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Number of Annual Visits, Days,
Overnight Stays and Length of Trip

The survey obtained several measures
of visitation.  Visitors were first asked
how many times they had visited
Monroe County during the past 12
months.  They were then asked how
many days they spent in Monroe
County during the past 12 months.
Visitors were then asked how many
overnight stays they made in Monroe
County during the past 12 months.
They were then asked how many
nights they stayed in Monroe County
on the interview trip.  How many days
they were in Monroe County on the
interview trip was derived from
information obtained on month, day
and arrival time and month, day and
time of departure from the County.

We used a set of rules for calculating
the number of days (length of trip) in
Monroe County for the interview trip.
If a person arrived after 10:00 PM, we
did not count that day.  If a person
was leaving or planning to leave the
County before noon, we did not count
the day.  If the person arrived after
10:00 PM and was leaving before
noon the next day, then we assigned
them one day.

Hazen and Sawyer used number of
nights plus one for calculating
person-days found in Table 2, instead
of our length of trip measured in days
using our method of calculation
above. There is a slight difference
between length of stay measured in
days and length of stay measured in
number of nights plus one. The
differences are not significant (see
Figures 7 & 8).

Annual Visits.  On average visitors to
Monroe County made 2.4 visits
annually.  Summer visitors, on
average, made three trips, while winter
visitors made, on average 1.7 trips.
The differences were statistically
significant (Figure 4).

Winter visitors had a lower mean number of visits in the past
12 months and constituted a higher proportion of those who
visited the county only once in the past 12 months.

Figure 4. Annual Visits by Season

Winter visitors consituted a higher proportion of those who
visited the county one day and 8 to 14 days in the past 12
months, while summer visitors constituted a higher proportion
of those who visited two to three days in the past 12 months.

Figure 5. Annual Days by Season

Summer Winter Weighted Annual Average
Minimum 1 1 1
Maximum 52 52 52
Mean 3 1.69 2.4
Median 1 1 1
Mode 1 1 1

Summer Winter Weighted Annual Average
Minimum 1 1 1
Maximum 180 154 180
Mean 8.33 8.54 8.43
Median 4 5 4
Mode 2 2 2
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Summer visitors consituted a higher proportion of those who
took zero over night trips in the past 12 months, while summer
visitors consituted a higher proportion of those who took one
overnight trips.

Figure 6. Annual Number of Overnight Trips by Season

Figure 7. Length of Stay (# of Days) by Season

Summer visitors constituted a higher proportion of those taking
between one and three days on the interview trip, while
winter visitors consitituted a higher proportion of those taking
over four days on the interview trip.

Annual Days.  On average, visitors to
Monroe County spent over 8 days in
the County over the past 12 months.
Winter and summer visitors spent
about the same number of days in the
county. The difference was not
statistically significant but there was a
significant difference in the distribu-
tions of number of days by season.
Summer visitors had a significantly
higher proportion of two to three day
visitors than winter visitors, while
winter visitors had a significantly
higher proportion of those who
visited one day and eight to fourteen
days per year (Figure 5).

Annual Number of Overnight Stays.
On average, visitors to Monroe
County made about 1.7 overnight trips
to the County annually.  Summer
visitors made an average of 2.1
overnight trips, while winter visitors
made an average of 1.2 overnight
trips.  This difference was statistically
significant.  Winter visitors made-up a
higher proportion who made one
overnight trip, while summer season
visitors made up a higher proportion
of those who took no overnight trips.
(Figure 6).

Length of Trip (Days).  On average,
visitor trips to Monroe County were
over 5 days in length.  The length of
winter season trips were longer that
summer season trips (6.91 days versus
3.96 days). The difference was
statistically significant.  About 35
percent of the winter season trips
were one day in length versus on 28
percent of summer season trips.
About 40 percent of summer season
visitors spent over four days in
Monroe County on their trips, while
52 percent of winter season visitor
trips were over four days  (Figure 7).

