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Economic Effects of Higher Parking Fees for the Valle Country Fair 

Abstract. The Valle Country Fair is a large church bazaar held in Valle Crucis, NC the third 

Saturday of October. The fair features crafts, food and mountain music and draws over 10,000 

visitors each year. Ten percent of vendor revenue is donated to the organizers and used to fund 

grants for local service organizations. In 2012 we conducted a survey of visitors to the fair to 

determine economic impacts and the effects of alternative parking scenarios. Under conservative 

assumptions we estimate that the economic impact is about $1 million. In order to help the 

organizers better understand historic traffic problems we asked respondents about their return 

visitation behavior and how their behavior might change with various parking fees and if an 

offsite/shuttle option was available. We analyze the data with a fixed effects probit model and 

find that return visitation falls with increases in parking fees and with the offsite/shuttle option. 

Using this model we simulate the effects of alternative parking fees on parking revenue, vendor 

revenue and economic impacts. As parking fees rise we reestimate economic impacts with the 

spending of those who state that they would not return the following year removed assuming that 

the first time visitors alternatively (a) remains constant and (b) behaves similarly to return 

visitors. The Valle Country Fair will raise its parking fee from $5 to $10 in 2014. These results 

should provide insights on the potential impacts of the higher fees.In this study the economic 

impact (EI) of the Valle Country Fair is examined.  

Key Words: Length of Stay, Party Size, Tourism Expenditures, Economic Impact, Revisit 

Intention, Willingness to Pay 

JEL Codes: L83 F62 
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Introduction 

The Valle Country Fair (VCF) comes to Valle Crucis once a year, on the third Saturday 

of October. The VCF is sponsored by the Holy Cross Church of Valle Crucis. The 34th annual 

fair took place in 2012. The fair is described as a large bazaar with over 100 booths set up to sell 

arts and crafts, as well as food. The crafts that are sold are created by the exhibitor of the booth. 

The VCF also has entertainment performances throughout the day.  Last year over 10,000 people 

attended the event. The fair is free to attend, however they do charge $5 per car for parking, as 

well as a general fee of $10 per application and $30 for booth registration in order to exhibit at 

the fair. The fair asks all exhibitors to donate ten percent of their gross profit to the church who 

in turn funnel that money to High Country Organizations. The purpose of this paper is to 

examine economic effects of the differential parking fees for the VCF through a few different 

constraints.  

Literature Review 

 Taks, Kesenne, Chalip, and Green (2011) studied the different analyses used to examine 

the impact of a medium sized sporting event. They started with EI, comparing it to the number of 

a basic cost-benefit analysis. The numbers varied greatly between the two analyses. They 

discussed the issue of the EI not taking into account costs, such as the cost of building the 

stadium, as a negative, and therefore placing all of that money into a benefit column. The cost-

benefit analysis is more accurate in discovering the true impact of an event. However, the cost-

benefit analysis requires a lot of information to be accurate. Even the one used in this experiment 

was not a true cost-benefit analysis, as numerous things went unanalyzed due to time. 

 Pamaela, Hallman, and Zhang (2012) looked at marathons taking place in Germany, 

examining the people participating in the marathon, as well as spectators. They examined factors 
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likely to contribute to the amount of money spent at the event. One of the main thing they 

examined was the difference in spending in different cities. More importantly, however, they 

examined revisit intention, looking at what factors would make a person more likely to revisit a 

marathon. They examined the image the survey participant had of the event, the role they played 

at the event - coach, spectator, runner - what city the race took place in, and their satisfaction 

level. The study found that one of the most important things in determining whether a person 

would revisit is the level of satisfaction they reached because of the event. 

 Jang and Feng (2007) did a meta-analysis from data collected about individuals whom 

had travelled outside of the country. From this data they constructed a revisit intention model to 

find what made a person more likely to return to a destination, focusing on novelty seeking and 

satisfaction from the event. They examined how the effects differed with length of visit. For 

short-term, which was one year or less, the length of time between different VCFs, they found 

that satisfaction was something that was very important in discovering whether or not someone 

would return to the destination.  

