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Section 1: Executive Summary

Snowmobiling provides a major recreational opportunity in Idaho given the State’s climatic
conditions and mountainous terrain. In addition to the enjoyment provided by snowmobiling, it
generates significant impacts in terms of employment and economic activity in many counties
and for the State as a whole. In order to estimate the economic importance of snowmobiling in
Idaho, the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR) contracted with the Department of
Economics at Boise State University (BSU) to perform this study of snowmobiling on a county-

by-county basis and statewide.

The economic impacts from snowmobiling stem from expenditures on items such as
snowmobiles themselves, trailers, parts, and related equipment and as well as from spending
that occurs when snowmobiling trips are made. We used the population of registrations that
were in the IDPR system in July of 2015 to create a sample of households to be surveyed (see
Appendix A). We also used the same population to extrapolate the findings of our surveys and

estimate the annual economic significance and impact of snowmobiling. We find that:

e 35,564 snowmobiles were registered in Idaho (including those registered by businesses).
e We estimate that these snowmobiles were taken on 190,675 trips. Of these, 162,817
were day trips and 27,858 were overnight trips
e The 18,023 households that own one or more snowmobiles spent approximately $197.5
million on:
o Snowmobiles and Related Equipment: $57.0 million
o Maintenance and Repair: $4.8 million
o Fuel: $42 million
o Lodging (including camping): $17 million
o Food and Beverages: $44 million
o Storage $0.4 million

o Other Retail: $31 million

As expected, snowmobile ownership and usage are concentrated in the most populated
counties and those that have favorable terrain and winter conditions: Ada, Bannock, Bonneville,

Canyon, Kootenai, Twin Falls, and Valley. Ada County ranks highest in terms of spending on



snowmobiles and related equipment but was not among the top counties in terms of trip
related expenditures. Valley and Fremont counties do not rank among the top counties in
terms of expenditures on snowmobiles and related equipment, but rank first and second
respectively in the state in terms of total expenditures due to large trip related (fuel, lodging
and food) expenditures. Valley, Fremont and Ada are the top 3 counties in terms of total

spending on snowmobiling.

The primary purpose of the study is to estimate the economic impact of snowmobiling activity
in the State. This is measured as the amount of employment, income, and output that is
directly and indirectly related to the spending on snowmobiling. Snowmobile owners spent
over $197.5 million on snowmobiles, related equipment, fuel, lodging, food, and other retail
during the 12-month period of July 2015-June 2016. The sales of the retailers increased and, as
a result, the employment, income, and sales of local output increased. Some of this spending
became income to the retailers selling these goods and services. The retailers and their
employees were then able to increase their spending, thereby generating additional economic
activity. Thus, the total economic impact of the $197.5 million in spending by snowmobile users
on employment, income, and output is greater than the impact of just the spending by

snowmobile owners. The results for the State can be summarized as follows.

e The spending of $197.5 million:
o Increases employment by 4,062.
o Increases labor income?! by $108.2 million.
o Increases value added, which is the summation of labor income, interest, rent,
and profit, by $160.7 million.

o Increases output of locally produced goods and services by $157.3 million.

Finally, we repeat the above analysis (extrapolation of survey findings for estimating economic
significance and impact of snowmobiling for the State) for the larger population of snowmobile
registrations and households that were entered in the IDPR system by August 1%, 2016. This

analysis has the advantage of capturing snowmobile registrations that occurred during the

! Defined by IMPLAN as “all forms of employment income, including Employee Compensation (wages and benefits)
and Proprietor Income”.



2015-16 season, after July of 2015. Since this is not the population that the sample of surveys

was drawn from, the estimated numbers may have a larger margin of error.

Using this larger population of snowmobiling registrations to extrapolate the findings of our

surveys and estimate the annual economic significance and impact of snowmobiling, we find

that:

e 41,689 snowmobiles were registered in Idaho by August 1, 2016 (including those

registered by businesses).

e The 20,752 households in this larger population that own one or more snowmobiles

spent approximately a total of $223.4 million on:

o

o

(@]

Snowmobiles and Related Equipment: $61.6 million
Maintenance and Repair: $5.5 million

Fuel: $48.5 million

Lodging (including camping): $19.4 million

Food and Beverages: $51.2 million

Storage $0.46 million

Other Retail: $36.7 million

We find that the estimated household spending of $223.4 million:

Increases employment by 4,521.

