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STAFF RESEARCH REPORT SEPTEMBER, 1998

INTRODUCTION

This LSC Staff Research Report was initiated pursuant to Section 47.17 of Am. Sub.
H.B. 215 of the 122nd General Assembly. That section instructed the Legislative Service
Commission to identify possible sources of funding to be used by the Division of Travel and
Tourism in the Department of Development to encourage visitors to travel to and through-
out the state of Ohio.

This staff report includes a general overview of the impact of the tourism industry on
the federal and state economies, the allocation of responsibilities among state agencies to
promote tourism in Ohio, and the identification of alternative revenue sources and organiza-
tional structures utilized in other states to develop and expand the tourism industry within
their borders. Current trends in tourism promotion as well as the possible role of the travel
and tourism industry in providing future employment opportunities also are discussed.

Governmental entities and private industry have joined in the promotion of tourism.
Both sectors benefit from a strong travel and tourism industry. States normally have desig-
nated a state agency that plays an active role in the development and execution of marketing
programs that encourage visitors to travel to and throughout the state.

In Ohio, state-funded tourism promotion is primarily delegated to the Division of
Travel and Tourism within the Department of Development, but several state agencies en-
gage in promotional efforts. The Division of Travel and Tourism is funded through appro-
priations from the state General Revenue Fund. Some states are implementing alternative
funding mechanisms to replace or supplement the use of general revenue for the promotion
of tourism. This staff report includes a brief description of some of these alternative fund-
ing mechanisms and organizational structures. They include the use of dedicated revenue
sources; the creation of private, nonprofit corporations funded by a combination of public
and private revenue; and mandatory self-assessments of the businesses comprising the tour-
ism industry. Despite differences in the approaches taken to generate revenue for tourism
promotion, the tourism industry and tourists themselves are bearing a large portion of the
financial burden of tourism promotion.
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While the state of Ohio does not levy “tourism taxes,” many local governments in
Ohio do impose such taxes. The expansion of the types of local governments that can
impose these taxes, the broad purposes for which revenue from the taxes may be used, and
the general lack of state assistance in administering these taxes have led to some very high
tax rates on tourists in some areas of the state and complex tax compliance issues for the
industry. Although the study does not deeply delve into compliance or expenditure issues,
these could be issues for future legislative examination.

Given the level of funding provided by the state and the relatively small staft allo-
cated to this activity, Ohio appears to achieve significant benefits from its activities promot-
ing tourism. While this staff report does not attempt to define an optimal funding or staffing
level, given the level of funding of tourism promotion in other states and the very competi-
tive quest for tourists’ dollars, it seems doubtful that Ohio can continue to successfully
compete for tourists without additional resources.

This LSC Staff Research Report incorporates much of the work of the staff of the
National Conference of State Legislatures. The work of Laura Loyacono and Mandy Rafool
was particularly useful. Travel and Tourism: A Legislator’s Guide' and State Tourism
Taxes ' are recommended reading for those interested in the tourism industry. The compila-
tion of tourism taxes imposed by the states that is set forth in State Tourism Taxes is in-
cluded in this report as Appendix A by permission of the National Conference of State
Legislatures.

This LSC Staff Research Report was prepared for submission to the members of the
Legislative Service Commission. This project was supervised by LSC Assistant Director,
Tom Manuel. The report includes substantial research and writing efforts of LSC Research
Assistant, Jennifer Ryser. In addition, Eric Vendel, LSC Staff Attorney and Sheila Roth,
former LSC Research Assistant, made significant contributions to this report. If approved
by the Commission, copies of this report will be distributed to members of the General
Assembly and may be obtained by others for a nominal copying charge. It also will be
available at the LSC Internet site (www.lIsc.state.oh.us).

END NOTES FOR INTRODUCTION

i Loyacono, Laura, Travel and Tourism: A Legislator’s Guide, National Conference of State Legislatures,
Washington, DC, 1991.

fiRafool, Mandy, Travel & Tourism: A Partnership Series, “State Tourism Taxes,” National Conference of
State Legislatures, No. 2, March 1998.
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THE IMPACT OF TRAVEL AND TouRISM ON THE NATIONAL AND STATE

Tourism is rapidly becoming one of the largest industries in the United States. By the
turn of the century, industry forecasters predict that tourism will be the largest business activ-
ity in the world.! Travel and tourism is an industry identified by its diversity and the impact it
has on the economies of regions as vast as the global market to local, rural areas. The devel-
opment of tourism as an industry has had significant impacts on consumer spending, job growth,
the generation of tax revenue, and the development of state and local economies. According
to recent data compiled by the Travel Industry Association of America (TIA) in the Tourism

CHAPTER |

EconomiEs

Works for America 1997 Report:*

U

U

Expenditures in the U.S. from domestic and international travelers
totaled over $473 billion in 1996.