Summer Winter Weighted Annual Average
Minimum 0 0 0
Maximum 52 20 52
Mean 2.06 1.22 1.67
Median 1 1 1
Mode 1 1 1

Summer Winter Weighted Annual Average
Minimum 1 1 1
Maximum 63 154 154
Mean 3.96 6.91 5.33
Median 3 4 3
Mode 2 2 2
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Figure 8. Number of Nights on Interview Trip by Season

Summer visitors constituted a higher proportion of day trippers
and those spending two to three days on the interview trip
while winter visitors constituted a high proportion of those
taking over four nights on the interview trip.

Length of Trip (Nights).  Length of
trip as measured by the number of
days in the County provides a useful
measure for looking at the opportunity
to undertake activities.  Length of trip
measured by the number of nights
adds information to assess the
demand for overnight accommoda-
tions.  On average, visitors to Monroe
County spent 4.88 nights in Monroe
County on their most recent trip.
Winter visitors spent more nights than
summer visitors (6.54 nights versus
3.44 nights), and the difference by
season was statistically significant.
Summer season visitors constituted a
higher proportion of day visitors (zero
overnights), while winter visitors
made up a higher proportion of those
taking greater than four days on the
interview trip (Figure 8).

Summer Winter Weighted Annual Average
Minimum 0 0 0
Maximum 62 153 153
Mean 3.44 6.54 4.88
Median 2 3 3
Mode 2 2 2
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Economic Contribution of Visitors to
Monroe County

In the General Visitor Survey, we
asked about primary purpose of the
trip, type of accommodations used by
overnight visitors, and expenditures
per party per trip.  To extrapolate from
sample average expenditures to
population total expenditures, requires
an estimate of expenditures per
person-trip.  Total expenditures are
equal to average expenditures per
person-trip times total person-trips
(See Table2 for person-trips). The
survey asks for the number of people
in the party that the expenditures
cover.  We divided party expenditures
by the number in the party the
expenditure covers to derive expendi-
tures per person-trip.

Table 9 reports the primary purpose of
the trip to Monroe County.  During
the summer season about 89.5 percent
of visitors reported “Recreation or
Vacation” as their primary purpose for
visiting Monroe County versus 92.3%
for the winter season.  A higher
proportion of summer visitors’ primary
purpose of the trip was to visit family
or friends and no winter visitor’
purpose of trip was business.  Many
on business reported that someone
else covered their lodging, food and
transportation expenditures.  These
were not recorded as zero expenditure,
instead they were recorded as missing
or no response, since they are not true
zeroes.

Table 10 reports the type of accommo-
dations used by visitors on overnight
stays.  Annually, over 25 percent of
the general visitor population that
stays overnight stay in campgrounds
(18% summer and 33.5% winter).
Those who stayed with family or
friends (8.4 percent) all gave zero for
lodging expenditures.  They are true
zeroes and are included in calculating
average expenditures.

Expenditures Per Person-trip.  Table
11 reports the average expenditures
per person-trip by category of
expenditure and season.  Winter

Table 9. Primary Purpose of Trip by Season

Primary Pupose of Trip Summer Winter Annual

Recreation or Vacation 69.5 89.5% 92.3% 296 90.8%
Visit Family or Friends 7.4% 5.7% 148 6.6%
Business Trip 1.7% 0.0% 148 0.9%
Business and Pleasure 1.2% 0.9% 1.1%
Other 0.2% 1.1% 290 0.6%

Table 10. Type of Accomodations - Overnight Visitors by Season

Type of Accomodations Summer Winter Annual

Hotel/Motel 66.5% 50.9% 296 59.0%
Family/Friends 8.6% 8.1% 148 8.4%
Campground 18.0% 33.5% 148 25.5%
Condo/Second Home 5.0% 3.0% 4.0%
Vacation Rental 1.8% 3.4% 290 2.6%
Time Share 0.0% 1.2% 0.6%

Table 11. Expenditures Per Person-Trip by Season1

Expenditures Summer Winter Annual

Auto, Air and Own Boat Visitors
Lodging 185.89$     261.08$    223.12$   
Food and Beverages in a Bar/Restaurant 84.30$       113.88$    98.95$     
Food and Beverages from Grocery/Convenience Store 16.95$       33.17$      24.98$     
Sport Activity Fees 19.44$       22.34$      20.88$     
Admission to Events and Attractions 5.02$         9.92$        7.45$       
Evening Entertainment 5.90$         3.59$        4.76$       
Rental Car/Taxi/Bux Fare 19.92$       25.80$      22.83$     
Shopping (Clothes, gifts) 40.96$       40.06$      40.51$     
Other 4.17$         8.21$        6.17$       
Total 382.55$     518.05$    449.65$   

