spending 195 249 231 233 281 308 263 275 289 304 306 307 302 -1.8 2.6

Visitor Spending 186 236 220 217 260 286 246 254 264 278 281 283 283 -0.1 2.5

  Non-transportation 174 218 204 196 229 246 219 221 223 236 239 243 250 3.2 2.2

  Transportation 12 18 16 21 31 40 27 34 41 43 42 40 32 -20.2 6.1

Pima

Total Spending 1,849 2,127 2,132 2,384 2,722 2,573 2,401 2,513 2,595 2,764 2,713 2,784 2,773 -0.4 2.4

Visitor Spending 1,609 1,847 1,782 1,987 2,241 2,043 1,967 2,022 2,051 2,129 2,140 2,208 2,241 1.5 2.0

  Non-transportation 1,319 1,500 1,460 1,582 1,736 1,540 1,536 1,541 1,542 1,611 1,631 1,686 1,745 3.5 1.7

  Transportation 290 347 322 405 504 503 431 481 509 519 508 522 496 -5.1 3.2

Arizona County Direct Travel Spending, 1998-2015p
($Millions)

 

  Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 
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Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

Pinal

Total Spending 222 252 272 321 418 527 499 582 631 625 621 644 641 -0.5 6.4

Visitor Spending 208 230 252 290 368 456 445 509 544 535 532 555 568 2.4 6.1

  Non-transportation 191 207 230 256 316 383 389 433 452 442 442 465 495 6.4 5.8

  Transportation 16 23 23 34 52 74 56 76 92 92 89 89 73 -18.1 9.2

Santa Cruz

Total Spending 242 281 289 300 282 283 295 263 239 271 288 289 266 -7.8 0.6

Visitor Spending 239 276 285 294 274 273 287 254 228 260 278 278 258 -7.3 0.4

  Non-transportation 231 264 274 279 254 250 270 233 206 235 252 254 239 -6.0 0.2

  Transportation 8 11 11 15 19 23 18 21 22 25 25 24 19 -21.8 5.4

Yavapai

Total Spending 375 471 480 513 623 655 586 620 657 695 715 746 749 0.3 4.2

Visitor Spending 352 443 450 473 569 595 540 566 597 632 651 681 707 3.8 4.2

  Non-transportation 332 412 421 432 508 521 486 499 515 544 565 596 638 7.1 3.9

  Transportation 20 31 29 41 61 74 54 67 82 87 86 85 69 -18.8 7.6

Yuma

Total Spending 377 439 459 519 586 625 612 606 650 657 635 651 624 -4.2 3.0

Visitor Spending 364 419 441 487 542 570 569 553 589 594 575 590 575 -2.6 2.7

  Non-transportation 344 390 413 440 478 489 505 478 498 503 488 504 503 -0.2 2.3

  Transportation 20 29 28 47 64 81 64 76 92 91 87 87 73 -16.3 8.0

Arizona

Total Spending 11,854 13,735 13,216 15,215 17,907 18,142 16,577 17,775 18,798 19,489 19,936 20,762 21,041 1.3 3.4

Visitor Spending 10,005 11,500 11,169 12,683 14,686 14,639 13,721 14,502 15,165 15,548 15,927 16,678 17,241 3.4 3.3

  Non-transportation 8,232 9,390 9,201 10,140 11,441 11,199 10,774 11,088 11,425 11,757 12,081 12,683 13,399 5.6 2.9

  Transportation 1,772 2,110 1,968 2,543 3,246 3,439 2,947 3,414 3,740 3,791 3,845 3,995 3,842 -3.8 4.7

Arizona County Direct Travel Spending, 1998-2015p
($Millions)

 

  Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 

 



DEAN RUNYAN ASSOCIATES  PAGE 43 

Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

Apache 20 24 24 23 28 32 31 31 31 32 29 31 33 6.8 3.0

Cochise 50 56 59 67 73 85 82 81 78 77 77 79 81 1.4 2.9

Coconino 189 204 195 221 239 284 265 267 276 284 299 323 343 6.1 3.6

Gila 50 54 54 57 65 66 64 56 55 58 61 65 69 5.5 1.9

Graham/Greenlee 9 10 9 9 14 15 12 13 14 15 17 18 15 -18.5 3.3

La Paz 23 25 26 26 27 29 29 29 31 31 33 33 34 2.9 2.2

Maricopa 2,214 2,568 2,445 2,830 3,310 3,339 3,168 3,273 3,460 3,582 3,723 3,884 4,163 7.2 3.8

Mohave 85 94 104 110 133 136 134 125 125 124 134 145 151 4.3 3.4

Navajo 48 61 57 56 66 76 69 77 77 85 86 89 94 6.0 4.0

Pima 404 463 483 519 582 557 538 537 549 605 587 631 674 6.8 3.1

Pinal 54 58 65 74 94 122 121 125 128 134 131 137 147 7.8 6.1

Santa Cruz 44 50 52 54 52 54 54 49 44 47 49 53 58 8.1 1.6

Yavapai 105 129 134 139 166 180 163 164 164 173 181 194 207 6.9 4.1

Yuma 86 97 104 118 131 144 145 143 144 146 139 145 150 3.0 3.3

  Arizona 3,380 3,895 3,811 4,303 4,979 5,118 4,874 4,969 5,176 5,393 5,546 5,827 6,217 6.7 3.6

Arizona County Travel-Generated Earnings, 1998-2015p
($ Millions)

 
Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 
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Annual Percent Chg.

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p 14-15p 98-15p

Apache 1,560 1,640 1,540 1,530 1,610 1,670 1,640 1,660 1,640 1,590 1,480 1,540 1,610 4.0 0.2

Cochise 3,690 3,870 3,800 3,930 4,130 4,370 4,150 4,070 3,910 3,750 3,710 3,750 3,760 0.2 0.1

Coconino 11,230 11,190 10,240 10,750 10,730 11,570 10,870 10,820 10,950 10,960 11,420 11,890 12,030 1.2 0.4

Gila 3,160 3,130 3,230 3,050 3,170 3,010 2,950 2,670 2,670 2,660 2,640 2,690 2,740 2.2 -0.8

Graham/Greenlee 680 700 810 840 1,200 1,230 1,010 1,000 1,030 1,090 1,210 1,210 980 -19.6 2.2

La Paz 1,510 1,420 1,360 1,290 1,210 1,230 1,230 1,200 1,320 1,310 1,380 1,380 1,330 -3.0 -0.7

Maricopa 84,480 88,260 78,370 84,240 90,450 89,200 83,550 83,060 85,430 87,480 90,160 94,530 99,210 5.0 0.9

Mohave 5,510 5,690 5,960 6,030 7,080 6,400 6,240 5,900 5,780 5,560 5,750 6,100 6,460 5.9 0.9

Navajo 3,440 3,950 3,430 3,150 3,370 3,590 3,210 3,520 3,510 3,650 3,690 3,760 3,940 4.9 0.8

Pima 21,320 23,110 23,050 24,230 25,130 22,240 21,830 21,440 21,630 22,950 22,600 23,440 24,060 2.6 0.7

Pinal 3,160 3,130 3,780 3,980 4,690 5,260 4,940 5,050 5,360 5,500 5,660 5,710 6,010 5.3 3.9

Santa Cruz 2,440 2,530 2,550 2,560 2,400 2,260 2,220 2,000 1,840 1,920 2,020 2,180 2,360 8.6 -0.2

Yavapai 6,380 7,110 8,140 7,910 8,240 8,450 7,690 7,480 7,470 7,730 7,910 8,500 8,790 3.4 1.9

Yuma 4,820 4,970 5,600 5,720 6,200 6,110 6,130 6,070 6,170 6,340 6,010 6,050 6,260 3.5 1.6

  Arizona 153,400 160,710 151,880 159,190 169,600 166,570 157,660 155,930 158,700 162,500 165,640 172,730 179,560 4.0 0.9

Arizona County Travel-Generated Employment, 1998-2015p

 
Details may not add to totals due to rounding.  Percentages calculated on unrounded numbers. 
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 118.4 108.2 109.9 111.5 100.0 102.9 102.1

Other Travel* 14.7 13.8 16.6 17.2 16.5 16.1 12.8

  Total Direct Spending 133.1 122.0 126.5 128.6 116.5 119.1 114.9

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 59.6 49.8 46.8 46.8 37.1 38.5 40.3

Private Home 34.8 34.6 38.1 39.0 37.7 39.1 37.0

Campground 7.1 7.0 7.5 7.7 7.5 7.4 7.1

Vacation Home 12.0 12.1 12.7 13.0 12.9 13.1 13.0

Day Travel 4.8 4.6 4.9 5.0 4.7 4.8 4.7

  Destination Spending 118.4 108.2 109.9 111.5 100.0 102.9 102.1

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 26.1 22.2 21.1 21.0 17.3 17.9 19.1

Food Service 29.3 28.6 28.7 29.4 27.4 28.8 29.9

Food Stores 9.6 9.3 9.8 10.0 9.6 10.1 10.2

Local Tran. & Gas 18.7 16.5 19.8 20.4 18.7 18.5 14.6

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 8.9 8.3 8.2 8.3 7.6 7.8 8.0

Retail Sales 25.7 23.3 22.4 22.4 19.4 19.9 20.2

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 118.4 108.2 109.9 111.5 100.0 102.9 102.1

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 20.7 21.8 22.1 23.0 20.8 21.8 23.5

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 4.3 4.0 3.7 3.7 3.4 4.0 4.1

Retail** 5.8 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.1 4.4 4.7

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

  Total Direct Earnings 31.6 31.0 31.0 31.9 28.9 30.8 32.9

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 1,050 1,130 1,140 1,110 1,050 1,090 1,150

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 300 300 260 240 210 220 210

Retail** 280 210 210 200 200 210 220

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 50 20 20 20 30 30 30

  Total Direct Employment 1,670 1,660 1,640 1,590 1,480 1,540 1,610

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.2 3.3 3.5

State Tax Receipts 5.9 5.9 6.1 6.2 5.3 5.4 5.5

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 9.9 9.8 10.0 10.0 8.5 8.6 9.0

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Apache County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 345.5 342.5 329.1 316.6 310.8 306.7 302.4

Other Travel* 30.3 27.5 32.9 33.2 32.2 31.3 22.9

  Total Direct Spending 375.8 370.0 362.0 349.8 343.0 338.0 325.3

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 144.1 144.3 131.7 111.8 102.4 98.5 106.2

Private Home 62.9 65.6 69.3 68.8 68.4 67.4 66.1

Campground 9.6 9.3 10.0 10.2 10.0 9.9 9.4

Vacation Home 6.6 6.6 6.9 7.0 6.9 6.9 6.9

Day Travel 122.3 116.6 111.1 118.8 123.0 124.0 113.9

  Destination Spending 345.5 342.5 329.1 316.6 310.8 306.7 302.4

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 52.1 51.9 47.2 40.2 35.2 35.5 38.4

Food Service 84.1 88.0 83.5 80.9 81.4 81.2 85.1

Food Stores 59.5 55.8 52.8 57.3 59.9 61.7 57.9

Local Tran. & Gas 50.8 47.2 53.6 53.0 51.2 48.4 38.7

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 22.8 23.0 21.8 20.1 19.6 19.0 20.0

Retail Sales 76.1 76.6 70.3 65.1 63.5 61.1 62.4

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 345.5 342.5 329.1 316.6 310.8 306.7 302.4

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 49.0 49.0 49.2 48.5 48.8 50.2 51.1

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 11.7 11.0 9.8 9.8 10.0 10.4 11.0

Retail** 21.3 18.8 17.5 16.8 16.6 17.0 17.4

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 2.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.1

  Total Direct Earnings 84.7 80.6 78.2 76.8 77.3 79.5 80.5

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 2,550 2,480 2,440 2,380 2,340 2,360 2,370

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 810 760 700 650 650 680 690

Retail** 880 750 700 660 650 650 650

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 120 70 70 60 70 70 50

  Total Direct Employment 4,370 4,070 3,910 3,750 3,710 3,750 3,760

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 14.7 15.0 14.2 13.1 12.2 12.0 12.6

State Tax Receipts 15.8 16.7 16.7 16.0 15.0 14.1 14.5

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 30.5 31.6 30.9 29.1 27.2 26.2 27.0

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Cochise County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 902.8 903.7 951.7 993.5 1,027.5 1,111.1 1,181.8

Other Travel* 42.0 38.0 44.0 56.7 60.6 60.5 54.5

  Total Direct Spending 944.8 941.7 995.7 1,050.2 1,088.1 1,171.6 1,236.3

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 602.3 600.0 633.4 664.9 695.2 764.3 832.3

Private Home 53.5 58.1 62.2 63.2 63.3 65.9 64.8

Campground 24.7 23.9 25.2 26.4 25.9 25.5 24.3

Vacation Home 31.6 31.8 32.8 33.9 34.2 35.0 35.3

Day Travel 190.6 189.9 198.1 205.2 208.9 220.3 225.1

  Destination Spending 902.8 903.7 951.7 993.5 1,027.5 1,111.1 1,181.8

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 276.7 271.3 289.0 304.5 323.9 363.9 415.8

Food Service 205.6 214.8 219.8 230.7 240.5 260.6 282.2

Food Stores 48.4 48.1 50.4 52.1 53.3 57.2 60.6

Local Tran. & Gas 108.6 100.1 120.3 126.8 126.0 128.2 105.7

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 139.8 138.0 138.9 142.9 145.8 154.6 163.3

Retail Sales 116.0 118.1 119.5 122.8 124.9 131.1 137.3

Visitor Air Tran. 7.7 13.4 13.7 13.7 13.2 15.5 16.8

  Destination Spending 902.8 903.7 951.7 993.5 1,027.5 1,111.1 1,181.8

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 173.9 161.6 161.3 169.3 179.4 192.1 202.2

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 65.7 69.3 77.1 74.4 76.8 85.2 90.5

Retail** 27.7 24.3 24.9 25.0 25.1 27.5 30.0

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 5.8 5.8 6.4 5.5 5.4 6.5 7.9

Other Travel* 10.5 5.8 6.5 10.2 11.9 12.2 12.8

  Total Direct Earnings 283.6 266.8 276.2 284.3 298.7 323.5 343.3

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 6,890 6,480 6,500 6,600 6,820 6,990 7,020

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 3,160 3,140 3,160 3,000 3,200 3,410 3,390

Retail** 1,090 930 970 950 950 990 1,050

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 120 110 120 100 100 120 150

Other Travel* 300 160 200 310 350 390 420

  Total Direct Employment 11,570 10,820 10,950 10,960 11,420 11,890 12,030

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 44.1 45.6 47.7 48.9 50.4 55.8 61.6

State Tax Receipts 40.9 42.3 46.6 48.4 46.7 48.2 52.0

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 85.0 87.9 94.2 97.2 97.1 104.0 113.6

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Coconino County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 248.6 246.4 253.3 266.2 269.0 265.9 268.3

Other Travel* 11.5 10.6 12.3 12.5 12.6 12.4 9.5

  Total Direct Spending 260.1 257.0 265.6 278.7 281.6 278.3 277.8

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 42.6 40.7 39.6 47.4 50.6 48.9 53.5

Private Home 37.6 39.0 41.4 42.6 42.3 41.3 41.0

Campground 12.8 12.4 13.4 13.7 13.4 13.2 12.6

Vacation Home 13.6 13.4 13.8 14.0 14.1 14.3 14.3

Day Travel 142.0 140.9 145.1 148.4 148.6 148.2 147.0

  Destination Spending 248.6 246.4 253.3 266.2 269.0 265.9 268.3

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 18.0 16.9 16.5 18.7 19.6 20.0 22.4

Food Service 43.2 45.4 46.0 48.8 50.2 50.3 53.2

Food Stores 20.2 20.2 21.1 21.6 21.8 22.1 22.8

Local Tran. & Gas 32.6 30.3 36.2 38.2 37.3 35.5 28.5

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 102.2 100.5 100.3 104.6 105.8 104.4 107.3

Retail Sales 32.4 33.1 33.3 34.2 34.3 33.6 34.1

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 248.6 246.4 253.3 266.2 269.0 265.9 268.3

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 23.4 22.4 22.3 24.7 26.9 28.5 30.9

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 32.8 25.2 23.8 24.6 25.6 28.0 28.8

Retail** 9.0 8.0 8.1 8.1 8.0 8.2 8.7

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4

  Total Direct Earnings 65.9 56.1 54.6 57.7 61.1 65.3 68.9

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 1,190 1,120 1,110 1,170 1,240 1,300 1,380

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 1,390 1,200 1,220 1,150 1,050 1,030 1,000

Retail** 380 330 330 320 330 330 340

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 40 20 20 20 20 20 20

  Total Direct Employment 3,010 2,670 2,670 2,660 2,640 2,690 2,740

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 7.7 7.4 7.3 7.6 7.6 7.7 8.2

State Tax Receipts 11.3 11.4 11.8 12.4 12.1 11.8 12.3

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 19.0 18.8 19.1 20.0 19.8 19.5 20.4

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Gila County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 57.7 52.6 59.6 64.4 76.5 80.8 60.8

Other Travel* 9.8 9.1 10.8 11.1 11.0 11.1 8.5

  Total Direct Spending 67.5 61.7 70.4 75.6 87.6 91.8 69.3

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 27.1 21.3 25.0 29.6 40.8 44.1 27.9

Private Home 21.7 22.7 25.0 25.1 25.4 26.0 23.5

Campground 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.9

Vacation Home 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9

Day Travel 6.0 6.0 6.6 6.8 7.3 7.7 6.5

  Destination Spending 57.7 52.6 59.6 64.4 76.5 80.8 60.8

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 9.9 7.6 8.8 10.6 15.5 16.0 9.9

Food Service 15.4 15.2 16.6 17.7 20.4 22.1 18.6

Food Stores 5.2 5.2 5.6 5.7 6.1 6.5 5.9

Local Tran. & Gas 10.3 9.4 11.8 12.4 13.1 13.2 9.0

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.6 5.1 5.5 4.5

Retail Sales 12.5 11.2 12.4 13.5 16.3 17.5 13.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 57.7 52.6 59.6 64.4 76.5 80.8 60.8

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 9.2 7.6 8.2 9.1 10.7 11.0 8.9

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.7 2.8 3.0 2.5

Retail** 3.0 2.4 2.7 2.8 3.2 3.5 2.9

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4

  Total Direct Earnings 15.3 12.8 13.9 15.0 17.1 18.0 14.7

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 640 500 520 570 660 650 520

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 420 380 380 390 400 410 330

Retail** 120 100 110 110 120 130 110

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 30 20 20 20 20 20 20

  Total Direct Employment 1,230 1,000 1,030 1,090 1,210 1,210 980

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 2.3 2.0 2.3 2.5 3.2 3.3 2.5

State Tax Receipts 3.1 3.0 3.4 3.7 4.0 4.1 3.3

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 5.4 5.1 5.7 6.2 7.2 7.4 5.8

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Graham & Greenlee Counties

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail 

includes gasoline.
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 129.2 123.9 134.6 137.6 139.2 136.0 136.0

Other Travel* 4.3 3.9 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.6 3.6

  Total Direct Spending 133.5 127.8 139.3 142.4 143.9 140.6 139.6

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 6.6 3.9 6.9 8.3 10.2 8.8 10.3

Private Home 14.5 14.3 16.5 16.4 16.4 15.6 15.6

Campground 31.2 30.4 31.9 32.5 31.9 31.4 30.6

Vacation Home 16.7 16.3 16.9 17.1 17.3 17.5 17.3

Day Travel 60.1 59.0 62.4 63.3 63.5 62.8 62.1

  Destination Spending 129.2 123.9 134.6 137.6 139.2 136.0 136.0

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 10.1 8.5 9.6 10.1 10.8 10.6 11.4

Food Service 22.5 22.8 24.5 25.3 26.2 25.9 27.4

Food Stores 12.4 12.1 13.0 13.2 13.3 13.4 13.8

Local Tran. & Gas 18.9 17.1 21.3 22.0 21.5 20.2 16.2

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 47.7 45.9 47.7 48.4 48.8 47.8 48.8

Retail Sales 17.6 17.5 18.4 18.5 18.6 18.1 18.4

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 129.2 123.9 134.6 137.6 139.2 136.0 136.0

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 9.8 10.6 12.5 12.5 13.4 13.3 13.6

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 14.1 13.6 14.2 14.4 14.8 15.1 15.5

Retail** 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.6

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

  Total Direct Earnings 28.9 28.5 31.3 31.3 32.6 32.9 33.9

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 520 560 650 650 700 690 670

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 480 450 470 480 500 510 480

Retail** 210 180 190 180 180 170 180

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

  Total Direct Employment 1,230 1,200 1,320 1,310 1,380 1,380 1,330

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.4

State Tax Receipts 5.5 5.7 6.2 6.3 6.2 5.9 6.0

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 9.5 9.7 10.6 10.7 10.6 10.1 10.4

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p

La Paz County
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2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015p

Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 8,164 8,106 8,586 8,756 9,051 9,585 10,074

Other Travel* 2,571 2,401 2,645 2,838 2,966 3,035 2,925

  Total Direct Spending 10,734 10,507 11,232 11,594 12,017 12,620 12,999

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 4,444 4,269 4,535 4,657 4,839 5,178 5,575

Private Home 2,155 2,255 2,370 2,381 2,451 2,568 2,651

Campground 240 231 243 245 253 271 267

Vacation Home 254 257 268 278 284 294 299

Day Travel 1,069 1,093 1,170 1,195 1,223 1,273 1,282

  Destination Spending 8,164 8,106 8,586 8,756 9,051 9,585 10,074

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 1,638 1,372 1,479 1,526 1,600 1,751 1,979

Food Service 1,712 1,829 1,917 1,984 2,070 2,200 2,349

Food Stores 268 271 289 294 303 323 339

Local Tran. & Gas 1,037 1,038 1,175 1,204 1,224 1,261 1,166

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 1,074 1,083 1,116 1,132 1,156 1,203 1,253

Retail Sales 1,154 1,201 1,246 1,262 1,286 1,327 1,372

Visitor Air Tran. 1,281 1,311 1,363 1,353 1,411 1,520 1,618

  Destination Spending 8,164 8,106 8,586 8,756 9,051 9,585 10,074

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 1,195 1,153 1,214 1,248 1,319 1,395 1,488

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 505 510 517 556 585 637 666

Retail** 212 197 208 206 207 224 241

Ground Tran. 102 109 116 119 120 129 139

Visitor Air Tran. 543 564 612 602 602 610 684

Other Travel* 782 740 792 851 890 889 944

  Total Direct Earnings 3,339 3,273 3,460 3,582 3,723 3,884 4,163

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Thousand Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 42.0 40.0 41.4 41.7 43.6 45.0 46.5

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 16.8 15.7 16.0 16.6 17.5 18.7 20.0

Retail** 6.5 5.9 5.9 5.9 6.1 6.4 6.8

Ground Tran. 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.3

Visitor Air Tran. 7.5 6.8 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.3 7.7

Other Travel* 13.7 11.9 12.2 13.2 12.9 14.0 14.9

  Total Direct Employment 89.2 83.1 85.4 87.5 90.2 94.5 99.2

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 455.3 447.4 472.2 475.7 494.9 515.6 561.4

State Tax Receipts 401.0 418.1 461.0 473.2 467.3 462.6 490.9

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 856.3 865.4 933.2 948.9 962.2 978.1 1,052.3

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations, resident air travel, travel arrangement services, and 

convention and trade shows.  **Retail includes gasoline.

Maricopa County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 450.5 460.6 466.8 473.6 497.1 494.5 484.3

Other Travel* 71.1 69.2 78.3 80.4 83.3 86.3 40.7

  Total Direct Spending 521.6 529.9 545.1 554.0 580.4 580.8 525.0

All Overnight

Hotel, Motel 112.4 119.0 119.5 120.0 124.7 132.6 137.2

Private Home 153.7 155.7 157.5 160.8 173.5 165.5 155.6

Campground 21.2 20.5 22.1 22.6 22.2 21.8 20.8

Vacation Home 38.3 37.8 39.5 40.4 40.6 41.3 41.5

Day 124.8 127.6 128.2 129.8 136.1 133.2 129.1

  Destination Spending 450.5 460.6 466.8 473.6 497.1 494.5 484.3

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 57.8 55.3 56.2 56.5 58.7 64.0 69.3

Food Service 118.5 128.8 126.4 129.4 138.7 139.3 142.6

Food Stores 42.5 43.1 43.5 44.1 46.7 46.5 46.9

Local Tran. & Gas 79.5 75.5 87.1 89.7 92.2 86.8 67.8

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 82.3 84.3 81.8 82.0 85.7 84.7 84.9

Retail Sales 69.8 73.6 71.7 71.9 75.1 73.2 72.7

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 450.5 460.6 466.8 473.6 497.1 494.5 484.3

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 62.6 62.8 64.9 61.3 66.8 71.6 89.9

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 40.9 31.8 29.1 32.0 34.5 39.0 39.2

Retail** 20.0 18.0 17.7 17.3 18.0 18.2 18.9

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 12.9 12.5 12.8 13.1 14.6 16.1 3.1

  Total Direct Earnings 136.5 125.1 124.6 123.8 133.9 144.9 151.1

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 3,190 3,220 3,240 2,950 3,110 3,290 3,940

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 2,030 1,630 1,500 1,580 1,590 1,750 1,790

Retail** 680 630 610 600 620 610 620

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 490 430 430 430 430 450 110

  Total Direct Employment 6,400 5,900 5,780 5,560 5,750 6,100 6,460

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 16.8 16.9 16.8 16.5 17.5 18.1 19.2

State Tax Receipts 21.9 23.2 24.1 24.3 24.4 23.7 24.1

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 38.7 40.1 40.9 40.8 41.9 41.7 43.3

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Mohave County
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Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 285.6 254.4 263.8 278.5 280.8 283.0 282.6

Other Travel* 22.9 21.0 24.9 25.4 24.8 24.5 19.4

  Total Direct Spending 308.5 275.4 288.7 303.9 305.7 307.4 302.0

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 141.3 114.3 115.2 128.1 130.4 131.3 134.1

Private Home 53.9 52.4 57.1 58.5 57.7 58.2 55.8

Campground 17.2 16.7 17.6 16.4 16.8 16.2 16.1

Vacation Home 45.6 45.2 46.7 47.4 47.9 48.9 48.9

Day Travel 27.7 25.8 27.2 28.1 28.1 28.3 27.8

  Destination Spending 285.6 254.4 263.8 278.5 280.8 283.0 282.6

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 60.4 50.1 50.5 55.0 56.5 57.0 59.5

Food Service 69.3 65.5 66.6 70.7 72.2 74.3 77.6

Food Stores 20.2 19.1 20.1 20.4 20.6 21.2 21.8

Local Tran. & Gas 39.7 33.9 40.7 42.7 41.7 40.4 32.2

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 32.0 29.6 29.6 30.0 30.2 30.3 30.9

Retail Sales 64.0 56.3 56.2 59.6 59.7 59.7 60.7

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 285.6 254.4 263.8 278.5 280.8 283.0 282.6

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 48.8 48.0 47.6 52.1 53.5 54.5 58.7

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 13.3 17.9 18.3 21.7 21.8 22.8 23.3

Retail** 12.7 10.1 10.4 10.5 10.4 10.9 11.5

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8

  Total Direct Earnings 76.1 76.9 77.1 85.2 86.5 89.0 94.3

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 2,330 2,250 2,250 2,300 2,330 2,350 2,420

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 680 810 810 890 900 940 1,040

Retail** 510 410 410 420 410 420 440

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 70 40 40 40 40 40 40

  Total Direct Employment 3,590 3,520 3,510 3,650 3,690 3,760 3,940

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 11.3 10.6 10.7 11.4 10.9 11.1 12.0

State Tax Receipts 13.5 13.2 14.1 14.9 14.2 13.8 14.2

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 24.9 23.9 24.8 26.3 25.0 24.9 26.2

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Navajo County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 2,043 2,022 2,051 2,129 2,140 2,208 2,241

Other Travel* 530 491 544 635 573 576 532

  Total Direct Spending 2,573 2,513 2,595 2,764 2,713 2,784 2,773

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 903 895 908 946 953 994 1,053

Private Home 451 452 467 468 460 474 474

Campground 36 29 31 33 32 31 30

Vacation Home 47 47 49 50 51 52 52

Day Travel 605 598 595 633 644 657 631

  Destination Spending 2,043 2,022 2,051 2,129 2,140 2,208 2,241

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 349 316 320 330 333 349 379

Food Service 475 508 514 542 552 576 611

Food Stores 132 129 131 138 140 146 146

Local Tran. & Gas 279 278 306 321 318 321 292

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 173 174 175 178 177 181 186

Retail Sales 411 413 401 423 428 433 423

Visitor Air Tran. 223 204 203 198 190 202 204

  Destination Spending 2,043 2,022 2,051 2,129 2,140 2,208 2,241

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 304 298 309 334 337 360 393

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 76 77 75 76 75 85 88

Retail** 79 72 72 73 73 77 79

Ground Tran. 25 27 28 29 29 31 33

Visitor Air Tran. 12 11 10 9 8 10 11

Other Travel* 61 52 54 84 65 67 69

  Total Direct Earnings 557 537 549 605 587 631 674

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 12,700 12,420 12,720 13,330 13,340 13,810 14,300

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 3,860 4,090 4,070 4,080 4,060 4,350 4,440

Retail** 2,880 2,560 2,540 2,520 2,510 2,610 2,610

Ground Tran. 690 700 710 740 740 750 800

Visitor Air Tran. 250 210 200 180 130 170 170

Other Travel* 1,860 1,450 1,400 2,110 1,820 1,750 1,750

  Total Direct Employment 22,240 21,440 21,630 22,950 22,600 23,440 24,060

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 73.0 72.5 73.4 75.9 75.1 76.8 81.9

State Tax Receipts 101.5 106.0 112.6 118.5 112.9 111.0 115.4

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 174.5 178.5 186.0 194.4 187.9 187.8 197.3

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations, resident air travel, travel arrangement services, and 

convention and trade shows.  **Retail includes gasoline.

Pima County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 456.2 508.7 544.1 534.7 531.8 554.5 568.1

Other Travel* 70.9 73.3 87.4 90.4 89.0 89.5 72.7

  Total Direct Spending 527.2 582.0 631.4 625.1 620.7 644.0 640.7

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 37.1 34.7 40.0 37.8 33.3 33.4 38.1

Private Home 199.9 237.3 252.3 243.2 245.0 260.1 269.4

Campground 48.2 46.6 50.2 51.4 50.5 49.6 47.3

Vacation Home 67.4 74.8 77.0 79.5 80.5 84.2 86.2

Day Travel 103.6 115.4 124.5 122.8 122.4 127.3 127.1

  Destination Spending 456.2 508.7 544.1 534.7 531.8 554.5 568.1

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 42.3 40.3 43.0 42.9 41.7 43.0 46.8

Food Service 140.1 166.0 173.5 171.1 173.3 184.7 199.1

Food Stores 42.3 46.8 49.8 49.0 49.2 52.3 55.2

Local Tran. & Gas 73.7 75.6 92.4 92.3 89.4 89.4 73.2

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 66.2 73.7 75.5 73.5 73.1 76.3 80.0

Retail Sales 91.6 106.2 109.8 105.9 105.0 108.9 113.8

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 456.2 508.7 544.1 534.7 531.8 554.5 568.1

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 62.8 72.5 75.4 79.4 76.8 78.1 84.9

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 34.0 28.9 28.2 31.0 31.1 33.6 35.4

Retail** 20.9 21.0 21.9 20.7 20.3 22.0 23.9

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 4.0 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.9 3.0

  Total Direct Earnings 121.8 125.1 128.2 133.7 131.0 136.6 147.2

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 2,980 3,030 3,210 3,310 3,510 3,470 3,650

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 1,260 1,120 1,210 1,310 1,270 1,300 1,350

Retail** 810 770 820 760 760 800 870

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 200 130 130 120 130 140 140

  Total Direct Employment 5,260 5,050 5,360 5,500 5,660 5,710 6,010

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 17.0 19.3 20.1 19.7 19.3 19.7 21.2

State Tax Receipts 23.3 27.4 29.6 29.3 28.1 27.8 29.4

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 40.3 46.7 49.6 49.0 47.3 47.5 50.7

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Pinal County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 272.9 253.6 228.2 260.0 277.7 278.2 257.8

Other Travel* 10.1 9.1 10.9 11.2 10.8 10.5 8.3

  Total Direct Spending 283.0 262.7 239.2 271.2 288.5 288.6 266.1

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 39.0 36.2 28.0 31.0 35.1 32.6 39.2

Private Home 33.1 34.9 36.4 38.2 38.0 36.0 36.0

Campground 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3

Vacation Home 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3

Day Travel 198.2 180.0 161.2 188.2 201.9 206.9 180.0

  Destination Spending 272.9 253.6 228.2 260.0 277.7 278.2 257.8

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 16.9 15.5 11.9 12.8 14.0 13.4 16.4

Food Service 41.1 41.2 37.0 41.5 44.8 44.4 45.6

Food Stores 92.9 83.8 76.1 88.6 95.3 98.9 88.4

Local Tran. & Gas 23.2 20.7 22.3 25.0 25.5 23.9 18.7

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 9.3 9.1 8.0 8.5 9.0 8.4 9.5

Retail Sales 89.5 83.3 72.9 83.7 89.1 89.1 79.3

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

  Destination Spending 272.9 253.6 228.2 260.0 277.7 278.2 257.8

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 21.1 20.8 18.4 19.1 19.8 22.3 27.7

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 5.1 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.4 5.2 5.9

Retail** 27.3 23.6 20.8 23.1 24.2 25.3 23.6

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other Travel* 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4

  Total Direct Earnings 54.1 48.8 43.6 46.9 48.7 53.3 57.6

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 1,000 970 870 900 930 1,040 1,230

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 340 290 300 290 330 390 440

Retail** 900 720 650 710 740 730 680

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Travel* 30 20 20 20 20 20 20

  Total Direct Employment 2,260 2,000 1,840 1,920 2,020 2,180 2,360

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 8.4 8.2 7.2 7.9 8.1 8.0 8.1

State Tax Receipts 10.6 10.5 9.9 11.1 11.1 10.6 10.4

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 19.1 18.7 17.1 18.9 19.1 18.6 18.5

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 594.6 566.4 596.9 631.9 650.8 680.9 707.0

Other Travel* 60.0 53.6 60.6 62.8 64.1 65.3 41.6

  Total Direct Spending 654.5 620.0 657.5 694.7 714.9 746.2 748.7

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 234.4 209.7 221.3 245.6 261.6 282.8 311.4

Private Home 77.0 78.6 85.4 87.5 87.8 89.6 87.5

Campground 13.0 12.6 13.2 13.8 13.5 14.7 14.6

Vacation Home 24.2 23.9 24.7 25.4 25.8 26.7 27.1

Day Travel 246.0 241.6 252.2 259.6 262.0 267.1 266.4

  Destination Spending 594.6 566.4 596.9 631.9 650.8 680.9 707.0

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 121.3 104.4 109.6 122.7 133.3 147.4 169.7

Food Service 113.7 115.8 120.0 127.1 132.4 139.9 149.4

Food Stores 41.5 40.7 43.1 44.4 45.3 47.6 49.6

Local Tran. & Gas 73.6 66.6 81.0 85.7 84.9 84.4 68.5

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 166.3 160.5 162.9 168.3 170.9 176.0 182.1

Retail Sales 77.8 77.6 79.3 81.8 83.0 84.7 87.1

Visitor Air Tran. 0.4 0.8 1.0 1.8 1.0 0.8 0.7

  Destination Spending 594.6 566.4 596.9 631.9 650.8 680.9 707.0

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 83.5 73.5 77.7 85.8 93.1 100.6 115.0

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 68.8 67.9 63.0 64.4 63.4 67.2 69.7

Retail** 19.0 16.4 17.0 17.1 17.1 18.2 19.6

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.5

Other Travel* 8.3 6.1 5.7 5.9 6.7 7.4 2.4

  Total Direct Earnings 179.8 164.3 163.8 173.5 180.5 193.8 207.2

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 3,520 3,040 3,180 3,430 3,590 3,810 4,120

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 3,840 3,540 3,410 3,430 3,460 3,790 3,840

Retail** 770 650 670 660 660 690 720

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Other Travel* 310 240 210 200 190 200 100

  Total Direct Employment 8,450 7,480 7,470 7,730 7,910 8,500 8,790

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 25.5 24.4 24.9 26.2 28.1 30.0 33.0

State Tax Receipts 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.6 30.9 31.1 33.0

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 53.4 52.3 54.9 57.8 59.0 61.1 66.1

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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Total Direct Travel Spending ($Million)

Destination Spending 569.9 553.0 589.5 594.5 575.1 590.4 575.1

Other Travel* 54.7 52.6 60.9 62.3 60.2 60.8 48.6

  Total Direct Spending 624.6 605.7 650.4 656.7 635.3 651.2 623.8

Visitor Spending by Type of Accommodation ($Million)

Hotel, Motel 140.2 130.3 151.2 149.2 131.9 137.7 145.8

Private Home 78.6 79.9 90.6 87.7 86.7 90.8 88.9

Campground 72.5 74.8 79.2 72.9 68.0 66.9 65.3

Vacation Home 43.7 44.5 47.4 48.2 48.5 49.5 49.7

Day Travel 234.9 223.5 221.1 236.3 240.0 245.4 225.5

  Destination Spending 569.9 553.0 589.5 594.5 575.1 590.4 575.1

Visitor Spending by Commodity Purchased ($Million)

Accommodations 66.8 60.1 67.5 65.2 59.0 62.1 67.2

Food Service 103.8 107.3 115.1 116.5 113.8 119.2 122.5

Food Stores 72.9 69.1 69.2 73.5 75.1 78.4 74.4

Local Tran. & Gas 68.4 63.2 79.2 79.4 74.2 73.2 57.6

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 121.1 120.9 129.6 124.4 115.6 117.6 120.7

Retail Sales 124.4 120.1 116.4 123.7 124.9 126.4 117.7

Visitor Air Tran. 12.4 12.3 12.3 11.7 12.5 13.6 15.0

  Destination Spending 569.9 553.0 589.5 594.5 575.1 590.4 575.1

Industry Earnings Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Accom. & Food Serv. 58.0 62.4 63.0 63.7 63.7 64.6 68.7

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 50.7 50.0 50.5 52.0 45.5 48.5 50.0

Retail** 31.4 27.4 27.1 27.7 27.5 29.1 28.5

Ground Tran. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Visitor Air Tran. 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4

Other Travel* 3.4 2.8 3.0 2.3 2.5 2.6 2.0

  Total Direct Earnings 143.7 143.2 144.4 145.9 139.4 145.2 149.6

Industry Employment Generated by Travel Spending (Jobs)

Accom. & Food Serv. 2,790 2,850 2,920 2,840 2,850 2,830 2,940

Arts, Ent. & Rec. 2,060 2,140 2,200 2,490 2,160 2,190 2,340

Retail** 1,110 960 930 920 900 930 890

Ground Tran. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visitor Air Tran. 10 10 20 10 10 10 10

Other Travel* 130 100 100 90 90 90 80

  Total Direct Employment 6,110 6,070 6,170 6,340 6,010 6,050 6,260

Government Revenue Generated by Travel Spending ($Million)

Local Tax Receipts 21.4 21.3 22.0 21.9 20.8 21.1 21.5

State Tax Receipts 25.6 26.7 28.9 29.1 27.0 26.3 26.4

  Total Direct Gov't Revenue 47.0 47.9 50.9 50.9 47.7 47.4 47.9

Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

*Other Travel includes ground transportation to other Arizona destinations and travel arrangement services.  **Retail includes 

gasoline.