In 1996, 46.3 million international travelers to the United States spent
$90.5 billion while 52.3 million Americans traveling abroad spent $64.5
billion, thus generating a $26 billion travel trade surplus—an 18%
increase from the prior year.

The travel and tourism industry, directly and indirectly, employs 15.8
million individuals.

The tourism industry is ranked the first, second, or third largest em-
ployer in 32 out of 50 states.

Travel employment generated by domestic and international travel-
ers produced a total of $121.6 billion in payroll in 1996.

Domestic and international travelers spent a combined total of $452.5
billion in 1996 which generated over $67.1 billion in tax revenue for
federal, state, and local governmental entities.

The tourism industry is the third largest retail sales industry, follow-
ing automotive dealers and food stores, respectively.

Direct travel and tourism receipts represent 6% of the U.S. gross
domestic product.®
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Like many states, Ohio has achieved substantial economic benefits from the travel and
tourism industry.*

[0 Ohio ranked sixth in the nation in the number of leisure visitors with 61
million leisure visits to the state in 1996.

O In-state visitors stay an average of 1.4 days and spend $205 per trip,
while out-of-state visitors stay an average of 2.8 days and spend
$475 per trip.

O In 1996, visitors to the state spent $9.9 billion and generated $520
million in state and local taxes.

0 Travel and tourism employs 309,000 Ohioans with an annual payroll
of $4 billion.

0 The Department of Development’s Division of Travel and Tourism
claims a 10:1 Return-on-Investment for 1996.° In other words, the
Division generated $10 in state taxes for every dollar spent by the
Division.

END NoOTES FOR CHAPTER |

' Loyacono, Laura, Travel and Tourism: A Legislator’s Guide, National Conference of State Legislatures,
Washington, DC, 1991, p. xi.

2 ”Report Confirms Travel and Tourism’s Economic Impact on U.S.,” Travel Industry Association of America
web site http://www.tia.org, December 1, 1997.

3 United States National Tourism Organization Act of 1996, “A Summary of Public Law 104-288.”
4 Ohio Division of Travel and Tourism, “Travel & Tourism: Ohio’s Economic Giant,” 1997.

5 The return-on-investment is calculated by dividing the sales taxes generated by visitors who received travel
information through 1-800-BUCKEYE ($58 million) by the Division’s total budget ($5.8 million).
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CHAPTER |l

THE PromoTION OF TRAVEL AND TouRisM IN OHIO

The promotion of travel and tourism in Ohio and throughout the nation has devel-
oped into a multi-jurisdictional industry involving both cooperation and competition among
various state agencies, legislative and executive branches of state and federal government,
local communities, regional organizations, and private industry. A coordinated approach to
tourism promotion can be beneficial since: (1) there are limited public funds available for
tourism promotion, (2) resources often cut across jurisdictional boundaries, and (3) there is
a “grass roots” philosophy in which many local regions often prefer to be involved in pro-
motions affecting their areas. At the same time, however, competition among countries,
regions within a country, states, and localities for travel and tourism dollars is fierce.

Between 1954 and 1963 in Ohio, a state travel office existed in various state agen-
cies such as the Department of Commerce and under various names such as the Division of
Travel and Information. A Travel Bureau was placed in the Department of Development
upon the latter’s establishment in 1963. In 1963, this Travel Bureau employed two persons.
In 1972, the Department of Development was renamed the Department of Economic and
Community Development. In 1982, the Department of Economic and Community Devel-
opment was renamed the Department of Development.

The travel office has been called the Travel Bureau, the Bureau of Travel and Tour-
1sm, the Office of Travel and Tourism, and the Division of Travel and Tourism. Regardless
of the name, the function has been one of promoting tourism within Ohio.

In 1974, the Ohio General Assembly requested the Legislative Service Commission
staff to study the promotion of tourism in Ohio. Among other things, the staff reported:

The Ohio agency responsible for promoting the state’s tour-
ism resources is the Bureau of Travel and Tourism in the De-
partment of Economic and Community Development. The
Bureau sponsored its promotional program in 1974 with a bud-
get of $160,000, which was the third smallest budget among the
50 state travel offices.