 Kaplanidou and Gibson (2010) also looked at revisit intention and how satisfaction, event 

image, attitude toward the event, and past participation effected the probability of return. They 

found that everything except past participation and destination image were significant. However, 

the attitude toward the event was used to create the destination image, and that path was found to 

be significant. 

Model and Data 

The data on the VCF was gathered by a survey emailed to the attendees of the events. Out 

of the 10,000 people who attended the event 610 volunteered to participate in the online survey 

and 265 people responded. The sample size for the first estimate was 98 after removing people 
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who lived in the area, as well as people who did not answer the questions used to estimate EI. 

Local attendees were found by removing anyone who did not stay overnight, assuming people 

who were local or within driving range would not stay in the area overnight. This number was 

also used to obtain the second estimate of EI divided by the average numbers of events attended 

by people, which was 3.08. The sample size was reduced to better obtain a spending that was as 

result of the VCF; if a person visited three events, the amount of money they spent in total is 

spread out over the three events.  The sample size was further reduced to 37 for the third, more 

conservative estimate, removing all participants whose primary reason for visiting the area was 

not to attend the VCF, as well as those removed for the first estimate. The reduction was done to 

more accurately see the amount of spending the VCF attracted; if the VCF wasn’t the primary 

reason for visit, it is likely that the money they spent was because of a different event. Primary 

reason for visit was a question asked on the survey. The model to predict whether a person was 

willing to pay a higher price used the entire population in order to obtain its estimate. The 

variables that were used are described in Table 1 and summarized in Table 2 for the first and 

second model, as well as the estimate for willingness-to pay. The third, conservative model was 

summarized in Table 2.1. 

Total spending for the VCF was the sum of the expenses listed. Food expense is the total 

amount of money that was spent on food during the trip. For the first estimate the average food 

expense was $190. Lodging expense was the total amount spent on a place to stay during the trip. 

The average lodging expense was $214. Attractions expense is the amount of money that was 

spent on various attractions while attending the VCF. The average attractions expense was $39. 

Travel expense was the total amount of money that was spent on getting to the event. This 

number was divided by two to account for the amount of money that was spent in other places to 
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arrive at the VCF. The average travel expense was $64. Other expense is used to capture all of 

the other spending that does not fall under the previously mentioned expenses. The average other 

expense was $32. 

For the second estimate of total spending, the spending estimates were reduced by the 

average number of events attended by the participants. These numbers were obtained by taking 

the numbers used in the first estimate and dividing them by 3.08. Since multiple places and 

events were visited on the participant’s trip, this estimate allocated only a portion of the EI to the 

VCF, leaving the rest to the other events. The average food expense was $62. The average 

lodging expense was $69. The average attractions expense was $13. The average travel expense 

was $21. The average other expense was $10.  

For the third estimate of total spending, a more stringent number was used to reach the 

sample size. The average food expense was $183. The average lodging expense was $204. The 

average attractions expense was $33. The average travel expense was $58. The average other 

expense was $17. This estimate took into account that the VCF might not have attracted all of the 

money spent there. This estimate only examines the people whose primary reason for attendance 

was the VCF. 

Three different models created with ordinary least squares (OLS) were used to analyze 

the data for the first estimate. The same data was used in order to analyze the second more 

stringent data. Table 3 outlines the three regression models that were used, linear, semi-log, and 

double log. Three models were also created using OLS for the second estimate.  Table 3.1 

outlines the three regression models that were used for the second estimate, linear, semi-log, and 

double log. The dependent variable for these models was total spending. The independent 

variables were the number of nights that were stayed, the number of people who traveled with 
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the participant, the amount of money that was spent on attractions, and the satisfaction level of 

the participant. Two models were created for the willingness-to-pay model.  A mixed model with 

fixed factors was used to create the first model and OLS was used to create the second model. 