Increases labor income by $118.3 million.

Increases value added, which is the summation of labor income, interest, rent,
and profit, by $175 million.

Increases output of locally produced goods and services by $173.5 million.



Section 2: Introduction

This report provides estimates of the economic impact of snowmobiling on the Idaho economy.
Economic impact analyses of programs for various parks and recreation departments across the
country have been generated since the formulation of Input-Output methodology and cost-
benefit analysis in economics®3. The economic effects of these programs, in addition to the
recreational opportunities provided, are of interest to policymakers. In this report, we estimate
the economic role of snowmobiling in terms of its impact on the State and for each of the
counties. The results of this study provide valuable information to state and local officials

charged with making responsible decisions regarding the use of public funds.

This report is organized as follows. Sections 1 and 2 are the Executive Summary and
Introduction, respectively. Section 3 reports estimates of the various types of spending that
“trigger” the economic impacts on sales and employment. Section 4 describes the economic
impact model used to estimate the impacts of snowmobiling for Idaho and each of its 44

counties. Section 5 presents the overall conclusions of this report.

Economic impact analyses are data intensive endeavors. They require information on a wide
range of consumption activities undertaken by a diverse set of economic actors. For this report,
we devised and implemented a plan for data collection that relied on survey and secondary
data sources. Our goal was to deliver the most accurate estimate of the economic impact of
snowmobiling for the State of Idaho. The estimates for this report are based on estimates of
expenditures made by registration holders for the purchase, use, and maintenance of their
snowmobiles. We also include the activity of firms involved in snowmobile rentals. Data were
collected via paper and electronic surveys as well as through the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the
Census Bureau, and the Idaho Department of Transportation. The survey provided a large
amount of data that were used to describe the patterns of snowmobiling activities as well as to

estimate the economic impacts through the use of a standard economic model known as Input-

2 Leontief, W. W. (1986).
3 Weisbrod, G., Weisbrod, B. (1997).



Output Analysis. The procedures for obtaining survey data are described in the following

section and the description of Input-Output Analysis is provided in Section 4.

The data used for the analysis in this study were based on a survey of snowmobile owners. The
IDPR provided the research team with snowmobiling registration information on all 35,564
snowmobiles registered in Idaho by the end of June 2015. Each registration included the name,
address, and county of residence, as well as snowmobile information such as the type, year,
make, model, description, and recreation/use areas (counties or locations). The survey itself

and sampling techniques employed are described below.

Survey Description. The survey contained three major sections focused on the trips and

expenditures relating to snowmobiling over the previous twelve months. The first section
focused on the number, locations, and expenditures of day trips. For each outing, recipients
were asked about the counties visited and the month of each outing. They were also asked
about the location most frequently visited, the number of adults and children in the party, and
their expenditures on food, beverages, fuel and other expenses. The second section focused on
overnight trips. Most questions were similar to those in the day trip section of the survey.
Survey recipients were asked the number, locations, and expenditures of overnight
snowmobiling trips. Recipients were asked about the number of overnight outings, the month
of these outings and the number of nights spent for each trip. They were also asked for
information about the location most frequently visited, the length of stays, number of people in
the party, and expenditures on lodging, food, fuel and other expenses related to the trip in both
the home county and the destination county. Finally, the third section of the survey focused on
the expenditures relating to snowmobile ownership and maintenance, including purchases of
snowmobiles, trailers, snowmobile-related equipment, maintenance, modifications, storage,
and other purchases. The same survey questions were asked in the mailed survey and the

online survey. A sample survey and the associated cover letter are provided in Appendix A.



Sampling and Response Rates. Of the 35,564 entries for registered snowmobiles, the research

team eliminated 3,146 registrants who did not reside in Idaho or the nearby states of
Washington, Wyoming, Utah, Montana, Oregon, and California. This choice of nearby states
occurred so that the present report is comparable to the one conducted for powerboating in
Idaho by the same author group?. It is important to note that this decision has implications for
our findings since registrations from Minnesota and North Dakota are not studied here. We
elaborate on this point in the Conclusions section. For the remaining 32,418 registrations, the
research team removed all businesses from the dataset, thereby reducing the registration
population to 30,618. In order to make these registration data suitable for survey sampling, the
research team corrected the dataset for inconsistencies in spelling and other minor

typographical errors in the names of the towns, cities, and counties.