At that time, the Bureau had a staff consisting of a Director, two professional staff,
and three secretaries.

E Legislative Service Commission 7 Research Report



http://www.lsc.state.oh.us/research/index.html

II

In 1980, the Ohio General Assembly again requested the Legislative Service Com-
mission to study travel and tourism in Ohio. Among other things, the 1980 study recom-
mended:

O Increased attention to market research;

[0 More cooperation and coordination of promotional efforts among the vari-
ous agencies engaged in tourism promotion in order to reduce ineffi-
ciency and duplication of efforts;

O Reorganization within the Department to elevate the Office of Travel
and Tourism into a Division;

[0 Increased attention by the Department’s upper-level administrators to
travel and tourism and this industry’s impact on the economy;

O Increased funding for the Office of Travel and Tourism.

The 1980 study reported that the Office of Travel and Tourism employed seven pro-
fessional and five clerical persons in fiscal year 1979, and its two-year biennial budget for
FY 78 and FY 79 totaled $1.1 million. The report indicated that Ohio had moved up to 45th
in state expenditures for tourism promotion.

Currently, the Division of Travel and Tourism is one of seven divisions within the
Ohio Department of Development (ODOD). Generally, the Department is responsible for
the creation, retention, and expansion of job opportunities in all industries within Ohio.
The Department is segmented into seven operating divisions: (1) Economic Development,
(2) International Trade, (3) Technology, (4) Community Development, (5) Ohio Housing
Finance Agency, (6) Governor’s Office of Appalachia, and (7) Travel and Tourism. These
divisions provide a multitude of services including: administering short- and long-term
economic development programs; cooperating with national and international companies to
locate operations in Ohio; providing assistance to Ohio companies looking to export goods
and services to expanding markets; fostering entrepreneurial and minority business growth;
and promoting partnerships among the state government, local communities, and the private
sector.

Section 122.04(F) of the Ohio Revised Code states that the Department of Develop-
ment shall “promote and encourage persons to visit and travel within this state.” To accom-
plish this mandate, section 122.07(A)(1) and (2) specifies that the Department may
(1) disseminate information concerning the various resources, advantages, and attractions
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of the state and/or (2) provide assistance to public and private agencies for the preparation
of promotional programs to attract business,
industry, and tourists to the state.

Table I. GRF APPROPRIATIONS* TO
The Division of Travel and Tourism DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT AND

represents only a small fraction of the DIVISION OF TRAVEL & TOURISM

Department’s responsibilities and, therefore, FY 98 and FY 99

its funding. Compared to similar agencies Department of Division of

in other states, the Ohio Division of Travel Development Travel and Tourism

and Tourism’s budget in FY 96 was ranked

27th. FY 98 $105,864,043 $6,450,000
FY 99 $103,108,412 $6,450,000

Division oF TRAVEL AND TOURISM

* Appropriations are prior to mandated reductions

Source: Legislative Budget Office, FY 98-99 Operating Budget Analysis

The Division of Travel and Tourism

has a major, but certainly not the exclusive,

responsibility for marketing Ohio and its resources, events, and attractions to in- and out-of-
state visitors. The mission of the Division is to increase visitor spending in Ohio to be
accomplished by encouraging visitors to travel to and throughout Ohio. As the data in
Chapter I suggest, successful promotion of the tourism industry within a state generally
leads to increases in tourism revenue, jobs, and tax collections for both state and local
governments.

The operation of the Division is divided into five distinct offices that work interde-
pendently. They are: (1) Marketing, (2) Public Relations, (3) Information Technologies, (4)
Film Commission, and (5) Research. These separate entities, in collaboration with private
sector businesses and nonprofit organizations, have developed a multi-faceted approach to
the promotion of travel and tourism in Ohio.

MARKeTING. The Marketing Office familiarizes potential travelers to Ohio with the
industrial, commercial, governmental, educational, cultural, and recreational advantages
that make Ohio a unique travel destination. The Marketing Office joins material and finan-
cial resources of the state with private sector resources in order to market the state and its
attractions to a larger population of potential travelers. The Marketing Office is also re-
sponsible for familiarizing potential tourists with the travel information hotline,
1-800-BUCKEYE, as a resource available to the public to gain further information regard-
ing attractions and events in Ohio.