Yuma County

Travel Impacts, 2008-2015p
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 APPENDIX A 
 

2015 TRAVEL IMPACT ESTIMATES 

 

This appendix provides a brief overview of the methodology, terminology and 

limitations of the travel impact and visitor volume estimates.   

DIRECT IMPACTS  

The estimates of the direct impacts associated with traveler spending in Arizona 

were produced using the Regional Travel Impact Model (RTIM) developed by Dean 

Runyan Associates.  The input data used to detail the economic impacts of the 

Arizona travel industry were gathered from various local, state and federal sources.   

Travel impacts consist of estimates of travel spending and the employment, 

earnings, and state and local taxes generated by this spending.  These estimates are 

also broken out by type of traveler accommodation and by the type of business in 

which the expenditures occur.   

GROUND TRANSPORTATION ESTIMATES 

County and regional level estimates of destination or visitor spending include only a 

portion of the ground transportation expenditures for travel that occur in the county.  

The remaining portion is included in “other travel” as it represents transportation 

costs for travel to another destination within Arizona.  State level estimates of visitor 

spending include all of these expenditures for ground transportation. 

SECONDARY (INDIRECT AND INDUCED) IMPACTS  

Direct impacts are reported for all counties within Arizona.  Secondary employment 

and earnings impacts over and above direct impacts are reported at the state level 

only for the year 2015.  These indirect and induced impacts are generated from the 

direct impacts produced by the RTIM, discussed above, and an input-output model 

of the Arizona economy prepared by the Implan Group, LLC.  Indirect impacts 

represent the purchases of goods and services from other firms by businesses that 

directly receive expenditures from travelers.  Hotels, for example, purchase 

maintenance services from independent contractors.   Induced impacts represent the 

purchase of goods and services by employees whose earnings are in part derived 

from travel expenditures.  The sum of the direct, indirect and induced impacts 

equals the total impact of all spending by visitors in the state.  The “multiplier” 

refers to the ratio of the total impacts to the direct impacts for employment or 

earnings.  A description of the methodology used to estimate secondary impacts can 

be found in the Appendix. 
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Spending GDP

Inputs/Goods Resold

Operating Surplus

Indirect Taxes

Labor Income

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES 

Preliminary estimates for 2015 were prepared at the state, regional and county level.  

These estimates take advantage of the most current available data.  However, 

because full-year data was not available in all cases, these estimates are subject to 

subsequent revision as additional information relating to travel and its economic 

impact in 2015 becomes available. 

GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT 

An estimate of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of the Arizona travel 

industry based on the RTIM direct travel impacts is also provided in this report.  

The GDP of an industry is equal to gross output (sales or receipts) minus 

intermediate inputs (the goods and services purchased from other industries).  

GDP is always less than output or sales because GDP measures only the 

“value added” of an industry and does not include the cost of the inputs that 

are also necessary to produce a good or service.  GDP is a useful concept 

because it permits comparisons of the economic contributions of different 

industries. 

The relationship between spending and gross domestic product is illustrated in 

the figure below.  Examples of inputs are the food or accounting services that 

restaurants purchase from suppliers.  “Goods resold” are the commodities that 

retail establishments purchase from manufacturers or wholesale trade 

businesses and resell with a markup.  These inputs or goods are not counted as 

the GDP of the restaurant or retail industry because their value was created in 

other industries (agriculture, accounting, manufacturing).   

 

Relationship Between Spending and Gross Domestic Product 
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It is for this reason that “travel spending” – as measured from surveys of visitors 

– is not the best measure of the travel industry’s real economic contribution.  

This is because some visitor spending is actually counted as the GDP of other 

industries (e.g., agriculture, accounting, manufacturing).  Furthermore, these 

other industries may or may not be located within the geographic area of 

interest.  If the farm were located within the region of interest, then the GDP of 

the local farm would be included as an indirect or secondary effect.  If not 

(e.g., a manufacturing firm in another state or country), then that portion of 

GDP is not counted.   

The preceding graph also shows the three main components of GDP.  For most 

industries, labor income (essentially equivalent to earnings in this report) is the 

primary component of GDP.  This is true of the travel industry.  A second 

component is the tax payments that businesses make to government, such as 

sales, excise and property taxes.  In the case of excise taxes, businesses are 

essentially a collection agency for the government.  The final component, 

operating surplus, represents the income and payments (e.g., dividends, 

interest) to other stakeholders of the firm.   

The concept of GDP also illustrates that with small geographic units of analysis 

(e.g., counties), earnings, employment, and tax revenues are the best measures 

of the economic value of the travel industry to the local economy.  Small area 

measures of GDP are less reliable and much of the operating surplus may leak 

out of the local economy anyway.  Indirect effects are also generally less in 

smaller economies.  

COMPARISON WITH OTHER EXPORT-ORIENTED INDUSTRIES 

Export-oriented industries are those industries that primarily market their 

products and services to other regions, states or nations.  Agriculture, 

extractive industries, and manufacturing are the best examples of goods 

producing export-oriented industries.  Many professional services (e.g., 

engineering, architecture, law) are also traded in export markets.  The travel 

industry is also an export-oriented industry because goods and services are 

sold to visitors, rather than residents.  The travel industry injects money into 

the local economy, as do the exports of other industries.  

Exports are not necessarily more important than locally traded goods and 

services.  However, diverse export-oriented industries in any economy are a 

source of strength – in part because they generate income that contributes to 

the development of other local services and amenities.  Such industries 

characterize the “comparative advantage” of the local economy within larger 

regional, national and global markets.   

For the purposes of this report, we have defined five major export-oriented 

industries in Arizona.   
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 Aerospace.  This industry comprises establishments engaged in aerospace 

product and parts manufacturing.   

 Microelectronics.  This industry includes establishments that manufacture 

computers, communications equipment and similar products and 

components that utilize integrated circuits.  This is the largest manufacturing 

subsector (NAICS 334). 

 Food.  The food group encompasses parts of two major industry categories:  

agriculture, and food manufacturing or processing.   

 Mining.  This industry is comprised primarily of copper mining companies. 

 Travel.  A portion of the transportation, retail, leisure, and hospitality 

industries as estimated in this report. 

Comparisons with these industries are more meaningful for the travel industry 

than comparisons with non-export oriented industries (e.g., health care, retail 

trade, government) where industry growth is largely a function of population 

and demographic factors.  See Appendix C for a list of Arizona industries. 

INTERPRETATION OF IMPACT ESTIMATES 

Users of this report should be aware of several issues regarding the interpretation of 

the impact estimates contained herein: 

 The estimates contained in this report are based on the most current data 

available and supersede all previous estimates of travel impacts.   

 The estimates in this report are expressed in current dollars unless otherwise 

noted.   

 The employment estimates in this report are estimates of the total number of 

full and part-time jobs directly generated by travel spending, rather than the 

number of individuals employed.  Both payroll and self-employment are 

included in these estimates.  Caution should therefore be used in comparing 

these estimates with other employment data series. 

 In general, estimates of small geographic areas (e.g., rural counties) are less 

reliable than estimates for regions or metropolitan counties.  Trend analysis 

and comparisons of counties with relatively low levels of travel related 

economic activity should therefore be interpreted cautiously.   

 The estimates of travel impacts published in this report will necessarily differ 

somewhat from estimates generated from different models, methodologies 

and data sources.  Nonetheless, it should be emphasized that all credible 

estimates of direct travel impacts at the state level, including those of Dean 

Runyan Associates, are of similar magnitude. 
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           APPENDIX B 

 

KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

Commodity:  A classification of a product or service, such as lodging or food service.  An 

establishment or industry may produce more than one commodity.   

Direct Impacts:  Employment, earnings and tax receipts directly generated by travel 

spending, as distinguished from secondary and total impacts.   

Earnings:  Earnings include wage and salary disbursements, other earned income or 

benefits, and proprietor income.  Only the earnings attributable to travel expenditures are 

included. 

Employment:  Industry employment (jobs) associated with travel-generated earnings.  
Includes both full-time and part-time positions, and salaried or self-employed individuals.  

Employment is reported as an average for a time period, typically annual.  (Unless 

otherwise noted, the employment estimates refer to establishment or industry 

employment at place of work, not the employment status or residence of the individual.) 

Federal Taxes:  Federal taxes include the motor fuel excise tax, airline ticket taxes, and 

personal income and payroll taxes. 

Industry:  A classification of business or government establishments based on their 

primary technological process.  (See NAICS Appendix table.) 

Local Taxes:  Lodging, sales and auto rental taxes imposed by cities, counties and other 

regional tax jurisdictions in Arizona.  These taxes are levied on sales to visitors and the 

spending of employees attributable to travel industry earnings.  Passenger Facility Charges 

attributable to visitors (a fee imposed on airline tickets) are included in counties with 

airports.  Property tax payments attributable to travel industry businesses and employees 

and a portion of tribal contributions from gaming to local governments are also included. 

Other spending:  Other spending includes spending by residents on ground and air 

transportation for travel to other destinations, spending on travel arrangement services, 

and convention/ trade shows. 

Private Home:  Unpaid overnight accommodations of friends and relatives. 

Receipts:  Travel expenditures less the sales and excise taxes paid by the consumer.   

State Taxes:  Lodging, sales, motor fuel, and business and personal income taxes imposed 

by the state of Arizona.  These taxes are levied on sales to visitors and the spending of 

employees attributable to travel industry earnings.  A portion of tribal contributions from 

gaming to state government is also included 

Total Impacts:  The sum of Direct and Secondary  impacts. 

Travel spending:  The sum of visitor and other spending related to travel.   

Visitor spending:  All spending on goods & services by visitors at the destination.  Also 

referred to as destination spending.  
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           APPENDIX C 

 

REGIONAL TRAVEL IMPACT MODEL 

Visitor Volume 

(Travel Party Days by 

Type of 

Accommodation) 

Visitor Spending 

(Type of 

Accommodation and 

Type of Commodity) 

Point of Sale Taxes 

(Sales and Excise Taxes 

associated with Visitor 

Spending) 

Business Receipts 

(not reported) 

Earnings 

(By Industry) 

Employment 

(By Industry) 

Personal Taxes 

(Local, state and 

federal income and 

payroll taxes) 

Business Taxes 

(Taxes on business 

income or receipts) 

Room Demand, 

Visitor Surveys, 

Population, 

Inventory/Use of 

Campsites & 

Second Homes, 

Visitor air 
arrivals  

PRIMARY DATA SOURCES 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF TRAVEL 

Accommodation 

Sales, 

Visitor Surveys, 

Airfares 

Ratio of 

Earnings to 

Receipts for 

relevant 

Industry 

Average 

Annual 

Earnings per 

job for 

relevant 
industry 

Note:  Most estimates of taxes 
are based on implicit tax rates 
applied to visitor spending, 
business receipts, and 
employee earnings.  Lodging 
tax receipts reflect actual tax 
collections. 

Note: Receipts equals 
Spending less 
POS Taxes 
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 APPENDIX D 
 

TRAVEL INDUSTRY ACCOUNTS:  A COMPARISON OF THE 

REGIONAL TRAVEL IMPACT MODEL AND 

TRAVEL & TOURISM SATELLITE ACCOUNTS 
 

An economic account is a method for displaying inter-related information about a 

set of economic activities.  A travel industry account is a method to report different 

types of related information about the purchase of goods and services by visitors.  

The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), which now provides annual and quarterly 

estimates of travel and tourism at the national level, describes a Travel and Tourism 

Satellite Account (TTSA) as “present(ing) a rearrangement of information from the 

National Income and Product Accounts, from the industry accounts, and from other 

sources so that travel and tourism activities can be analyzed more completely than 

is possible in the structure of the traditional national economic accounts.”1  

Similarly, the RTIM has been developed by Dean Runyan Associates to estimate 

travel spending, earnings, employment, and tax receipts at the state, county, and 

regional levels.  These initial findings can, in turn, be used as input data for deriving 

estimates of other economic measures, such as value-added and indirect effects.   

This appendix provides an overview of the Regional Travel Impact Model (RTIM) 

and travel and tourism satellite accounts (TTSAs).  Although there is no single or 

absolute form of a TTSA, the one developed by the Bureau of Economic Analysis 

(BEA) will be the basis of the analysis here.  The definitions, framework, and 

estimating methods used for the U.S. BEA TTSA follow, as closely as is practicable, 

the guidelines for similar travel satellite accounts that were developed by the World 

Tourism Organization (WTO) and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD). 

The primary focus is on the direct impacts of visitor spending.  Visitors are defined 

as persons that stay overnight away from home, or travel more than fifty miles one-

way on a non-routine trip.  Only the expenditures related to specific trips are 

counted as visitor spending.  Other travel related expenditures such as the 

consumption of durable goods (e.g., recreational vehicles or sporting equipment) or 

the purchase of vacation homes are not considered.   

While such a definition of the travel industry (i.e., the trip related expenditures of 

visitors) is conservative, it is also in keeping with the notion of the travel industry as 

being an export-oriented industry for specific local communities.  That is, visitors 

are important to regions because they inject money into the local economy.  This 

focus on the export-oriented nature of the travel industry for local communities 

becomes blurred if the industry is defined so as to include non-trip related 

expenditures.   

                                            
1 Peter D. Kuhbach, Mark A. Planting, and Erich H. Strassner, “U.S. Travel and Tourism Satellite 

Accounts for 1998-2003,” Survey of Current Business 84 (September 2004): 43-59. 
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PRIMARY CONCEPTS, CATEGORIES & DATA REQUIREMENTS 

There are three primary types of information that are measured and/or estimated in a 

travel industry account.  The first is a measure of the travel industry in terms of both 

the characteristics of the business firms that sell travel goods and services and the 

characteristics of consumers that purchase travel industry goods and services.  The 

second is a measure of the demand segments that consume travel industry goods 

and services.  For example, the distinction between business and leisure travel is a 

measure of demand segments.  The third is a measure of the components of 

economic output associated with the travel industry.  The employee earnings 

generated by visitor spending is one such component.  Travel-generated tax receipts 

are another.  These three categories of information represent different aspects of the 

accounting ledger – they represent different ways of viewing or analyzing the travel 

industry. 

The bulk of this paper will discuss these three types of information in terms of their 

conceptual foundations, the data requirements, and some of the more salient issues 

that users of this information should be aware of.  There will also be some 

discussion of indirect and induced effects in that these effects can be reasonably 

estimated from the direct travel industry accounts.  These secondary (versus direct) 

effects describe the relationship of the travel industry to other sectors of the larger 

economy.   

The intent of this discussion will be to provide a general overview of the process of 

constructing travel industry accounts and the underlying similarity between the 

RTIM and a TTSA.  More technical issues are generally placed in footnotes. 

TRAVEL INDUSTRY 

Defining the travel industry is probably the most critical and data intensive effort 

involved in developing a travel industry account.  It is an exercise in matching 

supply (sellers of goods and services) with demand (the travelers that purchase those 

particular goods and services).  It is complicated by the fact that no single industrial 

classification scheme provides a valid measure of the travel industry.2  There are 

only three significant industrial classifications (Accommodations [NAICS 721], 

Scheduled Passenger Air Transportation [NAICS 481111] and Travel Arrangement and 

Reservation Services [NAICS 5615]) that primarily sell travel industry goods and 

services.3  Firms in other industries (retail, recreation, transportation) provide goods 

and services to both travelers and other types of consumers. 

Because of this, most satellite accounts, as well as the RTIM, incorporate at least 

some information about the expenditures of visitors in order to define the supply of 

                                            
2 The North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) is the current standard in the United 

States. 
3 Even these industries are not purely travel.  For example, the accommodations industry provides 

services to local residents (food service and meeting rooms).  Passenger airlines also ship cargo on 

the same planes that carry passengers.  Fortunately, it is usually possible to make adjustments for 

these non-travel components through the use of additional data.   
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visitor industry firms.  For example, if there is an estimate of visitor-days and an 

estimate of how much the average visitor spends on food services per day, then an 

estimate of visitor spending on food services can be calculated.  In most cases, this 

will be only a fraction of all food service sales in that residents are a larger market 

for most restaurants.4   

The industry sectors that are usually matched to visitor spending in this way are:  

accommodations (NAICS 721), food service (722), arts, entertainment and 

recreation (71), and retail trade (44-45).  A portion of transportation business is also 

part of the travel industry for obvious reasons.   

In the case of the transportation sector, the definition and measurement of the travel 

industry component is more complicated because most transportation spending by 

visitors involves travel to and from the destination, rather than travel at or within the 

destination market.  This is not an issue if the geographic scope of the travel industry 

market includes the origin and destination of travel.  National travel industry 

accounts thus include all domestic passenger air transportation in the travel 

industry.  The issue is more complicated at the state or regional level, however.  

Suppose, for example, that the focus of a travel industry account is the state of 

Arizona.  How should the purchase of a round trip airline ticket by a Chicago 

resident traveling to Phoenix be treated in that only some of the economic impact of 

this spending will occur in Arizona?  A reasonable approach would be to allocate 

only a portion of this spending (and related payroll, taxes, etc.) to Arizona and 

ignore the remainder for the purpose of creating a travel industry account for 

Arizona.  However, if this procedure were followed for every state, the sum of the 

state accounts would be less than the national travel account.  The state accounts 

would be additive if outbound air travel from each state were included.  However, 

this is methodologically inconsistent with the construction of a national account, 

which does not include outbound travel as a component of domestic tourism 

demand.  The approach used in the RTIM is to make a distinction between the 

visitor industry, that includes only visitor demand, and the travel industry, which 

includes visitor demand and that portion of outbound travel that can be attributed to 

the resident economy.  For example, the passenger air transportation employment in 

Arizona can be divided between three groups of travelers:  inbound, outbound, and 

pass-through.  Only that employment attributable to inbound travel is part of the 

Arizona visitor industry.  Employment attributable to outbound and pass-through 

travelers is included with the larger travel industry.5 

                                            
4 The proportion can vary enormously among regions and localities, however.  In many popular 

visitor destinations, the primary market for food service will be visitors.  It should also be noted that 

even with reliable visitor survey data, there is still the issue of how to translate spending on food 

service commodities to the supply of food service by industry.  As indicated in the footnote above, 

food service is also supplied by the accommodation industry.   
5 The same issue arises with travel agencies and reservation services (NAICS 5615).  Most of these 

services are probably related to outbound travel and are treated as such in the RTIM. 
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Accommodation & Food Services 38.1%

Traveler accommodations 21.5%

Food services and drinking places 16.6%

Transportation 23.3%

Air transportation 15.4%

Rail transportation 0.4%

Water transportation 1.2%

Interurban bus transportation 0.3%

Interurban charter bus transportation 0.2%

Urban transit systems & other tran. 1.7%

Taxi service 1.0%

Automotive equipment rental & leasing 2.0%

Automotive repair services 0.8%

Parking lots and garages 0.2%

Toll highways 0.1%

Recreation 11.2%

Scenic and sightseeing transportation 0.4%

Motion pictures and performing arts 1.1%

Spectator sports 2.3%

Participant sports 2.4%

Gambling 3.0%

All other recreation and entertainment 2.0%

Retail & Nondurable Goods Production 16.2%

Petroleum refineries 0.6%

Industries producing nondurable PCE 

  commodities, excluding petroleum refineries 4.4%

Wholesale trade & tran. services 4.2%

Gasoline service stations 1.3%

Retail trade services, excluding 

  gasoline service stations 5.8%

Travel Arrangement 7.3%

All other industries 2.2%

Total Tourism Compensation 100.0%

Bureau of Economic Analysis Tourism Industries

Distribution of Travel-Generated Compensation

in United States, 2007

Source:  Adapted from Eric S. Griffith and Steven L. Zemanek, “U.S. Travel and 

Tourism Satellite Accounts for 2005-2008,” Survey of Current Business (June 

2009): 37, table 6.

The following two tables display the specific industries that are included in the 

travel industry for the BEA’s national TTSA and the RTIM.  Although not identical, 

the industries are equivalent with only a few exceptions.6  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
6 The major exception is that the BEA includes the production of consumer non-durables that are 

sold through retail outlets.  This is not a major component and would be even less so at the level of 

the state.   
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RTIM Travel Impact Industries Matched to NAICS 

 

Travel Impact Industry NAICS Industry (code)

Accommodation & Food Services

Accommodation (721)

Food Services and Drinking Places (722)

Arts, Entertainment & Recreation

Performing Arts, Spectator Sports (711)

Museums (712)

Amusement, Gambling (713)

Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation (487)

Retail

Food & Beverage Stores (445)

Gasoline Stations (447)

Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores (448)

Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, and Music Stores (451)

General Merchandise Stores (452)

Miscellaneous Store Retailers (453)

Ground Transportation

Interurban and rural bus transportation (4852)

Taxi and Limousine Service (4853)

Charter Bus Industry (4855)

Passenger Car Rental (532111)

Parking Lots and Garages (812930)

Air Transportation

Scheduled Air Passenger Transportation (481111)

Support Activities for Air Transportation (4881)

Administrative/Support Services

Travel Arrangement and Reservation Services (5615)

Convention and Trade Show Organizers (56192)

Source:  Dean Runyan Associates
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DEMAND SEGMENTS 

The distinction between inbound and outbound travel has already been discussed in 

the previous section and in terms of the concepts of the visitor industry and the 

travel industry.  Three other types of demand segments that are related exclusively 

to the visitor industry will be discussed here.  The first two demand categories are 

reported by the BEA in their national TTSA.  They are: leisure versus business 

travel, and resident versus non-resident travel.  The third demand category is 

typically reported in the RTIM:  type of traveler accommodation.  These three 

demand categories will be discussed in turn.   

The distinction between leisure versus business travel is useful for several reasons.  

Economists like to distinguish between personal consumption expenditures on the 

one hand and business expenditures on the other.  Indeed, this distinction is central 

for the National Income and Product Accounts (NIPAs).  Those in the travel industry 

are more likely to be interested in this distinction because leisure travelers represent 

a more “marketable” segment because their travel choices are less determined by 

economic and business factors.  Futhermore, business and leisure travelers tend to 

have different spending profiles.  The availability of this information in either a state 

or regional TTSA or RTIM is essentially dependent on the availability of survey data 

(as it is at the national level).  It should be noted, however, that such estimates are 

considerably less reliable for smaller geographic areas because of the limitations of 

survey data.  Even at the state level, year-to-year changes in the composition of this 

demand segment should be interpreted in conjunction with other data. 

The distinction between resident versus non-resident travel is fundamental to a 

national TTSA because it mirrors the distinction between the domestic economy and 

international transactions.  Non-resident travel in the United States is considered an 

export in the official international transaction accounts.7  The distinction is 

obviously also important because it is based on different political, legal, and 

currency regimes – factors that in themselves influence travel behavior.  At the level 

of the state or region, the distinction between resident and nonresident travel is less 

important, although it is often reported.8  There are at least two reasons why this 

distinction is less useful at state and regional levels.   

First, there is considerably less of an economic rationale for distinguishing resident 

and non-resident travel at the level of the state, or any other political jurisdiction 

within the United States, than there is at the national level.  States do not maintain 

interstate trade balance sheets that chart the flow of goods and services across state 

boundaries.  From an economic point of view, the administration of the tax system 

is the primary, if only, reason for this distinction.  In the case of travel and tourism, 

                                            
7 Conversely, the spending of U.S. visitors in other countries is treated as an import in the 

international transaction accounts.   
8 The issues discussed with regard to the reliability of survey data for leisure versus business travel 

also applies to this category  
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the evaluation of the tax impacts of resident versus nonresident travel might also be 

important.9 

Second, travel is behaviorally defined by length of distance from home (usually at 

least 50 miles one-way), trip purpose (non-routine), and/or the use of an overnight 

accommodation away from home.  Rarely is domestic travel defined by virtue of 

crossing a geographic boundary.10  The operators of tourist attractions in local 

communities are generally less interested in the origin of visitors than in the revenue 

that they generate for their businesses.  In terms of the economic impacts at the 

local level, the distinction between in-state residents, out-of-state residents and 

international visitors may not be relevant other than for the purpose of marketing.  

However, other geographic characteristics of the visitor (e.g., distance traveled, the 

specific area of origin) are generally more useful measures of the visitor market than 

whether the visitor is a resident or nonresident. 

Finally, the distinction among different types of traveler accommodations is 

generally reported in the RTIM.  Typically, these categories are: 

 Visitors who stay in hotels, motels, B&Bs., and similar lodging facilities 

 Visitors who stay at campsites 

 Visitors who stay in the private homes of friends or relatives 

 Visitors who stay in vacation or second homes 

 Visitors who do not stay in overnight accommodations on their trip away 

from home (day visitors). 

These distinctions can be useful because estimates of economic impacts are often 

used for different purposes.  The total of all accommodation types, of course, is an 

estimate of the total magnitude of the visitor industry.  Visitors who stay in 

commercial lodging such as hotels and motels are most likely to have the greatest 

economic impact on a person-day basis.  These visitors are also more likely to be 

influenced by marketing efforts.  In urban areas, a large proportion will represent 

business travel.  In other words, the type of accommodation category can be used in 

conjunction with other types of data to analyze the market characteristics of visitors. 

                                            
9 Nonresident visitors who pay taxes in their destination state represent an unambiguous gain for the 

state.  This effect is less clear for resident travelers within the state. 
10 In essence, state level travel impact estimates really represent an aggregation of smaller geographic 

units, such as counties or regions.  Populous states with large landmasses (e.g., California or Texas) 

will have a higher proportion of resident travel than small states (e.g., Rhode Island or Delaware).   
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Output (Spending) Value-Added

Inputs/Goods Resold

Operating Surplus

Indirect Taxes

Labor Income

COMPONENTS OF INDUSTRY OUTPUT 

Because both the RTIM and the TTSA are empirically linked to NAICS industry 

accounts, it is possible to provide estimates of different components of economic 

output.  The major economic components most often estimated are:11   

 Travel spending (Gross Output) 

 Value-added (Gross Product) 

 Earnings (labor income) 

 Indirect business taxes (sales, excise, property taxes & fees).   

The relationship of these components is shown below.  As indicated, the value-

added of a particular industry (the bar on the right) is equal to gross output (travel 

spending) minus the intermediate inputs used by travel industry businesses to 

produce the good or service.  Restaurants, for example, prepare and serve the food 

products that are purchased from suppliers.  Airlines purchase or lease airplanes 

from other firms.  These intermediate inputs are not counted as part of the value-

added of the travel industry.  They are counted as value-added in other industries 

(e.g., agriculture, aerospace manufacturing).   

 

Components of Industry Output 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The distinction between gross output and value-added is probably even more 

important at the state or regional level.  This is because the intermediate inputs that 

are purchased from other industries are even more likely to be purchased from 

businesses located in different regions or states.  For example, the economic impact 

                                            
11 There are some small differences between the BEA TTSA and the RTIM in what these components 

include.  The BEA allocates proprietor income to Operating Surplus, the RTIM allocates it to Labor 

Income.  The RTIM does not have an estimate of property taxes in indirect taxes.  Overall, property 

taxes on businesses are a relatively small proportion of indirect taxes. 
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of air passenger travel in the state of Hawaii should not include the purchase of 

airplanes manufactured in other parts of the world.  Travel industry value-added is a 

more meaningful measure of the true economic impact of visitor spending in 

Hawaii because a portion of the economic impact of visitor spending in the state 

will actually occur elsewhere.12 

Value-added can also be viewed in terms of the distribution or payout of industry 

receipts, exclusive of those paid to other firms for intermediate inputs.  Some of the 

receipts are distributed to labor as wages, benefits, and proprietor income.  Some 

receipts are paid to government as indirect taxes.  These taxes are called “indirect” 

because most of them are actually paid by consumers in the form of sales or excise 

taxes.13  The remainder leaves gross operating surplus.  Out of gross operating 

surplus various payments are made in the form of dividends, interest, and other 

payments, or retained by the firm.  The sum of these three broad categories of 

payments is equal to travel industry value-added.  To summarize: 

Value-added = Spending less intermediate goods & services, or 

Value-added = Labor Income plus indirect business taxes plus gross 

operating surplus. 

The RTIM is similar to the TTSA in that it also provides estimates of these 

components of economic output.  Travel spending, earnings, and tax impacts are 

generally provided at the state or regional level.  Value-added is generally reported 

at the state-level only (sometimes referred to as Travel Industry Gross State Product).  

At the level of the state, travel industry value-added or GSP is an important measure 

– more economically meaningful than travel spending.14  For smaller geographic 

areas, however, the rationale for reporting value-added is less clear.  First, there are 

real data limitations and data costs in deriving these estimates.  Second, the most 

important components of value added for the travel industry are earnings and tax 

receipts.  Because the travel industry is relatively labor intensive and because a 

large proportion of travel industry goods and services are subject to excise and sales 

taxes, these two components of value-added (labor income and indirect taxes) are 

relatively high for the travel industry.  The local effects of gross operating surplus are 

generally less important and certainly much more difficult to assess than are 

earnings and tax impacts.  The relevance of earnings and tax receipts is also in 

keeping the export-oriented emphasis of the travel industry:  earnings and tax 

receipts are more likely to stay in the local economy than is operating surplus. 

                                            
12 It should also be noted the value of the intermediate inputs used by travel industry firms will not 

necessarily disappear if the travel industry stops buying them.  Aerospace firms will shift their 

production to other users (e.g., military).  Agriculture will seek new markets for their products.   
13 Other taxes included here are property taxes, business franchise taxes, and other fees.  Income 

taxes are not included, because they are paid out of operating surplus.   
14 It is also possible to compare different industries with respect to their value-added.  It is more 

difficult and less useful to compare industries on the basis of sales.   
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INDIRECT, INDUCED AND SECONDARY EFFECTS 

To this point, the discussion of travel industry accounts has referred only to the 

direct output components.  That is, the ripple effects of the re-spending of 

travel industry receipts throughout the larger economy have not been 

analyzed.  The structure of both the TTSA and the RTIM permit such analysis.   

 Indirect effects refer to the intermediate inputs used to produce the final 

product or service, providing that those inputs are themselves produced 

within the designated geographic area.   

 Induced effects refer to the purchase of goods and services by 

employees that are attributable to direct and indirect impacts.  These 

induced impacts are derived from economic data that describe the 

purchasing patterns of households.  For example, employees of all the 

designated export-oriented industries will spend their income on food, 

household durables, health care, and so on.   

 The sum of indirect and induced impacts is sometimes referred to as the 

secondary effect.  These secondary impacts may be as great or greater 

than the direct impact alone.   

 The ratio of the total effects (direct plus either indirect, induced, or 

secondary) to the direct effects is the multiplier.   

The BEA reports the indirect components of economic output.  This is 

equivalent to domestic travel spending less the goods and services imported 

from abroad to meet domestic demand.  For travel, these imports would 

include souvenirs manufactured in China and petroleum extracted in Saudi 

Arabia.  The indirect output multiplier for 2002 was 1.76.  The ratio of 

domestic travel spending to travel industry value-added was 1.88.  The 

difference reflects the intermediate inputs for travel imported from abroad.   

At the state level, these indirect output multipliers are typically lower because 

relatively more of the intermediate inputs are purchased from outside of the 

state.  At the county or metropolitan level, the multipliers are generally even 

lower for the same reason.  Furthermore, the estimates are usually less reliable 

because of the data limitations of the regional input-output model used to 

estimate the indirect effects. 

The BEA does not report induced effects – the effect of household spending of 

the direct and indirect labor income.  Typically, these induced effects will be 

larger than the indirect effects at the state or regional level, in part because 

they are based on both the direct and indirect components.15  As with indirect 

effects, the induced effects will also tend to be lower for smaller economic 

areas and the reliability of the estimates will be less. 

                                            
15 The induced effects can be estimated with the Implan model maintained by the Minnesota Implan 

Group.   
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Secondary effects should be interpreted cautiously.  These effects describe the 

relationship of economic transactions at a point in time.  These relationships 

will not necessarily remain constant with a change in direct economic output.  

This is because all economic resources have alternative uses.  Because of this, 

it is often difficult to determine the effect of an increase or decrease in visitor 

spending on the larger economic system over time.   

THE REGIONAL TRAVEL IMPACT MODEL AND TRAVEL & TOURISM SATELLITE 

ACCOUNTS COMPARED 

This appendix has provided an overview of Dean Runyan Associates RTIM and 

the Bureau of Economic Analysis’ domestic TTSA.  These travel industry 

accounts are similar in terms of how they define the travel industry and the 

measures of the industry that are reported.  The differences stem largely from 

their different levels of analysis – the BEA provides estimates at the national 

level only, while the RTIM’s are typically constructed on a state or regional 

level.  Because of this geographic focus, the RTIM provides a distinction 

between the visitor industry and the travel industry.  The RTIM also provides 

measures of all of the components of economic output and secondary effects at 

the state or large region level.  At smaller units of analysis, however, the 

emphasis is on earnings and tax receipts generated by travel spending as these 

are the most reliable and meaningful measures of the economic impact of 

travel at the local level.   
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APPENDIX E 

 

Earnings Percent Employment Percent

Industry Sector ($Billion) of Total (Thousand) of Total

Primarily Export-Oriented 17.2 9.8% 241 7.0%

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and related 1.7 0.9% 47 1.3%

Mining 1.4 0.8% 24 0.7%

Manufacturing 14.1 8.0% 171 4.9%

**Travel 5.8 3.3% 173 5.0%

Primarily Non Export-Oriented 88.2 50.3% 1,844 53.3%

Construction 10.1 5.7% 177 5.1%

Utilities 1.7 0.9% 12 0.4%

Wholesale trade 8.7 5.0% 107 3.1%

Retail trade 13.4 7.6% 378 10.9%

Real estate and rental and leasing 4.1 2.3% 221 6.4%

Management of companies and enterprises 3.1 1.8% 35 1.0%

Administrative and waste services 10.6 6.0% 285 8.2%

Other services, except public administration 6.6 3.7% 183 5.3%

Government and government enterprises 30.1 17.1% 445 12.8%

Mixed 70.0 39.9% 1,376 39.7%

Transportation and warehousing 5.5 3.1% 101 2.9%

Information 3.8 2.2% 55 1.6%

Finance and insurance 13.3 7.6% 217 6.3%

Professional and technical services 13.8 7.9% 217 6.3%

Educational services 3.0 1.7% 74 2.1%

Health care and social assistance 21.5 12.3% 373 10.8%

Leisure and Hospitality 9.0 5.1% 339 9.8%

Arizona Total** 175.4 100.0% 3,462 100.0%

Arizona Earnings and Employment by Industry Sector, 2014

**Travel is not included in the sub and grand totals because it is also represented in other sectors (primarily leisure 

and hospitality, transporation, and retail trade).
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 APPENDIX F 

 

 

Accomm. & Food Serv.

Eating & Drinking

Hotels and Lodging Places

Agric. & Food Proc.

Agricultural- Forestry- Fishery Services

Animal and Marine Fats and Oils

Blended and Prepared Flour

Bottled and Canned Soft Drinks & Water

Bread- Cake- and Related Products

Canned and Cured Sea Foods

Canned Fruits and Vegetables

Canned Specialties

Cattle Feedlots

Cereal Preparations

Cheese- Natural and Processed

Chewing and Smoking Tobacco

Chewing Gum

Chocolate and Cocoa Products

Cigarettes

Cigars

Commercial Fishing

Condensed and Evaporated Milk

Confectionery Products

Cookies and Crackers

Cotton

Cottonseed Oil Mills

Creamery Butter

Dairy Farm Products

Dehydrated Food Products

Distilled Liquor- Except Brandy

Dog- Cat- and Other Pet Food

Feed Grains

Flavoring Extracts and Syrups- N.E.C.

Flour and Other Grain Mill Products

Fluid Milk

Food Grains

Food Preparations- N.E.C

Forest Products

Forestry Products

Frozen Fruits- Juices and Vegetables

Frozen Specialties

Fruits

Grass Seeds

Industry Groups
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Agric. & Food Proc.

Greenhouse and Nursery Products

Hay and Pasture

Hogs- Pigs and Swine

Ice Cream and Frozen Desserts

Landscape and Horticultural Services

Macaroni and Spaghetti

Malt

Malt Beverages

Manufactured Ice

Meat Packing Plants

Miscellaneous Crops

Miscellaneous Livestock

Oil Bearing Crops

Other Meat Animal Products

Pickles- Sauces- and Salad Dressings

Potato Chips & Similar Snacks

Poultry and Eggs

Poultry Processing

Prepared Feeds- N.E.C

Prepared Fresh Or Frozen Fish Or Seafood

Ranch Fed Cattle

Range Fed Cattle

Rice Milling

Roasted Coffee

Salted and Roasted Nuts & Seeds

Sausages and Other Prepared Meats

Sheep- Lambs and Goats

Shortening and Cooking Oils

Soybean Oil Mills

Sugar

Sugar Crops

Tobacco

Tobacco Stemming and Redrying

Tree Nuts

Vegetable Oil Mills- N.E.C

Vegetables

Wet Corn Milling

Wines- Brandy- and Brandy Spirits

Arts, Entertain., Rec.

Amusement and Recreation Services- N.E.C.

Bowling Alleys and Pool Halls

Commercial Sports Except Racing

Membership Sports and Recreation Clubs

Motion Pictures

Other Nonprofit Organizations

Racing and Track Operation

Theatrical Producers- Bands Etc.

Water Transportation
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Construction

Maintenance and Repair Oil and Gas Wells

Maintenance and Repair Other Facilities

Maintenance and Repair- Residential

New Farm Structures

New Government Facilities

New Highways and Streets

New Industrial and Commercial Buildings

New Mineral Extraction Facilities

New Residential Structures

New Utility Structures

Finance, Real Estate

Banking

Credit Agencies

Insurance Agents and Brokers

Insurance Carriers

Owner-occupied Dwellings

Real Estate

Security and Commodity Brokers

Government

Commodity Credit Corporation

Federal Electric Utilities

Federal Government - Military

Federal Government - Non-Military

Local Government Passenger Transit

Other Federal Government Enterprises

Other State and Local Govt Enterprises

State & Local Government - Education

State & Local Government - Non-Education

State and Local Electric Utilities

U.S. Postal Service

Misc. Manf.