Cruise Ship Visitors
Food and Beverages in a Bar/Restaurant 11.36$       18.14$      15.41$     
Food and Beverages from Grocery/Convenience Store 3.53$         6.32$        5.20$       
Sport Activity Fees 17.75$       28.84$      24.37$     
Admission to Events and Attractions 1.88$         4.49$        3.44$       
Rental Car/Taxi/Bux Fare 5.47$         11.23$      8.91$       
Shopping (Clothes, gifts) 50.47$       38.84$      43.53$     
Other 0.84$         6.68$        4.33$       
Total 91.30$       114.54$    105.19$   

Total - All Visitors 339.31$     433.92$    387.88$   

1. Those in bold are statistically different (summer vs. winter)
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On a per person-day basis, summer visitors spent more than
winter visitors, but the differences were not statistically signifi-
cant.

Figure 16. Total Expenditures per Person-day by Season

visitors had a significantly higher
average expenditure for both auto, air
and boat visitors ($518.05 vs. $382.55)
& cruise ship visitors ($114.54 vs.
$91.30).

Expenditures Per Person-day.  The
conclusion does not change when we
normalize expenditures on a per
person-day basis.  Winter visitors
spend significantly more than summer
visitors for auto, air and boat visitors.
Since cruise ship visitors are, by
definition, day visitors, their average
expenditures per person-day are the
same as their average expenditures per
person-trip.  Annually, the average
visitor spends $99.44 per person-day
in Monroe County (Table 12).

Total Expenditures.  Table 13 reports
total expenditures made by the general
visitor population in Monroe County
by season.  During the period June
2000 through May 2001, we estimate
that general visitors spent about $1.1
billion in Monroe County.  About $450
million was spent by summer season
visitors and over $660 million by
winter season visitors.

Winter visitors had a significantly higher average expenditure
for both auto, air and boat visitors and cruise ship visitors.

Figure 15. Total Expenditures per Person-trip by Season

Table 12. Expenditures Per Person-Day by Season

Expenditures Summer Winter Annual

Auto, Air and Own Boat Visitors
Lodging 45.07$    52.73$    49.21$      
Food and Beverages in a Bar/Restaurant 20.44$    23.00$    21.82$      
Food and Beverages from Grocery/Convenience Store 4.11$      6.70$      5.51$        
Sport Activity Fees 4.71$      4.51$      4.61$        
Admission to Events and Attractions 1.22$      2.00$      1.64$        
Evening Entertainment 1.43$      0.73$      1.05$        
Rental Car/Taxi/Bux Fare 4.83$      5.21$      5.04$        
Shopping (Clothes, gifts) 9.93$      8.09$      8.93$        
Other 1.01$      1.66$      1.36$        
Total 92.75$    104.62$  99.17$      

Cruise Ship Visitors
Food and Beverages in a Bar/Restaurant 11.36$    18.14$    15.41$      
Food and Beverages from Grocery/Convenience Store 3.53$      6.32$      5.20$        
Sport Activity Fees 17.75$    28.84$    24.37$      
Admission to Events and Attractions 1.88$      4.49$      3.44$        
Rental Car/Taxi/Bux Fare 5.47$      11.23$    8.91$        
Shopping (Clothes, gifts) 50.47$    38.84$    43.53$      
Other 0.84$      6.68$      4.33$        
Total 91.30$    114.54$  105.19$    

Total - All Visitors 92.69$    105.12$  99.44$      
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• Direct Effects: The amount of the increased purchase of inputs used to
manufacture or produce the final goods and services purchased by visitors.

• Indirect Effects: The value of the inputs used by firms that are called upon
to produce additional goods and services for those firms first impacted
directly by recreational spending.

• Induced effects: Result from the direct and indirect effects of recreation
spending. Induced effects are related to persons and businesses that receive
added income as a result of local spending by employees and managers of
the firms and plans that are impacted by the direct and indirect effects of
recreational spending. This added income results in increased demand for
goods and services and, in turn, increased production and sales of inputs.