PusLic ReLATions. The Public Relations Office maintains relationships with nu-
merous media outlets to insure coverage of events and attractions in newspapers, maga-
zines, travel publications, and electronic media. This is accomplished through the issuance

E Legislative Service Commission 9 Research Report



http://www.lsc.state.oh.us/research/index.html

II

of press releases as well as by inviting media personnel to attend and take part in specific
events. Familiarization Tours are another method employed by the Public Relations Office
to gain support and coverage from the press. These “FAM Tours” are directed at the media
and are normally led by the Governor to spotlight certain events, attractions, or sites of the
state. Since 1992, the Division of Travel and Tourism has conducted 18 media tours with
159 journalists. According to the Division, these tours have generated in excess of $3.1
million in free publicity for the Ohio travel industry. Also, several publications, such as
Ohio s Calendar of Events, Ohios Preview of Festivals and Events, and Buckeye Line, are
made available to the public through the Division’s Public Relations Office.

INFormATION TECHNOLOGIES. Information Technologies operates the Ohio tourism in-
formation line, 1-800-BUCKEYE, which provides information regarding thousands of Ohio’s
sites, attractions, and events to potential visitors and dispenses printed materials to travelers
via the Travel Distribution Center. While the Marketing Office promotes the use of 1-800-
BUCKEYE, Information Technologies operates and maintains the information line and in-
sures that interested individuals receive requested information. Information Technologies
also supplies literature to the Department of Transportation’s Travel Information Centers and
assists in the development of curriculums and training programs for the tourism field in con-
junction with educational institutions throughout the state.

OHio FiLm Commission. The Ohio Film Commission promotes the use of Ohio as a
film and video production location. The Commission accomplishes this through attendance
at various trade shows and public relations events, sales calls, and other forms of advertis-
ing. The Commission also publishes a production manual and serves as a clearinghouse for
information regarding crews, equipment, and sites

available throughout the state.

SET-ASIDE GRANTS

REseArcH. The Research Office is prima- FY 98 and EY 99

rily responsible for conducting market research and

Table Il. TRAVEL AND TOURISM

establishing demographic and life-style profiles of | Profect FY 98 FY 99

visitors to Ohio. The research is used to target mar- T ;
. rumpet in the Land
keting efforts. The Research Office may also de- Blue Jacket

Outdoor dramas $200,000 $200,000

velop legislative policy initiatives. Since 1995, Tecumseh
. . . Becky Thatcher Showboat
however, no new legislation affecting the travel and :
. i R Ohio Showboat Drama $250,000
tourism industry, other than appropriations, has [Middictown Convention $50.000
been introduced. Center Feasibility Study
Cincinnati Film Commission $75.000 $75.000

The Division of Travel and Tourism can pro- | U-S- International Air/Trade | $150,000

. ... . . . Show (Dayton)
vide state subsidies to community organizations for
regional and local tourism activities if funds are | Preservation of Wild Animals

International Center for the $750,000 $750,000

1 1911 L Source: Legislative Budget Office, FY 98-99 Operating Budget Analysis
available. The appropriations for these subsidies are b perating Budget
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$1,550,000 for FY 98 and $1,300,000 for FY 99. The grants are awarded on the basis of need
and require local matching funds of at least one-to-one. Most state funds, however, are ear-
marked for specific projects by the General Assembly in the biennial appropriations act. The
projects receiving earmarked grants in FY 98 and FY 99 are set forth in Table II.

OHIo DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DivisioN oF PARKS AND RECREATION

The Division of Parks and Recreation within the Ohio Department of Natural Resources
(ODNR) works in cooperation with the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the
Department of Development (ODOD) to promote Ohio’s parks and the special events hosted
by the public park system. The Ohio parks system encompasses more than 200,000 acres in
72 parks throughout the state. The system includes eight full-scale resorts/conference cen-
ters, six golf courses, 554 rental cabins, 10,000 campsites, 73 swimming beaches, 32 nature
centers, and over 1,000 miles of nature trails. The system records over 70 million visitor
occasions each year and has increased revenue from $11 million to $21 million since 1991
while remaining one of the few state park systems not to charge entrance fees for day-use
facilities.® The Ohio parks system is one of the most varied and heavily used park systems in
the nation and won the first-ever National Gold Medal Award for parks and recreation excel-
lence from the National Recreation and Park Association and the National Sporting Goods
Association in 1997.7