Table 3.2 outlines the mixed model. The dependent variable for the last two models was the 

willingness-to-pay for parking. The independent variables were whether the parking was onsite 

or offsite and the price of the parking. 

Results 

Model 1 of the first estimate displays the information for a linear regression. With each 

additional person in the car, the expected amount of total spending increased by $56. For each 

additional night stayed in Valle Crusis, an extra $43 was expected to be spent at the VCF. For 

each dollar spent on attractions, the amount of total spending was expected to go up by $1. If one 

was satisfied with the event, she was expected to spend $121 more at the event. The amount of 

variation in the dependent variable that is explained by the independent variables, R2, is 11%. 

From the first model a graph of attraction spending was made. In figure 2 it can be seen 

that the relationship between attraction spending and total spending is positive. With each $50 

increase in attraction spending, there is an additional $75 spent in total. 

The second model displays the semi-log regression by taking the natural log of the 

dependent variable. It is apparent that with each additional night 6% more is expected to be spent 

at the VCF. With each additional party member 10% more is expected to be spent. With each 

additional dollar spent on attractions, 1% more is expected to be spent. Attendees who are 

satisfied are expected to spend 27% more than unsatisfied attendees. This model explains more 

of the variation than the first model with the R2 being 21%. 
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The third model explains 42% of the variation, the most of any of the models, and is 

therefore the most reliable. With every 10% increase in nights stayed, there is a 2% increase in 

the total spending. With each 10% increase in the number of people in the car, there is a 4% 

increase in total spending. With every 10% increase in attraction spending, there is a 3% increase 

in total spending. Satisfaction is insignificant in this model. 

Looking at the elasticities the models can be compared against each other. The elasticities 

for the variable of the number of night and the party size are seen in table five. In regards to the 

variable nights we can see that the elasticities are very similar with a total range in their variation 

of .06, the linear being the highest and the semi-log being the lowest. The elasticities of the party 

size are also very similar with only the elasticity of the double log model being slightly above the 

other two. There is only a .01 difference in the linear and semi-log. 

For the second EI estimate the first model was the same except that the total amount of 

money that was spent at the event is divided between the number of events that a person visited 

ranging from one, if they only travelled to the area to visit the VCF, to nine visiting the VCF as 

well as various other events and reasons listed in Table 1.  

Model 1 of the second estimate displays the information for a linear regression. For each 

additional night stayed in Valle Crucis, an extra $31 was expected to be spent at the VCF. If one 

is satisfied with the event, she was expected to spend $121 more at the event. The amount of 

variation in the dependent variable that is explained by the independent variables, R2, is 6.6%. 

Party size, attractions, and satisfaction are all statistically insignificant. 

The second model displays the semi-log regression by taking the natural log of the 

dependent variable. It is apparent that with each additional night 10% more is expected to be 

spent at the VCF. This model explains more of the variation than the first model with the R2 
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being 10%. Party Size, attractions, and satisfaction are statistically insignificant in this model 

with attractions again being economically insignificant.  

The third model explains 38% of the variation, the most of any of the models as with the 

first estimate, and is therefore the most reliable. Nights and party size were found to be 

insignificant in this model. Satisfaction was taken out of the model all together because it was 

completely insignificant. Attractions was significant however, with each 10% increase in 

attractions attended, there is a 6% increase in total spending. Model 3 is the only model of the 

third estimate where the number of nights stayed was insignificant as well as the only mode in 

which the attraction spending was significant. 

Model 1 of the willingness-to-pay was a mixed model regression. For this model price 

was found to be statistically significant, leaving whether a person parked onsite or off up to 

personal preference. The variables would change the percentage of willingness-to-pay by 2% 

each. An increase for onsite parking and a decrease for the parking fee. 