The research team then reduced the dataset from the level of individual snowmobile
registrations to the level of households in order to obtain a sample of representative
households. We did this by eliminating “duplicate registrants” on the basis of Last Name and
Address. For example, if multiple entries appeared for people with the last name “Smith” at a
specific address, we counted them as a single entry. This step reduces our dataset to 18,023
entries which we consider our household population (households owning at least one
snowmobile). The research team then developed a random sample of 15,452 households with
snowmobile registrations out of the household population of 18,023. Table 1 shows the
distribution of these households across counties. Given the potential of errors in the addresses
of the sampled households due to families moving etc., the research team maintained the
remaining households in the population of snowmobile owners as a back-up sample (randomly

ordered) in the case of a need for additional households to survey.

In order to ensure that a significant number of households from small Idaho counties were
included in the study, the research team devised the following sampling rule. For counties with
more than 1,000 households, a random selection of 65% of the households was taken. For all

other counties (with less than 1,000 households), we sampled 100% of the households. A total

4 Black et al. 2016



of 15,452 paper surveys were mailed to households in May 2016 with the option to return the

completed survey via mail or to take an online survey using the Qualtrics survey program.

The results of the sampling strategy and response rates by county can be seen in Table 1 on
page 8. The average response rate was 16.4%, with rates ranging from 0.0% in Clark County to
27.9% in Benewah County. The data from the paper survey responses were entered in Excel,
following the formatting of the electronic survey responses. The latter dataset was then
appended to the former. Registration data, excluding personal identifiers, was then merged

with the survey response data.

The results of the survey provide two major types of information. The first is the use patterns of
snowmobiles on a county-by-county basis and the amounts that users spent, both in their
home county and the destination counties, on snowmobiling recreational activities and
equipment. This gives a clear picture of the locations most used across the state, the type of
use, and the originating location of users for each destination. The second type of information
garnered through the survey data pertains to the spending on snowmobiling activities both
statewide and for each county. In order to estimate the economic impacts of these
expenditures, the research team used a standard Input-Output Analysis methodology to
calculate the impacts on incomes, employment, and output attributable to snowmobiling. The
major findings about trips and expenditures on snowmobiling and the economic impacts are
provided in the following section. A more detailed explanation of the methodology used to
estimate the numbers used in the I-O analysis for in this study is provided in Appendix 2 of this

report.



Table 1. Idaho Snowmobile Registrations and Survey Data by County or State of Registration

County of Snowmobile Count Total Idaho Snowmobile Number of Sampled Surveys Survey
Origin (Household-owned) Households Households Returned Response Rate
01-Ada 3315 1857 1208 226 18.7%
02-Adams 136 81 81 14 17.3%
03-Bannock 1094 647 647 118 18.2%
04-Bear Lake 384 236 236 38 16.1%
05-Benewah 207 122 122 34 27.9%
06-Bingham 1068 533 533 94 17.6%
07-Blaine 591 368 368 57 15.5%
08-Boise 200 123 123 31 25.2%
09-Bonner 763 511 510 86 16.9%
10-Bonneville 2268 1379 896 146 16.3%
11-Boundary 165 117 117 12 10.3%
12-Butte 61 43 43 9 20.9%
13-Camas 85 51 51 12 23.5%
14-Canyon 1321 733 731 106 14.5%
15-Caribou 246 137 137 18 13.1%
16-Cassia 579 279 279 43 15.4%
17-Clark 8 4 4 0 0.0%
18-Clearwater 150 92 92 21 22.8%
19-Custer 152 86 86 18 20.9%
20-Elmore 298 194 194 34 17.5%
21-Franklin 304 187 187 27 14.4%
22-Fremont 894 517 518 80 15.4%
23-Gem 161 94 94 20 21.3%
24-Gooding 301 163 163 26 16.0%
25-Idaho 456 299 299 44 14.7%
26-Jefferson 852 493 493 66 13.4%
27-Jerome 398 212 212 33 15.6%
28-Kootenai 1789 1137 739 127 17.2%
29-Latah 271 161 161 41 25.5%
30-Lemhi 133 88 88 13 14.8%
31-Lewis 100 59 59 11 18.6%
32-Lincoln 88 49 49 8 16.3%
33-Madison 653 385 385 50 13.0%
34-Minidoka 412 225 225 36 16.0%
35-Nez Perce 414 267 268 59 22.0%
36-Oneida 67 42 42 3 7.1%
37-Owyhee 87 50 50 10.0%
38-Payette 122 86 86 10.5%
39-Power 156 85 85 13 15.3%
40-Shoshone 295 201 201 30 14.9%
41-Teton 399 259 259 30 11.6%
42-Twin Falls 1162 628 628 88 14.0%
43-Valley 767 481 481 94 19.5%
44-Washington 99 62 62 17 27.4%
45-CA 330 191 191 14 7.3%
46-MT 930 563 563 104 18.5%
47-OR 456 276 276 39 14.1%
48-UT 2091 1150 748 106 14.2%
49-WA 3007 1823 1185 203 17.1%
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50-WY 333 197 197 17 8.6%