• Total Effect: The sum of direct, indirect, and induced effects (Walsh et. al.
1987). Typically, the total effects are between 1.5 to 2 times more than the
amount that the visitors originally spent in the local economy.

• Total Output: The value of all goods and services produced by the
industries in a sector. For an economy as a whole, total output double-
counts the value of production because it accounts for all sales; intermedi-
ate outputs are counted every time they are sold. In terms of direct
impacts, the additional total output caused by visitor expenditures is equal
to the increased final demand, and the increased final demand will roughly
equal the dollar value of visitor expenditures, minus the value of items that
have to be imported into the region.

• Value Added: Total output minus the value of inputs to a sector’s
production. As such, value added is the net benefit to an economy, and it
contains the sum of employee compensation, indirect business taxes, and
property income.

• Total Income: The sum of property income and employee compensation.

• Employment: The number of full- or part-time jobs.

• Indirect Business Taxes (IBT): A component of value added consisting of
excise and sales taxes paid by individuals to businesses. These do not
include taxes on profit or income.

Definitions. When a local economy
experiences an increase in spending
by visitors, residents of that economy
benefit by more than just the dollar
amount of the goods and services
purchased. This is because the
businesses serving tourists must
increase the amount of labor, goods
and services they buy in order to
produce the additional goods and
services. Thus, the businesses that
have experienced increased spending
will have a ripple effect on the other
businesses that supply them, and
those businesses, in turn, effect
others on down the supply chain.
Economists call the initial spending
activity the “direct effect,” and the
subsequent ripples are the indirect
and induced effects. The indirect and
induced effects are also called the
multiplier impacts. See the box at right
for detailed definitions of these and
related terms.

Table 13. Total Expenditures by Season

Expenditures Summer Winter Annual

Auto, Air and Own Boat Visitors
Lodging 239,512,573$       329,865,703$      569,386,622$     
Food and Beverages in a Bar/Restaurant 108,617,515$       143,883,508$      252,513,474$     
Food and Beverages from Grocery/Convenience Store 21,839,465$         41,909,167$        63,747,211$       
Sport Activity Fees 25,047,740$         28,225,830$        53,284,298$       
Admission to Events and Attractions 6,468,089$           12,533,583$        19,011,879$       
Evening Entertainment 7,601,938$           4,535,843$          12,147,187$       
Rental Car/Taxi/Bux Fare 25,666,203$         32,597,423$        58,260,562$       
Shopping (Clothes, gifts) 52,775,485$         50,614,448$        103,378,684$     
Other 5,372,895$           10,373,056$        15,745,408$       
Total 492,901,903$       654,538,561$      1,147,475,325$  

Cruise Ship Visitors
Food and Beverages in a Bar/Restaurant 2,551,854$           6,037,572$          8,590,566$         
Food and Beverages from Grocery/Convenience Store 792,962$              2,103,498$          2,898,828$         
Sport Activity Fees 3,987,271$           9,598,875$          13,585,471$       
Admission to Events and Attractions 422,314$              1,494,416$          1,917,686$         
Rental Car/Taxi/Bux Fare 1,228,753$           3,737,703$          4,967,031$         
Shopping (Clothes, gifts) 11,337,328$         12,927,195$        24,266,539$       
Other 188,693$              2,223,318$          2,413,832$         
Total 20,509,176$         38,122,577$        58,639,954$       

Total - All Visitors 513,409,622$       692,665,628$      1,206,072,908$  
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Figure 17. Impact Process Due to Visitor Spending
in Monroe County

Visitor Spending

$1.2 Billion

Purchase Inputs
Outside County

$361.82 Million

          Direct Output                         Direct Income                   Direct Employment

       $884.2 Million                  $382.3 Million               23,113 Jobs

Multiplier Process

        Total Output                               Total Income                   Total Employment

    $1.35 Billion                    $611.67 Million           33,188 Jobs

Economic Contribution to Monroe
County.  Using the annual expendi-
tures in Monroe County of $1.1
billion, we estimate the total economic
contribution these expenditures made
to Monroe County measured in
output/sales, income, and the number
of full and part time jobs  (See
definitions box).