Includes all utilities, mining and manfacturing industries

not elsewhere classified

Misc. Services

Advertising

Beauty and Barber Shops

Computer and Data Processing Services

Detective and Protective Services

Domestic Services

Electrical Repair Service

Equipment Rental  and Leasing

Funeral Service and Crematories

Laundry- Cleaning and Shoe Repair

Miscellaneous Personal Services

Miscellaneous Repair Shops

Other Business Services

Personnel Supply Services

Photofinishing- Commercial Photography

Portrait and Photographic Studios

Services To Buildings

Watch- Clock- Jewelry and Furniture Repair
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Prof. Services

Accounting- Auditing and Bookkeeping

Business Associations

Child Day Care Services

Colleges- Universities- Schools

Doctors and Dentists

Elementary and Secondary Schools

Engineering- Architectural Services

Hospitals

Job Trainings & Related Services

Labor and Civic Organizations

Legal Services

Management and Consulting Services

Nursing and Protective Care

Other Educational Services

Other Medical and Health Services

Religious Organizations

Research- Development & Testing Services

Residential Care

Social Services- N.E.C.

Retail Trade

Apparel & Accessory Stores

Building Materials & Gardening

Food Stores

Furniture & Home Furnishings Stores

General Merchandise Stores

Miscellaneous Retail

Wholesale Trade

Transportation

Air Transportation

Arrangement Of Passenger Transportation

Automobile Parking and Car Wash

Automobile Rental and Leasing

Automobile Repair and Services

Automotive Dealers & Service Stations

Local- Interurban Passenger Transit

Motor Freight Transport and Warehousing

Railroads and Related Services

Transportation Services
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Today’s Presentation

2/  Halo Magic
Research demonstrates 
strong lift  from destination 
promotion on both tourism 
AND economic development 
image.

1/  Case Study
Developing a singular brand 
for tourism and economic 
development.



Pure Michigan Case Study



 Not here to tell you what may or may 

not work for you.

 Here to share how Pure Michigan happened 
and its results.

 Was not a straight line.

Pure Michigan Case Study



Four Keys to Pure Michigan

 A powerful brand that inspires confidence and 
produces results.

 ROI data that proves effectiveness.

 Industry leadership and unity behind the data 
and the brand. 

 Sufficient budget to promote the brand.



Pre-Pure Michigan Budget Declines
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2005: Rock Bottom

 Doing less every year, due to 
budget cuts.

 Demoralized, fragmented private 
sector.

 Business declines in middle of 
decade-long Michigan recession. 

 Ranked 50th in hotel occupancy 
rate.

 One bright spot:  got first 
advertising return on investment 
results for 2004 (Longwoods).



First ROI Data (2004)

 MI spent $3.5 million on 
advertising.

 Generated 990,000 trips to state.

 Those visitors spent $164 million.

 And paid $11.5 million in state 
taxes.

 MI got $3.27 in taxes for each 
ad dollar spent.

Source:  Longwoods International



2006: Budget Increased to $13.2 Million

We created a new brand
for the state:



“Sunrise”



Consistent Award-Winning Campaign



Ten Best Tourism Campaigns Ever

1. Las Vegas (“what happens here, stays here”)
2. Incredible India
3. New Zealand
4. Australia (Paul Hogan, 1980s)
5. Jamaica
6. Pure Michigan
7. Alaska (B4UDIE billboards, 2005)
8. Canada
9. Oregon
10. Virginia (is for Lovers)



Industry Rallies for Pure Michigan



Pure Michigan Budgets
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Impact of Pure Michigan Campaign on
Tourism Image

Image lift goes well beyond 
messages communicated by 

creative

Positive impact across many 
brand attributes



The Halo Effect: 2014 Tourism Campaign Impact on 
Michigan's National Tourism Image 
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Pure Michigan Results 2006 – 2014

 Generated 22.4 million out-of-state 
trips to Michigan.

 Those visitors spent $6.6 billion at 
Michigan businesses.

 They paid $459 million in state 
taxes on those trips, primarily sales 
tax.

Cumulative Pure Michigan ROI 
is $4.81.



2010 Michigan Governor’s Race

MichaelFinney

Republican Rick Snyder makes 
Pure Michigan a campaign 
issue.

He calls for consistent funding at 
$25 million per year.

For a campaign created during 
the previous DEMOCRAT
administration!



Snyder Team Cancels “Upper  Hand”  Campaign

Michael Finney



Michigan 2010 Upper Hand Commercial 



Michigan’s Marketing Brand



Michigan’s Marketing Brand



Pure Michigan:  Off to the Races



Water



Coke



Beer



Detroit Tigers



Agriculture



Kroger 



Non-Profits



New Standard License Plate



Michigan = Pure Michigan



Tourism Partners Join the Parade



2014 Pure Michigan Advertising Partners

44 advertising partners 
in 2014.
 Invested $5.7 million in 

Pure Michigan ads.

 $20,000 to $500,000 per 
partner.

Started with 2 partners 
@ $230k in 2002.



Traverse City Partner TV Ad



“A surge in tourism from visitors outside of 
Michigan is helping increase demand for vacation 

houses in the region, where the median home 
price is about a quarter of that in the Hamptons.”   

Bloomberg, Sept. 14, 2012

It’s About More Than Tourism



The Bottom Line

 Brings in many visitors 
regionally and nationally.

 Creates jobs in a difficult 
economy.

 Generates incremental dollars 
to a state treasury struggling 
with solvency.



The Bottom Line

 Now the SINGULAR 
BRAND for MICHIGAN: 

 Tourism
 Economic 

Development.
 Many marketing 

partners.



Impact of Destination 
Campaigns on 
Economic 

Development



Now a Topical Issue

Demonstrates a strong 
relationship between 
destination marketing 

and economic 
development through 

econometric modeling.



Strong Support from DMAI



The Next Step:
Direct Measurement

 Measurement of economic 
development impact of tourism 
campaigns for multiple DMO’s 
through large-scale advertising 
effectiveness studies.

 Paint a picture of HOW and WHY
destination marketing creates 
synergy with economic development.

 Awareness and image 
enhancement.

 Positive impact of visiting 
the destination.



Method

 Recent large-scale online 
surveys of a representative 
sample of adults 18+ in 
advertising markets for seven 
U.S. states and two CVBs.

 Non-residents only included for 
analysis.

 Focus on image lift created by:

A. Tourism ad  awareness.

B. Visiting the destination.

Sample
North Dakota 893
Wisconsin 1,336
Ohio 1,006
North Carolina 1,601
New Mexico 6,032
Minnesota 1,698
Michigan 4,022

Portland OR 997
Lake Erie Shores 
& Islands OH

1,053

TOTAL 18,638



Method

 Respondents shown client ads across 
media channels to measure awareness.



Impact of Michigan’s 2014 Tourism Campaign on 
State’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of North Dakota 2014 Tourism Campaign on 
State’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Wisconsin 2014 Tourism Campaign on 
State’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Ohio 2014 Tourism Campaign on
State’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of North Carolina 2014 Tourism Campaign 
on State’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Minnesota’s 2014 Tourism Campaign on 
State’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of New Mexico 2014 Tourism Campaign on 
State’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Portland 2014/2015 Tourism Campaign on
City’s Economic Development Image 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

A good place to live

 A good place to start a career

 A good place to start a business

 A good place to attend college

 A good place to purchase a
vacation home

 A good place to retire

Percent Who Strongly Agree

Aware Unaware

Base: Advertising Markets

+63%

+72%

+100%

+69%

+129%

+115%



Impact of Lake Erie Shores & Islands 2014 Tourism 
Campaign on Region’s Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on Economic 
Development Image



Impact of Visitation on Michigan Economic 
Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on North Dakota
Economic Development Image 

0 20 40 60 80

A good place to live

 A good place to start a career

 A good place to start a business

 A good place to attend college

 A good place to purchase a
vacation home

 A good place to retire

Percent Who Strongly Agree

Past 2 Yrs Never

Base: Out-of-State Residents

+56%

+53%

+78%

+67%

-6%

+47%



Impact of Visitation on Wisconsin
Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on Ohio
Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on Minnesota
Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on North Carolina
Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on New Mexico
Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on Portland
Economic Development Image 
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Impact of Visitation on Lake Erie Shores & Islands 
Economic Development Image 
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In Summary



“A Good Place to Live”
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“A Good Place to Start a Career”
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Andy Levine 

“… while tourism marketing 
has been shown to 
generate significant 
economic impact by driving 
visitation, these results 
demonstrate the potential 
long-term benefits for 
broader economic 
development.”



Bill Geist, Zeitgeist Consulting

“The jury is in. The verdict is 
crystal. 

The visitor-focused advertising 
of DMOs has a pronounced 
impact on measures that 
many community leaders have 
long said are more important 
than “tourism.”



Bill Geist, Zeitgeist Consulting

“Destination Marketing is 
crucial to showcasing our 
communities to far more than 
visitors but, indeed, to future 
residents and investors.

And, now, no community 
leader can honestly argue 
with that.” 



Scott Walker, Wisconsin Governor 

“Investing in tourism promotion 
and marketing at the national, 
state, and local level is not 
only an effective way to attract 
visitors and grow the economy, 
it also enhances the image of 
the state as a place to live and 
do business.”
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Overview 

The Arizona Office of Tourism (AOT) engaged Tourism Economics 

(TE or we) to conduct an independent analysis of the level of 

destination marketing needed to support Arizona’s future success as a 

visitor destination. 

Section 1: Arizona tourism growth 

The travel and tourism sector is critically important to the Arizona 

economy and its residents. In addition to supporting more than 

170,000 direct travel generated jobs, travel supports nearly $800 

million of direct state taxes. Importantly, the state’s tourism sector has 

been growing jobs and earnings more quickly than the state’s broader 

economy. 

Section 2: Arizona destination marketing 

TE calculated the AOT “effective budget” was $13.8 million in FY2015. 

This effective budget calculation adjusts to remove Pro Bowl 

marketing for FY2015, which is single-year funding, and remove the 

DMO distribution, which represents Prop 302 funding that AOT 

distributes for the purpose of marketing Maricopa County specifically. 

AOT’s effective budget in FY2015 was 40% ($9.2 million) lower than in 

FY2008.  

Through FY2008, AOT had received funds based on a “formula 

funding” calculation. This calculation, established in 2000, is based on 

sales tax revenue in key tourism sectors. While the formula funding 

calculation has increased 8.4% since FY2008, reflecting the growth in 

the tourism sector, AOT no longer receives this formula funding.  

 

 

As a result, while tourism is important to Arizona and has 

continued to grow, state destination marketing funding for 

Arizona has been reduced, leaving the state economy short of its 

potential. If the AOT budget had not been reduced and instead 

destination marketing had been maintained at more competitive levels, 

we anticipate that the Arizona tourism economy would have grown 

even more quickly than it has (see Addendum A). 

Section 3: Competitive analysis of funding 

To evaluate the competitive level of state tourism marketing, we 

conducted a benchmark analysis. Indicators of the size of the tourism 

economy in Arizona show that tourism is more important in Arizona 

than in many other states, and that Arizona has valuable competitive 

advantages.  

However, in the competitive market to attract visitors, Arizona spends 

less than many other states on state tourism marketing. Our 

evaluation, including adjusting for the size and importance of the 

tourism industry in Arizona, finds that Arizona funding for state 

destination marketing is below average benchmark ratios. For 

example, Arizona ranks 33rd based on its budget per leisure and 

hospitality job, and 35th based on its budget per $1,000 of earnings in 

the accommodations sector, a key travel subsector that includes 

hotels. In general, states with large tourism sectors tend to have state 

tourism marketing budgets greater than $20 million, and significantly 

larger than Arizona’s effective budget ($13.8 million in FY2015). 
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Additionally, AOT’s effective budget is smaller than some city-level 

destination marketing organizations (DMOs) with which it competes. 

For example, Denver and Salt Lake City have DMOs with budgets of 

approximately $19 million and $15 million, respectively. In the 

competitive market to reach potential visitors, Arizona is competing 

with well-funded states and cities. 

Section 4: Budget increase scenarios 

In our assessment, destination marketing of Arizona is 

underfunded and funding should be increased. We anticipate 

that increased investment in destination marketing will yield 

favorable returns. 

The three scenarios we recommend for consideration are based on 

funding at 80%, 90% and 100% of average benchmark ratios. In these 

three scenarios, AOT effective budget funding levels range from $24.0 

million in Scenario A to $30.0 million in Scenario C. If the DMO 

distribution* is included, the budgets range from $31.2 million to $37.2 

million. (see Addendum B) 

 

 

* The DMO distribution represents Prop 302 funding that AOT distributes for the purpose 

of marketing Maricopa County specifically. Though this is part of AOT’s budget, it is not 

available for use by AOT to market the state and is not part of the AOT effective budget 

as analyzed for this report.  

Recommended AOT funding
In millions

A B C

AOT effective budget $13.8 $24.0 $27.0 $30.0

AOT budget including Prop. 302 

funding, 95% distribution $21.1 $31.2 $34.2 $37.2

Source: Arizona Office of Tourism; Tourism Economics

Recommended AOT 

destination marketing funding 

scenariosCurrent 

(FY2015)
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To quantify potential impacts, we analyzed the increase to travel 

spending, direct travel jobs, and direct state taxes that we anticipate 

would be achieved with increased investment in AOT. These 

represent annual, ongoing impacts, though we note that realizing 

these full, stabilized-year effects would likely require several years of 

sustained marketing.  

As summarized in the adjacent table, we estimate that the increase of 

marketing in Scenario C consistent with a $16.2 million increased 

investment in the AOT effective budget would support a $1.1 billion 

(5.2%) increase in visitor spending. We estimate this would support 

approximately 9,000 additional direct travel generated jobs and an 

increase of $41.8 million of direct travel generated state taxes. As a 

result, the net fiscal impact in Scenario C of a $16.2 million increased 

investment in AOT funding would be a $25.6 million increase in state 

taxes ($41.8 - $16.2 = $25.6).  

 

 

Based on our competitive benchmarking analysis and our 

estimates of the potential benefits of increased marketing, we 

recommend Arizona increase its investment in AOT funding to 

the level outlined in Scenario C ($30.0 million effective budget, 

$37.2 million total budget including DMO distribution).  

Potential impact of increased investment

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Visitor spending (in millions) $20,900 $734 $926 $1,094

Direct travel generated employment (in thousands) 171.5 6.0 7.6 9.0

Direct state taxes supported by travel (in millions) $798.0 $28.0 $35.4 $41.8

Increased investment in AOT effective budget (in millions) 10.2 13.2 16.2

Net fiscal impact to state (in millions) $17.8 $22.2 $25.6

Current level 

(2014)

Potential increase in visitor spending, 

tourism employment and direct taxes

Sources: Dean Runyan Associates (current visitor spending, employment and taxes); Arizona Office of Tourism; Tourism Economics
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If the AOT budget had not been reduced 

and instead destination marketing had been 

maintained at more competitive levels, it is 

anticipated that the Arizona tourism 

economy would have grown more quickly. 

After adjusting to constant 

dollars, US hotel and motel room 

revenue in 2014 as measured by 

STR, a lodging sector research 

firm, had increased to a level that 

was 10.7% ahead of the 2007 

peak.  

In Arizona, the lodging sector 

experienced a greater decline 

during the recession than the 

national average. The Arizona 

lodging sector has started to 

recover, but is not yet back to its 

2007 peak. 

The AOT effective budget has 

been significantly reduced since 

FY2008. If the AOT budget had 

not been reduced and instead 

destination marketing had been 

maintained at more competitive 

levels, it is anticipated that the 

Arizona tourism economy would 

have grown more quickly. 
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Because Arizona has a larger 

tourism industry than many 

states, it ranks 33rd among 45 

states based on budget dollars 

per leisure and hospitality job. 

Arizona’s budget per leisure and 

hospitality job ($42) is below the 

average ($80 excluding Hawaii) 

and the median ($55). 

 

 

Notes:  

State tourism office budget amounts are 

based on the provisional FY 2013-14 

budgets as reported in the annual Survey 

of State Tourism Office Budgets 

conducted by the US Travel Association. 

The budget amount used for Arizona is 

the AOT effective budget for FY2015. 

Funding metrics cover the 44 states, that 

responded to the survey conducted by 

the US Travel Association, plus the 

District of Columbia. 

Despite having a 

large state tourism 

economy, Arizona’s 

state tourism office 

budget ranks 22nd 

among 45 states by 

dollar amount.  
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Tourism Economics is an Oxford Economics company with a singular 

objective: combine an understanding of tourism dynamics with 

rigorous economics in order to answer the most important questions 

facing destinations, developers, and strategic planners. By combining 

quantitative methods with industry knowledge, Tourism Economics 

designs custom market strategies, destination recovery plans, tourism 

forecasting models, tourism policy analysis, and economic impact 

studies.  

With over four decades of experience of our principal consultants, it is 

our passion to work as partners with our clients to achieve a 

destination’s full potential. 

Oxford Economics is one of the world’s leading providers of economic 

analysis, forecasts and consulting advice. Founded in 1981 as a joint 

venture with Oxford University’s business college, Oxford Economics 

enjoys a reputation for high quality, quantitative analysis and 

evidence-based advice.  For this, it draws on its own staff of more than 

120 professional economists; a dedicated data analysis team; global 

modeling tools, and a range of partner institutions in Europe, the US 

and in the United Nations Project Link. Oxford Economics has offices 

in London, Oxford, Dubai, Philadelphia, and Belfast. 
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INTRODUCTION

This annual report provides estimates of the impact of travel on 
the U .S . economy . It includes estimates of travel expenditures, as 
well as travel-generated employment, payroll income and tax 
revenues for the nation as well as for each of the 50 states and 
Washington, D .C .  

In an effort to help stimulate travel’s growth while also raising 
awareness of the industry’s contributions to our economy, U .S . 
Travel Association’s research department has conducted and 
published this report annually for more than three decades . The 
information provided in this report has been widely used to 
promote a wider understanding of travel and tourism as a major 
industry that contributes to the economic, cultural and social 
well-being of the nation, as well as to pursue and influence policies, 
programs and legislation that are responsive to the needs of the 
industry as a whole . 

This edition of the report includes the estimates of the impact of 
travel on the economies of the U .S . nationwide, as well as all 50 
states and the District of Columbia in 2014 . 

All estimates of the economic impact of travel contained in this 
volume are the product of U .S . Travel Association’s Travel 
Economic Impact Model (TEIM), a proprietary economic model 
developed expressly to estimate the expenditures, employment, 
payroll and tax revenue generated by travel away from home in 
the United States . 

The domestic component of the TEIM is based on national 
surveys conducted by U .S . Travel and other travel-related data 
developed by the association, various government agencies, and 
well-known private travel and research organizations each year .  
A summary of the methodology is provided in Appendix B .  

The international travel expenditure estimates are based on 
international data generated by U .S . Department of Commerce’s 
Office of Travel and Tourism Industries’ (OTTI) and Bureau of 
Economic Analysis . Other estimates of the economic impact of 
international visitors to the U .S . are generated by the TEIM by 
incorporating the estimated international travel expenditures with 
the data series utilized to produce the domestic estimates . Due to 
the relatively small sample size of OTTI’s Survey of International 
Air Travelers at the state level, this report does not show the 
impact of international travel on individual states separately .1

It is hoped that this publication will stimulate discussion of the 
economic impact of travel in the United States . Users of these 
data are encouraged to communicate their reactions, both 
positive and negative, to U .S . Travel in the interest of progress 
within the field of travel research .

Lastly, the individual state estimates should not necessarily be 
viewed as substitutes for major state research projects on the 
impact of travel and tourism . Rather, the user should compare 
the methodologies and results, and draw his/her own conclusions 
regarding the validity of differing approaches and estimates .

1 Since June 2014, the BEA has adopted a new concept of the international 
travel trade to include international visitors’ expenses on education and health 
care, as well the expenditures of the cross-border day-trip visitors and seasonal 
workers. To keep consistent with the historical data, the BEA’s new concept 
of estimates for international travel exports are not adopted in this report. 
Consequently, the economic impact of international travelers’ spending on 
international airfares, medical, educational and cross-border seasonal work 
related activities are not included in our estimates covered by this report.

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Expenditures ($ Billion) 606.9 653.8 696.6 738.0 772.5 699.8 747.4 812.7 854.7 886.2 928.1

Employment (Thousand) 7,452.7 7,508.8 7,543.4 7,699.9 7,723.1 7,397.2 7,370.9 7,528.9 7,675.2 7,842.3 8,007.4

Payroll Income ($ Billion) 165.0 169.5 175.2 187.5 192.5 185.1 186.8 195.8 204.0 208.4 221.7

Tax Receipts ($ Billion) 100.9 105.4 109.3 115.8 118.9 113.0 117.4 123.7 128.8 133.6 141.5

2004–2014 Travel Impact on the U.S. Economy
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the importance of the U .S . travel industry 
to the U .S . economy . Travel economic impact statistics presented 
in the report include travelers’ expenditures, as well as travel-
generated employment, payroll income and tax revenues for the 
nation, as well as for each of the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia . The travel industry comprises components of a number 
of industries, including transportation, lodging, foodservices, 
entertainment and retail . This report clearly demonstrates that 
travel and tourism is one of the United States’ largest industries 
and employers . In 2014, domestic and international travelers spent 
$928 .1 billion in the U .S . This supported over eight million jobs 
directly, and generated $221 .7 billion in payroll income and $141 .5 
billion in tax revenues for federal, state, and local governments . 

DIRECT IMPACT

Rising for a fifth consecutive year, the U .S . travel industry 
continued to grow in 2014 . Direct travel spending in the U .S . by 
domestic and international travelers grew 4 .7 percent to $928 .1 
billion in 2014, not adjusted for inflation . Of this total, $792 .4 
billion was spent by domestic travelers (5 .5% increase from 2013), 
and $135 .7 billion was spent by international travelers in the U .S . 
(excluding spending on international airfares, medical, 
educational and cross-border seasonal work related activities), up 
0 .5 percent from 2013 . In addition, international travelers paid a 
total of $43 .5 billion to U .S . air carriers on international 
passenger fares in 2014, an increase of 4 .5 percent from 2013 .

Although the growth of international travel spending in the U .S . 
slowed down in 2014 majorly due to a stronger U .S . dollar 
against most of foreign currencies, U .S . travel exports—which 
include international traveler spending in the U .S . and 

international passenger fare receipts (excluding international 
receipts on medical, educational and cross-border seasonal work 
related travel)—still grew 1 .5 percent to $179 .2 billion in 2014 . 
During the same year, U .S . travel imports—which include U .S . 
resident traveler expenditures in foreign countries and 
international passenger fares paid to foreign carriers—totaled $137 
billion (excluding international payments for medical, educational 
and cross-border seasonal work related travel) . As a result, the U .S . 
travel industry continued to generate a $42 .2 billion trade surplus 
in 2014 .   

Increasing for a fifth consecutive year, real travel and tourism 
spending (in chained 2005 dollar) rose 3 .8 percent in 2014 . 
Benefited from the declining gasoline prices, a moderate inflation 
of travel goods and services prices (1 .5%) was seen in 2014, 
according to U .S . Travel’s Travel Price Index (TPI) . 

Accounting for 5 .8 percent of total non-farm employment in the 
U .S ., travel directly supported more than eight million U .S . jobs 
in 2014, an increase of 2 .1 percent from 2013 .  Characterized as 
a labor-intensive industry, the power of travel to create jobs is 
much greater than other industries . On average, every $1 million 
in sales of travel goods and services directly generates nine jobs 
for the industry . In contrast, every $1 million in sales in total 
non-farm industry as whole creates six jobs on average .

Supporting good-paying American jobs that cannot be 
outsourced abroad, the travel industry has created jobs at a faster 
rate (12 .7%) than the rest of the economy (10 .0%) since the 
overall employment recovery began in early 2010 . Increasing 
travel to and within the U .S . is a key ingredient to provide job 
opportunities for the Americans who continue to be unemployed .

2014 Travel Impact on the U.S. Economy

CATEGORY
EXPENDITURES 

($ BILLION)
EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

PAYROLL 
($ BILLION)

LEVEL OF 
GOVERNMENT

TAX RECEIPTS 
($ BILLION)

Public Transportation 175.6 955.6 51.8 Federal 77.6

Auto Transportation 162.8 275.4 8.5 State 39.6

Lodging 181.6 1,500.8 42.5 Local 24.3

Foodservices 220.4 3,222.6 58.4 Total 141.5

Recreation/Amusement 92.7 1,386.8 39.4

Retail 94.9 500.9 13.0

Travel Planning n/a 165.4 8.0

Total 928.1 8,007.4 221.7
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In 2014, travel expenditures directly generated $221 .7 billion in 
payroll income for Americans, as well as $141 .5 billion in tax 
revenue for federal, state and local governments . 

During 2014, leisure traveler spending totaled $645 .3 billion 
and grew by 4 .3 percent from 2013 . Business traveler spending 
increased 5 .8 percent over 2013 to $282 .8 billion in 2014 . Of 
total business traveler spending, meeting and convention 
travelers spent $114 .2 billion, up 7 .7 percent from 2013 .  

Foodservices and lodging are the top two spending categories by 
domestic and international travelers . In 2014, travelers spent 
$220 .4 billion on food services, including restaurant/grocery and 
drinking places, which accounted for 23 .8 percent of total 
travelers spending in the U .S . Making up almost 20 percent of 
total travel spending, travelers’ spending on lodging, including 
hotels/motels/B&B, vacation homes and campgrounds, totaled 
$181 .6 billion . Spending on lodging increased 8 .9 percent from 
2013, the highest growth rate among all major travel spending 
categories in 2014 .   

TOTAL IMPACT 

Travelers produce “multiplier” impacts on the U .S . economy . In 
addition to the goods and services that are purchased directly by 
travelers, the inputs used to produce these goods and services are 
also purchased through travel business operators: indirect travel 
spending . Furthermore, as a result of spending in the areas by the 
employees of travel businesses and their suppliers, additional 

sales are generated: induced output . Total travel related output 
was $2 .1 trillion in 2014 .

Total travel-related employment was 15 million in 2014 . This 
indicates that one in nine U .S . non-farm jobs directly and 
indirectly relies on the travel industry . Total travel-related 
employment includes eight million direct travel jobs—jobs 
where workers produce goods and services sold directly to 
visitors—and seven million indirect and induced travel-related 
jobs—jobs where workers produce goods and services used to 
produce what visitors buy and jobs supported by induced output .

KEY STATE FINDINGS
 ■ California continued to lead the nation in travel expenditures, 
as well as in travel-generated employment, payroll and tax 
revenue . In 2014, domestic and international travelers spent 
$124 .2 billion in California that directly supported 933,600 
jobs, accounting for 6 .9 percent of total private industry 
employment in the state . In addition, a total of $29 billion in 
payroll income and $18 .4 billion in tax revenue was generated 
directly by domestic and international travel in California .

 ■ Ranked second among all states and the District of Columbia, 
Florida received $85 .3 billion in domestic and international 
travelers’ spending during 2014 . This spending directly 
produced 845,000 jobs, $22 .6 billion in payroll income and 
$12 .3 billion in tax receipts . 

 ■ U .S . domestic and international travelers spent $65 .3 billion in 
New York in 2014, generating 468,100 jobs and $16 .7 billion 

2014 Travel Economic Impact on U.S. States – Top 10 States Ranked by Expenditure

STATE
TRAVEL EXPENDITURES 

($ MILLION)

TRAVEL-GENERATED 
EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

TRAVEL-GENERATED 
PAYROLL 

($ MILLION)

TRAVEL-GENERATED 
TAX REVENUES 

($ MILLION)

California 124,193.5 933.6 28,973.6 18,425.7

Florida 85,274.6 845.1 22,604.4 12,344.4

Texas 65,960.7 623.2 17,978.8 10,226.8

New York 65,334.1 468.1 16,705.9 12,537.8

Illinois 36,345.9 306.0 9,568.8 6,565.3

Nevada 33,518.7 332.6 10,080.9 4,592.0

Georgia 26,656.1 254.9 8,381.7 5,205.0

Pennsylvania 24,442.5 224.3 6,316.8 3,581.4

Virginia 22,913.6 221.1 5,187.4 3,034.7

North Carolina 22,148.6 214.0 5,149.6 3,340.7

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Continued)
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Travel-Generated Employment by Top 10 States, 2014

Travel Expenditures by Top 10 States, 2014

EMPLOYMENT  
RANK STATE

EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

1 California 933.6

2 Florida 845.1

3 Texas 623.2

4 New York 468.1

5 Nevada 332.6

6 Illinois 306.0

7 Georgia 254.9

8 Pennsylvania 224.3

9 Virginia 221.1

10 North Carolina 214.0

EXPENDITURE  
RANK STATE

EXPENDITURE 
($ MILLION)

1 California 124,193.5

2 Florida 85,274.6

3 Texas 65,960.7

4 New York 65,334.1

5 Illinois 36,345.9

6 Nevada 33,518.7

7 Georgia 26,656.1

8 Pennsylvania 24,442.5

9 Virginia 22,913.6

10 North Carolina 22,148.6

in payroll income for the state, as well as $12 .5 billion in tax 
revenue for the federal, state and local government .

 ■ While California, Florida and New York continued to be the 
top three states leading travel and tourism in the U .S ., Hawaii 
and Nevada were the top two states where travel employment 
accounted for 34 .7 percent and 31 .5 percent, respectively, of 
total non-farm industry jobs—the highest among all 50 states 
and the District of Columbia . Furthermore, in six states, travel 

jobs accounted for more than 10 percent of total non-farm 
employment .  

 ■ Travel industry employment continued to grow in almost all 
states and the District of Columbia in 2014 . Travel was a top 
five employer of all 20 broad industry sectors (2-Digit NAICS) 
in 20 states and the District of Columbia, and was a top 10 
employer in 50 states and the District of Columbia in 2014 .



SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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A SNAPSHOT OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DOMESTIC AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE U.S.
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Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand)  8,007.4

Domestic  6,878.8

International 1,128.7

Travel Share of Total Private Employment (Percent) 6.9

Domestic Travel (Percent) 5.9

International Travel (Percent) 1.0

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Billion)  221.7

Domestic  192.7

International  29.0

Expenditures  928.1

Domestic  792.4

International  135.7

Tax Revenue  141.5

Domestic 120.8

International  20.7
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SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Index of Travel  
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Change
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1.5%94.7

Expenditures 10,137.5

National Rank 29 (Total), 35 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 853.8

State 0.0

Local 710.8

Total 1,564.6

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 68.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 13.8%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 495.1

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,334.1

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE STATE

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Expenditures 85,274.6

National Rank 2 (Total), 2 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 6,402.8

State 3,603.8

Local 2,337.9

Total 12,344.4

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 845.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 12.6%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 6,731.2

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 22,604.4

FLORIDA
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SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Change
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3.1%

Expenditures 26,656.1

National Rank 7 (Total), 7 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 3,284.8

State 1,168.7

Local 751.5

Total 5,205.0

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 254.9

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 7.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 3,396.7

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 8,381.7

GEORGIA
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SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Change
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1.6%

Expenditures 20,803.9

National Rank 11 (Total), 22 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,803.9

State 1,109.5

Local 272.0

Total 3,185.4

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 177.8

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 35.2%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 504.4

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 5,710.5

HAWAII
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SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Change
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3.6%94.4 95.8 96.2

Expenditures 4,384.7

National Rank 40 (Total), 40 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 348.7

State 193.7

Local 42.6

Total 585.0

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 26.6

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 5.0%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 533.9

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 590.9

IDAHO
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INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE STATE

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Change
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Expenditures 36,345.9

National Rank 5 (Total), 5 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 3,838.9

State 1,891.8

Local 834.5

Total 6,565.3

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 306.0

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.2%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 4,974.9

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 9,568.8

ILLINOIS
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Expenditures 10,509.6

National Rank 27 (Total), 27 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 783.3

State 490.8

Local 193.8

Total 1,467.8

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 103.6

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.1%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,499.9

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,284.8

INDIANA
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SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Change
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1.4%

Expenditures 8,273.5

National Rank 32 (Total), 31 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 428.5

State 386.2

Local 114.0

Total 928.8

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 68.6

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 5.4%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,280.2

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 1,262.8

IOWA
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Expenditures 7,379.7

National Rank 35 (Total), 34 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 426.0

State 335.1

Local 113.5

Total 874.6

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 62.7

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 5.6%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,113.8

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 1,260.1

KANSAS
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SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Expenditures 8,702.1

National Rank 31 (Total), 30 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 631.5

State 413.8

Local 133.7

Total 1,179.0

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 91.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.0%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,508.0

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,021.3

KENTUCKY
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Change
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3.3%

Expenditures 11,098.8

National Rank 24 (Total), 24 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 643.8

State 442.6

Local 259.7

Total 1,346.1

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 111.2

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.9%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,611.2

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,211.6

LOUISIANA
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SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Change
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3.3%

Expenditures 3,590.6

National Rank 43 (Total), 43 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 207.7

State 162.2

Local 68.6

Total 438.6

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 32.9

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.6%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 494.9

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 673.6

MAINE
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Change
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1.2%

Expenditures 15,881.0

National Rank 19 (Total), 17 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,743.7

State 783.3

Local 538.5

Total 3,065.4

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 123.5

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.0%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,066.5

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 4,046.0

MARYLAND
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Change
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2.0%

Expenditures 19,500.7

National Rank 13 (Total), 15 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,628.3

State 749.6

Local 471.4

Total 2,849.4

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 132.0

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,933.2

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 4,115.3

MASSACHUSETTS
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2.4%

Expenditures 18,108.0

National Rank 15 (Total), 13 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,716.2

State 867.0

Local 202.0

Total 2,785.2

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 151.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.3%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 3,538.2

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 4,083.8

MICHIGAN
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Change
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2.2%

Expenditures 13,184.3

National Rank 22 (Total), 21 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 2,091.3

State 1,075.6

Local 340.7

Total 3,507.6

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 143.3

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.1%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,358.3

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 4,394.7

MINNESOTA
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Expenditures 6,142.0

National Rank 38 (Total), 38 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 502.4

State 362.4

Local 111.7

Total 976.5

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 86.3

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 10.0%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 866.0

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 1,849.8

MISSISSIPPI
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Change
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Expenditures 13,500.8

National Rank 21 (Total), 20 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,164.7

State 547.6

Local 257.8

Total 1,970.1

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 125.3

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 5.6%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,250.9

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 3,074.7

MISSOURI
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3.2%

Expenditures 4,291.1

National Rank 41 (Total), 41 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 247.0

State 101.1

Local 43.9

Total 392.0

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 32.5

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 9.1%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 357.9

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 644.8
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Expenditures 4,780.4

National Rank 39 (Total), 39 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 375.0

State 197.4

Local 95.3

Total 667.6

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 46.2

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 5.9%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 786.8

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 946.8

NEBRASKA
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Change
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3.5%

Expenditures 33,518.7

National Rank 6 (Total), 6 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 2,452.8

State 1,091.6

Local 1,047.6

Total 4,592.0

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 332.6

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 31.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,055.6

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 10,080.9

NEVADA
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Change
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1.6%

Expenditures 3,835.9

National Rank 42 (Total), 42 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 221.1

State 26.6

Local 75.1

Total 322.8

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 24.8

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.6%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 541.4

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 579.4

NEW HAMPSHIRE
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Change
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1.5%

Expenditures 20,414.6

National Rank 12 (Total), 11 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 2,243.0

State 847.8

Local 450.0

Total 3,540.9

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 211.4

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 3,263.5

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 6,169.2

NEW JERSEY
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Change
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2.1%

Expenditures 6,906.3

National Rank 36 (Total), 36 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 340.5

State 418.1

Local 99.8

Total 858.4

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 59.9

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 9.7%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 618.5

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 1,315.7

NEW MEXICO
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Change
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1.6%

Expenditures 65,334.1

National Rank 4 (Total), 4 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 6,204.4

State 2,404.0

Local 3,929.4

Total 12,537.8

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 468.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.3%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 7,484.2

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 16,705.9

NEW YORK
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Expenditures 22,148.6

National Rank 10 (Total), 10 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,589.5

State 1,090.5

Local 660.7

Total 3,340.7

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 214.0

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.3%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 3,375.7

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 5,149.6

NORTH CAROLINA
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Expenditures 3,359.2

National Rank 44 (Total), 44 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 178.1

State 144.2

Local 203.7

Total 525.9

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 29.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 7.7%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 376.0

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 522.5

NORTH DAKOTA



A SNAPSHOT OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DOMESTIC AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE STATE

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Travel-Generated  
Employment & Payroll

2014

Travel Expenditures &  
Generated Taxes 

($ Million)

2014

IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION 43

Index of Travel  
Expenditures 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

Index of Travel-Generated  
Employment 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

96.9
102.3

106.6
111.4 115.2

105.1
109.6

119.2
126.1

131.1
135.7

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

3.5%

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

94.5
89.9 89.7

98.7
101.7 103.5

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
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Expenditures 18,457.9

National Rank 14 (Total), 12 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,717.1

State 762.3

Local 412.6

Total 2,892.0

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 181.8

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.1%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 4,478.0

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 4,389.5

OHIO
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Expenditures 7,826.5

National Rank 34 (Total), 32 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 568.8

State 417.7

Local 207.1

Total 1,193.6

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 81.8

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,262.4

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,092.6

OKLAHOMA
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Change
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3.7%95.6 95.5

Expenditures 10,397.9

National Rank 28 (Total), 28 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 974.5

State 224.2

Local 172.5

Total 1,371.2

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 86.0

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 5.9%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,453.8

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,137.0

OREGON



A SNAPSHOT OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DOMESTIC AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE STATE

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Travel-Generated  
Employment & Payroll

2014

Travel Expenditures &  
Generated Taxes 

($ Million)

2014

Index of Travel  
Expenditures 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

Index of Travel-Generated  
Employment 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

46  IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

3.3%106.1
112.2

117.7
123.6

131.5

118.8
127.4

138.8 141.3 143.8
148.5

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

89.0 88.4 88.8 89.2
86.3 86.2 87.3

91.7 92.8 94.0

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

1.3%
92.1

Expenditures 24,442.5

National Rank 8 (Total), 8 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 2,210.2

State 962.9

Local 408.3

Total 3,581.4

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 224.3

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 4,961.4

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 6,316.8

PENNSYLVANIA
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Expenditures 1,909.5

National Rank 51 (Total), 51 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 160.2

State 66.8

Local 26.3

Total 253.4

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 15.2

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 3.8%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 404.3

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 379.8

RHODE ISLAND
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2.1%

Expenditures 12,892.4

National Rank 23 (Total), 23 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 712.7

State 722.3

Local 388.7

Total 1,823.7

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 123.3

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 7.9%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,557.2