A graph was made to show the difference that was made by an increase in the parking 

fee. It can be seen in figure 1 that with each increase of $5, the percentage of willingness-to-pay 

goes down by about 10%.  

The second model was an OLS model which found very similar results, with price being 

significant and onsite of off being insignificant.. The coefficients of the variables were also very 

close. The difference in the coefficient for the constant was .04, from .49 in the mixed model to 

.45 in the OLS model. The onsite parking coefficient decreased by .01, from .02 to .01. The 

parking fee had the same coefficient in both of the models. The R2 for the second model was 

7.7%. 
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Discussion 

Table 4 shows the first estimate of EI of the VCF. The 1.661 multiplier is used to show 

how the money spent here will influence the county in total. The attendance of the VCF was 

around 10,000 people; the percentage of out of town guests from the sample was 36% so the 

estimated out of town attendance for the population is 3698. For the second estimate of the EI, 

table 4.1, the same numbers were used for the multiplier and the attendance as the first estimate. 

For the third estimate, table 4.2, the same multiplier was used. The attendance did change. From 

the 10,000 people who attended the event, about 14% were found to be from out of town, visiting 

the area only for the VCF.  

  The average total spending was approximately $538 for the first estimate. If everyone 

who attended the event spent $538 then the total spending at the VCF from out of town guests 

would be about $2 million. Using the multiplier 1.661, the total amount of EI that the VCF has 

on the area is about $3.3 million. 

 Looking at the models, we can see that the number of nights stayed and the size of the 

party have a significant impact on the amount of money that is spent at the event. For each 

additional night that is spent in Valle Crusis, there is $43 more spent at the event. If each 

attendee stayed an additional night this would increase the total spending by around $160 

thousand, having an EI of $264 thousand. The EI would increase by approximately 8%. An 

additional party member brings in $56 more. If everyone brought along one more person the total 

increase in spending would be $207 thousand. The increase to EI would be $344 thousand; an 

increase of around 10%. Together they would increase the EI by $608 thousand, an increase of 

almost 20%. Another increase could come from increasing satisfaction. About 33% of the people 

are dissatisfied with the event, costing $121 a person.  There is a potential increase of $147 
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thousand possible from satisfying more people- an EI of $245 thousand and increase of 7.5%. 

Coupled with new people, this could be a large increase. 

 For the second estimate of the EI in which the spending done by the participant was 

divided by the number of attended events, the average total spending per person was $175. If 

everyone who attended the event spent $175 then the total spending at the VCF from out of town 

guests would be about $647 thousand. Using the multiplier 1.661, the total amount of EI that the 

VCF has on the area is about $1 million. This model was selected to reduce the EI a small 

amount, however it was found to be the most conservative estimate of the EI.  

 Looking at the second estimate it can be seen that once again the number of nights stayed 

in the Valle Crusis area, as well as the size of the party, greatly increases the amount spent. For 

each additional night in Valle Crusis, there is approximately $14 more spent at the event. If each 

attendee stayed an additional night this would increase the total spending by around $52 

thousand, having an EI of $86 thousand. The EI would increase by approximately 8.6%.With 

each additional party member there was an increase of $19 per person and $70 thousand total. 

Increasing EI by $117 thousand, or about 11%. Satisfaction would also have a large increase. 

  The third estimate of EI, which included everyone but participants whose primary reason 

for visit was not the VCF, found that the average total spending per person was $493. If 

everyone who attended the event spent $493 then the total spending at the VCF from out of town 

guests visiting only for the fair would be about $689 thousand. Using the multiplier 1.661, the 

total amount of EI that the VCF has on the area is about $1.1 million. This model was 

constructed to show the most conservative impact, however it did not. The low number of 

attendees was balanced out by the high amount of spending. This suggests that visiting the area 

only for the VCF has an impact on the amount of money spent at the event.  
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 Looking at the third estimate model the only statistically significant thing is the number 

of nights spent in the area. For each additional night spent in the area, total spending increases by 

$31. If each attendee stayed an additional night this would increase the total spending by around 

$43 thousand, having an EI of $72 thousand. The EI would increase by approximately 6.5%. If 

the VCF could make a push to be the primary reason for visiting the area, people may spend 

more money there. 