Total 30618 18023 15452 2530 16.4%

Section 3: Description of Major Findings
This section describes the major findings of this study in terms of the usage patterns of

snowmobiling at the county level, the expenditures associated with snowmobiling trips, and

spending on snowmobiles and related equipment as well as maintenance and repair.

This study focuses on two types of activities, day trips and overnight trips. Based on the
estimated number of households and the response rates for each county, the research team
estimates that a total of 190,675 snowmobiling trips were taken to Idaho destinations during
the sample period.” The vast majority of trips, 162,817 were day trips and the remaining
27,858 were overnight trips. In general, the counties with the highest number of day trips were
also those with the highest number of overnight trips. The top ten Idaho counties for estimated
day trips were, in the order from highest: Fremont, Valley, Bonner, Shoshone, Franklin, Camas,
Idaho, Boise, EImore and Bonneville; with day trips to Fremont county being the most frequent
(Table 2). For overnight trips, Fremont ranked first as well. The remaining Idaho counties in the
top ten for overnight trips were Valley, ElImore, Custer, Idaho, Bonner, Shoshone, Bonneville,
Clearwater, and Caribou (Table 5). The full distribution of the estimated day and overnight

snowmobiling trips for each Idaho destination county are presented in Tables 2 and 5.

5 The estimation process is explained in more detail in Appendix B.
10



Table 2. Idaho Snowmobiling Trips by Destination County

Destination County

Est. Number of Day Trips

Est. Number of Overnight Trips

Overnight Trips as a
Percentage of All Trips

01-Ada 117 15 11.4%
02-Adams 3,410 391 10.3%
03-Bannock 2,769 171 5.8%
04-Bear Lake 4,149 160 3.7%
05-Benewah 690 29 4.0%
06-Bingham 1,117 62 5.2%
07-Blaine 3,508 416 10.6%
08-Boise 5,917 194 3.2%
09-Bonner 10,319 1,100 9.6%
10-Bonneville 5,529 602 9.8%
11-Boundary 2,721 87 3.1%
12-Butte 496 - 0.0%
13-Camas 6,248 283 4.3%
14-Canyon 19 26 57.3%
15-Caribou 3,410 431 11.2%
16-Cassia 3,916 209 5.1%
17-Clark 972 - 0.0%
18-Clearwater 3,410 592 14.8%
19-Custer 4,110 1,702 29.3%
20-Elmore 5,713 1,869 24.7%
21-Franklin 6,364 259 3.9%
22-Fremont 27,449 9,559 25.8%
23-Gem 185 - 0.0%
24-Gooding 29 - 0.0%
25-Idaho 6,209 1,529 19.8%
26-Jefferson 369 - 0.0%
27-Jerome 10 43 81.6%
28-Kootenai 5,237 212 3.9%
29-Latah 1,040 396 27.6%
30-Lemhi 972 10 1.0%
31-Lewis 10 - 0.0%
32-Lincoln 19 9 32.0%
33-Madison 2,050 10 0.5%
34-Minidoka 126 - 0.0%
35-Nez Perce 748 63 7.8%
36-Oneida 49 23 31.9%
37-Owyhee 447 64 12.5%
38-Payette - 39 100.0%
39-Power 583 - 0.0%
40-Shoshone 7,822 963 11.0%
41-Teton 2,740 47 1.7%
42-Twin Falls 3,605 146 3.9%
43-Valley 27,342 6,139 18.3%
44-Washington 874 6 0.7%
Statewide Totals 162,817 27,858 14.6%

11



When recreationists go on day or overnight snowmobiling trips, they have expenditures for a
variety of goods and services. These trip-related expenditures plus the spending on equipment
and maintenance generate increased economic activity and employment. These initial
increases in spending are referred to as the Direct Effects. The spending on these categories
creates increased demand for the goods and services provided by other sectors in the Idaho
economy. These inter-industry sales are called the Indirect Effects of the increased spending.
Every time industry sales increase, income generated by the industry increases and the
recipients of these wages, salaries, interest, rent, and profit will increase their spending on a
variety of products and services. This increased household spending is called the Induced

Effects. The Total Effect is the Direct Effect plus Indirect Effect and plus Induced Effect.