Figure 17 summarizes the economic
contribution of visitor spending in
Monroe County.  In the first step, the
amount of inputs that are purchased
outside Monroe County by busi-
nesses receiving visitor spending is
subtracted to derive direct output.
These purchases of inputs from
outside the County are considered a
“leakage” of spending by economists.
So, the $1.2 billion in visitor spending
had a direct impact of $884 million in
output, and $382 million in income,
which supported 23,113 full and part
time jobs.

The total impacts or economic
contribution to Monroe County by
visitor spending was $1.35 billion in
output/sales and $611 million in
income, which supported 33,188 full
and part time jobs.

Visitors accounted for 42.1 percent of
Monroe County’s income by place of
work.  Visitor generated employment
accounted for 61.2 percent of all
Monroe County employment.

Comparison 1995-96 Versus 2000-
2001

In 1995-96, we estimated the economic
contribution of “recreating visitors” to
Monroe County (See English et al.,
1996).  The 1995-96 survey methodol-
ogy was different than that used in
2000-2001, as was the definition of
visitors surveyed.  Although we
estimated the total number of visitors,
we only surveyed those that partici-

pated in some form of outdoor
recreation activity.  In 2000-2001, we
did not screen out visitors based on
participation in outdoor recreation
activity.  In 2000-2001, we also did not
adequately sample cruise ship
visitors.  Thus our 2000-2001 samples
were primarily visitors that arrived by
auto and air modes of transportation.

In 1995-96, we used a mailback survey
to obtain visitor expenditures, while in
2000-2001 visitor expenditure informa-
tion was obtained in face-to-face
interviews on-site.  The literature on
tourism suggests that on-site inter-
views will result in underestimation of
some expenditure items, especially
lodging expenditures.  This partially
explains the lower per person-trip
expenditures estimated for 2000-2001
and compared with that estimated in
1995-96.  We adjusted both the
summer and winter sample expendi-
tures for lodging based on Florida
Department of Revenue Lodging sales
for Monroe County.  Another explana-
tion is that visitors that did not
participate in outdoor recreation
activities were included in the 2000-
2001 samples.  Anecdotal information
obtained from the 1995-96 study
indicated that many of the visitors
that did not participate in outdoor
recreation were either elderly visitors
visiting family and/or friends and thus
their expenditures were lower since
they did not have lodging costs.

We employed a slightly different
economic model for estimating
employment impacts in 2000-2001 as
compared with 1995-96, as published
in English et al. 1996.  We updated the
1995-96 estimates using the 2000-2001
methodology.

One of the most significant factors in
comparing 1995-96 and 2000-2001
estimates is the state of the macro
economies of the U.S. and Western
Europe.  Both were in relatively good
times in 1995-96, while both econo-
mies experienced mild recessions in
2000-2001.

Official       Estimated Visitor Contribution
Reported1 Total % of Economy

Income 1,451,956,000$  611,672,089$ 42.1
Employment 54,200                33,188            61.2

1. Personal Income by Place of work and employment (full and part-time). Year 2000 for Monroe 

County. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic

Information System.
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Visitation

Table 14 shows estimates of total
visitation to Monroe County for years
1995-96 to 2000-2001.  Estimates were
made for person-trips, person-days
and average length of person-trips in
terms of days.  Between 1995-96 and
2000-2001, person-trips increased only
1.69 percent.  Visitation, as measured
by person-days, however tells a much
different story.  The number of
person-days is estimated to have
declined by over 25 percent from
almost 16.3 million person-days in
1995-96 to about 12.1 million person-
days in 2000-2001.  The average
length of trip declined over 26 percent
(from 5.32 days per person-trip in
1995-96 to 3.90 days per person-trip in
2000-2001).

A good portion of the decline in
person-days and the average length
of trip are the result of cruise ship
passengers becoming an increasing
share of the number of total person-
trips.  In 1995-96, cruise ship passen-
gers accounted for about 10 percent
of all person-trips, while in 2000-2001
cruise ship passengers accounted for
almost 18 percent of all person-trips.
Cruise ship visitors are all day visitors
so increases in the share of all person-
trips accounted for by cruise ship
visitors lowers the overall average
length of stay.  Cruise ship passen-
gers accounted for 1.97 percent of all
person-days of visitation in 1995-96
and 4.6 percent of all person-days of
visitation in 2000-2001.