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,298.7

SOUTH CAROLINA
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Change
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2.0%

Expenditures 2,806.1

National Rank 47 (Total), 47 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 154.0

State 106.9

Local 42.2

Total 303.2

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 27.3

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 8.0%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 339.1

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 470.1

SOUTH DAKOTA
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Expenditures 17,761.8

National Rank 17 (Total), 14 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,340.1

State 916.7

Local 512.7

Total 2,769.5

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 152.9

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,342.4

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 3,444.9
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2.3%93.0
95.4

Expenditures 65,960.7

National Rank 3 (Total), 3 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 5,890.2

State 2,706.4

Local 1,630.2

Total 10,226.8

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 623.2

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 6.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 9,597.3

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 17,978.8

TEXAS
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2.8%

Expenditures 7,982.1

National Rank 33 (Total), 33 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 654.2

State 443.8

Local 142.8

Total 1,240.9

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 77.5

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 7.2%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 1,076.1

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,118.4

UTAH
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Expenditures 2,331.1

National Rank 49 (Total), 49 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 129.6

State 98.6

Local 56.3

Total 284.5

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 21.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 8.4%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 251.5

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 464.5

VERMONT
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Expenditures 22,913.6

National Rank 9 (Total), 9 (Domestic)
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Federal 1,490.7

State 934.9

Local 609.2

Total 3,034.7

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 221.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 7.4%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,969.3

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 5,187.4

VIRGINIA



A SNAPSHOT OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DOMESTIC AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE STATE

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Travel-Generated  
Employment & Payroll

2014

Travel Expenditures &  
Generated Taxes 

($ Million)

2014

IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION 55

Index of Travel  
Expenditures 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

Index of Travel-Generated  
Employment 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

7.7%

101.6
108.9

117.6
126.4

134.6
125.1

132.2

142.3
148.6

156.9

169.0

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

102.9

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

2.4%93.2 94.2 96.0 97.3 98.2
93.4 92.8 93.7

97.6
100.5

Expenditures 15,694.3

National Rank 20 (Total), 19 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 1,613.0

State 478.6

Local 264.0

Total 2,355.6

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 113.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.5%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,519.5

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 3,379.7
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Expenditures 3,020.8

National Rank 46 (Total), 46 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 150.6

State 182.1

Local 43.3

Total 376.0

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 28.1

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 5.0%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 563.3

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 537.0

WEST VIRGINIA



A SNAPSHOT OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DOMESTIC AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE STATE

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Travel-Generated  
Employment & Payroll

2014

Travel Expenditures &  
Generated Taxes 

($ Million)

2014

IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION 57

Index of Travel  
Expenditures 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

Index of Travel-Generated  
Employment 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

4.0%106.4
112.6

118.5
123.6

131.0
122.1

131.2
140.5 138.5 141.0

146.6

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

96.4

90.8 90.6 92.2 93.7 95.2 96.8

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

1.7%95.5 95.3 96.2 96.0

Expenditures 10,636.3

National Rank 25 (Total), 26 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue
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State 590.3
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Total 1,649.1

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 114.2

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 4.8%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 2,379.1

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 2,409.2

WISCONSIN



A SNAPSHOT OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DOMESTIC AND 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL IN THE STATE

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Travel-Generated  
Employment & Payroll

2014

Travel Expenditures &  
Generated Taxes 

($ Million)

2014

Index of Travel  
Expenditures 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

Index of Travel-Generated  
Employment 

2004–2014 (Index numbers, 2000=100) 

58  IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

116.4

130.7

144.4

156.1

166.0

147.0

160.4

171.8 174.7 177.1

188.6

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014

6.5%

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

102.4 102.5
104.8 104.5

107.6
103.2 102.8 102.3

106.9
109.1

111.1

20142013201220112010200920082007200620052004

Change
2013–2014
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Expenditures 3,206.6

National Rank 45 (Total), 45 (Domestic)

Tax Revenue

Federal 189.2

State 87.7

Local 58.8

Total 335.7

Travel-Generated Employment (Thousand) 31.4

Travel Share of Total Private Employment 14.4%

Total Private Industry Employment (Thousand) 218.1

Travel-Generated Payroll ($ Million) 586.0

WYOMING



IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION 59

APPENDICES

Travel Impact on U.S. Economy, 2004–2014  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 60

Travel Expenditures  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 60

Travel-Generated Employment  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 60

Travel-Generated Payroll  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 61

Travel-Generated Tax Receipts  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 61

Travel Expenditures in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014 .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 62

Employment Generated by Domestic and International Travelers in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 64

Payroll Generated by Domestic and International Travelers in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 66

Tax Revenues Generated by Domestic and International Travelers in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 68

Travel and Tourism Employment as a Percent of Total Private Industry Employment, 2012-2013  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 70

Methodology and Definitions  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 72

Sources of Data  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 77



60  IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION

TRAVEL IMPACT ON U.S. ECONOMY, 2004–2014

Travel Expenditures 
($ BILLION)

Travel-Generated Employment 
(THOUSAND)

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Public Transportation 111.6 119.3 127.1 134.5 146.0 126.3 142.4 156.2 161.7 168.1 175.6

Auto Transportation 91.4 104.6 115.2 122.8 135.2 110.9 124.9 147.1 154.9 158.0 162.8

Lodging 117.1 126.2 134.9 144.8 146.1 126.8 136.1 147.4 157.9 166.8 181.6

Foodservices 149.7 158.4 166.4 175.3 182.2 175.6 180.7 191.9 201.0 209.2 220.4

Recreation/Amusement 70.8 75.0 80.1 83.6 84.7 83.0 83.2 85.4 89.5 91.4 92.7

Retail 66.3 70.3 72.9 77.1 78.4 77.1 80.2 84.7 89.7 92.7 94.9

Total 606.9 653.8 696.6 738.0 772.5 699.8 747.4 812.7 854.7 886.2 928.1

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Public Transportation 1,033.8 1,009.2 983.1 1,004.2 1,006.7 952.8 946.6 952.4 963.4 949.2 955.6

Auto Transportation 267.6 267.7 270.3 269.7 263.0 253.0 249.1 253.2 259.4 266.5 275.4

Lodging 1,471.2 1,488.5 1,498.7 1,518.6 1,497.6 1,402.4 1,401.0 1,435.7 1,453.6 1,485.3 1,500.8

Foodservices 2,803.0 2,845.2 2,875.0 2,950.3 2,996.2 2,892.2 2,894.8 2,968.4 3,044.7 3,137.9 3,222.6

Recreation/Amusement 1,208.7 1,235.8 1,256.7 1,278.5 1,298.8 1,265.8 1,257.3 1,281.0 1,308.2 1,346.1 1,386.8

Retail 493.1 488.6 483.4 503.6 485.7 467.3 465.1 477.3 483.8 492.8 500.9

Travel Planning 175.3 173.7 176.2 175.0 175.1 163.8 156.9 160.9 161.9 164.4 165.4

Total 7,452.7 7,508.8 7,543.4 7,699.9 7,723.1 7,397.2 7,370.9 7,528.9 7,675.2 7,842.3 8,007.4

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association

APPENDICES
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2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Federal 56.3 58.3 60.0 63.7 65.4 62.8 65.0 68.3 70.4 73.0 77.6

State 28.3 29.7 30.9 32.6 33.7 32.0 33.0 34.7 36.3 37.7 39.6

Local 16.2 17.3 18.4 19.5 19.8 18.2 19.3 20.8 22.1 23.0 24.3

Total 100.9 105.4 109.3 115.8 118.9 113.0 117.4 123.7 128.8 133.6 141.5

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Public Transportation 44.9 45.0 45.1 47.2 47.8 44.7 45.2 47.4 48.4 47.4 51.8

Auto Transportation 6.9 7.1 7.2 7.5 7.1 7.1 7.2 7.5 8.0 8.2 8.5

Lodging 31.3 32.4 35.2 37.8 39.3 37.2 36.8 38.9 40.2 40.5 42.5

Foodservices 38.8 39.9 41.5 45.1 47.1 46.1 47.2 49.4 52.0 54.9 58.4

Recreation/Amusement 27.2 28.8 29.8 32.2 33.4 33.0 32.9 34.3 35.7 37.2 39.4

Retail 9.8 9.9 10.0 10.9 10.8 10.4 10.8 11.3 12.1 12.5 13.0

Travel Planning 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.8 7.0 6.6 6.6 7.1 7.6 7.6 8.0

Total 165.0 169.5 175.2 187.5 192.5 185.1 186.8 195.8 204.0 208.4 221.7

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association

TRAVEL IMPACT ON U.S. ECONOMY, 2004–2014

Travel-Generated Payroll 
($ BILLION)

Travel-Generated Tax Receipts 
($ BILLION)
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STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Alabama 6,179.4 6,772.2 7,128.9 7,538.7 7,857.1 7,318.7 7,850.3 8,248.6 8,414.0 8,572.3 8,925.5

Alaska 1,613.7 1,725.2 1,855.9 1,989.5 2,141.2 1,906.4 2,057.9 2,212.6 2,362.3 2,421.0 2,543.1

Arizona 11,549.3 12,872.1 14,119.4 14,727.4 15,108.4 13,447.1 14,667.0 15,882.5 16,165.7 16,669.3 17,622.7

Arkansas 4,346.2 4,812.8 5,150.7 5,433.7 5,717.8 5,297.4 5,657.4 5,977.6 6,199.9 6,327.1 6,643.7

California 77,227.6 83,967.1 91,269.9 96,083.8 99,363.0 88,998.3 96,560.0 105,331.3 110,814.8 116,544.2 124,193.5

Colorado 10,779.9 11,646.6 12,923.4 13,914.8 14,785.1 13,090.5 14,202.1 15,647.5 16,172.4 16,759.7 17,962.2

Connecticut 7,183.8 7,828.0 8,369.3 8,501.5 9,037.6 8,528.5 8,945.5 9,595.1 9,655.5 10,051.3 10,578.4

Delaware 1,280.3 1,358.3 1,417.1 1,491.9 1,526.7 1,428.9 1,544.9 1,663.2 1,721.7 1,800.3 1,945.6

District of Columbia 6,757.8 7,646.8 7,948.5 8,335.5 8,774.8 8,484.2 8,932.0 9,343.7 9,423.4 9,800.9 10,137.5

Florida 60,041.0 63,453.8 64,953.9 67,665.1 69,347.7 62,691.2 66,705.7 71,532.5 74,790.2 78,920.6 85,274.6

Georgia 16,639.4 17,883.0 19,132.3 20,238.3 20,804.5 19,429.4 21,046.3 22,734.4 23,988.8 24,970.1 26,656.1

Hawaii 14,982.5 15,982.1 16,732.8 16,854.4 16,479.4 14,842.0 16,073.2 16,992.8 18,642.0 20,012.0 20,803.9

Idaho 2,643.1 2,959.6 3,287.6 3,532.6 3,667.5 3,139.5 3,499.2 3,903.4 4,054.6 4,183.8 4,384.7

Illinois 24,521.5 26,190.0 28,271.1 29,909.3 30,793.1 27,053.7 29,286.7 31,736.0 33,530.9 34,581.3 36,345.9

Indiana 7,199.2 7,662.6 8,163.9 8,566.9 8,976.0 8,378.5 8,948.1 9,597.4 9,955.6 10,135.6 10,509.6

Iowa 5,159.0 5,511.4 5,971.1 6,432.0 6,577.0 6,203.2 6,727.0 7,412.3 7,844.6 7,958.9 8,273.5

Kansas 4,437.5 4,747.0 5,145.5 5,534.2 5,920.6 5,350.5 5,744.0 6,250.4 6,808.9 7,044.3 7,379.7

Kentucky 6,056.1 6,567.4 7,009.6 7,463.9 7,737.1 7,287.3 7,586.5 7,908.1 8,095.4 8,301.2 8,702.1

Louisiana 9,964.8 8,248.8 6,718.1 9,021.4 9,642.8 8,942.4 9,328.9 9,923.4 10,192.6 10,576.4 11,098.8

Maine 2,393.0 2,506.1 2,640.7 2,873.8 3,039.3 2,861.9 3,064.4 3,231.5 3,298.1 3,438.2 3,590.6

Maryland 10,432.0 11,063.3 11,865.1 12,373.5 13,018.5 12,534.9 13,591.0 14,489.8 14,970.6 15,193.3 15,881.0

Massachusetts 12,407.4 13,080.0 14,211.3 15,144.6 15,576.8 14,352.6 15,529.9 16,913.8 17,739.6 18,481.8 19,500.7

Michigan 13,193.7 13,910.7 14,521.0 15,006.9 15,713.9 14,550.9 15,293.0 16,194.1 16,781.5 17,345.4 18,108.0

Minnesota 8,735.5 9,259.1 9,658.7 10,088.7 10,604.6 10,077.4 10,915.5 11,706.2 12,146.8 12,597.7 13,184.3

Mississippi 5,487.7 5,647.4 5,342.9 5,747.8 5,995.9 5,604.3 5,878.4 5,838.4 6,076.4 6,088.4 6,142.0

Missouri 9,397.4 10,100.1 10,883.9 11,494.3 12,025.2 11,230.7 11,544.6 12,210.0 12,646.7 12,924.1 13,500.8

Travel Expenditures in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014 
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STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Montana 2,372.9 2,590.7 2,843.4 3,081.3 3,251.0 2,972.6 3,275.3 3,701.5 3,949.2 4,038.4 4,291.1

Nebraska 3,095.7 3,351.3 3,598.1 3,855.1 4,074.1 3,753.4 3,927.0 4,186.3 4,385.9 4,504.0 4,780.4

Nevada 23,911.0 25,865.4 27,879.3 28,785.9 28,632.9 25,833.0 27,041.1 29,591.5 30,906.4 32,068.3 33,518.7

New Hampshire 3,244.1 3,466.9 3,582.7 3,742.9 3,908.9 3,362.3 3,514.9 3,728.1 3,702.7 3,808.5 3,835.9

New Jersey 16,038.1 16,986.6 18,163.8 18,319.1 18,930.9 17,224.0 18,262.4 19,272.5 19,890.7 20,164.9 20,414.6

New Mexico 4,597.6 5,059.4 5,576.2 5,902.6 6,244.0 5,606.0 5,994.4 6,430.6 6,569.1 6,670.6 6,906.3

New York 40,996.7 44,227.7 47,258.7 51,322.4 54,051.5 48,269.8 52,248.7 56,918.9 60,042.0 62,455.5 65,334.1

North Carolina 13,709.2 14,726.9 15,931.9 17,087.6 17,487.4 16,164.4 17,606.4 19,011.8 20,129.5 20,963.3 22,148.6

North Dakota 1,374.9 1,459.7 1,576.2 1,722.2 1,908.7 1,889.5 2,172.7 2,628.4 3,013.3 3,112.5 3,359.2

Ohio 13,181.4 13,908.1 14,505.2 15,151.9 15,675.3 14,291.8 14,908.6 16,213.7 17,144.6 17,827.9 18,457.9

Oklahoma 4,492.7 4,954.5 5,339.3 5,903.7 6,168.5 5,802.8 6,306.5 6,865.7 7,287.6 7,546.1 7,826.5

Oregon 6,305.0 6,846.2 7,434.6 7,956.5 8,339.0 7,723.6 8,279.1 8,802.5 9,202.9 9,762.6 10,397.9

Pennsylvania 17,464.7 18,468.6 19,362.1 20,332.6 21,642.4 19,550.0 20,967.1 22,835.0 23,249.0 23,659.2 24,442.5

Rhode Island 1,594.0 1,671.1 1,714.4 1,757.7 1,811.3 1,645.4 1,679.6 1,770.6 1,784.7 1,883.7 1,909.5

South Carolina 8,279.4 9,088.6 9,696.1 10,376.2 10,642.1 9,644.7 10,477.3 11,351.2 11,751.3 12,253.0 12,892.4

South Dakota 1,688.6 1,831.4 1,973.3 2,122.3 2,280.0 2,145.3 2,356.1 2,568.7 2,711.7 2,703.9 2,806.1

Tennessee 11,475.4 12,428.2 13,370.0 14,174.4 14,376.9 13,295.0 14,132.7 15,333.4 16,157.4 16,714.6 17,761.8

Texas 36,969.0 40,658.5 44,564.9 47,258.9 50,694.3 47,025.7 50,397.8 55,053.4 58,387.3 61,452.7 65,960.7

Utah 4,563.8 5,225.3 5,640.2 6,103.1 6,450.5 5,689.0 6,317.2 6,955.4 7,318.8 7,572.7 7,982.1

Vermont 1,610.8 1,680.7 1,754.8 1,812.0 1,914.7 1,843.1 1,950.3 2,076.9 2,155.2 2,235.9 2,331.1

Virginia 15,513.1 16,927.6 18,118.9 19,166.0 19,720.6 18,147.1 19,346.9 20,857.4 21,692.9 21,978.5 22,913.6

Washington 9,439.8 10,117.8 10,921.7 11,741.3 12,500.3 11,615.1 12,281.0 13,218.4 13,802.5 14,569.4 15,694.3

West Virginia 1,986.2 2,134.2 2,248.5 2,368.0 2,505.2 2,367.9 2,592.5 2,758.3 2,883.3 2,908.7 3,020.8

Wisconsin 7,714.0 8,165.6 8,594.4 8,964.7 9,504.8 8,853.5 9,518.8 10,188.2 10,044.1 10,224.0 10,636.3

Wyoming 1,979.1 2,221.2 2,454.0 2,654.0 2,822.0 2,499.4 2,725.8 2,920.6 2,969.7 3,010.4 3,206.6

U.S. Total* 606,901.4 653,835.9 696,649.9 738,000.8 772,536.0 699,774.1 747,427.3 812,650.9 854,704.7 886,229.4 928,077.7

*The sum of all states and the District of Columbia is not equal to the U.S. total. The U.S. total includes international travel to the U.S. Territories. In addition, 
international travel to some states may not be fully included due to a lack of reliable data.

Travel Expenditures in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014 (Continued) 
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STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Alabama 72.8 75.3 75.8 77.3 79.0 76.2 76.1 76.7 78.6 80.4 82.9

Alaska 25.8 26.2 27.0 27.4 27.3 25.9 26.1 25.9 27.1 27.2 27.5

Arizona 151.0 153.8 160.7 161.4 157.4 147.4 149.1 151.4 157.7 159.9 163.5

Arkansas 57.9 58.5 59.2 59.8 61.6 59.4 58.6 58.9 60.4 61.1 62.4

California 836.3 843.2 856.5 875.3 868.8 820.0 816.5 836.9 875.8 910.1 933.6

Colorado 139.5 140.3 142.8 146.7 147.8 140.1 139.4 141.9 148.7 153.2 158.1

Connecticut 58.8 59.2 59.8 60.8 62.0 59.3 60.4 63.0 65.7 67.7 69.1

Delaware 15.6 15.6 15.7 15.3 15.5 14.9 14.8 15.1 15.6 15.8 16.1

District of Columbia 60.1 61.9 62.2 63.5 64.7 63.6 62.0 63.5 66.0 67.2 68.1

Florida 750.6 741.1 742.1 758.4 758.4 722.0 730.1 758.7 811.3 822.5 845.1

Georgia 229.1 234.3 236.5 241.7 241.5 234.1 235.0 238.4 241.8 247.3 254.9

Hawaii 183.3 183.7 179.3 172.9 167.0 157.1 157.9 160.8 175.7 174.9 177.8

Idaho 23.4 23.8 24.6 25.4 25.6 24.2 23.6 23.9 25.0 25.7 26.6

Illinois 298.4 300.1 301.5 305.4 305.1 288.7 287.5 292.0 298.7 301.1 306.0

Indiana 92.2 92.2 93.0 95.2 97.0 92.7 92.6 96.0 99.9 102.2 103.6

Iowa 64.5 64.5 65.5 67.0 66.8 64.9 63.9 65.2 66.6 67.6 68.6

Kansas 56.0 56.2 56.9 56.9 57.2 55.4 55.1 56.5 59.5 60.8 62.7

Kentucky 87.4 88.5 88.9 89.2 89.0 86.3 85.9 84.5 87.3 88.4 91.1

Louisiana 121.2 111.1 90.6 104.3 105.1 102.1 101.9 102.8 104.5 107.6 111.2

Maine 31.5 31.3 31.4 31.9 32.1 30.9 30.4 30.6 31.6 31.8 32.9

Maryland 113.4 114.0 114.5 114.4 116.1 114.0 113.8 115.1 119.9 122.0 123.5

Massachusetts 125.3 125.2 125.8 127.8 128.9 121.5 121.7 124.7 126.5 129.4 132.0

Michigan 146.1 146.5 145.8 146.3 146.5 139.9 137.1 139.6 144.4 147.6 151.1

Minnesota 138.4 141.9 137.5 136.7 137.3 131.2 133.1 135.3 138.9 140.2 143.3

Mississippi 91.5 88.3 79.1 84.2 85.8 82.1 83.0 83.2 84.9 85.6 86.3

Missouri 120.4 118.5 119.5 122.2 122.5 118.4 117.5 117.5 120.8 123.2 125.3
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Employment Generated by Domestic and International Travelers  
in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014 (Continued) 

(THOUSAND)
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STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Montana 27.7 28.2 29.0 30.1 30.0 29.1 28.6 29.2 30.8 31.5 32.5

Nebraska 40.9 40.8 42.0 43.4 44.4 43.3 42.7 42.4 44.3 45.0 46.2

Nevada 294.6 301.7 307.3 308.9 311.4 288.8 286.5 304.8 311.1 321.4 332.6

New Hampshire 24.3 23.8 23.9 24.0 24.0 22.8 22.6 23.3 23.9 24.5 24.8

New Jersey 184.6 187.9 189.9 192.2 193.4 187.9 191.4 196.1 203.0 208.2 211.4

New Mexico 54.6 55.9 56.6 56.5 57.2 55.0 54.6 55.8 57.8 58.7 59.9

New York 421.3 418.0 418.0 434.5 438.6 424.3 415.4 430.7 449.7 460.8 468.1

North Carolina 190.1 192.8 194.7 198.9 198.6 191.3 191.4 196.1 201.9 206.7 214.0

North Dakota 20.9 20.7 21.0 22.1 23.1 23.5 23.4 24.6 26.8 27.9 29.1

Ohio 164.1 163.6 164.2 166.1 166.5 158.0 157.6 164.7 173.4 178.7 181.8

Oklahoma 70.5 71.0 71.5 74.8 75.7 74.2 76.6 78.4 80.0 79.9 81.8

Oregon 76.8 76.3 78.2 79.6 79.8 76.3 76.6 77.9 80.4 82.9 86.0

Pennsylvania 219.8 212.2 210.8 211.8 212.8 205.8 205.6 208.3 218.7 221.3 224.3

Rhode Island 14.0 14.1 14.2 14.5 14.5 13.5 13.3 13.8 14.6 15.0 15.2

South Carolina 117.1 117.7 119.3 123.3 121.9 116.1 116.2 117.3 118.1 120.8 123.3

South Dakota 24.4 24.8 25.0 25.7 26.1 26.0 25.7 26.0 26.5 26.7 27.3

Tennessee 142.0 145.2 147.5 149.9 148.4 141.7 141.4 143.8 146.2 148.7 152.9

Texas 517.0 530.2 542.5 553.7 569.9 546.4 540.3 555.9 588.7 609.1 623.2

Utah 70.6 72.7 74.4 76.0 76.1 71.7 70.9 71.4 74.3 75.4 77.5

Vermont 20.6 20.4 20.3 19.8 20.0 19.5 19.2 19.4 20.1 20.7 21.1

Virginia 209.6 212.3 213.8 215.8 216.3 209.6 208.7 211.9 215.1 217.8 221.1

Washington 102.5 103.6 105.5 107.0 107.9 102.7 102.0 103.0 107.4 110.5 113.1

West Virginia 27.1 27.4 27.6 27.2 28.4 27.5 27.5 27.7 28.5 28.1 28.1

Wisconsin 113.6 112.6 112.5 113.4 113.2 107.1 106.9 108.7 110.5 112.3 114.2

Wyoming 28.9 28.9 29.6 29.5 30.4 29.1 29.0 28.9 30.2 30.8 31.4

U.S. Total* 7,452.7 7,508.8 7,543.4 7,699.9 7,723.1 7,397.2 7,370.9 7,528.9 7,675.2 7,842.3 8,007.4

*The sum of all states and the District of Columbia is not equal to the U.S. total. The U.S. total includes international travel to the U.S. Territories. In addition, 
international travel to some states may not be fully included due to a lack of reliable data.
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STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Alabama 1,091.8 1,158.3 1,201.5 1,268.4 1,335.9 1,315.0 1,375.7 1,396.4 1,459.8 1,494.4 1,596.6

Alaska 734.5 748.6 780.6 827.2 815.2 780.0 805.6 829.2 839.8 823.8 897.2

Arizona 3,477.3 3,652.7 3,998.4 4,287.8 4,329.2 4,133.0 4,369.9 4,539.3 4,649.2 4,625.4 4,933.0

Arkansas 896.5 918.4 956.6 1,000.0 1,051.8 1,026.2 1,071.6 1,106.6 1,133.7 1,144.8 1,171.3

California 20,659.2 21,013.5 21,868.9 23,565.0 23,405.6 22,204.9 23,299.6 24,457.7 26,064.2 27,074.2 28,973.6

Colorado 3,109.0 3,126.9 3,275.2 3,443.6 3,577.9 3,394.9 3,571.4 3,706.1 3,911.8 4,053.4 4,418.8

Connecticut 1,412.9 1,447.2 1,518.3 1,600.6 1,627.8 1,567.9 1,657.7 1,725.3 1,805.8 1,829.3 1,946.6

Delaware 332.6 340.5 356.7 362.3 378.8 361.2 381.6 398.5 407.0 404.2 424.4

District of Columbia 1,585.4 1,667.8 1,729.7 1,862.5 1,953.3 1,957.3 2,022.7 2,081.8 2,176.5 2,224.3 2,334.1

Florida 16,087.3 16,608.8 17,218.7 18,496.1 18,831.9 18,150.9 18,130.4 19,352.3 20,800.2 21,094.4 22,604.4

Georgia 6,609.5 6,641.9 6,666.7 6,912.4 6,933.6 6,620.0 6,888.0 7,341.9 7,451.1 7,767.8 8,381.7

Hawaii 4,632.5 4,749.4 4,773.0 4,940.7 4,725.3 4,503.5 4,693.9 4,877.0 5,350.1 5,444.7 5,710.5

Idaho 401.1 421.5 453.9 488.1 489.1 474.7 490.1 501.0 532.6 548.5 590.9

Illinois 7,764.2 7,865.5 8,338.9 8,510.3 8,606.4 7,965.0 8,105.2 8,475.0 8,939.8 9,205.1 9,568.8

Indiana 1,742.6 1,748.0 1,814.5 1,908.1 1,913.8 1,845.2 1,947.7 2,038.5 2,125.0 2,179.4 2,284.8

Iowa 1,002.2 1,024.5 1,060.8 1,115.5 1,150.3 1,116.9 1,109.5 1,150.2 1,207.6 1,216.2 1,262.8

Kansas 933.5 949.6 989.2 1,003.6 1,026.6 997.9 1,052.3 1,106.8 1,168.2 1,177.2 1,260.1

Kentucky 1,691.6 1,708.6 1,727.1 1,778.7 1,797.9 1,747.6 1,841.1 1,835.3 1,874.0 1,845.4 2,021.3

Louisiana 2,046.9 1,803.1 1,601.8 2,146.0 1,950.7 1,896.4 1,956.5 1,988.3 2,035.9 2,112.7 2,211.6

Maine 498.5 504.3 521.8 557.9 569.5 560.8 588.8 594.5 619.2 619.3 673.6

Maryland 2,900.2 3,032.9 3,156.5 3,294.9 3,419.1 3,394.7 3,517.0 3,638.1 3,753.4 3,765.3 4,046.0

Massachusetts 3,243.8 3,265.9 3,421.8 3,579.0 3,653.2 3,407.5 3,470.7 3,680.1 3,742.0 3,924.8 4,115.3

Michigan 3,407.1 3,375.6 3,231.9 3,434.2 3,523.6 3,379.4 3,481.2 3,637.5 3,771.2 3,801.7 4,083.8

Minnesota 3,776.7 3,786.7 3,536.4 4,013.2 4,097.6 3,830.3 3,983.2 4,099.8 4,131.9 4,056.1 4,394.7

Mississippi 1,668.0 1,665.6 1,518.9 1,716.4 1,771.7 1,717.0 1,827.4 1,820.8 1,835.5 1,830.3 1,849.8

Missouri 2,523.0 2,523.4 2,569.8 2,731.6 2,817.4 2,717.2 2,836.3 2,823.7 2,934.8 2,991.6 3,074.7
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STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Montana 390.9 403.0 434.2 478.5 495.0 492.7 513.3 533.8 575.3 594.3 644.8

Nebraska 655.7 662.0 707.8 747.8 784.9 766.5 788.8 806.7 861.3 876.3 946.8

Nevada 7,146.6 7,573.9 8,016.5 8,428.5 8,607.0 8,273.2 8,389.4 9,022.7 9,229.6 9,552.1 10,080.9

New Hampshire 474.3 471.2 490.4 512.5 499.3 486.0 499.6 517.4 535.8 544.7 579.4

New Jersey 4,674.4 4,868.7 5,059.5 5,334.9 5,391.0 5,146.0 5,412.4 5,636.8 5,780.3 5,869.9 6,169.2

New Mexico 904.0 953.2 1,001.6 1,053.7 1,126.4 1,102.1 1,159.0 1,207.4 1,245.2 1,243.9 1,315.7

New York 11,794.1 12,165.8 12,474.2 13,859.4 13,637.4 13,242.9 13,647.7 14,474.0 15,238.1 15,483.7 16,705.9

North Carolina 3,776.8 3,905.1 4,018.9 4,192.4 4,358.6 4,069.0 4,158.0 4,363.3 4,586.9 4,815.2 5,149.6

North Dakota 263.4 263.6 275.2 300.4 325.4 343.6 369.7 395.9 442.3 474.6 522.5

Ohio 3,115.4 3,168.4 3,238.5 3,435.7 3,511.0 3,367.8 3,516.5 3,750.5 3,987.6 4,117.7 4,389.5

Oklahoma 1,571.1 1,642.2 1,711.4 1,812.1 1,844.9 1,850.6 1,874.1 2,002.4 2,045.4 1,994.7 2,092.6

Oregon 1,443.5 1,472.1 1,569.3 1,670.5 1,692.0 1,657.0 1,745.8 1,801.3 1,890.4 1,951.8 2,137.0

Pennsylvania 5,201.9 4,930.0 4,814.6 5,146.5 5,269.9 5,124.8 5,441.3 5,639.1 5,874.0 5,908.7 6,316.8

Rhode Island 299.2 299.7 308.5 320.1 321.6 298.7 312.4 328.6 350.6 359.7 379.8

South Carolina 1,842.3 1,898.1 1,992.7 2,122.6 2,140.5 2,043.1 2,084.7 2,140.1 2,184.0 2,240.0 2,298.7

South Dakota 313.0 318.4 335.2 357.2 375.2 383.8 403.2 417.0 432.4 441.4 470.1

Tennessee 2,846.2 2,996.0 3,059.8 3,275.3 3,240.1 3,044.1 3,110.5 3,235.1 3,318.0 3,316.0 3,444.9

Texas 12,537.0 13,123.2 14,108.4 14,889.8 15,233.0 14,573.5 14,978.8 15,483.8 16,439.8 16,741.5 17,978.8

Utah 1,531.6 1,554.0 1,567.3 1,941.7 1,916.9 1,793.4 1,884.9 1,945.2 1,981.0 1,965.9 2,118.4

Vermont 349.9 352.2 359.3 376.9 379.3 378.2 389.3 403.8 421.4 437.2 464.5

Virginia 4,132.8 4,235.1 4,377.8 4,431.2 4,537.8 4,413.4 4,551.4 4,672.2 4,829.4 4,998.1 5,187.4

Washington 2,553.7 2,558.6 2,625.8 2,774.0 2,715.1 2,641.8 2,764.3 2,880.4 3,024.9 3,101.8 3,379.7

West Virginia 430.0 451.3 476.3 483.5 499.7 494.0 521.7 544.8 552.5 526.2 537.0

Wisconsin 1,861.2 1,911.3 1,963.7 2,092.4 2,177.6 2,039.2 2,155.9 2,248.5 2,266.4 2,289.9 2,409.2

Wyoming 419.4 435.0 467.9 481.2 502.1 489.3 507.2 512.8 542.4 554.8 586.0

U.S. Total* 164,998.9 169,456.8 175,249.8 187,459.7 192,544.6 185,064.5 186,813.7 195,832.3 204,028.9 208,351.3 221,688.5

*The sum of all states and the District of Columbia is not equal to the U.S. total. The U.S. total includes international travel to the U.S. Territories. In addition, 
international travel to some states may not be fully included due to a lack of reliable data.
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Tax Revenues Generated by Domestic and International Travelers 
in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014  

($ MILLION)

STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Alabama 744.5 789.1 813.9 854.7 877.4 872.0 897.8 906.7 912.2 934.3 980.1

Alaska 295.4 305.9 322.2 341.0 349.8 326.5 340.0 352.4 357.3 363.3 388.6

Arizona 1,837.6 1,965.1 2,126.4 2,237.4 2,225.5 2,140.1 2,255.7 2,355.5 2,354.0 2,337.8 2,405.9

Arkansas 626.7 656.1 683.4 712.5 739.5 723.7 738.4 754.9 764.8 868.8 931.4

California 12,946.7 13,500.1 14,263.8 15,030.9 15,338.9 14,387.8 15,035.7 15,451.2 16,309.5 17,227.8 18,425.7

Colorado 2,226.1 2,270.5 2,393.5 2,530.3 2,598.3 2,490.6 2,581.6 2,702.3 2,767.8 2,904.5 3,138.7

Connecticut 1,115.8 1,188.1 1,260.9 1,295.6 1,367.5 1,374.7 1,468.3 1,538.9 1,545.2 1,599.5 1,684.0

Delaware 192.1 197.2 207.0 210.9 213.3 205.3 214.4 225.7 230.0 238.6 254.8

District of Columbia 959.9 1,047.8 1,071.3 1,303.7 1,337.4 1,334.7 1,384.8 1,433.3 1,437.7 1,500.2 1,564.6

Florida 8,605.9 9,006.7 9,265.7 9,648.2 9,667.7 9,245.4 9,653.5 10,594.8 10,994.8 11,518.9 12,344.4

Georgia 3,686.2 3,881.4 3,997.5 4,189.9 4,242.0 4,024.1 4,241.1 4,496.7 4,635.8 4,839.9 5,205.0

Hawaii 2,361.9 2,451.6 2,502.1 2,503.1 2,384.6 2,247.1 2,366.1 2,523.2 2,802.1 3,093.7 3,185.4

Idaho 431.4 447.8 473.0 499.3 500.0 488.4 501.2 516.1 532.5 552.7 585.0

Illinois 4,791.2 4,921.3 5,294.0 5,465.7 5,526.4 5,079.0 5,332.5 5,739.9 6,071.7 6,262.3 6,565.3

Indiana 1,110.6 1,133.0 1,177.9 1,228.3 1,250.6 1,234.1 1,269.6 1,320.0 1,354.3 1,400.0 1,467.8

Iowa 711.0 728.0 755.9 791.7 795.7 786.0 805.4 827.1 869.6 887.7 928.8

Kansas 619.4 630.3 656.7 681.4 709.1 702.6 731.8 768.0 811.3 832.3 874.6

Kentucky 926.9 957.9 993.4 1,035.8 1,034.5 1,032.3 1,055.9 1,065.0 1,077.8 1,097.5 1,179.0

Louisiana 1,283.2 1,034.7 893.4 1,198.0 1,148.5 1,154.7 1,182.1 1,209.7 1,239.6 1,281.9 1,346.1

Maine 298.3 304.1 314.7 336.4 345.7 342.8 356.5 381.5 384.6 406.9 438.6

Maryland 2,068.8 2,159.4 2,281.2 2,339.0 2,487.0 2,553.5 2,637.3 2,787.2 2,829.5 2,878.3 3,065.4

Massachusetts 2,022.6 2,076.7 2,225.6 2,329.7 2,381.2 2,206.0 2,396.7 2,477.3 2,576.4 2,701.6 2,849.4

Michigan 2,329.6 2,348.7 2,324.6 2,417.4 2,477.6 2,424.7 2,473.4 2,531.3 2,565.5 2,633.8 2,785.2

Minnesota 2,767.4 2,817.5 2,736.1 2,990.7 3,059.0 3,002.8 3,130.3 3,219.2 3,231.8 3,280.7 3,507.6

Mississippi 937.6 947.5 881.9 958.0 994.7 964.4 987.4 948.5 956.6 965.1 976.5

Missouri 1,615.0 1,646.7 1,699.6 1,787.0 1,818.4 1,798.9 1,826.4 1,826.4 1,849.9 1,901.9 1,970.1

APPENDICES
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Tax Revenues Generated by Domestic and International Travelers 
in the U.S. by State, 2004–2014 (Continued) 

($ MILLION)

STATE 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Montana 267.3 273.0 285.5 303.7 307.2 311.0 324.7 341.3 354.3 368.0 392.0

Nebraska 498.6 511.4 539.3 564.4 581.0 575.5 581.6 593.3 612.3 627.1 667.6

Nevada 3,349.5 3,513.8 3,734.0 3,875.3 3,836.1 3,662.7 3,865.0 4,204.1 4,221.4 4,383.3 4,592.0

New Hampshire 282.7 294.1 301.6 312.1 318.7 291.7 301.6 320.0 311.6 319.7 322.8

New Jersey 2,930.3 3,056.4 3,203.4 3,303.9 3,316.0 3,145.4 3,208.6 3,303.0 3,344.0 3,420.8 3,540.9

New Mexico 618.8 653.0 692.9 723.5 748.5 752.3 777.8 805.7 816.1 827.2 858.4

New York 8,518.9 8,953.4 9,372.2 10,289.8 10,410.4 9,727.9 10,232.6 10,935.4 11,425.4 11,898.3 12,537.8

North Carolina 2,292.3 2,408.7 2,548.7 2,664.5 2,759.9 2,626.2 2,823.5 2,924.7 3,028.1 3,166.0 3,340.7

North Dakota 275.6 277.3 287.6 309.4 337.2 354.6 377.1 415.1 457.6 485.5 525.9

Ohio 2,297.4 2,345.6 2,396.4 2,499.1 2,509.6 2,408.0 2,431.9 2,524.4 2,598.9 2,734.3 2,892.0

Oklahoma 780.6 821.8 861.9 934.2 976.0 985.2 1,026.3 1,082.9 1,125.9 1,147.3 1,193.6

Oregon 914.7 946.3 1,008.3 1,068.2 1,092.0 1,052.2 1,105.8 1,152.9 1,190.1 1,267.6 1,371.2

Pennsylvania 2,897.8 2,871.6 2,877.1 3,021.6 3,080.2 2,980.2 3,102.6 3,258.3 3,292.2 3,369.2 3,581.4

Rhode Island 214.7 220.8 226.6 233.2 236.4 223.8 228.9 230.9 233.2 246.5 253.4

South Carolina 1,226.1 1,387.7 1,384.5 1,590.3 1,609.7 1,523.2 1,594.6 1,649.2 1,691.0 1,747.2 1,823.7

South Dakota 226.4 231.8 238.9 249.1 258.5 267.6 275.8 281.8 286.4 289.9 303.2

Tennessee 2,006.7 2,126.5 2,155.7 2,351.0 2,385.0 2,278.3 2,369.8 2,485.4 2,561.8 2,618.4 2,769.5

Texas 6,605.1 7,028.3 7,563.2 7,999.5 8,339.8 8,005.1 8,246.5 8,759.9 9,120.5 9,557.1 10,226.8

Utah 882.0 922.4 950.0 1,059.9 1,064.2 1,035.6 1,075.7 1,124.2 1,141.5 1,166.9 1,240.9

Vermont 210.1 214.2 220.0 227.2 235.5 232.0 237.1 251.8 258.3 270.0 284.5

Virginia 2,251.6 2,394.1 2,497.5 2,579.9 2,629.2 2,547.3 2,637.3 2,709.1 2,799.9 2,898.6 3,034.7

Washington 1,642.4 1,687.7 1,773.4 1,880.6 1,929.0 1,856.5 1,934.4 2,032.6 2,079.4 2,179.4 2,355.6

West Virginia 289.9 300.6 315.0 328.0 337.7 333.8 348.0 357.1 364.0 363.1 376.0

Wisconsin 1,289.5 1,330.9 1,372.5 1,430.7 1,475.8 1,438.7 1,513.0 1,571.5 1,538.2 1,576.2 1,649.1

Wyoming 237.7 250.9 269.3 281.0 292.5 282.0 289.7 296.6 300.9 307.8 335.7

U.S. Total* 100,870.8 105,370.8 109,262.5 115,803.4 118,936.7 113,003.4 117,380.2 123,680.5 128,781.2 133,638.3 141,511.1

*The sum of all states and the District of Columbia is not equal to the U.S. total. The U.S. total includes international travel to the U.S. Territories. In addition, 
international travel to some states may not be fully included due to a lack of reliable data.