For example, snowmobilers buy fuel, i.e. the Direct Effect, which requires purchases from
suppliers to the retail fuel dealers, i.e. the Indirect Effect. The increased household income,
wages, salaries, interest, rent and profit, causes households to buy more groceries and other
goods and services, i.e. the Induced Effect. As described in greater detail in Section Four, the
initial spending on equipment and trips are the inputs into the Input-Output Analysis that are
used in this report to estimate the economic impacts of snowmobiling in Idaho. In Input-Output
analysis expenditures related to snowmobiling were tracked in several categories relevant to
snowmobiles and related equipment and maintenance as well as spending related to
snowmobiling trips, including fuel, lodging, food and beverage spending at retails stores and
restaurants, sporting goods, snowmobile rental, and other retail spending categories. Table 3
lists spending that occurred in each county by category. These spending amounts comprise the
inputs entered into the Input-Output model. These are the expenditures that “trigger” the

additional spending and employment known as the multiplier effects.
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Table 3. Spending on Snowmobiling Related Products and Services by County in Which the Money was

Spent (in dollars)

County Snowmobiles, Maintenance Storage Snowmobile = Campsites Food and Other Total

Trailers, and Repair and Vehicle and Beverages Retail
Equipment, Fuel Overnight Including
and Parts Lodging Restaurants

Ada 13,501,838 721,359 129,824 2,797,484 102,542 2,516,537 2,413,490 22,183,075
Adams 108,882 60,444 907 700,711 191,648 886,538 838,856 2,787,986
Bannock 2,701,679 267,793 19,250 1,006,265 236,694 816,429 2,006,965 7,055,075
Bear Lake 251,412 56,359 0 694,697 207,234 419,302 360,983 1,989,987
Benewah 280,544 44,380 0 553,912 57,715 530,698 648,491 2,115,740
Bingham 2,052,735 139,002 1,618 933,774 0 554,990 328,386 4,010,505
Blaine 1,838,613 150,554 2,714 838,369 180,024 1,215,141 2,257,270 6,482,685
Boise 94,309 35,241 4,444 454,852 93,264 489,599 199,051 1,370,761
Bonner 1,070,749 155,647 11,233 1,966,347 609,519 2,231,184 971,263 7,015,942
Bonneville 4,526,970 459,130 23,657 2,069,445 45,850 1,362,375 1,203,970 9,691,396
Boundary 135,044 24,338 0 442,378 15,885 410,771 130,031 1,158,446
Butte 34,098 5,719 0 112,388 0 98,739 20,521 271,465
Camas 79,872 24,928 0 315,097 53,092 506,068 203,182 1,182,237
Canyon 3,654,415 202,027 1,106 1,208,732 207,780 989,166 856,371 7,119,597
Caribou 193,912 66,420 0 724,861 23,607 547,299 181,609 1,737,708
Cassia 1,097,162 80,392 5,846 615,222 33,022 638,712 888,884 3,359,239
Clark 5,900 0 0 96,592 0 67,972 6,133 176,596
Clearwater 80,740 13,067 500 431,344 80,881 584,999 267,224 1,458,754
Custer 46,426 37,566 2,606 755,197 480,711 848,798 198,808 2,370,111
Elmore 414,994 106,432 9,300 1,295,494 788,383 998,746 621,453 4,234,801
Franklin 1,357,681 79,178 0 1,168,942 31,078 708,511 272,309 3,617,700
Fremont 1,259,669 164,240 15,460 6,018,604 6,222,984 8,188,340 3,553,899 25,423,195
Gem 71,234 15,152 0 96,430 0 55,481 20,539 258,837
Gooding 102,420 74,019 0 197,680 0 156,563 160,145 690,828
Idaho 1,005,884 131,328 9,120 535,676 66,769 1,176,825 512,922 3,438,524
Jefferson 1,072,214 154,604 14,926 511,911 14,242 322,626 268,994 2,359,517
Jerome 824,963 65,819 1,188 227,595 0 187,079 249,440 1,556,084
Kootenai 4,914,595 351,036 50,603 2,058,580 179,780 1,162,643 1,525,320 10,242,557
Latah 143,699 37,471 764 452,423 59,775 336,100 312,913 1,343,145
Lemhi 296,157 19,805 0 77,082 0 63,702 38,222 494,969
Lewis 38,341 8,447 0 75,943 0 57,217 54,744 234,693
Lincoln 60,850 15,012 776 65,231 0 20,975 38,057 200,901
Madison 3,728,550 148,984 22,460 631,088 28,498 467,136 366,927 5,393,643
Minidoka 604,513 65,181 2,113 427,243 94,737 425,341 140,063 1,759,190
Nez Perce 939,067 102,487 151 731,425 43,473 533,798 540,824 2,891,225
Oneida 133,920 0 0 12,036 0 28,332 4,883 179,172
Owyhee 27,344 5,438 0 10,494 0 8,869 57,362 109,505
Payette 1,126,838 32,533 12,200 263,920 5,053 216,710 208,559 1,865,813
Power 153,707 33,540 1,040 160,699 0 144,979 48,576 542,541
Shoshone 514,972 60,196 2,791 970,178 132,927 1,121,588 1,375,245 4,177,896
Teton 636,943 70,789 12,552 445,291 56,336 612,187 189,855 2,023,954
Twin Falls 4,383,813 337,487 14,491 1,134,121 66,353 853,047 909,583 7,698,895
Valley 1,306,643 194,472 28,194 7,701,530 6,448,314 10,822,232 6,395,556 32,896,941
Washington 160,399 10,127 0 92,098 0 88,590 8,472 359,687