 Using the willingness-to-pay model we can also generate a consumer surplus (CS), the 

difference of the total amount customers are willing to pay and the price that is charged, table 

4.3, to see how much there is currently as well as how changing the price of parking is likely to 

change the amount of CS for return visitors. Currently, at the price of $5, there is a CS of 7.88. 

The probability that people will pay this parking rate is 39%. If 39% of 10,000 people pay for 

parking, that brings in a total amount of $19500. 

 Changing the price of parking changes the CS. Decreasing to $0 shows the highest 

consumer surplus that can be obtained, which is 12.35. At this price 49% of people would park at 

the event. Increasing the price to $10 would cause a decrease in CS of 3.47. Probability to pay 

would decrease to 29% causing the amount of money brought in to increase by about $9500. A 

further $5 increase would cause a loss of CS of 2.47. Probability to pay would be 19%, causing a 

decrease in profits of $500 from the $10 price. The price of $20 causes a CS loss of 1.47 and the 

probability of participants paying falls to 9%. Revenue would fall to 18000 causing a loss of 

profit $15oo from the revenue generated by a price of $5.  A price of $25 would cause a CS loss 

of .47 and probability to pay would fall to zero percent, a total loss of revenue and consumer 

surplus.  
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Conclusion 

This study examined the EI of the VCF on the area as well as the willingness of people to 

pay for parking at different prices. Looking at the number of people who arrived in each car, 

length of stay, satisfaction, and amount of money that was spent on attractions, we can see an 

impact on the total amount that was spent at the event. It can be seen that the VCF has an EI of 

between $1 and $3.3 million. Increasing the number of attendees, nights stayed, and satisfaction 

of the attendees can increase the EI. The VCF should focus on attracting as many people as 

possible, while putting additional attention toward satisfaction, as satisfied attendees spent nearly 

twice times as much as unsatisfied attendees.  

 In addition to producing a large EI, the VCF created a CS of $7.88 per person. This 

surplus leaves room for more revenue to be gained by increasing the parking price. An increase 

to $10 would cause revenues to rise to $29 thousand. However, too much of an increase would 

cause a complete loss of return visitors rather than any gain. Any increase over $15 will cause a 

decrease of revenue from the $5 price. 

 There is more research to be done on this willingness-to-pay model; research has shown 

that the satisfaction with the event plays a large part in whether a person is willing the revisit. 

While the Willingness-to-pay model here is studying more than just revisit intention, as price is 

being raised, examining satisfaction and its effect on the willingness of participants to return and 

pay more could prove useful. Another thing that should be done in the future is to attempt to 

capture the relationship between onsite and offsite parking and the willingness-to-pay, which 

was found to be statistically insignificant in this model. Creating a new variable, one that 

multiplies the parking fee by the onsite variable might capture the preference that seemed to be 

evident in the survey.   