APPENDICES
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STATE

2013 
TRAVEL-GENERATED 

EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

2013 
TOTAL PRIVATE 

INDUSTRY  
EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

PERCENT  
OF TOTAL

2014 
TRAVEL-GENERATED 

EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

2014 
TOTAL PRIVATE 

INDUSTRY  
EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

PERCENT  
OF TOTAL

Alabama 80.4 1,485.5 5.4% 82.9 1,504.3 5.5%

Alaska 27.2 251.3 10.9% 27.5 253.5 10.8%

Arizona 159.9 2,102.9 7.7% 163.5 2,153.2 7.6%

Arkansas 61.1 944.6 6.4% 62.4 957.3 6.5%

California 910.1 13,104.6 6.9% 933.6 13,501.7 6.9%

Colorado 153.2 1,952.2 7.9% 158.1 2,029.2 7.8%

Connecticut 67.7 1,405.2 4.7% 69.1 1,417.8 4.9%

Delaware 15.8 353.2 4.5% 16.1 362.3 4.4%

District of Columbia 67.2 485.5 14.0% 68.1 495.1 13.8%

Florida 822.5 6,491.8 12.9% 845.1 6,731.2 12.6%

Georgia 247.3 3,278.2 7.6% 254.9 3,396.7 7.5%

Hawaii 174.9 497.2 36.3% 177.8 504.4 35.2%

Idaho 25.7 518.9 5.0% 26.6 533.9 5.0%

Illinois 301.1 4,897.7 6.2% 306.0 4,974.9 6.2%

Indiana 102.2 2,458.3 4.1% 103.6 2,499.9 4.1%

Iowa 67.6 1,261.4 5.4% 68.6 1,280.2 5.4%

Kansas 60.8 1,092.9 5.5% 62.7 1,113.8 5.6%

Kentucky 88.4 1,475.8 6.0% 91.1 1,508.0 6.0%

Louisiana 107.6 1,572.1 6.8% 111.2 1,611.2 6.9%

Maine 31.8 490.8 6.5% 32.9 494.9 6.6%

Maryland 122.0 2,044.7 5.9% 123.5 2,066.5 6.0%

Massachusetts 129.4 2,876.4 4.5% 132.0 2,933.2 4.5%

Michigan 147.6 3,463.6 4.3% 151.1 3,538.2 4.3%

Minnesota 140.2 2,322.2 6.1% 143.3 2,358.3 6.1%

Mississippi 85.6 855.7 10.0% 86.3 866.0 10.0%

Missouri 123.2 2,220.2 5.5% 125.3 2,250.9 5.6%

Travel and Tourism Employment as a Percent of  
Total Private Industry Employment, 2013-2014

APPENDICES
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STATE

2013 
TRAVEL-GENERATED 

EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

2013 
TOTAL PRIVATE 

INDUSTRY  
EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

PERCENT  
OF TOTAL

2014 
TRAVEL-GENERATED 

EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

2014 
TOTAL PRIVATE 

INDUSTRY  
EMPLOYMENT 
(THOUSAND)

PERCENT  
OF TOTAL

Montana 31.5 354.8 8.8% 32.5 357.9 9.1%

Nebraska 45.0 774.6 5.8% 46.2 786.8 5.9%

Nevada 321.4 1,014.8 31.5% 332.6 1,055.6 31.5%

New Hampshire 24.5 534.1 4.5% 24.8 541.4 4.6%

New Jersey 208.2 3,235.7 6.4% 211.4 3,263.5 6.5%

New Mexico 58.7 610.1 9.6% 59.9 618.5 9.7%

New York 460.8 7,321.1 6.3% 468.1 7,484.2 6.3%

North Carolina 206.7 3,291.5 6.3% 214.0 3,375.7 6.3%

North Dakota 27.9 359.4 7.8% 29.1 376.0 7.7%

Ohio 178.7 4,404.2 4.0% 181.8 4,478.0 4.1%

Oklahoma 79.9 1,241.0 6.5% 81.8 1,262.4 6.5%

Oregon 82.9 1,410.8 5.9% 86.0 1,453.8 5.9%

Pennsylvania 221.3 4,905.3 4.5% 224.3 4,961.4 4.5%

Rhode Island 15.0 397.4 3.7% 15.2 404.3 3.8%

South Carolina 120.8 1,511.8 8.0% 123.3 1,557.2 7.9%

South Dakota 26.7 333.3 8.1% 27.3 339.1 8.0%

Tennessee 148.7 2,284.3 6.5% 152.9 2,342.4 6.5%

Texas 609.1 9,263.4 6.6% 623.2 9,597.3 6.5%

Utah 75.4 1,042.6 7.4% 77.5 1,076.1 7.2%

Vermont 20.7 249.0 8.1% 21.1 251.5 8.4%

Virginia 217.8 2,951.4 7.3% 221.1 2,969.3 7.4%

Washington 110.5 2,442.4 4.5% 113.1 2,519.5 4.5%

West Virginia 28.1 565.0 5.0% 28.1 563.3 5.0%

Wisconsin 112.3 2,344.2 4.8% 114.2 2,379.1 4.8%

Wyoming 30.8 213.4 14.2% 31.4 218.1 14.4%

U.S. Total 7,842.3 112,958.3 6.9% 8,007.4 115,568.7 6.9%

Travel and Tourism Employment as a Percent of  
Total Private Industry Employment, 2013-2014 (Continued)
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METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS

TRAVEL ECONOMIC IMPACT MODEL 

Introduction 

The Travel Economic Impact Model (TEIM) was developed  
by the research department at the U .S . Travel Association to 
provide annual estimates of the impact of United States residents’ 
travel activity on national, state and county economies . It is a 
disaggregated model comprised of a variety of travel categories 
(described in Glossary of Terms) . The TEIM estimates travel 
expenditures and the business receipts, employment, personal 
income and tax receipts generated by these expenditures .

The TEIM has the capability to estimate economic impact of 
various types of travel, such as business and leisure, by transport 
mode and type of accommodations used, and other trip and 
traveler characteristics . The County Impact Component of the 
TEIM provides estimates of the economic impact of travel at the 
county and city level . 

Definition of Terms

There is no commonly accepted definition of travel in use at this 
time . For the purposes of the estimates herein, travel is defined as 
activities associated with all overnight and day trips to places 50 
miles or more away, one-way, from the traveler’s origin and any 
overnight trips away from home in paid accommodations . 

The travel industry, as used herein, refers to the collection of 18 
types of businesses that provide goods and services to the traveler 
or potential traveler at the retail level (see Glossary of Terms) . 
With the exception of Amtrak and second home ownership and 
rental, these business types are defined by the Office of 
Management and Budget in the 1997 North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS), as well as in its predecessor, the 
1987 Standard Industrial Classification System (SIC) . In each 
case, the relevant NAICS and SIC codes are included . 

Travel expenditure is assumed to take place whenever a traveler 
exchanges money for an activity considered part of his or her 
trip . Total travel expenditures are separated into related categories 
representing traveler purchases of goods and services at the retail 
level . One category, travel agents, receives no travel expenditures as 

these purchases are allocated to the category (e .g ., air transportation) 
actually providing the final good or service to the traveler . Travel 
expenditures are allocated among states by simulating where the 
exchange of money for goods or services actually took place . By 
their nature, some travel expenditures are assumed to occur at 
the traveler’s origin, some at his or her destination and some en 
route .

Economic impact is represented by measures of spending, 
employment, payroll, and tax revenues generated by traveler 
spending . Payroll includes all forms of compensation, such as 
salaries, wages, commissions, bonuses, vacation allowances, 
sick-leave pay and the value of in-kind payments . Payroll is 
reported before deductions for social security, income tax 
insurance, union dues, etc . This definition follows that used by 
the U .S . Census Bureau in the quinquennial Census of Service 
Industries .

Employment represents the number of jobs generated by traveler 
spending, both full- and part-time jobs . As such, it is consistent 
with the U .S . Department of Labor series on nonagricultural 
payroll employment . 

Tax revenues include travel-generated corporate income, 
individual income, sales and gross receipts, and excise taxes by 
level of government . 

DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL

Estimates of Travel Expenditures

Total travel expenditures include spending by travelers on goods 
and services during their trips, such as lodging, transportation, 
meals, entertainment and retail shopping . Eighteen activity 
categories are covered in the TEIM . Generally, the TEIM 
combines the activity levels for trips to places within the U .S . 
with the appropriate average costs of each unit of travel activity, 
(e .g ., cost per mile by mode of transport and cost per night by type 
of accommodation), to produce estimates of the total amount spent 
on each of the 18 categories of travel-related goods and services 
by state . For example, the number of nights spent by travel 
parties in hotels in Vermont is multiplied by the average cost per 
night per travel party of staying in a hotel in the state to obtain 
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METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS (Continued)

the estimate of traveler expenditures for hotel accommodations . 
The estimates derived through the cost factor method are also 
validated through three additional methods: household travel 
spending ratio method – the ratio of out-of-town spending to 
total household spending; trip expenditure ratio method – the 
ratio of each travel spending category in a trip to that trip’s total 
expenditures; and economic and business statistics validations . 

The data on domestic travel activity levels (e .g ., number of miles 
traveled by mode of transportation, the number of nights spent 
away from home by type of accommodation) are based on 
national travel surveys conducted by U .S . Travel, the Bureau  
of Labor Statistics’ Survey of Consumer Expenditures, Smith 
Travel Research’s Hotel and Motel Survey, TNS’ TravelAmerica 
Survey, etc . Average-cost data are purchased and collected from 
different organizations and government agencies . Total sales and 
revenue and other data collected from state, local and federal 
government and other organizations are employed to compare, 
adjust and update the spending database of the TEIM, as well as 
to link spending to other impact components .

The international travel expenditure estimates are based on the 
U .S . Department of Commerce’s Office of Travel and Tourism 
Industries’ (OTTI) Survey of International Air Travelers and data 
provided to OTTI from Canada and Mexico . Other estimates of 
the economic impact of international visitors to the U .S . are 
generated by the TEIM by incorporating estimated international 
traveler expenditures with the data series utilized to produce the 
domestic estimates .

Estimates of Business Receipts, Payroll and Employment

The Economic Impact Component of the TEIM estimates travel-
generated business receipts, employment and payroll . Basically, 
the 18 travel categories are associated with a type of travel-related 
business . For example, traveler spending on commercial lodging 
in a state is related to the business receipts, employment and 
payroll of hotels, motels and motor hotels (SIC 701; NAICS 
7211) . It is assumed that travel spending in each category, less 
sales and excise taxes, equals business receipts for the related 
business type as defined by the U .S . Census Bureau .

It is assumed that each job in a specific type of business in a state 
is supported by some amount of business receipts and that each 
dollar of wages and salaries is similarly supported by some dollar 
volume of business receipts . The ratios of employment to business  
receipts are computed for each industry in each state . These ratios 
are then multiplied by the total amount of business receipts 
generated by traveler spending in a particular type of business to 
obtain the measures of travel-generated employment and payroll 
of each type of business in each state . For example, the ratio of 
employees to business receipts in the state commercial lodging 
establishments is multiplied by travel-generated business receipts 
of these establishments to obtain traveler-generated employment 
in commercial lodging . A similar process is used for the payroll 
estimates . The total sales, payroll and employment data of each 
travel-related industry (by SIC and NAICS) are provided by and 
collected from state, local and federal government, such as the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
Census Bureau and the Bureau of Transportation Statistics . 

Estimates of Tax Revenues

The Fiscal Impact Component of the TEIM is used to estimate 
traveler-generated tax revenues for federal, state and local 
governments . The yield of each type of tax is related to the best 
measure of the relevant tax base available for each state consistent 
with the output of the Economic Impact Component . The ratios 
of yield to base for each type of tax in each state are then applied 
to the appropriate primary level output to obtain estimates of tax 
receipts generated by travel . For example, the ratio of 
Massachusetts’ state personal income tax collections to payroll in 
the state is applied to total travel-generated payroll to obtain the 
estimate of state personal income tax receipts attributable to 
traveler spending in Massachusetts .

Estimates for Counties and Local Areas

Local area travel impact estimates is derived by distributing the 
state estimates to the area using proper proportions of each 
related category . The proportions of a local area are calculated 
based on a set of data collected from federal, state and local 
governments and private organizations . The data can be gathered 
at the zip code level . Consumer survey data are not used in 
locality impact estimates due to small sample size issue . 
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METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS (Continued)

The data used to estimate the local area shares includes sales, 
employment, payroll and taxes for all travel-related industry 
categories . Local data provided by states such as sales and tax 
receipts, employment and wages, and attraction attendances,  
are critical inputs . County and local sales, establishments, 
employment and payroll data derived from Economic Census, 
County Business Patterns and the Quarterly Census of 
Employment and Wages are also used in the model . 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study is designed to indicate the impact of U .S . traveler 
expenditures on employment, payroll, and tax revenue in each 
state . These impact estimates reflect the limitations inherent in 
the definition of travel expenditures . Two important classes of 
travel-related expenses have not been estimated due to various 
reasons . Consumers purchase certain goods and services in 
anticipation of a trip away from home . These include sports 
equipment (e .g ., tennis racquet, skis, scuba gear, etc .), travel 
books and guides, and services such as language lessons and 
lessons for participatory sports (e .g ., tennis, skiing, underwater 
diving, etc .) . The magnitude of these purchases in preparation for 
a trip cannot be quantified due to lack of sound, relevant data .

The second type of spending not covered due to lack of sufficient 
data is the purchase of major consumer durables generally related 
to outdoor recreation on trips . Further research is required in this 
area to determine to what extent pretrip spending on consumer 
durable products can justifiably be included within a travel 
economic impact study . 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS – TEIM

Travel Expenditure: The exchange of money or the promise of 
money for goods or services while traveling, including any 
advance purchase of public transportation tickets, lodging or 
other items normally considered incidental to travel, but which 
may be purchased in advance of the trip . In addition, certain of 
the “fixed” or capital costs of owning a motor vehicle (including 
campers, motor homes, etc .) or a vacation or second home are 
included as associated with taking a trip . 

Generally, expenditures are assumed to take place at the point 
where the good or service is bought while traveling . The two 
exceptions to this rule are that the fixed costs of operating a 
motor vehicle while on a trip are allocated to the traveler’s area  
of residence, and the “imputed rent” of spending nights in the 
traveler’s own vacation home is allocated to the area visited .

Automobile Transportation Expenditure: This category includes 
a prorated share of the fixed costs of owning an automobile, 
truck, camper or other recreational vehicle, such as insurance, 
license fees, tax and depreciation costs . Also included are the 
variable costs of operating an automobile, truck, camper or other 
recreational vehicle on a trip, such as gasoline, oil, tires and 
repairs . The costs of renting an automobile or other motor 
vehicle are included in this category as well .

Entertainment/Recreation Expenditure: Traveler spending on 
recreation facility user fees, admissions at amusement parks and 
attractions, attendance at nightclubs, movies, legitimate shows, 
sports events and other forms of entertainment and recreation 
while traveling .

Food Expenditure: Traveler spending in commercial eating 
facilities and grocery stores or carryout, as well as on food 
purchased for off-premise consumption .

Incidental Purchase Expenditure: Traveler spending on retail 
trade purchases including gifts for others, medicine, cosmetics, 
clothing, personal services, souvenirs and other items of this 
nature .

Lodging Expenditure: Traveler spending on hotels and motels, 
B&Bs, campgrounds and trailer parks, rental of vacation homes 
and other types of lodging .
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Public Transportation Expenditures: Includes traveler spending 
on air, bus, rail and boat/ship transportation, and taxicab or 
limousine service between airports and central cities . Also 
included are expenditures on “other transportation” as indicated 
in the TravelScope .

Travel-Generated Employment: The number of jobs generated 
by travel expenditures in an area . The employment is defined by 
the U .S . Department of Labor as the total number of persons on 
establishment payrolls employed full or part time who received 
pay for any part of the pay period that includes the 12th day of 
the month . Temporary and intermittent employees are included, 
as are any employees who are on paid sick leave, on paid holiday 
or who work during part of the specified pay period .

Travel-Generated Payroll: The payroll, or wage and salary 
income, paid to employees attributable to travel in an area . 
Payroll includes all forms of compensation, such as salaries, 
wages, commissions, bonuses, vacation allowances, sick leave pay 
and the value of in-kind payments (such as free meals and 
lodgings) paid during the year to all employees . Tips and 
gratuities received by employees from patrons and reported to 
employers are included . For corporations, it includes amounts 
paid to officers and executives; for unincorporated businesses, it 
does not include profit or other compensation of proprietors or 
partners . Payroll is reported before deductions for social security, 
income tax, insurance, union dues, etc .

Travel-Generated Tax Receipts: Those federal, state and local tax 
revenues attributable to travel in an area . For a given state 
locality, all or some of the taxes may apply . “Local” includes 
county, city or municipality and township units of government 
actually collecting the receipts and not the level that may end up 
receiving it through intergovernmental transfers .

Federal. These receipts include corporate income taxes, 
individual income taxes, employment taxes, gasoline excise 
taxes and airline ticket taxes . 

State. These receipts include corporate income taxes, 
individual income taxes, sales and gross receipts taxes and 
excise taxes .

Local. These include county and city receipts from individual 
and corporate income taxes, sales, excise and gross receipts 
taxes, and property taxes .

TRAVEL-RELATED INDUSTRY BY NAICS

Travel Industry Categories: With the transition to NAICS, the 
U .S . Travel Association has adjusted its selection of the travel-
related business types using the new NAICS codes and brought 
its travel economic research into conformity with NAICS .  
For measurement purposes, U .S . Travel Association’s Travel 
Economic Impact Model tracks business activity in seven major 
travel-related industry groups . The industry groups and 
subcategories used in the model are outlined below, followed by  
a detailed table of NAICS codes . The share of travel in each of 
listed industries will depend on travel spending estimates for the 
related categories and are different from industries and areas . 

Automobile Transportation: Gasoline service stations, passenger 
car rental, motor vehicle/parts dealers, automotive repairs and 
maintenance . 

Entertainment/Recreation Industry: Entertainment, art and 
recreation industry . 

Foodservice Industry: Eating and drinking places, and grocery 
stores . 

Retail Trade Industry: General merchandise group stores and 
miscellaneous retail stores, including gift and souvenir shops, and 
other retail stores . 

Lodging Industry: This industry includes hotels, motels, and 
motor hotels, camps and trailer parks . 

Public Transportation Industry: Air transportation, taxi cab 
companies, interurban and rural bus transportation, railroad 
passenger transportation (Amtrak) and water passenger 
transportation . Also is the “dummy” industry of “other 
transportation .” 

Travel Arrangement Industry: This includes travel agencies, tour 
operators, and other travel arrangement and reservation services . 

METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS (Continued)



76  IMPACT OF TRAVEL ON STATE ECONOMIES 2015 EDITION  ■   U.S. TRAVEL ASSOCIATION

METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS (Continued)METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS (Continued)

TRAVEL-RELATED INDUSTRY BY NAICS

Accommodations 

7211 Traveler Accommodations  
7212 Recreational Vehicle Parks and Campgrounds 

Auto Transportation 

532111 Passenger Car Rental  
447 Gasoline Stations 
4411 Automobile Dealers  
4412 Other Motor Vehicle Dealers  
4413 Automotive Parts, Accessories and Tire Stores 
8111 Automotive Repair and Maintenance 

Entertainment and Recreation 

711 Performing Arts, Spectator Sports and Related 
 Industries  
712 Museums, Historical Sites and Similar Institutions  
713 Amusement, Gambling and Recreation 

Food 

7221 Full Service Restaurants  
7222 Limited Service Eating Places  
7224 Drinking Places  
445 Food and Beverage Stores 

Public Transportation 

481111 and  
481211 Passenger Air Transportation 
4881 Airport Support Activities  
4821 Rail Transportation  
4852 Interurban and Rural Bus Transportation  
4853 Taxi and Limousine Services  
485510 Charter Bus  
483112 Deep Sea Passenger Transportation  
483114 Coastal and Great Lakes Passenger Transportation  
483212 Inland Water Passenger Transportation  
487 Scenic and Sightseeing Transportation 

Retail 

451 Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book and Music Stores 
452 General Merchandise Stores  
453 Miscellaneous Store Retailers  
443 Electronics and Appliance Stores 
444 Building Material and Garden Equipment and  
 Supplies Dealers 
446 Health and Personal Care Stores 
448 Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores

Travel Arrangement 

5615 Travel Arrangement and Reservation Services  
 (includes travel agencies and tour operators)  
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PRIMARY SOURCES OF DATA USED IN THIS REPORT: 

Airlines for America

American Automobile Association 

Amtrak 

American Society of Travel Agents

Bureau of the Census, U .S . Department of Commerce 

Bureau of Economic Analysis, U .S . Department of Commerce 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, U .S . Department of Labor 

Bureau of Transportation Statistics, U .S . Department of Transportation 

Federal Aviation Administration, Department of Transportation 

Federal Highway Administration, U .S . Department of Transportation 

National Park Service 

The National Travel and Tourism Office (NTTO), Department of Commerce 

Smith Travel Research 

TNS TravelsAmerica 

U .S . Travel Association 

SOURCES OF DATA
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In today’s highly competitive global marketplace, travel destinations 
require investment in their brand to remain relevant. And by investing 
in effective travel promotion, states and cities attract new visitors, 
create significant local economic activity and generate crucial tax 
revenue to support essential services. Without effective promotion, 
states and cities cede these benefits to competing destinations.

Case studies from states, regions and cities illustrate the 
power of promotion and the strong benefits from those who 
invest in it. For instance, every dollar New Mexico spent in 
its new marketing campaign led to $72 in visitor spending in 
the state. New Mexico’s promotional campaign also boosted 
perceptions of the state as a good place to start a career, 
build a business, attend college or purchase a vacation home.

Similarly, Nashville’s investments in travel promotion, 
including a new convention center, have generated tens of 
millions of dollars in tax revenue and over $1 billion in new 
economic development. Increased demand to visit Nashville 
from leisure and business travelers has brought additional 
air routes and new airlines to the city. Today, Nashville is 
the fifth fastest-growing airport in North America, serving 
more than 390 flights daily to 50 nonstop markets.1 Further 
north, a new convention center in Cleveland and a grassroots 
travel marketing campaign has also helped stimulate a new 
renaissance there.

At the same time, cutting travel promotion carries serious 
risks. As some states, such as Pennsylvania, have cut funding, 
they have lost ground to regional competitors, losing visitors 
and tax revenues ($3.60 for every $1 cut) in the process. 
Destinations affected by state or city-wide budget cuts,  
such as Philadelphia and San Diego, have responded with 
renewed aggressive marketing campaigns and partnerships 
of their own.



U
.S

. T
R

A
V

E
L

 A
S

S
O

C
IA

T
IO

N
   §   T

H
E

 P
O

W
E

R
 O

F
 T

R
A

V
E

L
 P

R
O

M
O

T
IO

N

3

Destinations are also investing in marketing and promotional 
campaigns to aggressively compete for international travelers. 
International travel already supports more than one million 
U.S. jobs and generates more than $20 billion in tax revenues.2 
In fact, international travel is America’s second largest export 
industry and accounts for 11 percent of total U.S. exports of 
goods and services.3 But there is still a great deal of untapped 
potential in the international travel market.  

In 2015, more than 1.2 billion people traveled internationally, 
spending $1.5 trillion.4 The U.S. share of this market remains at 
about 14 percent, down from 17 percent in 2000.5 Through a 
public-private partnership, Brand USA invests marketing dollars 
to promote the U.S. abroad and compete with other countries 
and international destinations vying for global visitors.

Some U.S. regions, cities and destinations may believe they 
lack the resources to compete for international travelers. 
But by partnering with Brand USA, destinations across the 
U.S., regardless of size, can engage in cooperative marketing 
programs, which raise visibility and engagement among 
potential travelers, increase international visitors and leverage 
additional funding.

This report highlights 
several key facts, including:

 

• Travel provides essential 
support to state and 
local governments. Travel 
generated $148 billion in 
total tax revenue in 2015.6 
Without this impact, each 
U.S. household would 
pay $1,200 more in taxes 
every year.7 
 

• Investing in travel 
promotion generates 
a virtuous cycle of 
economic benefits. 
Travelers visiting a 
destination spend money 
at local attractions, hotels, 
retail, restaurants and 
transportation. Promotion 
also improves the quality 
of life for residents, 
offering a positive “halo 
effect” on perceptions of 
a destination for residents 
and visitors alike.8  
 

• Investing in destination 
marketing drives broad 
economic growth. In 
fact, destinations with a 
higher concentration of 
visitor-related industries 
tend to grow faster than 
other regions.9 And 
growth in travel and 
tourism employment 
in a destination tends 
to be followed by a 
1.5-percent rise in broader 
employment.10 

$



U
.S

. T
R

A
V

E
L

 A
S

S
O

C
IA

T
IO

N
   §   T

H
E

 P
O

W
E

R
 O

F
 T

R
A

V
E

L
 P

R
O

M
O

T
IO

N

4

The amount presidential and 
congressional candidates 
have spent campaigning 
and promoting themselves 
as of the beginning of May 
2016.16 Not even halfway 
through the election year, 
presidential candidates have 
spent nearly $655 million 
promoting themselves, 
with House and Senate 
candidates spending an 
additional $519 million.17

THE POWER OF PROMOTION

World-class companies invest heavily to build brands and win customer loyalty. 
Brand-building investments in advertising, marketing and promotion can 
distinguish products, inspire consumers and separate successful brands from 
the market’s also-rans.

What is true for consumer products is equally true for travel destinations. In 
today’s highly competitive global marketplace, consumers have more choices than 
ever when it comes to mobile phones, cars, shampoo, soda—and travel options.

Like any product, travel destinations are brands that require investment to remain 
relevant, attractive and competitive. Destination marketing has proven effective at 
inspiring interest in a destination, growing tourism and supporting local businesses. 
A strong track record proves most states have more to gain by continually tapping 
into the power of promotion.

In 2014, the top 50 corporate advertisers spent a staggering $80.6 billion 
marketing and promoting their brands.11 By comparison, the 50 state tourism 
offices spent about one-half of one percent as much—just $437 million in fiscal 
year (FY) 2013-14 to market their destination brands.12 Even the 50th ranked 
advertiser, Mars, Inc., spent $827 million advertising their brands,13 nearly twice as 
much as all 50 state tourism offices combined.

Last year, the median state marketing budget for travel and tourism was $7.1 
million14—enough to buy 45 seconds worth of advertising during the Super 
Bowl.15

Travel destinations are also brands requiring investment to stay relevant, 
competitive and attractive. Destination marketing has proven to be particularly 
effective at inspiring and generating interest in a destination. Investing in tourism 
promotion is essential to develop an image and brand that resonates with potential 
visitors and residents. Destinations must be memorable, authentic and live up to 
expectations to maintain relevancy and inspire potential travelers.

Companies Spend Billions Promoting Their Brands
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Under Armour: “Turning an Uber-Masculine Sportswear 
Brand into a Symbol of Female Athletic Aspiration”

Marketing and advertising 
helped define the Under 
Armour brand, but its initial 
appeal was severely lacking 
in one key market: female 
athletes. In 2013, women’s 
products contributed only 
17 percent to the company’s 
total revenue.18

Revenues lagged because athletic 

women did not relate to Under 

Armour’s primary target: the core 

athlete—and more specifically 

football players. The brand was 

not viewed as empowering or 

stylish. Instead women described 

Under Armour as “meat-headed,” 

“aggressive” and “definitely not for 

me.”19 Under Armour was in danger  

of being all but shut out of the 

women’s category entirely.

After the failure of Under Armour’s 

‘shrink it and pink it’ attempt to 

appeal to women, the company 

invested $15 million to develop 

an authentic message that spoke 

directly to women.20 This investment 

resulted in the “I Will What I Want” 

campaign—part of a strategy to 

shed Under Amour’s “male-only” 

image and appeal to a growing 

demographic.

This hugely successful campaign 

resulted in a 367-percent increase 
in purchase intent and a 28-percent 
increase in sales.21 Under Armour 

recently completed its 18th 

consecutive quarter with more 

than 20-percent sales growth.22 In 

2014, the Under Armour women’s 

line brought in close to 30 percent 

of total revenue, nearly double the 

share of revenue in 2013.23
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TRAVEL INDUSTRY DRIVES 
GROWTH AND JOBS

By investing in effective travel promotion, states and cities attract new visitors, 
generate significant local economic activity, create well-paying jobs and generate 
crucial tax revenue to support essential services. Without effective promotion, 
states and cities forfeit these benefits to other destinations.

Travel is a primary driver of economic growth and job creation in the United 
States. In 2015, domestic travelers took nearly 2.2 billion trips—an increase of 
3.3 percent from 2014—the fastest rise in more than a decade.24 The U.S. also 
welcomed an impressive 77.5 million international visitors in 2015.25 Together, 
these travelers generated $2.1 trillion in output for the U.S. economy.26

Nationwide, 15.1 million Americans—one in nine private-sector jobs—depend 
on travel for their livelihood. Travel is a top-10 employer in 49 states and the 
District of Columbia.27 And unlike jobs in manufacturing or information 
technology, travel jobs cannot be easily outsourced or moved overseas.

Domestic Trips Surged in 2015
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TRAVEL LEADS THE U.S. 
ECONOMIC RECOVERY

Earning Middle-Class Wages More than half of all travel industry employees—a total of 4.3 million—
earn middle-class wages or higher.32 

A Launching Pad to a  
Successful Career

Two out of five workers who first took a job in the travel industry are 
earning more than $100,000 per year.33

Promoting Higher Education Of the 5.9 million Americans working part-time while pursuing higher 
education, two million work in the travel industry.34 Among workers 
who began their careers in the travel industry, 33 percent earned at 
least a bachelor’s degree, compared to just 28 percent in health care, 19 
percent in construction and 18 percent in manufacturing.35 

Since the Great Recession, the travel industry created 972,000 jobs through the 
middle of 2016 and expanded employment 18 percent faster than the rest of  
the economy.28 Travel industry wages and salaries also rose 10 percent faster than  
the overall private sector over the last five years.29

From 2010 to 2014, the travel industry created jobs at a faster rate than the rest 
of the economy in 48 states and the District of Columbia.30 Since the recovery 
took hold in early 2010, the travel industry has created more jobs than the entire 
manufacturing sector.31

TRAVEL JOBS: A GATEWAY 
TO OPPORTUNITY

Travel jobs serve as a gateway to opportunity and a middle-class life for millions 
of Americans. In addition to teaching essential job skills and offering rewarding 
career paths, the travel industry also provides many employees with the flexibility 
they need to fulfill their higher education goals.

SOURCE: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Population Survey, 2016.

Jobs Created Between Early 2010 Through Mid-2016

Travel Industry Manufacturing Industry

Jobs Added 972,000 843,000

Rate of Jobs Created 13.5% 7.4%

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association and Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016.
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Travel generated $148 billion in total tax revenue, including 
$67 billion in state and local tax revenues in 2015. Without 
these travel-generated revenues, each U.S. household 
would pay $1,200 more in taxes every year.36

TRAVEL-GENERATED TAXES  
FUND ESSENTIAL SERVICES

In 2015, the travel industry 
generated $67 billion in 
state and local tax revenue—
enough to pay the salaries of:

 
All 935,000 state and local 

police and firefighters across 
the U.S., or

 
All 923,000 secondary 

school teachers, or

 
1.1 million (93%)  

elementary school teachers.37

$67 BILLION

From the students’ perspective, travel generated enough state and local tax revenue 
to cover the cost of educating 5.6 million of the 50 million students (11%) 
enrolled in elementary and secondary public schools across the country, including 
more than a quarter of students in states relying heavily on visitors such as Hawaii, 
the District of Columbia, Nevada and Florida.38 Nationwide, travel generated 
enough tax revenue to cover at least 10 percent of the cost of educating our 
children in more than half (27) of the 50 states and the District of Columbia.39
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Travel-Generated Taxes Fund Essential Services
Share of Tax Revenue Covering Education Cost (2013)

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association, 2016.
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25.7% 17.3% 16.7% 16.1%
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Investments in destination marketing have shown to consistently generate 
dividends by attracting business and leisure visitors. Promotion also improves 
the quality of life for residents and has a positive impact on perceptions of  
a destination for residents, potential employees, students and businesses. 

Research by Longwoods International suggests  
that destination marketing creates a “halo  
effect,” contributing to a positive overall  
impression of a destination.  
Consumers who recalled a  
destination marketing  
campaign were not only  
more likely to visit, but  
also more likely to have  
a positive impression  
of a location as a  
good place to live,  
retire, start a business  
or attend college.40

Investing in travel promotion creates a virtuous cycle of economic benefits. Travel 
promotion generates awareness and delivers additional visitors. Travelers visiting 
a destination spend money at local attractions, hotels, retail, restaurants and 
transportation. Travel spending supports local jobs and generates additional tax 
revenue for state and local governments to invest in enhanced public services for 
residents and visitors alike.

TRAVEL PROMOTION STRENGTHENS 
ECONOMIC VITALITY AND SPURS 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

TRAVEL 
PROMOTION’S 

VIRTUOUS 
CYCLE

Invest in Travel Marketing  
and Promotion

 1

Generate Visitor Spending 3

Create DemandSpur New Jobs  
and Tax Revenues

4  2
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Good Place to Retire

Good Place to Purchase  
a Vacation Home

Good Place to Attend College

Good Place to Start a Business

Good Place to Start a Career

Good Place to Live

“New Mexico True” Delivers 72:1 Return in Visitor Spending

In 2012, the New Mexico 
Tourism Department 
discovered the state had a 
perception problem. Research 
indicated potential visitors 
had a limited understanding 
of New Mexico’s travel 
offerings and an inaccurate 
perception of the state as  
an arid, barren desert.
 

 

 

To reverse these misperceptions, 

the department launched “New 

Mexico True,” a $1.2-million marketing 

campaign to showcase the real New 

Mexico experience. The campaign 

featured images of couples and 

families exploring Chaco Culture 

National Historical Park, driving on 

open roads through historic towns, 

trekking with llamas through the 

beautiful Sangre de Cristo Mountains 

and hiking around Kasha-Katuwe 

Tent Rocks National Monument.

The impact was immediate. The 

spring/summer 2012 campaign 

generated 264,000 additional trips 

and $3.6 million in state and local 

taxes.41 One study found that every 

$1 invested in the ad campaign 

generated $30 in visitor spending 

and $3 in tax revenues.42

Additional investments yielded 

even higher returns. Between 2013 

and 2015, the New Mexico Tourism 

Department expanded the campaign 

to five key out-of-state markets.  

The updated $2.5 million advertising 

investment generated 895,000 

incremental trips, $176 million in 

incremental visitor spending and  

$18 million in state and local taxes.43 

Every dollar invested in this new 

campaign generated $72 in visitor 

spending and $7 in tax revenue, all 

benefitting New Mexico residents.44

Percent Image Lift

“New Mexico True” Impact on Economic Development Image

SOURCE: Longwoods International, 2015.

0% 50% 100% 150% 200% 250% 300% 350% 400%

The campaign also boosted 

perceptions of New Mexico as 

a good place to start a career, 

build a business, attend college 

or purchase a vacation home. In 

fact, after visiting New Mexico, 

positive perceptions of the state 

increased even more. The “New 

Mexico True” campaign showed 

people across the country that the 

Land of Enchantment is much more 

than just a vacation destination. 
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Following record-breaking tourism 

growth and a 45-percent increase 

in marketable overnight trips since 

2010, the travel industry is now a 

leader in job growth in the state.45 

In 2014 alone, the travel industry 

created 2,200 additional jobs, up 8 

percent from 2010.46 Visitor spending 

increased 4.5 percent, surpassing  

the all-time high of $6 billion.47

Top public officials have praised 

“New Mexico True’s” success. 

Governor Susana Martinez credits 

the campaign for helping New 

Mexico “shatter tourism records” 

and boosting “the larger picture of 

economic development.” As a result 

of the campaign’s tremendous return 

on investment (ROI), legislators and 

tourism officials have preliminarily 

dedicated $9.6 million to the 

advertising budget in FY 2017— 

more than four times greater than 

the FY 2010-11 budget.48

Since the start of the campaign in 

FY 2010 through FY 2014-15, New 

Mexico has seen a 264-percent 

increase for advertising and 

promotion funding49—significantly 

higher than the 48-percent increase 

of U.S. states’ overall budgets.50 New 

Mexico justified the initial expense 

of campaign development with 

Tourism is such a crucial part of our efforts 
to diversify the economy in communities 

large and small throughout the state. As we continue to 
shatter tourism records, it shows that our “New Mexico True” 
campaign is not only working, it’s a very strong success.