The Monroe County Economy

Table 15 shows the Monroe County
economy, in terms of sales/output,
income and employment, for the time
period 1986 to 2000-2001.  For years
1986 to 1994, all table items are
reported for calendar years (January –
December).  For years 1995-96 to 2000-
2001, Sales/Outputs are reported by
visitor years (June – May).  All other
items are reported for calendar years
(1995-2000).  All items in Table 15 are
reported in 1995 dollars using the

Consumers Price Index for All Urban
Workers.

The Monroe County economy has
continued to grow throughout the
1986 to 2000-2001 period for sales,
income and employment.  To further
analyze this information, we divided
the 1986 to 2000-2001 time period into
three separate time periods based on
new regulatory regimes.  The five-year
period from 1986 through 1991 is the
period prior to enactment and imple-
mentation of the rate-of-growth
ordinance (ROGO).  ROGO limits the
number of new housing units to 255
per year.  We call this period Pre-

ROGO.  The second time period is the
four-year time period from 1992
through 1996.  This time period
includes the time period when ROGO
was in effect, but was prior to the
implementation of the management
plan and regulations of the Florida
Keys National Marine Sanctuary
(FKNMS).  We call this period Post-
ROGO/Pre-FKNMS.  The last time
period is the three-year time period
from 1997 through 2000.  This time
period had both ROGO and FKNMS
regulations in effect and we call this
period Post-ROGO/Post-FKNMS.

Table 14.  Monroe County Visitation:  1995-96 to 2000-2001

Average Annual
Year Person-trips Person-days Length of Visit (Days)
1995-96 3,057,581 16,273,125 5.32
1996-97 3,186,674 16,396,198 5.14
1997-98 3,531,168 17,684,014 5.00
2000-2001 3,109,397 12,128,068 3.90

% Change
1995-96 to
2000-2001 1.69 -25.47 -26.69

Table 15.  Monroe County Economy:  1986 to 2000

Income By Place Income By Place
Year Sales of Residence of Work Employment

(Billions 1995 $) (Billions 1995 $) (Billions 1995 $) (Number of Jobs)1

1986 1.560 1.604 0.914 40,834
1987 1.768 1.728 0.981 40,670
1988 1.826 1.848 1.018 42,251
1989 1.959 2.037 1.052 43,000
1990 1.908 2.101 1.082 44,160
1991 1.808 2.055 1.050 44,317
1992 1.897 2.045 1.071 44,747
1993 2.049 2.210 1.119 46,298
1994 2.069 2.154 1.096 46,743
1995-96 2.203 2.251 1.125 48,108
1996-97 2.309 2.284 1.132 49,427
1997-98 2.424 2.364 1.155 51,305
1998-99 2.515 2.540 1.221 53,031
1999-00 2.681 2.462 1.235 53,124
2000-01 2.738 2.489 1.285 54,200

1.  Number of full and part-time jobs.
Sources:  Sales,  Total Gross Sales, Monroe County,  Florida Department of Revenue.
                Income and Employment, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
                Economic Analysis.  CPI, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
                Statistics.
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Table 16 summarizes the growth rates
for each period with the average
annual growth rates in parentheses.
The results are rather surprising and
don’t support the common perception
that regulations result in slower
economic growth.  Only the growth
rate of Income by Place of Residence
declined with each new layer of
regulation.  Both Sales and Employ-
ment grew at faster rates Post-ROGO/
Pre-FKNMS versus Pre-ROGO, while
the growth rate for Income by Place of
Work declined.  In the Post-ROGO/
Post-FKNMS time period, Sales and
Employment growth rates declined,
while Income by Place of Work grew
at a faster rate than either the Post-
ROGO/Pre-FKNMS or Pre-ROGO time
periods.

Between 1990 and 2000, the popula-
tion in Monroe county increased from
78,024 to 79,589 according to the U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of
the Census.  This increase of 1,565
people over the ten-year period
amounted to only a two percent
increase.  Housing units increased
from 46,215 units to 51,617 units or an
increase of 5,402 units (an 11.69%
increase).  In contrast, employment
increased from 44,160 full and part-
time jobs to 54,200 jobs.  An increase
of 10,040 jobs or a 22.7 percent
increase.