14 
 

Table 1. Data Labels 
 

Name                                 Label 
Total_Spending Total amount spent by a participant 
Nights Number of nights spent in the area 
Party Number of people in the participant’s group 
FoodExp Amount of money spent on food 
LodgingExp Amount of money spent on lodging 
TravelExp Amount of money spent on travel divided by 2 
AttractionsExp Amount of money spent on tourist attractions 
OtherExp Amount of money spent on other expenses 
Married Labeled as 1 if currently married, 0 if not 
Income Amount of money the participant makes in a year 
Male If the attendee is male, 1, or female, 0 
Satisfied Labeled 1 for completely satisfied, 0 if not 
WoollyWorm Attended Woolly Worm Festival 
ASUFootball Attended an ASU football game 
BRP Visited the Blue Ridge Parkway 
OutdoorRec Did outdoor recreational activities 
BannerElk Went shopping in Banner Elk 
Boone Went Shopping in Boone 
BlowingRock Went shopping in Blowing Rock 
ValleCrucis Went shopping in Valle Crusis 
Grandfater Visited Grandfather Mountain 
Revisit10 Would revisit at a 10 dollar parking fee 
Revisit15 Would revisit at a 15 dollar parking fee 
Revisit20 Would revisit at a 20 dollar parking fee 
Revisit25 Would revisit at a 25 dollar parking fee 
WTP2 Whether the participant would be willing to pay the increased fee 
EventNumber Number of events attended by a participant 
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Table 2. Data Summary 
Cases Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Total_Spending 98 538.72 532.70 32.5 3363
Nights 98 3.13 1.89 1 10
Party 98 3.30 1.47 1 7
FoodExp 98 190.15 172.28 0 800
LodgingExp 98 213.85 356.08 0 2223
TravelExp 98 63.85 63.13 0 380
AttractionsExp 98 39.13 72.77 0 300
OtherExp 98 31.73 94.50 0 600
Married 98 0.81 0.40 0 1
Income 98 60918.37 33944.67 5000 105000
Male 98 0.41 0.49 0 1
Satisfied 98 0.66 0.49 0 1
WoollyWorm 98 0.35 0.48 0 1
ASUFootball 98 0.01 0.10 0 1
BRP 98 0.56 0.50 0 1
OutdoorRec 98 0.44 0.50 0 1
BannerElk 98 0.24 0.43 0 1
Boone 98 0.54 0.50 0 1
BlowingRock 98 0.40 0.50 0 1
ValleCrucis 98 0.43 0.50 0 1
Grandfather 98 0.10 0.30 0 1
EventNumber 98 3.08 1.58 0 7
Revisit10 262 3.66 1.34 1 5
Revisit15 262 2.38 1.38 1 5
Revisit20 262 1.58 0.94 1 5
Revisit25 262 1.32 0.77 1 5
WTP 262 2.37 1.48 0 5
WTP2 262 0.28 0.45 0 1
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Table 2.1 Data Summary (Conservative Estimate) 
Cases Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Total_Spending 38 493.34 326.54 60 1205
Nights 38 3.24 2.28 1 10
Party 38 3.03 1.39 1 7
FoodExp 38 182.63 125.15 30 600
LodgingExp 38 203.61 262.66 0 800
TravelExp 38 58.03 37.5 0 150
AttractionsExp 38 32.63 56.89 0 200
OtherExp 38 16.45 71.73 0 400
Married 38 0.92 0.27 0 1
Income 38 72058.82 31673.46 0 105000
Male 38 0.42 0.5 0 1
Satisfied 38 0.82 0.39 0 1
WoollyWorm 38 0.45 0.5 0 1
ASUFootball 38 0.03 0.16 0 1
BRP 38 0.47 0.51 0 1
PutdoorRec 38 0.26 0.45 0 1
BannerElk 38 0.32 0.47 0 1
Boone 38 0.5 0.51 0 1
BlowingRock 38 0.58 0.5 0 1
ValleCrucis 38 0.55 0.5 0 1
Grandfather 38 0.05 0.23 0 1
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Table 3. OLS Regression Models 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Coefficient 
Std 
Error 

P-
value Coefficient 

Std 
Error 

P-
value Coefficient 

Std 
Error P-value 

Constant 88.53 172.92 0.5 4.89 0.27 0.00 4.25 0.504 0.00 
Nights 43.26 28.33 0.1 0.06 0.06 0.01 
Party 55.69 36.17 0.1 0.1 0.043 0.3 
Attractions 1.42 0.74 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.00 
Satisfaction 121.39 108.53 0.3 0.27 0.13 0.2 
LnNights 0.22 0.22 0.2 
LnParty 0.44 0.22 0.05 
LnAttractions 0.28 0.1 0.00 
LnSatisfaction 0.32 0.24 0.5 
R2 0.11 0.21 0.43 
F 2.91 6.34 5.18 
Cases 98 98 98 
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Table 3.1 Conservitive Model 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Coefficient 
Std. 
Error 