 We’ve known that increases in tourism mean more jobs in 
the leisure and hospitality sector, and we’ve known that “New 
Mexico True” does a great job showing what our state has to 
offer visitors. What we didn’t know until now is how beneficial 
“New Mexico True” advertising, and the tourism industry as a 
whole, are to the larger picture of economic development.” 
 

–New Mexico Governor Susana Martinez (July 23, 2015)

increased ROI, 

jobs and positive 

economic impact. 

The “New 
Mexico True” 
campaign 
successfully 
positions 
New Mexico 
as a great 
place to 
visit, work and live. 
Today local products use the “New Mexico True” brand to highlight 

businesses that are “uniquely New Mexican.” The success of this 

effort demonstrates how smart investment in tourism marketing 

not only can boost travel and tourism, but also improve the image 

of an entire state.

New Mexico Advertising and Promotion Budget
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Adventure that feeds the soul begins here. newmexico.org

Exploring Pueblo Bonito at Chaco Canyon

Adventure that feeds the soul begins here. newmexico.org

Exploring Pueblo Bonito at Chaco Canyon
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Lake Erie Shores & Islands:  
Lake Erie Love” Drives Economic Revival

Ohio’s Lake Erie Shores & 
Islands region offers plentiful 
beaches, beautiful parks and 
abundant natural areas. It is 
also home to the Cedar Point 
amusement park, known as 
the “roller coaster capital 
of the world.” Yet for years, 
few tourists knew the area 
beyond Cedar Point and the 
Lake Erie islands.

In 2014, the Erie County and 

Ottawa County Visitor’s Bureau 

tourism partnership launched “Lake 

Erie Love,” a tourism campaign 

aimed at increasing awareness of 

the area’s vacation offerings and 

marketing the region as a year-

round destination. By combining 

resources, the two bureaus were 

able to leverage marketing efforts 

and create additional opportunities 

to co-promote through 

advertising and trade 

shows.

The initial $1 million 

investment targeted 

visitors within a day’s 

drive. The result: Nearly 

two million additional 

trips to Lake Erie Shores 

& Islands in 2014.51 Today, 

the area welcomes more 

than nine million visitors 

each year, making the 

region one of the most 

popular tourist destinations  

in the Midwest.52

The “Lake Erie Love” campaign 

helps generate $151 million in 

visitor spending and $4 million in 

local taxes.53 Local sales taxes have 

increased 38 percent in the last 

decade, and lodging taxes increased 

five percent in 2015 alone. For every 

Good Place to Retire

Good Place to Purchase  
a Vacation Home

Good Place to Attend College

Good Place to Start a Business

Good Place to Start a Career

Good Place to Live

Percent Image Lift

“Lake Erie Love” Impact on Economic Development Image

SOURCE: Longwoods International, 2015.

0% 50% 100% 150% 200% 250% 300% 350% 400%

$1 invested in advertising, “Lake 

Erie Love” has returned $4 in local 

tax revenue.54

As travel and advertising grew, so 

did the destination’s reputation 

as a good place to start a career 

or business, attend college or 

purchase a vacation home—

demonstrating the success of travel 

promotion as an effective economic 

development tool.
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The Cedar Point Amusement Park 

dedicated millions to refurbish the 

100-year-old Hotel Breakers to draw 

more families. New hotels, restaurants, 

breweries and retail spaces represent 

just some of the recent growth. New 

event spaces and a multi-purpose 

sports park have also been developed 

to accommodate the increased 

demand from destination events 

such as weddings, reunions, meetings 

and youth and collegiate sporting 

events. Visitors create demand for 

services and unique attractions, 

ultimately resulting in reinvestment in 

city revitalization efforts that benefit 

residents and visitors alike.

“Lake Erie Love” shows that effective 

travel promotion does not just boost 

tourism, but can truly transform a 

region, bringing economic benefits 

like greater investment, higher tax 

revenues, new business openings and 

a better quality of life in its wake. 

“Lake Erie Love” illustrates the virtuous 
cycle of promotion spending in action. 
Because of increased travel and tax 
revenue, the City of Sandusky, the 
Villages of Put-in-Bay and Marblehead 
and other communities in the region are 
reinvesting to improve the quality of life 
for visitors and residents alike.
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Travel has the potential to not only 

create loyal visitors, but also to 

attract future businesses, residents 

and students—all contributing 

substantially to the local economy.
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TRAVEL GENERATES BROADER 
INVESTMENT AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS

Investing in destination marketing does more than attract visitors and fill hotel 
rooms. Destination marketing drives broader economic growth and offers 
benefits to local communities and residents. Destination marketing helps make  
a destination more competitive, reinforces an image and generates awareness.

Oxford Economics has demonstrated that destinations with a higher 
concentration of visitor-related industries tend to grow faster than other 
regions.56 A 10 percent increase in travel and tourism employment 
in a destination tends to be followed by a 1.5-percent rise in broader 
employment in the near-term.57

Moreover, increased visitors result in increased demand for amenities, 
attractions and offerings that also improve the livability of a destination 
for locals and their overall quality of life. Upgraded parks, sports stadiums, 
new dining and nightlife options as well as culture and art attractions are 
just a few examples of increased offerings that enhance a destination for 
locals as a result of more travel demand. The taxes generated as a result of 
tourism are able to support local community improvements and develop 
additional attractions to continue to stimulate additional visitor demand 
and economic development.

Tourism promotion not only raises a destination’s profile, it also builds 
awareness among potential new residents.58 A strong brand creates a sense 
of excitement that appeals to Millennials and other job-seekers, with the 
power to revive communities and jumpstart growth. In fact, research shows 
that nearly one-third of new residents first visited their communities as 
tourists.59

As the case studies in this report 
make clear, destination promotion 
can drive broader economic 
development by:55

1. Raising a destination’s profile. 

2. Increasing tourism and 
kicking off a virtuous cycle of 
economic development. 

3. Generating local tax revenue. 

4. Enabling public investment 
to improve the quality of life 
for residents, businesses and 
visitors.
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Music City Transforms Nashville  
into a Must-See Destination

Nashville’s status as the world’s 
‘Music City’ is so deeply 
embedded in our national 
consciousness it feels as if 
the city was born with that 
identity. By making a city-wide 
commitment to building the 
Music City brand just over 10 
years ago, Nashville has been 
able to yield measurable  
tourism results.

By building a strong, authentic and 

identifiable brand, Nashville now serves 

as a magnet for music lovers worldwide, 

drawing a record 13.1 million visitors 

in 2014 and attracting $5.4 billion in 

visitor spending, directly supporting 

nearly 58,000 workers.60  Nashville 

has successfully attracted young 

professionals, employers and decision-

makers first as visitors.61 
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Even during the Great Recession, Nashville continued to invest in 

travel and tourism. In 2013, Nashville celebrated the grand opening 

of the $585-million, 1.2-million-square-foot Music City Center, just 

as the economy was recovering.62 Before the new convention 

center even opened its doors, event organizers had booked an 

unprecedented 123 events, representing more than one million 

room nights.63 In the first quarter of operation alone, Music City 

Center’s 100 events led to more than 18,000 hotel room nights and 

generated $26.4 million in economic impact.64

As in other regions, a successful tourism center served as a catalyst 

for broader economic development. Music City Center helped draw 

more than $1 billion in new development to Nashville’s burgeoning 

SoBro (South of Broadway) neighborhood.65 The ongoing renaissance 

in downtown Nashville has helped generate a 126-percent increase in 

hotel tax collections over five years, reaching $57 million in 2015.66

Music City shows no signs of slowing down. As a matter of fact, 

the city has experienced 67 months of consecutive year-over-year 

growth in the number of hotel rooms sold. Since January 2016, 49 

restaurants have opened, and 58 more are planned for this year.67 

Both residents and tourists benefit from the culinary explosion, from 

additional dining options to increased employment opportunities. 

Nashville has also received numerous accolades from The Daily Meal, 

Bon Appetit, Condé Nast Traveler and USA TODAY, among others.



C
A

S
E

 S
T

U
D

Y
   

U
.S

. T
R

A
V

E
L

 A
S

S
O

C
IA

T
IO

N
   §   T

H
E

 P
O

W
E

R
 O

F
 T

R
A

V
E

L
 P

R
O

M
O

T
IO

N
 

17

Increased demand to visit Nashville 

from leisure, meeting and business 

travelers has brought additional air 

routes and new airlines to the city. 

Today, Nashville is the fifth fastest-

growing airport in North America, 

serving more than 390 flights daily 

to 50 nonstop markets.68

According to Nashville Public 

Radio, Nashville is also becoming 

a hot spot for Millennials, who are 

flocking to the city before they’ve 

even lined up jobs. Recognized as 

a creative, fun, affordable place to 

live, Nashville’s population climbed 

5.9 percent between 2000 and 

2010.69 Since then, the U.S. Census 

Bureau estimates the population 

has grown another 6.7 percent to 

over 644,000.70

A truly focused and consistent 

marketing, branding and promotion 

campaign can define a city, attract 

millions of new visitors, spur broad-

based economic revitalization that 

improves the quality of life for 

visitors and residents alike and draw 

new, permanent residents—all of 

which makes Music City a stellar 

example of the power of promotion.

A truly focused and consistent marketing, 
branding and promotion campaign can define 
a city, attract millions of new visitors, spur 
broad-based economic revitalization that 
improves the quality of life for visitors and 
residents alike, and draw new, permanent 
residents—all of which makes Music City a 
stellar example of the power of promotion.
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“This is Cleveland”

In 2009, Cleveland city and 
business leaders began 
reinvesting in the city’s 
visitor infrastructure, and by 
2011, roughly $2 billion from 
public and private funding 
had already been allotted 
to construct new hotels and 
museums and renovate the 
convention center.

During the same time period, 
Destination Cleveland was 
tasked with attracting 
more leisure and business 
travelers, improving the visitor 
experience and engaging 
the convention and visitors 
bureau’s members to help 
promote the city.

At the outset, Destination Cleveland 

conducted a survey to get an 

understanding of current perceptions 

of the city. Research concluded that 

“Cleveland has a communication 

gap, not a product gap.” Findings 

indicated that potential visitors had 

a visceral reaction to Cleveland that 

clouded their receptivity to all the city’s 

offerings. In addition, the organization 

discovered that the city’s familiar 

tagline “Cleveland Rocks” did not 

motivate people outside of the region 

to visit. The research also indicated 

that recommendations to visit from 

friends and family who live in the city 

are the third most important source 

of information for a potential visitor—

particularly troubling because in 2012, 

only 34 percent of Clevelanders said 

they would recommend Cleveland as a 

place to visit.71 

After 18 months of brand research and creative development, 

Destination Cleveland began engaging city and county government 

leaders, mayors and managers of Cuyahoga County, non-

governmental organizations, local media leadership and residents 

in order to familiarize them 

with the branding initiative 

and better equip them to 

serve as ambassadors.

In January 2014, 

Destination Cleveland 

recruited major local 

attractions as partners to 

kick off the #ThisisCLE 

campaign, a local 

movement that encouraged 

residents to share their 

favorite things to do in Cleveland with potential visitors. The 

hashtag began trending and residents felt empowered to become 

brand advocates.

In March 2014, the city launched the “This is Cleveland” brand.72 The 

brand focuses on Cleveland’s world class art, culture and rock and roll 

and delivers its message through the emotion of a city that has never 

been flashy, trendy or perfect. This approach has allowed the brand 

SM

We’ve created a new destination brand 
because it’s time to change the narrative 

about Cleveland at home and outside the city. Right 
now, Cleveland is enjoying a renaissance along with the 
benefits of billions of dollars in new development and 
improvements. Now is the time to drive more travel and 
tourism to Cleveland.” 
 

–David Gilbert, president and CEO, Destination Cleveland

: D
E

S
T

IN
A

T
IO

N
 C

L
E

V
E

L
A

N
D

P
h

o
to

s 
C

o
u

rt
es

y 
o

f 
D

es
ti

n
at

io
n

 C
le

ve
la

n
d

.



C
A

S
E

 S
T

U
D

Y
   

U
.S

. T
R

A
V

E
L

 A
S

S
O

C
IA

T
IO

N
   §   T

H
E

 P
O

W
E

R
 O

F
 T

R
A

V
E

L
 P

R
O

M
O

T
IO

N
 

19

to be irreverent and fun, not take itself 

too seriously and to invite residents 

and visitors to do the same.

That same year, visitor volume 

reached a five-year high of 16.9 

million visitors, up 4.5 percent 

from 2013.73 Today, the local travel 

industry employs nearly 66,000 
people, or about 8.1 percent of 

salaried workers in Cuyahoga 

County.74 A new record of 17.6 million 

visitors generated $8.1 billion in total 

economic output and $1 billion in 

tax revenues for the county in 2015.75 

In part to the social media campaign 

and the corresponding #ThisisCLE 

mobile tour, the percentage of 

residents willing to recommend the 

city as a place to visit rose from 34 
percent to 54 percent.76

There continues to be significant 

local engagement with #ThisisCLE. 

Not only is the hashtag still used 

as part of a local traveling mobile 

tour, it is cited in all travel promotion 

so that visitors can join in the 

conversation and discover why 

Cleveland is a fun and unique place 

to visit. 

Artists, partners, developers and 

retailers are not only sharing content 

via the brand campaign, they have 

also adopted the new Cleveland 

logo as their own, using the logo 

on everything from merchandise to 

public artwork. The logo has even 

earned a spot in artwork slated for 

the underpass of one of the city’s 

new highways.

As leisure travelers continued to 

express their interest in Cleveland, 

the business community followed. 

Thanks in large part to the city’s 

new convention center, which 

opened in 2013, Destination 

Cleveland generated a 22 percent 

increase in convention leads over 

2013, the highest since 2009.77 The 

number of definite room nights 

has also grown by 70 percent since 

2013.78 Most notably, the city was 

selected to host the coveted 2016 

Republican National Convention. 

U.S. Travel estimates that the 

convention alone generated a 

total of $300 million in economic 

output and supported 1,800 
jobs in the city.79 The convention 

provided Cleveland a national 

platform to showcase the city as 

a unique and great place to live, 

work, play and visit. Promoting 

Cleveland as a travel destination 

also builds awareness and 

relationships in business sectors 

that are crucial to attracting 

investment. 

Simply put, Cleveland’s efforts 

to improve its public image and 

attract new visitors would not have 

been possible without investment 

in branding and tourism marketing.

At its core, I think of a brand as a collection of stories describing a person, place or 
thing. Those stories create a narrative that comes from word-of-mouth accounts of 
experiences with that person, place or thing. For us, promoting resident ambassadors’ 
stories and advertising the destination to visitors are key to changing the Cleveland 
narrative through our branding.” 
 

–Colette Jones, vice president of marketing, Destination Cleveland
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Exploring Asheville, Inside and Out

Destination promotion 
efforts can create a positive 
image not just for potential 
tourists, but for potential 
businesses as well. Asheville, 
North Carolina is a world-
class leisure destination. But 
Ben Teague of the Economic 
Development Coalition of 
Asheville-Buncombe County 
says that “past visits and good 
experiences open doors” to 
business prospects.

Asheville’s image as an active, 

progressive, artsy, outdoorsy 

destination helped attract two of the 

country’s largest craft breweries—

Sierra Nevada and New Belgium. 

Asheville successfully marketed its 

quality of life, culture, environmental 

consciousness and business assets 

to attract other businesses as well. In 

addition to world-class craft breweries, 

®

Asheville also landed more than one 

billion in local investments to the 

community.

Beyond beer, both the destination 

marketing organization and economic 

development organization courted 

C-suite executives to bring the 

Outdoor Industry Association annual 

conference to the city in 2010. The 

exposure from this event, as well as 

the outdoor culture and qualified 

employment base, led Legacy 

Paddlesports to relocate to Asheville 

in 2012, investing $4.5 million in a new 

facility and hiring nearly 100 workers.80
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BUILDING U.S. MARKET SHARE IN 
THE BOOMING INTERNATIONAL 
TRAVEL MARKET

In 2015, 77.5 million international travelers visited the United States.81 Compared 
to approximately $650 spent by domestic travelers,82 the average overseas visitor 
spends over $4,000 on U.S. goods and services.83 Not only do overseas visitors 
spend more, they also stay longer—averaging 18 nights per visit in 2014.84 

The lucrative international travel market already supports more than one million 
U.S. jobs.85 Overall, international travel is America’s second largest export industry 
and accounts for 11 percent of total U.S. exports of goods and services.86

These are very strong results. But there is still vast, untapped potential in the 
international travel market.

In 2015, more than 1.2 billion people traveled internationally and spent $1.5 
trillion.87 The U.S. share of this lucrative market stands at about 14 percent, down 
from 17 percent in 2000.88

Through a private-public partnership, Brand USA invests marketing dollars to 
promote the U.S. abroad and compete with other countries and destinations vying 
for lucrative international visitors. Brand USA has a significant impact on the U.S. 
economy by enhancing the image of the U.S. and inspiring travelers from abroad 
to visit destinations across the country.

Since 2010, programs such as Brand USA have promoted inbound travel to the 
U.S. and generated a steady increase of overseas arrivals. In 2015, total travel 
exports totaled $246 billion89 in the U.S. and international visitors generated more 
than $20 billion in tax revenues.90 Brand USA continues to play a pivotal role in 
increasing global awareness of U.S. destinations, attracting visitors to the U.S. and 
regaining the nation’s share of international visitors.

U.S. Share of Global Long-Haul Travel
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SOURCE: World Tourism Organization, National Travel and Tourism Office, 2016.
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Building on the success of Brand USA, 
increasing the share of international 
travel is critical to our nation’s economy. 

Over the next five years, global travel is expected to surge by 300 
million, reaching 1.5 billion international visitors by 2020.91 Countries 
around the world are competing fiercely to win visitors and benefit 
from this economic bonanza.

SOURCE: Brand USA, 2015.
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LEVERAGING BRAND USA HELPS 
LOCAL DESTINATIONS REACH 
INTERNATIONAL TRAVELERS

Some U.S. regions, cities and destinations may believe they lack the resources to 
compete for international travelers—which makes Brand USA such a vital resource.

Brand USA has proven relationships, platforms and scalability to target inbound 
markets and inspire international visitors. By partnering with Brand USA, 
destinations across the U.S., regardless of size, can engage in cooperative marketing 
programs that create visibility and engagement among potential travelers.
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Travel South USA: Partnering to Boost 
International Visitors

Travel South USA, the official 
destination marketing 
organization for 12 states 
in the southern U.S., has 
demonstrated that regional 
efforts and partnering 
with Brand USA can drive 
international travel in regional 
and local markets. As Liz 
Bittner, CEO of Travel South 
USA, put it, “The results 
we have been able to drive 
by working together have 
increased international 
visitation, visitor spending 
and tax revenue for the entire 
region of the South and  
speaks to the value and 
potential of ‘going global.’” 

Between 2013 and 2014, overseas 

visitors to the Travel South USA 

region92 grew by more than 20 percent 

compared to 9 percent for the U.S. 

as a whole.93 More importantly, the 

additional 432,000 visitors to the 

region stayed an average of 16 nights 

and spent $465 million, raising total 

overseas visitor spending to $2.7 
billion in 2014 alone.94  

TRAVEL
south

usa

Individual destinations have seen 

strong results. Jacquie Wansley, 

group marketing manager at World 

of Coca-Cola in Atlanta, GA, reports 

international visits to the attraction 

are up 29 percent over the past 

three years, while visits from China 

have increased three-fold.

As a company known around the globe, 
we have seen a steady increase in visitation 

in recent years. However, we’ve experienced a boost over the 
past three years with a 29-percent increase in the number of 
guests visiting us from outside the United States. We look 
forward to continued partnership opportunities with our 
friends at Brand USA, Georgia Department of Economic 
Development and Atlanta Convention and Visitors Bureau 
to drive further, sustained growth in the number of 
international visitors to the region.” 
 

–Jacquie Wansley, group marketing manager,  
  World of Coca-Cola, Atlanta, GA
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Travel South USA partnered with 

Brand USA to drive growth from 

markets like Western Europe. 

Brand USA’s global campaign, 

“Discover the Flavors of the USA,” 

promoted the unique cuisine of 

the south and showcased regional 

“foodie” hotspots. Travel South 

USA embraced the food campaign 

and launched marketing programs 

in more than 12 global markets via 

digital and traditional media. 

The Brand USA partnership also 

allowed the region to participate 

in a number of media, trade and 

consumer events, including the 

American Food Pavilion at the World 

Expo in Milan, Italy. This marketing 

activity helped generate a 17-percent 

increase in new tour programs with 

Italian tour operators in 2014.95  

Overall, arrivals from Western Europe 

to the southern U.S. increased by 23 

percent between 2013 and 2014.96 

This notable growth reinforced the 

opportunity for U.S. regions outside 

of major cities to gain international 

visitors from markets already familiar 

with the U.S. to capitalize on their 

desire to see unfamiliar landmarks, 

nature and culture in cities outside  

the major gateways.

The region’s success in attracting lucrative international visitors resulted 

from strategic investment. For the last five years, for example, Louisiana 

has doubled down on its international travel promotion, increasing 

investment from $578,000 in FY 2009-10 to $1.3 million in FY 2014-15.97 

Over the same period, South Carolina increased its marketing budget 

by 86 percent to $1.2 million.98 Partnering with Brand USA allows these 

states to effectively leverage content and participate in unique, targeted 

programs that directly reach international visitors.
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Total International Advertising and Promotion Budget

2009-10 2014-15

Louisiana $578,000 $1,345,000

South Carolina $623,000 $1,158,000

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association, 2016.
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THE ECONOMIC RISKS OF 
CUTTING TRAVEL PROMOTION

The travel industry is essential to Pennsylvania’s economy. In 2014, travelers spent 
$24.4 billion in the Keystone State, directly supporting nearly 225,000 jobs.99  
Visitors to the state generated $3.6 billion in total tax revenue, including $1.4 billion 
in state and local taxes.100 Without travel and tourism, the state unemployment rate 
would rise to 9.3 percent compared to the current 5.8 percent.101 Since the start 
of the economic recovery in 2010, travel employment growth has contributed 11 
percent of total Pennsylvania state employment growth.102 

Even though travel has grown in recent years, Pennsylvania has been losing out 
to regional competitors. While many states have stepped up their marketing and 
promotion efforts, the Pennsylvania legislature has pursued a penny-wise/pound-
foolish approach that has cost the state visitors, market share and tax revenues. 

As recently as FY 2008-09, Pennsylvania spent more than $30 million on travel 
marketing and promotion efforts. The FY 2008-09 budget for the Commonwealth’s 
office was competitive, representing 27 percent of their nine-state region.103, 104 But 
when tax revenue slowed and budgets tightened, tourism was seen by policymakers 
as an easy target to cut. By FY 2014-15, tourism funding fell 77 percent to just $7 
million, representing just 6 percent of the nine-state total.105

Pennsylvania’s Share of Competitive State Total
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SOURCE: Tourism Economics, U.S. Travel Association, Longwoods International.

27%

6%

23%
19%

Marketable overnight trips

18%
15%

2009

2014

: P
E

N
N

S
Y

LV
A

N
IA



C
A

S
E

 S
T

U
D

Y
   

U
.S

. T
R

A
V

E
L

 A
S

S
O

C
IA

T
IO

N
   §   T

H
E

 P
O

W
E

R
 O

F
 T

R
A

V
E

L
 P

R
O

M
O

T
IO

N
 

27

Pennsylvania Representative Jerry Stern, Chairman of the House Tourism and Recreational 
Development Committee, has warned about the dangers of Pennsylvania’s destination 
brand being “out of sight, out of mind when people are planning vacations.” The impact of 
those budget cutbacks bear out his warning: 

• Declining Market Share: In 2009, Pennsylvania attracted 18 percent of marketable 
overnight trips106 within a nine-state region107 and 23 percent of marketable day 
trips.108 By 2014, that share had declined to 15 percent and 19 percent respectively. 

• Lost Tax Revenues: Tourism Economics calculates that every dollar cut from the 
Pennsylvania tourism budget cost the state $3.60 in lost tax revenue.109 Between 2009 
and 2014, the state lost more than $600 million in state and local tax revenue that 
travelers would have generated had promotion been sustained.110

• Falling Behind: Between 2010 and 2014, direct travel spending increased 24 percent, 
and state and local tax revenues increased 22 percent across all 50 states.111 Yet during 
this period, travel spending and state and local tax revenues increased by only 17 
percent in Pennsylvania.112   

• Losing Out on Overseas Visitors: Since 2007, overseas visitors to the U.S. 
increased by 44 percent, compared to just 19 percent in Pennsylvania.113 If 
Pennsylvania had kept pace with U.S. growth since 2007, the state could have 
welcomed about 206,000 additional overseas visitors in 2014.

U.S. total

Competitive region

Pennsylvania

2014/2010 Growth Rates

SOURCE: U.S. Travel Association.

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Direct Travel Spending State and Local Travel Tax Revenues Travel Employment

To reverse this trend, a strong coalition of tourism marketing organizations in Pennsylvania 
published a report in the spring of 2016 outlining the economic losses the state has suffered 
from cutting travel promotion. The state tourism office is optimistic that funding will 
increase in 2016 and fully recover by 2017. Yet it will take years for Pennsylvania to recover 
the losses to the state’s economy. 

Decreases in funding at the state level affect all of the regions and cities within the 
Commonwealth. Not only has the state suffered economic losses, but local destinations’ 
marketing efforts are limited without sustained funding.

NOTE: The nine-state region includes: PA, NY, NJ, DE, MD, DC, VA, WV, OH.
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Prior to Pennsylvania’s budget cuts in FY 2010, close to 
half of VISIT PHILADELPHIA’s budget—$6.2 million per 
year—came from the state. Since then, state funding has 
comprised less than 8 percent of that budget. Instead 
of relying on state funding, nearly 80 percent of VISIT 
PHILADELPHIA’s tourism funding comes from the local hotel 
tax, compared to 40 percent before the state budget cuts.

VISIT PHILADELPHIA Funding

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f 

To
ta

l F
un

d
in

g

A
nn

ua
l B

ud
g

et
 (

$
 m

ill
io

ns
)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

SOURCE: VISIT PHILADELPHIA, 2015.

$18

$16

$14

$12

$10

$8

$6

$4

$2

$-

State Funding Hotel Tax Revenue Other Revenue Annual Budget

To fill the void, VISIT PHILADELPHIA 

formed creative strategic partnerships 

with other organizations, leveraging 

the power of the With Love, 

Philadelphia XOXO® brand to access 

additional resources. These stop-gap 

efforts have been highly successful, 

helping Philadelphia achieve record 

visits for the past five years. The 

increase in visitors has helped VISIT 

PHILADELPHIA contribute to the 

city’s economy, with more than $6.7 
billion invested or planned for major 

developments in Center City.114

Nevertheless, the impact of the state’s 

tourism budget cuts is still being felt. 

Prior to the 2010 cuts, Philadelphia 

regional visitation was growing 

approximately twice as fast as the 

VISIT PHILADELPHIA Responds

U.S. overall. Since then, greater 

Philadelphia’s visitation growth has 

been flat compared to U.S. growth. 

To adjust to new budget realities, 

VISIT PHILADELPHIA has been 

forced to limit the geographic radius 

of its tourism advertising. Because 

of this, the marketing organization 

has not been able to tap lucrative 

markets such as Washington, D.C., 

which has one of the fastest-growing 

populations in the U.S. and is only 

a few hours by car or train from 

Philadelphia.

VISIT PHILADELPHIA’s remarkable 

success in drawing visitors to the 

city despite a severely limited 

tourism budget offers a glimpse of 
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the possibilities if the state steps 

up with additional funding. All the 

stars are aligned for Philadelphia 

to emerge as one of the world’s 

great travel destinations. The City 

of Brotherly Love hosts some 

of the nation’s most important 

historical sites. Lonely Planet named 

Philadelphia the No. 1 U.S. city to 

visit in 2016, and both Fodor’s and 

Huffington Post cited Philadelphia 

one of the top destinations to 

experience this year. In 2015, 

Philadelphia was designated the 

first UNESCO World Heritage City in 

the U.S and hosted the Pope during 

the World Meeting of Families 

conference. In addition, during the 

summer of 2016, Philadelphia hosted 

the Democratic National Convention, 

which was responsible for generating 

$300 million in economic output and 

supporting 1,800 additional jobs in 

Philadelphia.115

But in order to fully leverage 

Philadelphia’s incredible tourism 

assets, draw new visitors and drive 

further growth in the regional 

and state economy, greater state 

investment in marketing and 

promotion is critical. With increased 

funding, VISIT PHILADELPHIA has 

the potential to break into additional, 

high-yield markets and capture 

greater market share as travel 

demand continues to rise nationally. 
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San Diego: Weathering the Storm

Given travel’s pre-eminent role in 

supporting the region’s economy, 

it seems obvious that investment 

in travel promotion would be a top 

priority. Yet in recent years, the travel 

promotion budget has become a 

political football, with many city 

officials reluctant to support an 

industry that sustains so many jobs 

and businesses.

Since 2008, the San Diego Tourism 

Authority (SDTA) has not received 

transient occupancy tax funding 

and has instead relied on Tourism 

Marketing District (TMD) funding 

from the lodging industry. In 2007-

08, the TMD generated $24.5 million 

for tourism promotion and related 

projects.118

In 2013, San Diego’s new Mayor 

Bob Filner made the decision to 

withhold the five-year TMD operating 

agreement extension, resulting in 

an immediate 83-percent reduction 

in SDTA funding from $23 million in 

2012 to just $4 million.119 As a result, 

40 percent of SDTA staff was laid off 

and sales and marketing campaigns 

were cancelled.120 The absence 

of direct marketing to leisure 

consumers had an immediate effect 

on leisure spring break travel in the 

first quarter of 2013 and affected 

both leisure and group business over 

time as bookings decreased and 

business and leisure visitors made 

plans to go elsewhere.121  

In response, the SDTA launched an 

aggressive “Why Travel Matters” 

campaign to educate local leaders 

on the value of tourism and its 

impact on San Diego’s economy. 

The organization leveraged National 

Travel and Tourism Week to create 

a media blitz through local news 

stations and online contests. An “I 

Am Tourism” program created videos 

featuring local workers in the tourism 

sector to raise the profile of the 

industry among political officials. The 

SDTA generated significant exposure 

and pressure on the city council.

The plan worked. Under intense 

pressure in May 2013, the mayor 

released FY 2013 funds to the SDTA. 

In November, the city council voted 

to restore TMD funds. Interim Mayor 

Todd Gloria showed support for the 

industry and announced that “San 

Diego is back in the game.”

With nearly 34 million visitors generating nearly $10 billion 
in spending in 2015, the travel industry is the second largest 
private-sector industry in San Diego.116 The travel industry 
supported 183,000 San Diegan jobs, while visitor spending 
generated more than $700 million in state and local taxes.117 

: S
A

N
 D

IE
G

O
This year, we’re going to sell this city in 
every way possible. We’re going to be on 
TV. We’re going to be online. We’re going 
to be in print and special promotions.” 
 

     –San Diego Interim Mayor Todd Gloria
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Despite this victory, the funding 

fiasco caused significant damage to 

the region’s economy. In 2013, both 

occupancy rates and room prices 

increased more slowly than other 

competitive markets. San Diego’s 

hotel sector lost $63 million in room 

revenues.122 Beyond the lodging 

sector, total losses to the San Diego 

regional economy amounted to 

$560 million in lost visitor spending 

and $24 million in reduced tax 

revenues. The retail, restaurant, 

entertainment and transportation 

sectors were all hard-hit.123
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SAN DIEGO TOURISM 
Weathering the Storm 

San Diego is a classic example 

of the negative consequences of 

playing politics with tourism funding. 

Educating elected officials on the 

significant economic benefits of the 

travel industry remains paramount. 

The value of tourism goes beyond 

the businesses directly benefitting 

and adds value to residents and 

communities by reducing tax burdens, 

funding infrastructure and supporting 

public service jobs, such as police 

officers and firefighters.

Destinations that fail to invest 

consistently in travel promotion 

will see visitors—and jobs and tax 

revenues—go elsewhere.’

Photo Credit: John Bahu.
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This report offers five key insights on the impact and 
benefits of travel promotion:

1. Travel gives back to local communities.  
Travel and tourism creates jobs and generates tax 
revenue for local communities, which in turn, help  
pay for important public services. 

2. Investment in travel promotion helps destinations 
compete and thrive. 
In an increasingly competitive travel market, the 
destinations that prioritize travel promotion benefit 
from increased visitation. 

3. Enhanced travel-related offerings help states 
and destinations attract visitors and businesses. 
Destinations that are able to provide a range of 
offerings are not only likely to draw more visitors,  
but also attract new businesses and skilled workers. 

4. Brand USA boosts tourism to the United States. 
Since its inception in 2011, Brand USA has played a 
major role in marketing the U.S. as a destination and 
helped bring millions of international travelers to 
U.S. shores. Destinations partnering with Brand USA 
have the ability to utilize their existing relationships, 
platforms and marketing programs to increase their 
visibility and engagement with potential travelers. 

5. Decreases in travel promotion investments have  
an immediate and long-term negative impact.  
Time and again, destinations that have reduced  
their investments in travel promotion have seen a 
drop in overall visitation and missed out on potential 
economic benefits.

Today, travel remains a central pillar of the U.S. economy. The industry 
drives economic growth, creates jobs and generates much needed tax 
revenue for local communities. And while states’ and local governments’ 
budgets for tourism promotion fluctuate from year to year, investment 
in travel promotion never fails to drive new visitors to destinations and 
deliver economic benefits to communities across the country.

KEY TAKEAWAYS
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Background & Objective

The Arizona Office of Tourism (AOT) is committed to building a brand architecture 
that defines the Grand Canyon State as a premier travel destination. As part of 
this effort, in FY16 AOT continued the “Let Yourself Go” campaign in select spot 
markets and nationally. 

 In the always-competitive travel environment, influencing consumers’ 
perceptions and behaviors is a difficult job. Thus it is important to evaluate the 
impact of advertising strategies in order to identify ways to enhance future 
efforts.

AOT has again partnered with Strategic Marketing & Research Insights 
(SMARInsights) to conduct research to quantify the impact of recent marketing 
efforts and to guide future decision-making. 
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Methodology
 SMARInsights’ advertising effectiveness 

research methodology is based on how 
consumers make travel decisions. Measures are 
in place to assess advertising effectiveness at 
each step of the process, as illustrated in the 
graphic. 

 The fundamental tenet of this research is that 
advertising impact can be assessed by 
comparing the attitudes and behaviors of those 
who have not seen the advertising to those who 
have. For this to work, it is necessary to 
accurately assess advertising awareness. Thus, 
SMARInsights utilizes an online survey that 
allows the respondents to view the ads used in 
the campaign. This approach also allows the 
audience to provide reactions to the creative 
immediately after viewing.
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Methodology

Respondents were screened to be responsible for 
travel decision-making in their household and to 
normally take an overnight leisure trip or day 
leisure trip at least 50 miles from their home at 
least once a year. 

 In total, 2,522 surveys were completed between 
May 13 and May 19, 2016. 

Upon completion of data collection, an SPSS dataset 
was prepared for analysis. 

A copy of the questionnaire is included in the 
Appendix of this report.

5

Market
Completed 

Surveys

Chicago 501

Minneapolis 500

Seattle 506

Portland 251

Austin 261

Other National 503

Total 2,522
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The Advertising Campaign
 The FY16 “Arizona Expedition” campaign features five social media 

influencers enjoying the bounty of Arizona’s travel and tourism offerings. 

 The influencers include an adventure traveler, a travel blogger, two golf 
trick shot artists, and an adventure chef. 

 The campaign includes print, digital banners, digital videos, out-of-home, 
experiential, social media, and cinemedia ads. 

 AOT targets five life stage groups, defined as:
• Younger Years: under 45, no children at home, $75K+ income

• Family Life: under 52, children at home, $100K+ income

• Gen X Older: 46-51, no children at home, $75K+ income

• Young Boomers: 52-59, children at home, $100K+ income

• Older Boomers: 60-69, no children at home, $100K+ income

 The national campaign ran from September 2015 to March 2016. The 
target cities campaigns ran from November 2015 to March 2016.

 The completed collection of advertising used in the survey instrument is 
included in the Appendix of this report. 
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Sample Print Ad

Sample Video Ad
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The Advertising Campaign

 In total, AOT spent $2.78 
million on the FY16 “Arizona 
Expedition” advertising 
campaign. 

This marks a 43% spending 
decline compared to the FY15 
investment.

AOT reduced spending on all 
individual media except for 
out-of-home. 
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Medium FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
% Change 
from FY15

Print $846,974 $2,883,317 $1,197,351 $707,042 -41%

Digital Banners $594,980 $1,197,225 $2,430,131 $622,665 -74%

Video (TV or Digital) $675,106 $1,517,765 $405,600 $250,000 -38%

Out-of-Home $120,000 $222,500 $105,500 $538,200 410%

Experiential $0 $313,500 $546,050 $342,617 -37%

Spring Training $0 $0 $193,440 $0 --

Social Media $0 $0 $0 $195,430 --

Cinemedia $0 $0 $0 $122,155 --

Total $2,237,060 $6,134,307 $4,878,072 $2,778,109 -43%
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The Advertising Campaign

The national campaign received the most media dollars in FY16. 

Of the spot markets, Chicago, Minneapolis and Chicago received the largest 
investments. Spending in Portland and Austin was notably lower.  
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FY16 Medium
Other 

National
Chicago Minneapolis Seattle Portland Austin Total

Print $707,042 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $707,042

Digital Banners $265,000 $71,533 $71,533 $71,533 $71,533 $71,533 $622,665

Digital Video $250,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250,000

Out-of-Home $0 $186,022 $175,000 $177,178 $0 $0 $538,200

Experiential $65,117 $49,588 $105,152 $74,452 $24,878 $23,430 $342,617

Social Media $125,430 $14,000 $14,000 $14,000 $14,000 $14,000 $195,430

Cinemedia $0 $107,439 $2,556 $12,160 $0 $0 $122,155

Total $1,412,589 $428,582 $368,241 $349,323 $110,411 $108,963 $2,778,109
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Insights
The following section summarizes the key research insights in terms of advertising 
performance and strategic considerations.
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Insights – Advertising Performance
Awareness

 Overall, the FY16 AOT advertising campaign reached 42% of U.S. leisure travelers. This translates into about 42 million ad-aware leisure 
travelers. AOT spent $0.07 per household reached, indicating a better-than-average media buy efficiency compared to SMARInsights’ 
benchmark of $0.22. 