What appears to be happening is that
the Monroe County economy
continues to grow and is generating
income and jobs, but because of
limited and/or affordable housing, the
additional employment must be
supplied by workers from outside the
County.  These imported workers take
their incomes outside Monroe County.
This in turn lowers the multiplier
impacts from spending in the County.
This partially explains the lower
growth rates in Income by Place of
residence versus Income by Place of
Work and employment.

Table 16.  Growth Rates for the Monroe County Economy

            Growth Rates (%)

 Income by Place Income by Place
Time Period Sales/Output of Residence of Work Employment

1986 - 1991
Pre-ROGO1 15.9 (3.2)3 28.1 (5.6) 14.9 (3.0) 8.5 (1.7)

1992 - 1996
Post ROGO/Pre-FKNMS2 21.7 (5.4) 11.7 (2.9) 5.7 (1.4) 10.5 (2.6)

1997 - 2000
Post ROGO/ Post FKNMS 13.0 (4.3) 5.3 (1.8) 11.3 (3.8) 5.6 (1.9)

1.  ROGO - Rate of Growth Ordinance that limits number of housing units to 255 units/year.
2.  FKNMS - Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, effective July 1, 1997.
3.  Average annual rate of growth in parentheses.

Economic Contribution of Visitors
1995-96 Versus 2000-2001

Between 1995-96 and 2000-2001, total
visitor expenditures increased 1.68
percent in nominal dollars (not
adjusted for inflation), but declined 10
percent in inflation adjusted dollars
(real).  Sales/Output, after accounting
for multiplier impacts, showed a similar
pattern.  Income generated by the
visitor spending increased in nominal
dollars by almost 21 percent, but only
7 percent in inflation adjusted dollars.
Employment supported by visitor
spending declined by only a fraction
of one percent (Table 17).

The mild recessions in the U.S. and
Europe certainly explain part of the
declines in visitor contribution to the

Table 17.  Economic Contribution of Visitors:  1995-96 versus 2000-2001

   Percent Change
2000-2001 1995-96 to 2000-2001

Item 1995-96 2000-2001 (1995 $)1 Nominal Real

Expenditures $1.19 billion $1.21 billion $1.07 billion 1.68 -10.10
Sales/Output $1.33 billion $1.35 billion $1.19 billion 1.50 -10.50
Income $506.0 million $611.7 million $541.3 million 20.88 7.00
Employment 33,269 33,188 - -0.24 -0.24

Average Expenditures
Per Person-trip $454.45 $387.88 $343.28 -14.65 -24.46

Average Expenditures
Per Person-day $108.97 $99.44 $88.00 -8.75 -19.24

1.  2000-2001 dollars converted to 1995 dollars using the Consumers Price Index for all
     Urban Workers, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Monroe County economy.  Of most
significance has been the decline in
the proportion of visitors that arrive
by auto and air modes of transporta-
tion and the corresponding increase in
the share of visitors accounted for by
cruise ship passengers.  Cruise ship
visitors are only day visitors and they
spend less per person-trip than auto
and air visitors.  Average length of trip
declined from 5.33 days per person-
trip in 1995-96 to 3.90 days per person-
trip in 2000-2001.  Also, expenditures
per person-trip declined from $454.45
to $387.88 in nominal dollars or to
$343.60 in inflation adjusted dollars.

Between 1995-96 and 2000-2001,
visitor economic contribution has
declined as a proportion of the entire
Monroe County economy.  In 1995-96,
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visitors accounted for over 60 percent
of all Sales/Output.  In 2000-2001,
visitors accounted for only 44 percent
of all Sales/Output.  Visitor relative
contributions to the economy also
declined for income and employment
((See Table 18).
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Table 18.  Visitor Economic Contribution Relative to the Monroe County 
                 Economy:1995-96 versus 2000-2001

     Percent of the Economy
Item 1995-96 2000 - 2001

Sales/Output 60.5 44.3
Income
   Place of Residence 47.7 42.1
   Place of Work 23.7 21.7
Employment 67.3 61.2
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Appendix