Totals 57,034,710 4,828,140 401,834 42,079,379 16,858,172 44,472,933 31,856,349 197,531,518
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As seen in Table 3, spending related to snowmobiling totals about 197.5 million dollars
statewide. The top counties in terms of total spending are, in order, Valley (32.9mil.), Fremont
(25.4 mil.), Ada (22.2mil.), Kootenai (10.2mil.), Bonneville (9.7mil.), Twin Falls (7.7 mil.),
Bannock (7.05 mil.), Bonner (7.02 mil.), Blaine (6.48 mil.), and Madison (5.4 mil.). Total
snowmobiling related expenditures are substantially higher in Fremont, Valley and Ada counties
relative to the next county, Kootenai, in the list above. Of note is that the mix of spending for
equipment, maintenance, and storage relative to trip-related expenditures varies significantly
across these counties. For example, in Ada and Twin Falls, annual spending on snowmobiles,
trailers, and related equipment and parts comprise the bulk of snowmobiling spending. In other
counties, such as Valley and Fremont counties, trip related expenditures are more important

than equipment expenditures.

Next, we look carefully at the day and overnight trip expenditures by destination county. Tables
4 and 5 in next two pages provide detailed summaries and a numerical description on how
snowmobilers spend money while on snowmobiling trips. Table 4 shows the day trip
expenditures by county and Table 5 shows the overnight trip expenditures by county. These
expenditure numbers do not include the non-trip related expenses such as the purchases of

new and used snowmobiles, trailers, modification, maintenance, and repair, and storage.
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Table 4. Day Trip (DT) Snowmobiling Expenditures by Destination County for Residents and Non-