 Advertising awareness is highest in Chicago (49%). Awareness is a bit lower in Minneapolis (44%), Seattle (43%), Portland (43%), the other 
national markets (42%), and Austin (36%). 

 The FY16 campaign reached the audience more efficiently than the FY15 campaign, as the cost per ad-aware household improved in Chicago, 
Seattle, and the other national markets. 

Creative Ratings

 The FY16 AOT advertising campaign receives ratings that are mostly in the top 10% range compared to SMARInsights’ industry benchmarks. 

 Compared to the FY15 campaign, the FY16 campaign receives lower ratings for relaxing, but receives higher ratings for variety, welcoming, 
and surprising. These changes make sense given the FY16 campaign’s showcasing of a wide variety of adventure activities that might not be 
expected in Arizona such as jet skiing and sky diving. 

 The Chicago and Minneapolis audiences react most positively to the ads, perhaps because these cold markets like the enjoyable weather 
portrayed. The Seattle, Portland, and Austin audiences give the ads good ratings, but lower than Chicago and Minneapolis. A hypothesis is 
that it is difficult to sell hip to a hip audience. 

Advertising Impact & ROI

 The FY16 campaign was able to build perceptions of Arizona, and ultimately influenced travel to the state. The level of ad-influenced travel is 
slightly lower than it was in FY15, which led to fewer ad-influenced trips and less ad-influenced revenue. But AOT invested significantly fewer 
dollars on the FY16 campaign. 

 Ultimately, the FY16 campaign returned $276 in visitor spending for each $1 invested. This marks an improvement over the FY15 ROI ($265). 
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Insights – Strategic Considerations
Life Stage Targets

 AOT aims the advertising at five life stage groups based on age, presence of children in the household, and income. These five groups account for only 
about 30% of leisure travelers due to the relatively high income requirements. The ad awareness is highest among the Younger Years, Family Life, and 
Older Boomers. These groups have higher awareness than those in non-target life stages, indicating that the targeting efforts were effective. 

 It is not unexpected that awareness is highest among two of the young groups (Younger Years and Family Life) given the campaign’s use of digital 
banner, digital video, and social media advertising. If building awareness among some of the older life stages is a goal, then AOT should consider using 
reintroducing TV advertising to the campaign. 

 In terms of an evaluative reaction to the campaign, the oldest target group (Older Boomers) is the least receptive to the ads. This makes sense given 
the ads’ use of young, beautiful people participating in adventurous activities. It is important to consider the ad content and actors when implementing 
highly targeted ads in order to make the message relatable and relevant. 

Markets

 There was no incremental (ad-influenced) travel from the Seattle market in FY16. This market performed well in FY15, so there is no trend that would 
suggest the need to move ad dollars elsewhere. This market should, however, be monitored closely in future research. 

 The FY16 advertising had the greatest impact in Chicago, Portland, and the other national markets. The relatively strong result in the other national 
markets highlights the potential impact of a national cable TV buy. There are, of course, many things to consider including budget and targeting, but a 
national cable buy could help to generate more awareness and ultimately a greater ROI. 

Media

 Out-of-home is the least efficient advertising medium, as it had relatively high spending, was placed in only three markets, and generated about 
average awareness. That said, the $0.33 cost per aware household for this medium is only slightly over our benchmark for this medium ($0.24).  

 Perceptions of Arizona and intent to visit the state both increase as the audience sees ads in more media. AOT should continue to air multimedia 
campaigns with the goal of generating overlap, while taking care not to spread the buy too thinly. 
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Advertising Awareness
In order to obtain an accurate measure of aided advertising awareness, 
respondents were shown the actual ads that aired in their market and asked if they 
recalled seeing them before taking the survey.
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Campaign Awareness

Campaign awareness increased 
from 40% in FY15 to 42% in FY16. 

The FY16 campaign reached 
almost half of the Chicago 
audience, just over 40% of the 
Minneapolis, Seattle, Portland, 
and other national audience, and 
just over a third of the Austin 
audience.

Awareness levels are similar to 
those achieved with the FY15 
campaign. 
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Cost per Aware Household by Market

 Cost per aware household is a normalized measure of media buy efficiency, controlling for audience size and 
spending. 

 Overall, AOT spent $0.07 to reach a household with the FY16 campaign. SMARInsights’ benchmark for a state 
DMO national campaign is $0.22, indicating better-than-average media buy efficiency for the FY16 AOT campaign.

 Among the spot markets, the media buy was most efficient in Portland and Chicago. The benchmark for a spot 
campaign is $0.57, so the individual market buys are also more efficient than average.
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Chicago Minneapolis Seattle Portland Austin
Other 

National
Total

HHs 3,062,498 1,523,803 1,587,875 1,016,417 642,312 92,401,274 100,234,179

Awareness 49% 44% 43% 43% 36% 42% 42%

Aware HHs 1,511,533 674,827 687,534 435,607 232,870 38,684,264 42,226,636

Media Spending $428,582 $368,241 $349,323 $110,411 $108,963 $1,412,589 $2,778,109

Cost per Aware Household $0.28 $0.55 $0.51 $0.25 $0.47 $0.04 $0.07
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Cost per Aware Household Change by Market

The FY15 campaign ran in Chicago, 
Seattle, and nationally, so we can 
compare the media buy 
efficiencies from year-to-year in 
these markets. 

The tables here show media buy 
efficiency gains in each market.
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Chicago FY15 FY16

HHs 2,999,545 3,062,498

Awareness 48% 49%

Aware HHs 1,443,737 1,511,533

Media Spending $473,377 $428,582

Cost per Aware Household $0.33 $0.28

Seattle FY15 FY16

HHs 1,555,235 1,587,875

Awareness 45% 43%

Aware HHs 695,321 687,534

Media Spending $526,108 $349,323

Cost per Aware Household $0.76 $0.51

Other National FY15 FY16

HHs 84,457,277 92,401,274

Awareness 40% 42%

Aware HHs 33,901,171 38,684,264

Media Spending $3,685,075 $1,412,589

Cost per Aware Household $0.11 $0.04
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Cost per Aware Household by Medium

 Out-of-home is the least efficient advertising medium, as it had relatively high spending, was placed in 
only three markets, and generated about average awareness. That said, the $0.33 cost per aware 
household for this medium is only slightly less efficient than our benchmark for this medium ($0.24). 

 Also, we generally see advertising impact increase as the audience is exposed to ads in more media, 
so running campaigns with lots of media can be good as long as no efficiencies are lost or the dollars 
are spread too thin. We will review the impact of media overlap later in this report. 
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Print Digital Banners Digital Video Out-of-Home Social Media Cinemedia

Target HHs 100,234,179 100,234,179 100,234,179 6,174,176 100,234,179 6,174,176

Awareness 29% 23% 25% 26% 23% 14%

Aware HHs 28,989,616 23,337,664 25,223,014 1,633,595 22,582,284 886,606

Media Spending $707,042 $622,665 $250,000 $538,200 $195,430 $122,155

Cost per Aware Household $0.02 $0.03 $0.01 $0.33 $0.01 $0.14
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Campaign Awareness by Life Stage
 AOT specifically targeted five life stage groups, 

as defined in the table. These five groups 
account for only 28% of leisure travelers due 
to the relatively high income requirements. 

 Ad awareness is highest among the Younger 
Years, Family Life, and Older Boomers. These 
groups have higher awareness than those in 
the other non-target life stages, indicating that 
these targeting efforts were effective. 

 It is not unexpected that awareness is highest 
among two of the young groups (Younger 
Years and Family Life) given the campaign’s use 
of digital banner, digital video, and social 
media advertising. 

 Awareness, however, is relatively low among 
the Gen X Older group and the Young 
Boomers. 
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27%

47%

38%

Younger
Years

Family
Life

Gen X
Older

Young
Boomers

Older
Boomers

Other
(non-target)

Life Stage Group Definition % of Leisure Travelers

Younger Years under 45, no children at home, $75K+ income 9%

Family Life under 52, children at home, $100K+ income 10%

Gen X Older 46-51, no children at home, $75K+ income 3%

Young Boomers 52-59, children at home, $100K+ income 10%

Older Boomers 60-69, no children at home, $100K+ income 5%

Other all others 72%
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Chicago Awareness by Medium

 In Chicago, print, billboards, the digital video ads, and the 
digital banners generated the highest awareness. 

Compared to FY15, the FY16 print ad awareness is lower, 
but awareness of the video ads increased. 
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Seattle Awareness by Medium

 In Seattle, the print advertising has the highest 
awareness, followed by digital banners, digital video, out-
of-home, and Facebook advertising. 

Compared to the prior Seattle campaign, print awareness 
declined, but digital banner and video ad awareness 
increased. Overall awareness is about the same. 
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Other National Awareness by Medium

 In the other national markets, we again see print 
advertising generating the highest awareness. Digital 
video, banner, and Facebook awareness are not far 
behind. 

Awareness levels are similar from year-to-year.
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Minneapolis Awareness by Medium

 In Minneapolis, about a quarter of the audience is aware of the print, digital 
video, and billboard advertising. These are the individual media with the highest 
awareness in Minneapolis, but digital banners and Facebook advertising are not 
far behind. 
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Portland Awareness by Medium

Similar to the result in other spot markets, in Portland the media with the highest 
awareness include digital banners, digital video, and print. 
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Austin Awareness by Medium

Austin has the lowest overall level of campaign awareness of the spot markets, 
but the same three media generate the highest awareness – print, digital video, 
and digital banner. And Facebook awareness is on par with digital banner 
awareness. 
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Creative Ratings
In order to be effective (to influence Arizona travel), the ads must not only reach the target 
audience – they must also clearly communicated intended messages and generate interest 
in Arizona travel. Immediately after viewing the ads in the survey, respondents were asked 
to rate them on a series of communication and impact attributes. 
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Creative Communication Ratings Change

Compared to the FY15 
campaign, the FY16 campaign 
receives lower ratings for 
relaxing and clear, but receives 
higher ratings for variety, 
welcoming, and surprising.

These ratings changes make 
sense given the FY16 
campaign’s showcasing of a 
wide variety of adventure 
activities that might not be 
expected in Arizona, such as 
jet skiing and sky diving. 
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Creative Impact Ratings Change

The ad ratings relating to 
generating interest in learning 
more about and in visiting 
Arizona are slightly lower for 
the FY16 campaign than they 
were for the FY15 campaign. 

But these ratings are 
evaluative – the actual impact 
on Arizona travel is assessed 
later in this report. 
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Creative Impact Ratings by Life Stage

In terms of an evaluative 
reaction to the campaign, the 
oldest group (Older Boomers) is 
the least receptive to the ads. 

This is not unexpected given the 
ads’ use of young, beautiful 
people participating in 
adventurous activities. 
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Creative Ratings by Market
The media and specific creative executions differed by market, so the following reviews the 
evaluative creative ratings in each market. 

The charts include SMARInsights’ leisure travel advertising benchmarks so provide a norm 
from which to assess the FY16 campaign’s ability to communicate key messages and 
generate interest in Arizona travel. 
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Summary Comparison

 Before reviewing all ad ratings for each individual 
market, first consider the rating for makes me want to 
visit Arizona across markets. 

 The Chicago and Minneapolis markets give the ads 
the highest ratings for generating interest in visiting. 
Perhaps this can be partly explained by these being 
the coldest markets – the following slides will show 
that these markets also rate the ads the highest for 
shows enjoyable weather.

 The other markets give the ads “good” or above 
average ratings, but they are clearly less enthusiastic 
about the ads compared to the Chicago and 
Minneapolis audiences. One potential explanation for 
the ratings differences is that Seattle, Portland, and 
Austin – being some of the “hippest” cities in the U.S. 
– react less positively to ads that use hip, young 
people doing adventurous things. In other words, 
maybe it is hard to sell hip to a hipster. 
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Chicago

The Chicago audience reacts very favorably to the ads, rating the campaign in the top 
10% range for most communication attributes and on both impact attributes. 
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Minneapolis

The Minneapolis campaign receives “excellent” ratings for communicating key 
messages and for generating interest in Arizona travel. 
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Seattle

 The Seattle audience also gives the ads high ratings for communicating key messages, but they fall short of the “excellent” rating 
for generating interest in learning more about and in visiting Arizona. While these ratings are just an evaluative reaction to the ads, 
this result could foreshadow lesser ad impact on travel in the Seattle market.
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Other National

 Those in the other national markets also give the campaign strong ratings for communicating most of 
the key messages. The ratings for generating interest in Arizona travel fall short of the “excellent” 
benchmark, but are in the “good” or top 25% range. 
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Portland

 The Portland audience gives the ads relatively low impact ratings compared to the other spot market audiences (the 
ratings fall in the average range compared to the benchmarks). But the ultimate measure of ad impact is on actual 
Arizona travel, which is reviewed in the next section of this report. 
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Austin

 Like the Portland residents, Austin residents rate the ads in the average range for their impact on desire 
to visit Arizona. But the ads are “excellent” at communicating most of the intended messages.
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Austin Impact Ratings
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(top 10%)
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Advertising Impact & ROI
The following section reviews the actual impact of the FY16 AOT advertising by 
comparing the perceptions and travel behaviors between those not aware of the 
ads to the perceptions and behaviors of those aware of the ads. The difference, or 
“increment” is considered attributable to the advertising. 

36FY16 Advertising Effectiveness Research



Ad Impact on Arizona Leisure Travel Image

 The advertising works to build 
most of the specific perceptions of 
Arizona, and has the greatest 
impact on the perceptions of 
friendly people, value, fun, urban
experience, and something for the 
whole family. While the ads do not 
showcase urban experience, this 
type of “halo impact” is not 
uncommon, as the ads can spur 
information gathering, which can 
then build non-featured images.  

 The impact on some attributes like 
outdoor adventure and national 
parks is lesser because Arizona’s 
image is strong on these 
attributes, among both the ad 
aware and unaware populations.  
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Arizona Image Attribute Unaware Ad Aware Difference

Has warm, friendly and welcoming people 3.54 3.83 0.28

Is a good value for the money 3.57 3.84 0.27

Is a fun place to visit 3.78 4.01 0.23

Is a good place to enjoy the urban experience 3.13 3.34 0.21

Offers something for the whole family 3.85 4.06 0.21

Is a good place to go to relax by the pool 3.83 4.00 0.17

Great vacations for couples 3.72 3.87 0.15

Great for experiencing the culture of the Old West 3.87 4.01 0.14

Has enjoyable weather 3.71 3.84 0.14

Has first-class resorts & hotels 3.77 3.90 0.13

Is a good place to go for a relaxing vacation 3.86 3.98 0.12

Has beautiful scenery 4.26 4.37 0.11

Is easy to fly to 3.91 4.02 0.11

Great for attending a professional or college sporting event 3.48 3.57 0.09

Offers local/one-of-a-kind dining options 3.54 3.62 0.08

Great world-class spas or spa treatments 3.54 3.62 0.08

Offers world-class culinary experiences 3.37 3.44 0.07

Great for Native American culture 4.06 4.13 0.07

Offers lots of water sports activities, like boating, river rafting and kayaking 3.45 3.51 0.06

Great for outdoor adventure, like hiking/backpacking , biking, and water sports 4.11 4.16 0.05

Great for visiting state/national parks 4.22 4.26 0.05

Great for golfing 3.66 3.60 -0.07

Great for Hispanic culture 3.66 3.56 -0.10

Mean rating 
on 5-point scale
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Ad Impact on Arizona Travel

 Ultimately, the FY16 AOT advertising influenced travel from all markets except for Seattle.

 While the Portland audience was less receptive to the ads from an evaluative ratings standpoint, the 
ads ultimately had the greatest influence here. Portland is a new spot market, so we cannot identify if 
this relatively high impact is a trend. 

 Overall, the FY16 travel increment is 1.1% – slightly lower than the 2.1% increment generated by the 
FY15 campaign. 
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1.2%

0.2% 0.0%

5.6%

0.7% 1.1% 1.1%

Chicago Minneapolis Seattle Portland Austin Other National Total

FY16 Incremental Travel % 
(difference between ad aware travel % and unaware travel %)

2.1%

1.1%

FY15 FY16

Incremental Travel Comparison
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ROI

 Overall, the FY16 advertising campaign 
influenced about 453,000 trips and 
generated about $756 million in travel 
revenue. 

 The campaign returned $276 in visitor 
spending for each $1 invested. 

 In terms of taxes, the FY16 campaign 
returned $21.50 in state and local tax 
revenue for each $1 invested.

 Compared to FY15, the FY16 campaign 
generated less revenue, but AOT spent less 
– resulting in a stronger ROI for the current 
campaign. 
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FY15 FY16

HHs 89,012,056 100,234,179

Awareness 40% 42%

Aware HHs 36,040,228 42,226,636

Incremental travel % 2.1% 1.1%

Incremental traveling HHs 758,252 453,391

Average trip spending $1,638 $1,689

Ad influenced travel revenue $1,241,702,827 $765,921,644

Media spending $4,684,632 $2,778,109

ROI $265 $276

State taxes generated $52,151,519 $32,168,709

State tax ROI $11.13 $11.58

Local taxes generated $44,701,302 $27,573,179

Local tax ROI $9.54 $9.93

Total taxes generated $96,852,820 $59,741,888

Total tax ROI $20.67 $21.50
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ROI

The advertising generated the highest ROI in Portland and the other national 
markets. The Chicago ROI is also relatively high compared to the other spot markets. 
In Seattle, there was no travel increment, so the ads did not generate an ROI here. 
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Chicago Minneapolis Seattle Portland Austin Other National Total

HHs 3,062,498 1,523,803 1,587,875 1,016,417 642,312 92,401,274 100,234,179

Awareness 49% 44% 43% 43% 36% 42% 42%

Aware HHs 1,511,533 674,827 687,534 435,607 232,870 38,684,264 42,226,636

Incremental travel % 1.2% 0.2% 0.0% 5.6% 0.7% 1.1% 1.1%

Incremental traveling HHs 17,986 1,461 0 24,557 1,673 407,713 453,391

Average trip spending $2,420 $2,856 -- $2,521 $1,531 $1,603 $1,689

Ad influenced travel revenue $43,526,390 $4,171,784 -- $61,898,730 $2,561,423 $653,763,317 $765,921,644

Media spending $428,582 $368,241 -- $110,411 $108,963 $1,412,589 $2,778,109

ROI $102 $11 -- $561 $24 $463 $276

State taxes generated $1,828,108 $175,215 -- $2,599,747 $107,580 $27,458,059 $32,168,709

State tax ROI $4.27 $0.48 -- $23.55 $0.99 $19.44 $11.58

Local taxes generated $1,566,950 $150,184 -- $2,228,354 $92,211 $23,535,479 $27,573,179

Local tax ROI $3.66 $0.41 -- $20.18 $0.85 $16.66 $9.93

Total taxes generated $3,395,058 $325,399 -- $4,828,101 $199,791 $50,993,539 $59,741,888

Total tax ROI $7.92 $0.88 -- $43.73 $1.83 $36.10 $21.50
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Ad Impact on Arizona Trip

The advertising not only influences the decision to visit Arizona, but it also gives 
visitors ideas of things to do, leading to more active trips and higher visitor spending. 
The FY16 campaign had these impacts, as evidenced in the charts above. 
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3.7

5.0

Unaware Ad Aware

Average Number of Activities on Trip

$1,201

$1,689

Unaware Ad Aware

Average Trip Spending

FY16 Advertising Effectiveness Research



Ad Impact on Satisfaction & Advocacy

Finally, the advertising also 
leads to greater trip 
satisfaction and social 
media advocacy. 

This research has shown 
that the FY16 AOT 
campaign was effective at 
all phases of the travel 
cycle. 
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46%

51%53%

66%

Rate Arizona trip "Excellent" Shared Arizona vacation experience
on social media

Unaware Ad Aware
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Media Overlap Impact

Perceptions of Arizona and intent to visit the state both increase as the audience sees 
ads in more media. 

AOT should continue to air multimedia campaigns with the goal of generating overlap, 
while taking care not to spread the buy too thinly. 
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14% 16%
20%

25%

25% 24%

36% 24%

Unaware 1-2 media 3-4 media 5-6 media

Rating of Arizona as a Place for a Leisure Trip

Very good

Excellent

2% 5% 4%
15%10%

11%
17%

24%

Unaware 1-2 media 3-4 media 5-6 media

Likelihood to Visit Arizona in the Next Year

Very likely

Already planning a trip
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Economic Development Image
As part of this research, we also explored the images of Arizona and its competitors 
on a set of “economic development attributes” such as “a good place to live” and 
“a good place to start a business.” 

44FY16 Advertising Effectiveness Research



Tracking & Competitive Comparison

 We would not expect Arizona’s image as a place to live/work to change much since the prior measurement in fall 
2015. The first chart here shows some movement, but overall the ratings are stable. In fact, the average rating across 
the attributes is basically unchanged. 

 Competitively, Arizona rates average or above average on all of these specific images. Its strongest image is a good 
place to retire, but Florida and Hawaii receive the strongest ratings on this attribute. But Hawaii is seen only as a good 
place for vacation or retirement, not business pursuits. 
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3.27

3.29

3.29

3.51

3.51

3.60

3.79

3.25

3.30

3.33

3.49

3.62

3.59

3.67

A good place to relocate a business

A good place to start a business

A good place to start a career

A good place to attend college

A good place to live

A good place to purchase a vacation
home

A good place to retire

Arizona is...

Fall 2015

Spring 2016

AZ CA CO FL HI NV NM TX UT

A good place to live 101 95 106 106 108 93 101 100 90

A good place to start a career 101 105 105 103 94 95 96 105 95

A good place to start a business 100 99 102 102 97 100 97 108 93

A good place to attend college 103 109 104 104 99 88 94 107 91

A good place to purchase a vacation home 103 95 102 115 112 93 100 93 87

A good place to retire 108 90 97 114 110 94 103 97 87

A good place to relocate a business 101 99 103 104 95 99 96 109 94

Green = Above Average

Yellow = Average

Red = Below Average
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Ad Impact on Economic Development

While the AOT leisure travel 
advertising is not designed to build 
perceptions of Arizona as a place to 
live and work, the advertising can 
have a “halo” impact, meaning that 
improving the perception of the state 
as a place to visit will improve its 
image in other areas, such those 
related to economic development. 

The chart shows that the FY16 AOT 
campaign does have this halo impact 
on all of the economic development 
attributes. 
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Appendix
This section includes the questionnaire used in this research. 
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Questionnaire
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Questionnaire
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Questionnaire
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Questionnaire
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:  June 23, 2015 

 

SUPER BOWL XLIX AND RELATED EVENTS GENERATE AN  

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF $719.4 MILLION ACCORDING  

TO STUDY COMPLETED BY ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY 

 

Phoenix, AZ - A study completed by the Seidman Research Institute, W.P. Carey School of 

Business at Arizona State University, determined that Super Bowl XLIX, the 2015 Pro Bowl and 

related events produced a gross economic impact of $719.4 million in the region. The 

announcement was made today at The Governor’s Conference on Tourism at the JW Camelback 

Inn in Scottsdale. 

 

This is the largest economic impact of any special event ever held in the state of Arizona, as well 

as the highest for any Super Bowl for which publicly released figures are available. By comparison, 

Super Bowl XLII played at University of Phoenix Stadium in 2008 generated a gross economic 

impact of $500.6 million (2008 dollars) based on research also conducted by the W.P. Carey 

School of Business. 

“This is tremendous news for our economy and a strong testament to the exceptional work of 

everyone involved,” said Arizona Governor Doug Ducey. “The eyes of the world were on Arizona, 

and we delivered in a big way. I look forward to our state hosting many more successful 

championship games and major events in the future.” 

Commissioned by the Arizona Commerce Authority in partnership with the Arizona Super Bowl 

Host Committee, the study focused on the nine-day period from January 24th through February 1, 

2015 coinciding with the Pro Bowl and Super Bowl which were played at University of Phoenix 

Stadium on January 25 and February 1, respectively. 

The gross economic impact is defined as the direct amount of spending by visitors and 

organizations arriving from outside the state to participate in or create events directly related to the 

Super Bowl, as well as the indirect and induced impacts of those expenditures, often described as 

“ripple effects.” Resident and local business spending was not included.  

To gather data about spending and duration of stay from visitors, on-site surveys were conducted 

at events around the Valley over the nine day period by teams of trained individuals from the W. P. 

Carey School of Business. Data was collected from out-of-town visitors who stated that the main 

reason for their visit to the Phoenix Metropolitan area was for the Super Bowl, Pro Bowl and/or 

associated events. The data was collected across multiple days at multiple sites to sample diverse 

socio-economic and demographic groups.   



The indirect and induced economic impacts were calculated using an IMPLAN (IMpact analysis for 

PLANning) model originally developed by the University of Minnesota. This commercially licensed 

linear input-output model is widely used for economic assessment throughout the United States 

and is populated with local, regional and state data for Arizona. 

 

Other findings from the Seidman Research Institute at W.P. Carey School of Business report: 

 An estimated 121,775 visitors came to Arizona for Super Bowl XLIX and/or the 2015 Pro Bowl; 

those visitors stayed an average of 3.99 nights. 

 An estimated 5,033 out-of-town media members came to Arizona and stayed an average of 7.1 

nights (up from 4.1 nights for Super Bowl XLII in 2008). 

 The $719.4 million economic impact for Super Bowl XLIX represents an increase of 30.8% over 

Super Bowl XLII in Arizona (adjusted using the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index, 

or BLS CPI, inflation calculator which expressed that the 2008 economic impact dollars have the 

same buying power as $550.1 million in 2015).  

 

Previously released data relative to the success of Super Bowl XLIX include the following: 

 Broadcast by NBC, Super Bowl XLIX was the most-watched program in the history of American 

television with 114.4 million average viewers. 

 More than 1,000,000 people visited Verizon Super Bowl Central in downtown Phoenix and  

500,000 people enjoyed events in downtown Scottsdale during the week 

 Verizon Super Bowl Central was the first reduced waste event of its size at a Super Bowl; the Kick 

the Waste Initiative resulted in 73% diversion rate from landfill to recycling. 

 177,000 people attended the NFL Experience, a record attendance at the Phoenix Convention 

Center. 

 On the day before Super Bowl XLIX, 126,000 people rode Valley Metro Light Rail, doubling the 

previous single-day high. Throughout the week, Light Rail ridership totaled 389,500 (also a record). 

 Sky Harbor Airport served 175,000 passengers the day after Super Bowl, a single day record for 

Sky Harbor. 

 Super Bowl XLIX was televised live in more than 170 countries and territories. More than 23 

countries provided on-site coverage from Arizona and the game was broadcast in nine languages 

from University of Phoenix Stadium (Mandarin Chinese, Danish, English, French, German, 

Hungarian, Japanese, Portuguese, and Spanish). 

 Arizona was the first host community to offer a website and social media in Spanish and to create 

cross-border partnerships with Mexico business and tourism entities. 

 More than 100 stations broadcast live from Radio Row at the Super Bowl Media Center in 

downtown Phoenix. 

 Legacy Grant Funds in excess of $2 million were awarded to 27 Arizona non-profits to benefit over 

400,000 kids; this was made possible by sponsors of the Super Bowl Host Committee, the Arizona 

Cardinals and the NFL. 

 

Press Contact:  

Mark Dalton, Arizona Cardinals, 602-379-1720 or mdalton@cardinals.nfl.net 
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OVERVIEW 

 This  study  examined  the  economic  impact  of  the  2016  College  Football  Playoff  National 

Championship Game held on January 11, 2016 and events surrounding these games.  Data collection 

focused on the time period of January 9th through January 11th, 2016. 

 

 The  study  focused on estimating  the gross economic  impact of  the 2016 College Football Playoff 

National  Championship  Game  and  related  events.    This  was  defined  as  the  direct  amount  of 

spending by visitors and organizations from outside the state, and the indirect and induced impacts 

of those expenditures (often described as “ripple effects”).  This assessment included the impact of 

both  direct  and  indirect  visitor  and  organizational  expenditures  in  the Valley  of  the  Sun/Greater 

Phoenix Metropolitan area.  No resident spending was included.  

 

 The  2016  College  Football  Playoff  National  Championship  Game  economic  impact  estimate was 

developed  using  three  distinct  factors:  (1)  out‐of‐state  direct  visitor  spending;  (2)  organizational 

spending; and (3) indirect and induced effects.   

 

 Indirect and  induced economic  impacts were calculated with an  IMPLAN  input‐output model using 

SAM multipliers for the State of Arizona.  IMPLAN (IMpact analysis for PLANning) is widely used for 

economic assessment throughout the United States, including impact analyses commissioned by the 

Arizona  Commerce  Authority.    It  is  a  commercially  licensed  linear  input‐output model  based  on 

local, regional and state multiplier models.  The specific model used for this study has been designed 

for use in Arizona.  

 
SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

 This  study  utilized  multiple  research,  survey  and  analytical  methodologies  appropriate  to  the 

objective and task.  Primary data was collected from out‐of‐town visitors who stated that the main 

reason  for  their visit  to  the Phoenix Metropolitan area was  for  the 2016 College Football Playoff 

National  Championship  Game  and/or  events  associated  with  the  game.    Teams  of  trained  and 

supervised students  from the ASU W. P. Carey School of Business and Sports Business Association 

conducted on‐site surveys at events around the Valley over the 3‐day period.  

   

 The  sampling  plan  for  data  collection  included multiple  days  at multiple  sites  to  sample  diverse 

socio‐economic  and  demographic  groups.   Within  a  particular  site  (e.g.  at  the  stadium  on  game 

days) student teams were deployed at varied locations to capture a representative sample (i.e. not 

all in the sample attended the same parties/events).   

 

 For the purpose of this study, a visitor was defined as any individual who did not classify themselves 

as living in the greater Phoenix‐Metro area or Valley of the Sun for any portion of the year.  “Snow 

Birds”  or  part‐time  residents  were  not  considered  visitors  and,  as  such,  any  respondent  that 

indicated they were staying in the Valley for more than one month was excluded from the final data 

set.  
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KEY FINDINGS 

 The estimated total economic impact was $273.6 million. 

 An  estimated  65,401  visitors  came  to  Arizona  for  the  2016  College  Football  Playoff  National 

Championship Game and stayed an average of 3.88 nights. 

 An estimated 610 out‐of‐town media stayed an average of 4.3 nights. 

 

 

BREAKDOWN 

 The key  inputs for this study are  illustrated  in the following two tables.   These were based on the 

research  team’s  collection  and  analysis  of  864  useable  surveys  from  visitors  to  the  Phoenix 

metropolitan area, independently‐supplied organizational data, and credentialed media.   

 

DIRECT VISITOR & MEDIA 
EXPENDITURE 

NUMBER  AVERAGE 
DAILY 

SPENDING

AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF 

NIGHTS IN TOWN 

TOTAL DIRECT 
SPENDING 

Visitors with Champ Game Tickets   62,127  $467.93  3.94  $114,547,165 

Visitors without Game Tickets   3,274  $523.93  2.77  $4,745,619 

Out‐of‐State Media  610  $428.64  4.3  $1,124,323 

Total Visitor & Media Expenditure1        $120,417,107 
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 

 

 

ORGANIZATIONAL SPENDING 

Event, Operations and Media Production Spending2 $35,935,310 

Sponsored Out‐of‐State Championship Game Events  $2,980,000 

Total Organizational Spending  $38,915,310 
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 

 

 

 Out‐of‐state visitors were divided  into three groups: those with Championship Game tickets, those 

without, and media. 

 

 Direct visitor and media spending was estimated at over $120 million.   

 

 Organizational  spending  was  nearly  $39  million.    This  consisted  of  reported  events,  stadium 

operations, media  production,  and  confirmed  spending  by  outside  Arizona  firms who  produced 

                                                 
1 Direct Visitor and Media Expenditures exclude airfare 
2 Spending by the National Organization, traveling teams, the Host Committee, and other media partners 



iii 

 

Championship Game‐related events.  No Arizona‐based organizational spending was included in the 

figures. 

 

 Applying these key  inputs within the IMPLAN model, the total gross economic  impact for the State 

of Arizona was estimated at $273.6 million.  This included all direct, indirect, and induced impacts. 

 

TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Total Champ Game Ticketed Visitor Expenditure Impact $212.6 million

Total Non‐Champ Game Ticketed Visitor Expenditure Impact $8.1 million 

Total Media Spending  $1.7 million 

Total Organizational Expenditure Impact  $51.2 million 

Total Economic Impact $273.6 million
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 
 

 

 A comparison of total gross economic impacts for the 2011 BCS Championship Game and the 2016 

College  Football  Playoff  National  Championship  Game  in  the  State  of  Arizona  is  shown  below.  

However, this does not take into account the different buying power of the dollars in both years.   

 

COMPARISON  OF 2011 BCS AND  
2016 CFP NATIONAL CHAMPIONSHIP GAME 

TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT

 
2011 BCS GAME 

(2011 $)

2016 CFP 
NATIONAL CHAMP 
GAME (2016 $)

Total Visitor Spending Impact  $188,000,000 $220,700,000

Total Media and Organizational Expenditure Impact $16,550,000 $52,900,000

Total Economic Impact $204,550,000 $273,600,000
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 

 

 

 Using  the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price  Index  (BLS CPI)  inflation calculator,  the 2011 

BCS Championship Game impact expressed in the table above in 2011 dollars had the same buying 

power as $215.6 million  in 2016.3   This  suggests  that  the  total gross economic  impact of visitors, 

media  and  non‐Arizona  based  organizational  expenditure  for  the  2016  College  Football  Playoff 

National Championship Game was at least 26.8% greater than the impact for the 2011 BCS game. 

 

 The direct state, local and county sales tax revenue generated from the 2016 College Football 

Playoff National Championship Game was estimated at $12.2 million.

                                                 
3 http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm 
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1. Introduction 
 

The 2016 College Football Playoff National Championship Game was held on January 11, 2016 

in Glendale,  Arizona.    The W.  P.  Carey  School  of  Business  at  Arizona  State  University was 

commissioned to conduct an all‐inclusive, primary economic  impact assessment of the College 

Football  Playoff  National  Championship  Game  and  events  surrounding  the  game.    This 

assessment  included  the  impact  of  both  direct  and  indirect  visitor  and  organizational 

expenditures on the regional economy for the Valley of the Sun.  No expenditures from Arizona 

residents or Arizona organizations were included in this assessment.    

 

This  economic  impact  study  utilized multiple  research,  survey  and  analytical methodologies 

appropriate to the objective and task.  Teams of trained and supervised students from the ASU 

Sports Business Association conducted on‐site surveys across the Valley over a period of three 

days, beginning on the Saturday before the National Championship Game and concluding at the 

stadium on game day, January 11th.   Approximately 1,000 useable surveys from visitors to the 

area  were  collected,  scrutinized  and  analyzed.    “Multiplier  effects”  were  calculated  to 

determine  the  indirect  or  “ripple”  effects.    The  economic  impact  from  this  event  can  be 

substantiated  to  contribute  to  increases  in  state  and  local  tax  revenues,  as  well  as  higher 

employment levels. 

 

Economic  impact was defined and estimated as the  increase  in spending  in a community as a 

result of the existence of an event or organization.  Within the context of the College Football 

Playoff National Championship Game and surrounding events, this  included the expenditures 

of visitors who  identified that the National Championship Game was the key  factor  in visiting 

Arizona; media  from outside Arizona who  cover  the event;  the  “organizational  spending” by 

the National Championship Game Host Committee, media and event production  companies; 

diverse  organizations  and  businesses  involved  in  games  operations,  events  production  and 

activation of sponsorships, among other organizational activities; plus the indirect and induced 

multiplier effects.  This report will outline the methodologies used and the results obtained in 

the study and its economic impact. 
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2. Study Methodology 

The economic impact estimate of the National Championship Game was developed using three 

distinct factors: (1) out of town direct visitor and media spending; (2) organizational spending; 

and (3) indirect multiplier effects. 

 

2.1. Survey Respondents 

The out‐of‐town direct visitor  spending was estimated using  the  results of an on‐site  survey 

administered throughout the weekend prior to as well as the day of the National Championship 

Game.   The most  fundamental  factor  in estimating visitor spending  is how the term visitor  is 

defined.    For  the  purpose of  this  study a  visitor was  defined  as  any  individual who  did  not 

classify  themselves  as  living  in  the  greater  Phoenix‐Metro  area  or Valley  of  the  Sun  for  any 

portion of  the year. “Snow Birds” or part‐time residents were not considered visitors and, as 

such, any respondent that indicated they were staying in the Valley for more than one month 

was excluded from the final data set. 

 

2.2. Survey Creation 

The visitor survey was developed through discussions with the National Championship Game 

Host  Committee,  as  well  as  a  careful  review  and  analysis  of  past  surveys  used  in  related 

economic  impact  studies.   There were  four primary objectives  for  the  survey:  (1) determine 

the  role  that  the National Championship Game played  in  the decision  to visit  the Valley;  (2) 

estimate  the  total amount an  individual and  their  travel party spent while  in  the Valley;  (3) 

determine the total number of people in a travel party; and (4) establish the total number of 

nights a travel party stayed in the Valley.   

 

2.3. Sampling and Survey Administration 

The survey was administered by carefully selected, trained and supervised students from the 

W. P. Carey School of Business at Arizona State University.   On average, 8  to 15  students 

conducted surveys on non‐game days.   One or more  faculty members were designated as 
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supervisors  for  each  data  collection  effort.    A  stratified  sampling  plan  was  designed 

considering  diverse  time  periods  and  areas  to  collect  data.    The weekend  preceding  the 

National  Championship  Game,  the  research  team  deployed  teams  of  surveyors  at  the 

National  Championship  Game‐related  events  in  the  Playoff  Fan  Central  in  Downtown 

Phoenix.   On game day, the research team deployed multiple teams of surveyors to collect 

data  in  the areas around  the University of Phoenix stadium where pre‐game activities and 

events  occurred,  as well  as  at  the  entrances  to  the  stadium.   On  game  day,  29  students 

collected data on‐site. 

 

2.4. Surveyor Training 

Surveyors were competitively selected based on their active participation in the ASU Sports 

Business Association, willingness to participate and complete training sessions, and ability to 

adhere to demanding  interview schedules and protocols.   Many had participated  in similar 

research projects, including Super Bowl XLIX in February, 2015.   

 

Prior to being stationed, each surveyor was given training and precise instructions as to their 

day’s activities.  The surveyors were educated about the specific intent and meaning of all of 

the survey questions to facilitate that accurate data would be obtained.   They were trained 

how  to politely  and unobtrusively  approach prospects  and manage encounters with  those 

who  participated  and  those who  did  not  chose  to  participate.    Finally,  the  definition  of  a 

visitor was clearly  reinforced.   Students practiced data collection before entering  the  field.  

Survey  teams  in  the  field  were  also  able  to  contact  supervising  faculty  via  cell  phone 

whenever any problems or questions arose during the data collection.  