T-Value Coefficient 
Std. 
Error 

T-Value Coefficient 
Std. 
Error 

T-Value 

Constant 528.51 213.85 2.471 5.73 0.5 11.368 3.34 2.24 1.488 

Nights 30.69 24.38 1.259 0.1 0.06 1.663 

Party -20.57 41.44 -.496 -0.01 0.1 -.110 

Attractions 0.228 1.028 .221 0 0 -.944 

Satisfaction -97.71 141.36 -.691 -0.178 0.33 -.535 

LnNights -0.2 1.18 -.167 

LnParty -0.03 0.59 -.046 

LnAttractions 0.62 0.35 1.768 

LnSatisfaction N/A N/A N/A 

R2 0.066 0.102 0.379 

F 0.58 0.937 1.218 

Cases 37 37 9 
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Table 3.2 
Model 1 Mixed Model Analysis Model 2 OLS 

Coefficient 
Std. 
Error T-Value Coefficient

Std. 
Error T-Value 

Constant 0.494 0.155 3.194 0.453 0.019 24.129 
Onsite 
Parking 0.02 0.002 .731 0.01 0.026 .421 
Parking Fee -0.02 0.025 -10.970 -0.02 0.002 10.028 
Cases 254 262
R2 0.077
F 74.775
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Table 4. Economic Impacts 

VCF Sample 
Visitor 
Attendance Spending

Total 
Spending Multiplier 

Total 
Output 

FoodExp 98 3698 190.15 703196 1.661 1168009
LodgingExp 98 3698 213.85 790842 1.661 1313588
TravelExp 98 3698 63.85 236125 1.661 392203
AttractionsExp 98 3698 39.13 144707 1.661 240359
OtherExp 98 3698 31.73 117341 1.661 194904
Total 538.71 1992211 3309062
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Table 4.1 Economic Impacts taking number of events into consideration 

VCF Sample 
Visitor 

Attendance 
Number of 

Events 
Spending

Total 
Spending 

Multiplier
Total 

Output 
FoodExp 98 3698 3.08 61.74 228303 1.661 379212
LodgingExp 98 3698 3.08 69.43 256759 1.661 426476
TravelExp 98 3698 3.08 20.73 76661 1.661 127335
AttractionsExp 98 3698 3.08 12.70 46981 1.661 78036
OtherExp 98 3698 3.08 10.30 38097 1.661 63278
Total 174.91 646802 1074338
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Table 4.2 Conservative Economic Impacts 

VCF Sample 
Visitor 
Attendance Spending

Total 
Spending Multiplier 

Total 
Output 

FoodExp 37 1396 182.63 254993 1.661 423543
LodgingExp 37 1396 203.61 284286 1.661 472198
TravelExp 37 1396 58.03 81023 1.661 134579
AttractionsExp 37 1396 32.63 45559 1.661 75673
OtherExp 37 1396 16.45 22968 1.661 38150
Total 493.35 688828 1144144
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Table 4.3 Consumer Surplus 

Price 
Point 

Probability 
to pay 

Consumer 
Surplus 

Loss from 
Price 

Increase 

Total 
Loss 

0 0.494 12.35 - - 
5 0.394 7.88 4.47 4.47

10 0.294 4.41 3.47 7.94
15 0.194 1.94 2.47 10.41
20 0.094 0.47 1.47 11.88
25 0 0 0.47 12.35
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Table 5. Elasticities of OLS Models 

Linear 
Semi-
log Double-log 

Nights 0.25 0.19 0.22
Party 0.34 0.33 0.44
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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