Residents of that County

Non-Resident

Day Trips Expenditures ($) Expenditures ($) Spending ($) Total .Of
Spending
01-Ada 117 4,613,057 39,921 4,652,978 0.86%
02-Adams 3,410 174,518 1,826,424 2,000,943 91.28%
03-Bannock 2,769 2,386,552 332,839 2,719,391 12.24%
04-Bear Lake 4,149 587,135 583,957 1,171,093 49.86%
05-Benewah 690 963,061 192,561 1,155,622 16.66%
06-Bingham 1,117 903,723 156,759 1,060,482 14.78%
07-Blaine 3,508 2,469,083 841,198 3,310,281 25.41%
08-Boise 5,917 403,201 542,595 945,796 57.37%
09-Bonner 10,319 1,896,147 2,045,382 3,941,529 51.89%
10-Bonneville 5,529 2,426,569 706,917 3,133,486 22.56%
11-Boundary 2,721 107,211 703,916 811,127 86.78%
12-Butte 496 189,748 15,105 204,852 7.37%
13-Camas 6,248 226,018 539,554 765,572 70.48%
14-Canyon 19 1,854,173 0 1,854,173 0.00%
15-Caribou 3,410 562,758 737,126 1,299,884 56.71%
16-Cassia 3,916 736,920 960,489 1,697,409 56.59%
17-Clark 972 0 170,696 170,696 100.00%
18-Clearwater 3,410 292,233 704,078 996,311 70.67%
19-Custer 4,110 305,868 821,216 1,127,084 72.86%
20-Elmore 5,713 490,210 752,434 1,242,644 60.55%
21-Franklin 6,364 355,776 1,599,118 1,954,894 81.80%
22-Fremont 27,449 1,949,482 7,434,262 9,383,743 79.22%
23-Gem 185 114,579 0 114,579 0.00%
24-Gooding 29 422,488 0 422,488 0.00%
25-1daho 6,209 767,658 1,137,150 1,904,808 59.70%
26-Jefferson 369 741,627 37,306 778,932 4.79%
27-Jerome 10 558,638 0 558,638 0.00%
28-Kootenai 5,237 2,156,695 752,819 2,909,514 25.87%
29-Latah 1,040 588,955 94,717 683,672 13.85%
30-Lemhi 972 120,574 43,814 164,388 26.65%
31-Lewis 10 117,918 0 117,918 0.00%
32-Lincoln 19 109,963 194 110,157 0.18%
33-Madison 2,050 740,585 270,978 1,011,563 26.79%
34-Minidoka 126 622,031 0 622,031 0.00%
35-Nez Perce 748 673,406 16,567 689,974 2.40%
36-Oneida 49 20,081 21,151 41,232 51.30%
37-Owyhee 447 15,515 4,827 20,342 23.73%
38-Payette - 640,048 0 640,048 0.00%
39-Power 583 131,956 0 131,956 0.00%
40-Shoshone 7,822 1,174,122 1,629,490 2,803,613 58.12%
41-Teton 2,740 536,252 513,229 1,049,482 48.90%
42-Twin Falls 3,605 1,344,946 241,158 1,586,104 15.20%
43-Valley 27,342 2,184,015 11,404,228 13,588,243 83.93%
44-Washington 874 146,979 29,384 176,363 16.66%
Statewide Totals 162,817 37,822,473 37,903,560 75,726,033 50.1%

15



Estimated Non-Resident
oy \mberol QTR O eraimy Spendnaaes
Tripsg P P P J Total of Spending
01-Ada 15 2,501,539 2,569 2,504,108 0.10%
02-Adams 391 36,962 499,129 536,091 93.11%
03-Bannock 171 956,122 60,667 1,016,789 5.97%
04-Bear Lake 160 2,720 488,116 490,836 99.45%
05-Benewah 29 555,500 38,325 593,825 6.45%
06-Bingham 62 626,742 3,190 629,932 0.51%
07-Blaine 416 623,970 438,172 1,062,142 41.25%
08-Boise 194 5,330 272,140 277,470 98.08%
09-Bonner 1,100 147,263 1,536,514 1,683,776 91.25%
10-Bonneville 602 1,094,139 55,840 1,149,979 4.86%
11-Boundary 87 2,274 158,851 161,125 98.59%
12-Butte - 13,642 0 13,642 0.00%
13-Camas 283 1,042 290,446 291,489 99.64%
14-Canyon 26 1,152,739 0 1,152,739 0.00%
15-Caribou 431 30,004 102,267 132,271 77.32%
16-Cassia 209 361,866 17,467 379,332 4.60%
17-Clark - 0 0 0 0.00%
18-Clearwater 592 114,868 240,552 355,420 67.68%
19-Custer 1,702 27,315 1,108,096 1,135,410 97.59%
20-Elmore 1,869 1,524,028 855,403 2,379,430 35.95%
21-Franklin 259 41,770 128,840 170,610 75.52%
22-Fremont 9,559 1,392 14,467,637 14,469,030 99.99%
23-Gem - 43,681 0 43,681 0.00%
24-Gooding - 46