 

2.5. Survey Procedure 

Event attendees were approached according to the sampling procedures outlined above.  If 

they agreed  to participate,  they were  screened  for  resident  vs. out‐of‐state  visitor  status.  

Only adult visitors to Arizona were surveyed.    In addition, visitors were asked  if they were 

visiting Arizona primarily to attend the National Championship Game and/or related events.  
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If the respondent indicated that they were visitors and were visiting because of the National 

Championship Game and its related events, the rest of the visitor survey was given.  A strong 

incentive  in  the  form of  an official National Championship Game  lanyard was provided  to 

acknowledge and thank survey participants.   

 

3. Data Analysis 

All questionnaires were scrutinized and analyzed  for viability and usability.    If respondents 

failed  to  complete  critical  parts  of  the  survey  or misunderstood  key  instructions,  surveys 

were rejected.  If the survey revealed that respondents were not visiting primarily to see the 

National Championship Game, the survey was rejected.   After screening questionnaires  for 

data quality, a  final sample size of 864 valid visitor surveys was obtained across all events 

and  locales where  survey  teams were  deployed.    This  sample  included  822  visitors who 

reported  having  tickets  to  the National  Championship Game  and  42  visitors who  did  not 

report having tickets. 

 

Prior  to  final analysis,  the  surveys were  screened  for  replies  to  spending or  length of  stay 

questions  that  were  unreasonably  high  and  thus might  bias  economic  impact  estimates 

upward.  Such replies were trimmed or simply removed from the analysis.  

 

3.1. Estimation of Visitor Numbers 

The  research  team employed data  from  the  surveys  to estimate  the proportion of visitors 

here for the National Championship Game who had tickets and the proportion which did not.  

Using  data  from  the  visitor  versus  resident  tabulators,  the  research  team  was  able  to 

estimate  the  proportion  of  visitors  to  Arizona  at  the  National  Championship  Game.    To 

estimate the number of visitors with tickets to the game, the research team multiplied the 

percentage  of  visitors  (derived  from  survey  teams  on  game  day working  the  surrounding 

area and entrances of University of Phoenix stadium) by the official attendance estimate.  As 

a  result  of  this  calculation,  the  research  team  estimated  that  the National  Championship 

Game attracted 62,127 visitors to Arizona with tickets to the National Championship Game. 
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To estimate  the proportion of visitors without  tickets  to  the National Championship Game 

who were nevertheless drawn to Arizona to partake in related parties and events, the team 

estimated the proportion of people at surveyed events who said they 1) were here primarily 

for the National Championship Game or related events, and 2) who said they did not have 

tickets to the National Championship Game.  Using the proportion of non‐ticketed visitors at 

target events, along with attendance estimates for these events, we estimated the number 

of visitors  in Arizona primarily for the National Championship Game or related events to be 

3,274.   Together, 65,401 visitors are estimated  to have  stayed  in Arizona  for  the National 

Championship Game and related events.          

 

3.2. Visitor and Media Expenditure Estimates 

We calculated the economic impact of the National Championship Game related events in a 

two  stage  procedure.   We  first  estimated  direct  visitor  spending  (the  amount  of money 

visitors spent on their trip) and then estimated the total economic  impact of that spending 

as  it circulated through the Arizona economy.   The estimates of direct visitor expenditures 

included  in  this  report were  computed by calculating  the average expenditure per person 

per  day  for  visitors.    To  provide  a more  robust  estimate, we  separated  visitors  into  two 

segments; those with and those without National Championship Game tickets.  This number 

was  scaled  to  an  overall  direct  expenditure  estimate  by multiplying  it  by  an  estimate  of 

“total visitor days” –  that  is,  the  total number of days  that all visitors stayed  in  the Metro 

Phoenix area as a result of the National Championship Game or related events.   

 

3.3. Organizational Spending 

The  organizational  spending  associated with  the National  Championship Game  and  related 

events  was  determined  in  two  parts.    First,  directed  discussions  with  the  National 

Championship  Game  Host  Committee, media  organizations,  and  other  partners  helped  to 

identify  expenditures.    Second,  primary  sponsors  and  event  producers  provided  valuable 

insight  into  expenses  that were  applicable  to  economic  impact  analysis.    Collectively,  this 
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consisted of direct organizational spending  in the  local community that was  infused  into the 

economy exclusively because of  the National Championship Game.   Any expenditure  in  the 

local community related directly to  the games and surrounding events were  included  in  the 

analysis of organizational spending. 

 

3.4. Indirect and Total Economic Impact 

In  order  to  determine  the  cumulative  economic  impact  during  the  National  Championship 

Game, it was necessary to identify the amount, infusion and circulation rates of spending.  To 

accomplish  this,  an  IMPLAN  input‐output model  was  used  to  determine  the  indirect  and 

induced  impacts.    All  expenditures were  grouped  into  distinct  categories,  the  appropriate 

coefficients were applied, the data was analyzed, and the cumulative effects were estimated.   

 

 

4. National Championship Game Results 

4.1. Direct Visitor and Media Expenditures 

Results  essential  to  estimating  the  economic  impact  of  the  National  Championship  Game 

include  the  total  number  of  visitors,  their  average  stay  in  nights,  and  their  trip  related 

expenditures.   These data are reported  for ticketed and non‐ticketed visitors  in the sections 

below.    Table  1  reports  the  number  of  ticketed  and  non‐ticketed  visitors  (estimated  as 

explained  earlier)  that  came  to  Arizona  primarily  for  the National  Championship  Game  or 

related  events.    Table  1  also  reports  the  average  number  of  nights  each  class  of  visitor 

reported staying in the Valley.   



 

7 

 

Table 1: Direct Visitor and Media Expenditures 

DIRECT VISITOR & MEDIA 
EXPENDITURE 

NUMBER OF 
OUT‐OF‐TOWN 

VISITORS 

AVERAGE 
DAILY 

SPENDING

AVERAGE 
NUMBER OF 

NIGHTS IN TOWN 

TOTAL DIRECT 
SPENDING 

Visitors with Champ Game Tickets   62,127  $467.93  3.94  $114,547,165 

Visitors without Game Tickets   3,274  $523.93  2.77  $4,745,619 

Out‐of‐State Media  610  $428.64  4.3  $1,124,323 

Total Visitor & Media Expenditure4        $120,417,107 
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 

 

The estimate of the economic  impact of visitors drawn by the National Championship Game 

was preceded by estimating average daily visitor expenditures.   Table 1 shows average daily 

expenditures  on  a  per  visitor  basis  for  ticketed  and  non‐ticketed  visitors.    Ticketed  visitors 

spent on average an estimated $467.93 per day while non‐ticketed visitors spent on average 

an estimated $523.93 per day.  Media personnel averaged $428.64. 

 

The  total direct  spending of  visitors  to  the National Championship Game was estimated by 

multiplying  the number of visitors by  their average  stay by  their average  spending per day.  

Summing  across  ticketed  visitors,  non‐ticketed  visitors,  and  out‐of‐town  media,  the  total 

direct spending (direct economic impact) of visitors and media to the National Championship 

Game was estimated to be $120.4 million. 

 

4.2. Direct Organizational Expenditures 

In  addition  to  visitor expenditures,  the National Championship Game  impacted  the Arizona 

economy  through  organizational  expenditures.    To  stage  the National Championship Game 

and  its  related  events,  organizations  based  outside  Arizona  spent money  in  the  state  on 

activities  including:    transportation  and  lodging  of  organizational  personnel,  venue  rental, 

event planning, equipment rental, event staff, catering, entertainment, promotion, and more.  

The  research  team  included  only  expenditures made  by  firms  or  organizational  units  from 

outside Arizona in its estimates.  We gathered organizational spending data from the following 

                                                 
4 Direct Visitor and Media Expenditures exclude airfare 
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sources: the National Championship Game Host Committee, media producers, event sponsors, 

event planners, venue owners, caterers, and others.   Our organizational spending estimates 

included data reported by the spending of a variety of firms to stage major parties and private 

events in the days preceding the National Championship Game.  Most firms sharing data with 

the  research  team  requested  that  their expenditures be held  in  confidence.   Therefore, we 

report only an aggregate spending estimate.   

 

Table  2  presents  organizational  spending  as  captured  by  reported  National  Championship 

Game  events,  stadium  operations, media  production,  and  confirmed  spending  by  outside 

Arizona  firms  for National Championship Game‐related events.   This was estimated at $38.9 

million.  No Arizona‐based organizational spending was included in the figures.   

 

Table 2: Direct Organizational Expenditures 

ORGANIZATIONAL SPENDING 

Event, Operations and Media Production Spending5 $35,935,310 

Sponsored Out‐of‐State Championship Game Events  $2,980,000 

Total Organizational Spending  $38,915,310 
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 

 

4.3. Induced Economic Impact of Visitor, Media and Organizational Spending   

The next step  in estimating the economic  impact of the National Championship Game was to 

calculate  the  indirect  or  induced  impact  of  visitor’s  spending  on  the  Arizona  economy.    To 

calculate  this  total  impact,  the  IMPLAN  economic  impact  assessment  software  package was 

used with  SAM multipliers  for  the  Arizona  economy.    The  results  provided  by  the  IMPLAN 

software are shown in Table 3.  The numbers in Table 3 show the total economic impact (direct, 

indirect  and  induced  impacts)  of  ticketed,  non‐ticketed  and media  visitor  spending.    Direct 

visitor spending related to the National Championship Game was found to be $120.4 million.  In 

total, visitors generated an estimated $222.4 million dollars in economic impact on the Arizona 

economy  (direct  plus  indirect  and  induced  effects).  We  estimate  that  direct  organizational 

                                                 
5 Spending by the National Organization, traveling teams, the Host Committee, and other media partners 
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spending  brought  to Arizona  by  the National  Championship Game  totaled  $38.9 million.    In 

turn,  this direct  spending had  an  estimated  total  economic  impact on  the Arizona  economy 

(direct plus indirect and induced effects) of $51.2 million.   

 

Table 3: Total Economic Impact Measured by Direct plus Induced Impact 

TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Total Champ Game Ticketed Visitor Expenditure Impact $212.6 million

Total Non‐Champ Game Ticketed Visitor Expenditure Impact $8.1 million 

Total Media Spending  $1.7 million 

Total Organizational Expenditure Impact  $51.2 million 

Total Economic Impact $273.6 million
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 

 

4.4. State, County and Local Sales Tax Impact 

The  direct  visitor  impact  and  organizational  expenditures  associated  with  the  National 

Championship Game also contributed to the  local and state economy  in the form of sales tax 

revenue.    Indirect multiplier effects were not  considered when  calculating  sales  tax  revenue 

impacts.   The direct sales tax  revenue generated  from the National Championship Game was 

estimated at $12.2 million.   

 

4.5. Total Economic Impact 

Adding  the  direct,  indirect  and  induced  impacts  across  visitors,  media  and  organizational 

expenditures, the total economic impact that is attributed to the National Championship Game 

and  its  related  events was  estimated  at  $273.6 million.    This  includes  an  estimated  $12.2 

million in direct state, local, and county sales tax. 

 

5. Comparison  of  the  National  Championship  Game  (2016)  to  the  BCS 

Championship Game (2011) 

Presented next is a brief comparison of the data from the previous two college football national 

championship games held  in Arizona.   The comparisons of these total gross economic  impacts 
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for the 2016 National Championship Game and the 2011 BCS Championship Game do not take 

into account the different buying power of the dollars in both years as all dollar figures referring 

to the 2011 BCS Championship Game in Table 4 are shown in 2011 dollars.   

 

Table 4: Total Economic Impact 

COMPARISON  OF 2011 BCS AND  
2016 CFP NATIONAL CHAMPIONSHIP GAME 

TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT

 
2011 BCS GAME 

(2011 $)

2016 CFP 
NATIONAL CHAMP 
GAME (2016 $)

Total Visitor Spending Impact  $188,000,000 $220,700,000

Total Media and Organizational Expenditure Impact $16,550,000 $52,900,000

Total Economic Impact $204,550,000 $273,600,000
  Source: Authors’ Calculations 

 
Using  the Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics Consumer  Price  Index  (BLS CPI)  inflation  calculator,  the 

2011 BCS Championship Game  impact expressed  in  the  table  above  in 2011 dollars had  the 

same buying power  as $215.6 million  in 2016.6   This  suggests  that  the  total  gross economic 

impact  of  visitors,  media  and  non‐Arizona  based  organizational  expenditure  for  the  2016 

College  Football  Playoff  National  Championship  Game was  at  least  26.8%  greater  than  the 

impact for the 2011 BCS game. 

 

                                                 
6 http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm 
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APPENDIX 1 ‐‐ Visitor Questionnaire 

 

 
 
 
 

Visitors to the Phoenix Area 
 

Please help us by completing this 

Official College Football 
Playoff Economic Impact 

Survey 
 

 through the W. P. Carey School at 
Arizona State University and the 
Arizona Organizing Committee 

 

 
We want to know how much you 
spent or plan to spend on your visit 
to help us estimate the economic 
impact of the 2016 College Football 
Playoff National Championship Game. 

 
Your replies will be anonymous. 

 
We will NOT ask you for your name, 
phone, e‐mail, home address or for 
any other identifying information. 

 
Please answer ALL questions as 

accurately as you can. You can refuse 
to answer any question or stop the 

survey at any time.  
 

Thanks! 
 

If you have any questions or concerns about 
the study, please contact the Department of 

Marketing at 480‐965‐3621. 
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A. General Information 

 
1. Please check which of the events below would be important reasons for 

your visit to the Phoenix Metro area.  You can check more than one event.   
 
 College Football Playoff National Championship Game  
 Events related to the College Football Playoff National Championship Game  
 Fiesta Bowl 
 Cactus Bowl 
 Events related to the Fiesta/Cactus Bowl 
 None of the events just listed    
 

 
2. Of the events above, which is the MOST important reason for your visit? 
 
 College Football Playoff National Championship Game  
 Events related to the College Football Playoff National Championship Game  
 Fiesta Bowl 
 Cactus Bowl 
 Events related to the Fiesta/Cactus Bowl 
 None of the events just listed    

 
 
 
 
B. Your Travel Party 
 

1.  How many people are in your travel party – the group of 
family or friends you are traveling with?   

 
______ people 

2.  Of the people in your travel party (including yourself), how 
many are from outside the Phoenix Metropolitan area? 

 
______ people 

3.  Of the people in your travel party (including yourself), how 
many have tickets to the College Football Playoff 
National Championship Game? 

 
______ people 

4. Do you personally have tickets to the College 
Football Playoff National Championship Game?  

 

 Yes     No 
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C. Your Lodging 
 
1. Please write the number of nights that are you 

staying in the Phoenix Metro area.  Write in a “0” if 
you are not staying overnight. 

 
 

______ nights 
 
 
 

2. Are you paying for your lodging or are you staying 
somewhere for free? 

 

 Staying Free 
 

 Paying for Lodging*  
   

     *If you are paying for lodging, what is your daily rate? $__________ per night 
 
3. Please check the city in which your lodging is located: 
 
 Ahwatukee 
 Avondale 
 Cave Creek 
 Chandler 
 Flagstaff 
 Gilbert 

 Glendale 
 Litchfield Park 
 Mesa 
 Paradise Valley 
 Peoria 
 Phoenix 

 Scottsdale 
 Sedona 
 Sun City 
 Surprise 
 Tempe 
 Tucson 

 Other (please write-in): ________________________________ 
 

 
D. Your Travel 
 
1. Did you travel to the Phoenix Metro area by an airline, train, or bus line? 
 
 Yes    No   (If no, skip “a” and “b” below) 

 
a. How many in your travel party also traveled by a commercial 

airline, train, or bus line? 
 

______ people 
 

b. About how much did your round-trip ticket cost? 
 
 $ ________ per round-trip ticket  
 

2. How many people in your travel party are renting cars locally? 
 

______ people are renting cars 
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E. About Organizations that Helped You Travel 
 
1. Is any part of your trip to this event part of a tour package? 
 
  Yes    No   (If no, skip “a” and “b” below) 
 

a. What was the total cost of the tour package per person? 

$ _    _        __ per person 

 

b. How many in your party traveled via the tour package? 

_______ people  
 
2. Beside a tour company, is any other company or organization paying 

for all or part of your trip? 
 
 Yes   No   

  
 If “Yes” to either question above, which of the following expenses 

was paid for by either a tour company or other company or 
organization that helped pay for your trip? (select all that apply) 

 
 Lodging 
 Meals and Soft Drinks 
 Alcoholic Beverages 

 Airline/Train/Bus Line Tickets 
 Local Transportation  

 
 
 
F. Your Travel Party’s Expenditures 
 
We would like to ask how much you (and those in your travel party, if any) 
spent or charged in the 24 hours up to this event in the Phoenix area.  If 
you plan to be in the Phoenix area less than a day, estimate your actual and 
planned expenses for whatever time you are here.   
 
For example, if there are four people in your travel party and you each spent 
$10 on lunch, you would list $40 (4 X $10) for lunch. 
 
For example, if there are 2 people in your travel party and you share a room, 
you would list the daily rate for one room. 
 
 
1. As a double check, how many people are in your 

immediate travel party?     _______ people 
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2. Please try to estimate the total amount you spent individually per day on 
each of the following while in town: 

 
$________________ Lodging   

$________________ Dinner  

$________________ Lunch 

$________________ Breakfast 

$________________ Alcoholic Beverages (not included above) 

$________________ Rental car (daily rate plus insurance charges) 

$________________ Taxis or limos 

$________________ Golf Outings (including green fees, cart rental, etc.) 

$________________ 
Other entertainment or recreation 
(excluding game tickets) 

$________________ Groceries 

$________________ 
Spending on souvenirs, gifts, etc. (but not 
groceries) 

$________________ Other expenditures  
 

 

G. About You 
 
1. Which of the following age groups are you a part of?  
 
 18-24     25-34     35-49     Over 50     Prefer not to answer 

 
2. Which of the following categories does your household income fall into? 
 
 $0-$49,999       $50,000-$99,999      
 $100,000+      Prefer not to answer 

 
3. Is your current long-term residence located inside or outside Arizona? 
 

 Inside Arizona  Outside Arizona
 
4. Which team are you most a fan of? 
 

 Alabama      Clemson       Neither  
 
5. What is your gender?
 

 Male  Female        Prefer not to answer 
 

Thank you! Please return this survey to the volunteer. 
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Co-op Partners Total Contributed
Arizona Association of RV Parks and Campgrounds 3,331.00$                         
Chino Valley Area Chamber of Commerce 1,820.50$                         
City of Apache Junction 12,670.00$                       
City of Benson 750.00$                            
City of Bisbee 31,353.50$                       
City of Douglas 1,313.00$                         
City of Prescott 49,009.50$                       
City of Sierra Vista 33,137.00$                       
Cochise County Tourism Council 37,353.00$                       
Copper Corridor Economic Development Coalition 830.00$                            
Cottonwood Chamber of Commerce 15,175.00$                       
Flagstaff Convention & Visitor's Bureau 45,682.00$                       
Globe-Miami Regional Chamber of Commerce 8,573.00$                         
Graham County Chamber of Commerce 1,012.50$                         
Greater Casa Grande Chamber of Commerce 3,167.50$                         
Hopi (Experience) 3,331.00$                         
Hualapai Tribe 49,190.50$                       
Jerome Chamber of Commerce 530.00$                            
Kingman Visitor Center 48,924.50$                       
Lake Havasu City Convention & Visitors Bureau 49,506.50$                       
Navajo Tourism Department 32,278.50$                       
Page Lake Powell Tourism 29,803.00$                       
Parker Area Tourism 5,854.50$                         
Patagonia Area Business Association 7,650.00$                         
Quartzsite Business Chamber of Commerce 2,897.00$                         
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 49,292.00$                       
Sedona Chamber of Commerce 49,947.50$                       
Town of Clifton 4,349.00$                         
Town of Clarkdale 5,000.00$                         
Tubac 11,982.50$                       
Wickenburg Chamber of Commerce 14,238.50$                       
City of Williams 49,806.00$                       
Yuma Visitors Bureau 49,433.00$                       

Total Partner Contributions 709,191.50$                    see breakdwn below

AOT Partner Match 709,191.50$                    

Additional AOT Contribution (Anchor Ads, OMA Hours, and Commission) 290,808.50$                    

Total AOT Budget 1,000,000.00$                 

Total Co-op Spend 1,709,191.50$                 

AOT partner match #
Commission #
Trade & Media match #
Madden AOT ops match #
Sub-total #
site updates, new ads, 
PPC/Media, Acct 
Management (SOW) #
Total #
Anchor Ads in support of 
the published rates #

The Marketing Cooperative
Fiscal Year 2017
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The Marketing Cooperative 
Fiscal Year 2017 

Due Date: Applications must be received at the AOT office no later than 
 

5:00 p.m. Friday, June 17, 2016 

Application and Instructions 
 
 
 
 
 

OFFICE LOCATION 
 

Arizona Office of Tourism 
1110 W Washington Street, Suite 155 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

 
Agency Contact 
Jamie Daer 
Sr. Marketing Manager 

 
Telephone Number: (602) 364-0783 
Fax Number: (602) 364-3701 
E-M ail: jdaer@tourism.az.gov 
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ARIZONA OFFICE OF TOURISM 
The Marketing Cooperative 

FY 2017 
 

Purpose 
 

The Marketing Cooperative is administered by the Arizona Office of Tourism (AOT) for the purpose of 
expanding travel and tourism related activities in communities throughout Arizona. It provides a means for 
eligible partners,(rural destination marketing organizations (DMOs), tribal entities, statewide tourism 
associations, and regional tourism partnerships), to participate in the following marketing opportunities: 

• Packaged digital media buys out-of-home and online 
• Shared opportunities in Arizona sections developed by AOT 
• Individual ad placements in selected media 
• AOT marketing opportunities including; 

o Arizona Official State Visitor's Guide (OSVG) 
o AOT E-Newsletters 
o VisitArizona.com 
o Trade and media missions 

 
AOT works with media representatives to negotiate rates, and eligible partners receive rates subsidized at fifty 
(50) percent of the negotiated rate. 

 
The Marketing Cooperative includes an AOT campaign, which in addition to partner ads features AOT 
placements in the selected media. The campaign drives traffic to VisitArizona.com/adventure where the co-op 
partners are featured.  AOT also features co-op partners throughout the campaign in advertorials. 

 
AOT led trade and media missions provide co-op partners with public relations opportunities in domestic and 
international markets. Partners will receive a reduced rate of fifty (50) percent of the registration cost, but will be 
solely responsible for all travel costs. 

 
The opportunities included in the Marketing Cooperative allow partners to leverage their resources in partnership 
with AOT.  As a result, partners can work with AOT’s in-state, national and international marketing efforts to 
sustain Arizona’s tourism industry. 

 
 

 

http://www.visitarizona.com/adventure
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1 Program Description 

 
The Marketing Cooperative offers a variety of strategic media selections and AOT partnership opportunities. 
Partners can participate at many different levels. The media plan combines print, outdoor and online 
placements, along with packaged co-op media placements.  All of the media options align with the campaign's 
target markets, and have been selected to encourage travel to communities throughout Arizona. 

 
Below is a brief description of each offering included in the Marketing Cooperative. 

 
Packaged Digital Media - Partners can select from geo and behavioral targeted online media packages, 
using a variety of sites and networks to maximize effectiveness.  Options include website and mobile 
banner ads, content development and search marketing, and working with AOT to develop high-quality 
video that will be integrated into AOT's marketing campaigns and consumer website. 

 
Shared Opportunities - AOT will work with select publishers to develop co-op sections and inserts. 
Partners can buy into the sections, which will have AOT branding, and include partners' ads and 
advertorial. 

 
Individual Ad Buys - Partners can choose to place ads in pre-selected print and out-of-home media. Most 
of these placements will be stand-alone placements, however a few print publications may group the ads 
into a publisher designed Arizona section. Total Individual Ad Buys shall not exceed $15,000 half net 
rate. 

 
Trade and Media Missions - Partners have the opportunity to join AOT's Trade team and Media teams 
at events in international markets. 

 
2 Subsidized Rates 

 
AOT will subsidize rates at fifty (50) percent for qualified co-op partners. 

 
2.1 Individual Ad Buys shall not exceed $15,000 half net rate. 

 
2.2 There is a $50,000 cap for Shared Opportunities, Packaged Digital Media or Trade and Media 

Missions. Each opportunity has limited participation. 
 

Subsidized rates for the Marketing Cooperative are contingent upon AOT’s FY 2017 budget. 
 
3 Program Eligibility 

 
Rural destination marketing organizations (DMOs), tribal entities, statewide tourism associations and regional 
tourism partnerships meeting the criteria in this section are eligible. Please read the eligibility criteria 
thoroughly. 

 
3.1 Applicants must meet the criteria of at least one of the following four categories in order to 

be eligible for subsidized rates: 
 

3.1.1 An Arizona based rural Destination Marketing Organization (DMO). A DMO is defined 
as an incorporated not-for-profit organization or governmental unit that is responsible 
for the tourism promotion and marketing of a destination on a year round basis. Only 
one DMO can participate per city, town or region. Rural DMOs are defined as any DMO 
located outside Pima and Maricopa Counties or a DMO located in Ajo, Gila Bend, Why 
or Wickenburg. 
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3.1.2 A tribal entity that wishes to market existing tourism attractions and tourism 

facilities. 
 

3.1.3 An Arizona based statewide tourism association that represents entities that rely 
on tourism-related business for a majority of their income. 

 
3.1.4 An Arizona based regional partnership which consists of a minimum of three (3) DMOs 

that promote a minimum of three (3) communities as a single regional tourist 
destination; the number of rural or tribal DMO partners must be equal to or greater 
than the number of urban DMOs. For example, if a regional partnership consists of 
three (3) DMOs, two 
(2) must be rural or tribal. Only one regional partnership can participate per region. 
Regions are not limited to those marketing regions previously identified by AOT for 
promotional purposes. Each regional partner must be the designated DMO for its 
respective community.  Regional partnerships must have a tourism website or microsite 
that promotes each regional partner in an equitable manner. 

And 

3.2 Applicants must be exempt from federal income tax under section 501(c)3 or 501(c)6 of 
the Internal Revenue Code. Applicants shall not use the 501(c)3 or 501(c)6 status of 
another organization. Tribes and municipalities are exempt from the 501(c)3 or 501(c)6 
status requirement as they are government. 

 

And 

3.3 Applicants must have a tourism website to use as the call to action and a fulfillment piece. 
 

DMOs that do not qualify for this program are still eligible to participate with AOT on co-op marketing 
opportunities. Please contact Jamie Daer at jdaer@tourism.az.gov or 602-364-0783 for more information. 

 
4 Media Plan 

 
AOT has developed a comprehensive media plan backed by AOT research and partner insight. The media 
placements are geo-targeted to the markets listed below. Refer to Attachment B for a list of selected media 
pricing and profiles. 

 
The Marketing Cooperative is a rural Arizona focused co-op program that utilizes a media plan designed to 
attract visitors from major metropolitan areas in Arizona and surrounding states. The fiscal year 2017 program 
will run from September 1, 2016 – August 31, 2017, and features a media plan focused on attracting the 
following target markets: 

Target Markets 
• Primary: Los Angeles, Phoenix 
• Secondary: Las Vegas, San Diego, Tucson, Canada, Mexico 

 
Primary Audience: Baby Boomers 
• Age: 48-66 
• HHI: $50,000+, emphasis on $75,000+ 
• With, and without children in the house 

 
Secondary Audience: Generation X 
• Age: 36-47 
• HHI: $50,000+, emphasis on $75,000+ 
• With, and without children in the house 
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Secondary Audience: Generation Y (late set) 
• Age: 27-35 
• HHI: $50,000+, emphasis on $75,000+ 
• With, and without children in the house 

 
AOT will place ads in shared opportunities along with partners and participate in packaged digital media options. 
AOT will also conduct campaigns, to support the co-op partners and drive visitation throughout Arizona. AOT ad 
placements will direct visitors to visitarizona.com/adventure. The landing page will feature partners and give 
visitors the opportunity to click through to the partners’ sites. 

 
5 Application Instructions 

 
Each entity may submit a maximum of two applications.  If an entity submits two applications, one must be a 
regional partnership. 

 
The application must include all information outlined in Section A below. 

 
5.1 Attachment A, Section A: Applicant Administrative Information  
 The following information must be included in the Marketing Cooperative application. 

 
5.1.1 Entity Name: The name of the applicant must be the same as it appears on 

the incorporation, federal tax exemption or the state charter. 
 

5.1.2 Physical Address: Provide a street address (no P.O. Boxes) for deliveries. 
 

5.1.3 Mailing Address: Provide a mailing address that can be used by AOT for routine 
correspondence. 

 
5.1.4 County: Identify the county in which the applying organization is located. In the case of 

regional applications, list all counties included under the application. 
 

5.1.5 Project Coordinator’s Name and Title: The person responsible for administering the 
project and the day-to-day contact for AOT. This individual is also responsible for 
submitting all necessary documentation throughout the year-long effort of this project 
and must be familiar with the specifics of the Marketing Cooperative, as well as the 
application submitted.  Provide the Project Coordinator’s telephone number, fax 
number, and e-mail address. 

 
5.1.6 Provide the tourism website that will be promoted in advertisements.  Regional 

partnerships must have a website that promotes the region and each partner in 
an equitable manner. 

 
5.1.7 The fulfillment piece is the tourism brochure or visitor guide that will be mailed to 

people that inquire about the destination.  Regional partnerships must have a fulfillment 
piece that promotes the region and each partner in an equitable manner. 

 
5.1.8 Refer to Section 2.1.4 for information on Regional Partnerships.  List all Regional 

Partners in the designated box. 
 

5.1.9 Signatures: The signatures on the application certify that the information on the form 
is correct to the best of the signatories’ knowledge, and authorizes the participation 
in the Marketing Cooperative for FY 2017. Applications must bear the signatures of 
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the Project Coordinator and the Administrative Official (the person authorized to 
commit the applicant to funding requested co-op opportunities). Both signatures are 
required to process the application.  In some cases the Project Coordinator and the 
Administrative Official will be the same person. 

 
5.2 Attachment A, Section B : Supporting Documentation 

5.2.1 Signed FY 2017 Affidavit in Support of Application must be included (Attachment A, 
Section B). Applications submitted as a regional partnership must include a separate 
signed affidavit from each regional partner. 

 
5.2.2 Fulfillment piece that will be used for the destination in FY 2017. A fulfillment piece 

must be provided upon request. 
 

 
5.3 Attachment B: The Marketing Cooperative Opportunity Selection Sheet 

The Marketing Cooperative allows partners to leverage their resources in partnership with AOT; and for eligible 
partners to receive subsidized rates of fifty (50) percent for all pre-selected marketing opportunities listed on the 
Marketing Cooperative Opportunity Selection Sheet. 

The following outlines the process for making the Marketing Cooperative selections: 

5.3.1 Download the Excel version of the Opportunity Selection Sheet at  
https://tourism.az.gov/marketing-programs/partnership-opportunities and save the file to 
your computer.  Check the box of every co-op opportunity requested.  Partners shall select 
only one level of participation per opportunity. For example, if Sunset magazine May 2017 is 
selected, only one ad size shall be identified. 

 
5.3.2 Fill out the "Opportunity Selection Box" of the opportunities you wish to participate. 

 
Do so by filling in the forms using the existing drop-down menus or filling in the blank. 

Complete all of the forms in the row.   If completed properly, the total 
partner cost will appear on the right side of the selection box, and a grand total will appear at 
the bottom of the document. 

 
5.3.3 Save the file after filling in all your selections, and email it along with the Application form 

and Affidavit(s) to jdaer@tourism.az.gov. 
 

5.3.4 Selections will be awarded by AOT based on the availability of funds and availability of each 
opportunity.  All applicants may not receive every marketing opportunity requested. 

 
• Destination Videos production is limited to eight (8) partners. Final selection will be by 

lottery if necessary. Prior to signing the contract, the community or AOT has the 
opportunity to cancel the project. 

 
• Select ad opportunities are limited due to space.  If space limitations are exceeded, 

partners will be selected by lottery. 
 

• Trade and media missions have limited space. Applicants must demonstrate their 
commitment to participate by identifying the attendee, reserving the dates, and 
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budgeting for travel and related costs. If space limitations are exceeded, partners will be 
selected by lottery.  

 
Note: Publication costs identified on the Marketing Cooperative Opportunity Selection Sheet are listed as net 
rates for all media placements. Partners will be billed directly by the publisher at half the net insertion cost. 

 
Due to the specific nature of the Marketing Cooperative, once opportunities are approved no changes or 
cancellations are allowed unless a publication or marketing opportunity is cancelled. 

Fillable application forms are available on-line at https://tourism.az.gov/marketing-programs/partnership-  
opportunities.  The application forms must be completed and signed, and received by AOT via email at 
jdaer@tourism.az.gov, no later than Friday, June 17, 2016 at 5:00 p.m. Please contact Jamie Daer if you have 
any questions or concerns about the application process. 

Late applications will not be accepted. Incomplete applications will be ineligible. 
 

6 Ad Placement Requirements 
 

6.1 All ads must be received by AOT prior to the material deadline identified in the Marketing 
Cooperative Opportunity Profiles. E-mail the ad to Jamie Daer, Sr. Marketing Manager at  
jdaer@tourism.az.gov.  AOT approval for all ad creative is mandatory and may take up to five (5) 
business days from the date of receipt. 
 

6.2 Partner marketing tactics (banners, print ads, out-of-home, etc.) must promote visitation to 
Arizona only. References to other states are not allowed (e.g. promoting close proximity to 
another state).  

 
6.3 If an ad is placed without prior written AOT approval, AOT will not be responsible to pay any 

portion of the ad cost. The full advertisement cost will be the responsibility of the Marketing 
Cooperative participant. 

 
7 Project Effectiveness 

 
During FY 2017, AOT shall require each participant of the Marketing Cooperative to assess the project’s 
effectiveness by completing a mid-year progress report in January 2017, and a final report in September 
2017. This information will be used to compile pertinent data regarding the effectiveness of each media 
buy and the program as a whole. The reports will be collected through an online survey.  The following 
information is required: 

 
• Corresponding metrics including but not limited to: unique visits to the website, 

requests for information, and visitation (lodging, visitor center, attractions, and/or 
events). 

 
• The final report will also include questions assessing the satisfaction and effectiveness 

of the program. 
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The Marketing Cooperative 
FY 2017 Application 

Attachment A Section A 

 

 A complete and signed application must be emailed to, and received by, AOT no later than 5:00 p.m. Friday, June17, 2016 
 Incomplete and/or faxed applications will not be accepted. 

 
Section A: Applicant Administrative Information 

 
1. Entity Name: 

 

Doing Business As (if different from above)    
 

2. Physical Address: Street: City: State: AZ  Zip Code:   
 

3. Mailing Address (if different): PO Box: City: State: AZ  Zip Code:    
 

4. County (list all represented if regional applicant):    
 

5. Project Coordinator’s Name and Title:      

Telephone Number: Fax Number: E-mail:    

6. Destination Website:    
 

7. The applicant has a current fulfillment piece for the destination. Yes 
 

8. Is this application being submitted for a regional partnership? Yes No 
 

If Yes, list all partners contributing to the regional Marketing Cooperative effort starting with the lead applying entity. 
Note: A regional partnership must be comprised of at least three (3) DMOs and each entity must sign and attach an affidavit in 
support of application, (Attachment A, Section B). 

 

 
 

9. Two signatures are required in order to process this application. 
 
 

Signature Date:     
(Project Coordinator) 

Printed Name: Title: Organization: 
  

 

Signature Date:     
(Administrative Official) 

Printed Name: Title: Organization: 
   

  

List Regional Partners: 
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Attachment A Section B 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

The Marketing Cooperative 
FY 2017 Affidavit in Support of Application 

 
I am submitting this completed affidavit at the request of The Arizona Office of Tourism for the purpose of making an 
application for a public benefit or privilege. I hereby certify that I am a duly authorized representative of the 
organization identified below with the principal address as follows: 

Organization:    

Physical Address: 

Amount contributing to the Marketing Cooperative:   $ 
 

Source of funding: 
 

 

REGIONAL PARTNERSHIPS MUST SUBMIT A SEPARATE, SIGNED AFFIDAVIT FOR EACH REGIONAL PARTNER 
 

I further certify that the above referenced organization is one of the types of organizations listed below: (Please check the 
appropriate box) 

 

An organization recognized as the official destination marketing organization by a city or town. 
 

A Tribal entity promoting tourism. 
 

An Arizona based statewide tourism association. 
 

I recognize that pursuant to Arizona Law, perjury constitutes a class 4 felony under A.R.S. Sec 13-2702 and a false 
swearing constitutes a class 6 felony pursuant to A.R.S. Sec 13-2703. 

 

 
  

(Signature of Administrative Official)  (Printed Name)  

Title:    
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Attachment B  
   

 
 

Section B: Opportunity Selection Sheet 
 

Behavioral Targeting (Arizona Travelers) 
Packaged Digital Media 
Behavioral Targeting (Arizona Travelers) 

 
 

Content Marketing 
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Attachment B  
   

 
 

Content Marketing Con’t 
 

 

 
 
 

Destination Video 
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Attachment B  
   

 
Display Ads 
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Attachment B  
   

Display Ads Con’t 
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Attachment B  
   
 

eNewsletter 
 

 
 

Mobile 
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Attachment B  
   

 
Mobile Con’t 
 

 
 
Retargeting 
 

 
 
Search Marketing 
 

 
 

Shared Opportunities 
 Placements are included in multi-page Arizona sections, where AOT purchases the first page and the remaining pages are filled with partner ads and advertorial. 
 
Print - Inflight 
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Attachment B  
   

Print – Inflight Con’t  
 

 
 
Print – Magazine 
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Attachment B  
   

Print – Local/Regional Magazine  
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13  



Attachment B  
   

Print – Local/Regional Magazine Con’t.  
 

 
 
Print – Newsprint 
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Attachment B  
   
 

Print – Newsprint Con’t 
 

 
 
 

Individual Ad Buys – As a reminder, these ad buys shall not exceed $15,000 half net rate. 
  
Print - Magazine 
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Print – Magazine Con’t. 
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Print – Magazine Con’t. 
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Print – Magazine Con’t. 
 

 
 
 

Out-of-Home  
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Digital Outdoor Billboards 
 

 

 
 
 

Trade & Media Missions – As a reminder, these rates do not include travel and shipping expenses. 
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Trade & Media Missions Con’t. 
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Arizona Office of Tourism 
Travel & Tourism Works for Arizona Brochure 2016 

(Good News Travels Fast)
Section 6



















Arizona Office of Tourism 

Arizona Official State Visitor's Guide  

Digital Version 2016 

http://www.nxtbook.com/nxtbooks/madden/az_ovg16/ 

http://www.nxtbook.com/nxtbooks/madden/az_ovg16/