Several resources are used by the Division of Parks and Recreation to promote the
park system. The Division provides information literature to OhioPass Magazine,
1-800-BUCKEYE, and ODOT Travel Information Centers. The Division also maintains a
partnership with the Ohio Lottery Commission that airs promotional commercial spots dur-
ing the Lottery Commission’s Cash Explosion weekly television show. In addition to utiliz-
ing the marketing resources of other state agencies, the Division publishes the Ohio State
Parks Magazine; provides articles and information for Home and Away Magazine and Ohio
Magazine; promotes special events in the Calendar of Events; maintains a web site on the
world wide web; engages in partnerships with Ohio and surrounding states’ private radio
stations to use promotional air time in return for weekend getaway prizes; and works in
cooperation with local convention and visitors’ bureaus and chambers of commerce and
local private businesses and nonprofit organizations for special events promotion. An ex-
ample of such a partnership includes the Alum Creek Holiday Lights display undertaken in
cooperation with Easter Seals and ODOT.
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Division oF NATURAL AREAS

The mission of the Division of Natural Areas within the ODNR is to protect the natural
resources of Ohio, increase tourism, and help develop economic growth within the state. The
Division maintains 115 nature preserves ranging in size from one half acre to 1,500+ acres;
inventories the state’s ten natural scenic river systems; maintains a web site on the world wide
web; and works in cooperation with the Ohio Arts Council and ODOD’s Division of Travel and
Tourism to develop and expand tourism within the state.

OHI0 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ODOT promotes tourism in Ohio by providing tourism brochures, maps, and discount
coupons at Travel Information Centers on major highway systems in Ohio. State employees
who are trained and certified travel counselors also are available to recommend and direct
travelers to destinations in Ohio. In 1996, 1.2 million people from all 50 states and several
foreign countries were assisted at the Department’s travel centers. The Department also main-
tains a web site on the world wide web.

Though much of the state’s advertising and marketing is done in conjunction with the
private sector, the Revised Code prohibits the operation of Travel Information Centers in
joint business ventures with private sector entities. R.C. section 5515.07 states that “No
person, firm, corporation, or association shall engage in selling or offering for sale or exhib-
iting for purposes of sale, goods, products, merchandise, or services within the bounds of
rest areas . . ..” The law contains an exception for the sale of services, goods, or products
required for emergency repairs or medical treatment. The law also permits the Director of
ODOT to approve the use of vending machines that *. . . dispense food, drink, and other
appropriate articles.”

Ohio law (R.C. §§4511.102 to 4511.106) permits the Director of ODOT to *“. . . carry
out a program for the placement of tourist-oriented directional signs and trailblazer markers
within the rights-of-way of those portions of rural state highways that are not on the inter-
state system.” The Director is granted the authority to contract for the operation, mainte-
nance, and marketing of the program with any private person who meets the necessary
qualifications. A “reasonable profit” may be made by the operator of the program, but all
costs shall be fully paid by the participants in the program.

OHio ARts CounciL

The Ohio Arts Council works in cooperation with numerous state agencies and non-
profit organizations to improve the economic, educational, and cultural development of
Ohio. The activities of the Council lend greatly to the development and expansion of cul-
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tural/heritage tourism in Ohio. The goal of the Council is to preserve and present arts, provide
access to the arts, and contribute to the economic success of the state by developing a stron-
ger and more positive self-awareness of underdeveloped regions. An example of the Council’s
grass roots efforts in this regard is the Ohio Hill’s Country Heritage Initiative. This projectis
discussed later.

OHIo HisTORICAL SOCIETY

The Ohio Historical Society is a nonprofit organization whose mission is . . . to pro-
mote a knowledge of archaeology and history, especially in Ohio.””® The Society is respon-
sible for preserving and collecting evidence of the past and providing leadership in the state to
further public knowledge, understanding, and appreciation for the living history of Ohio. The
Society is an integral component of Ohio’s development of cultural/heritage tourism. The
successful promotion of cultural/heritage tourism depends upon the preservation and mainte-
nance of infrastructure and artifacts related to Ohio’s history, education of the public regard-
ing past traditions, and ultimately, promotion to encourage visitors to seek to understand the
heritage of a region. The Society manages over 60 historical sites across the state, approxi-
mately half of which charge admission. The infrastructures of the historical sites are moni-
tored by the Society to ensure that there is not an overburdening of the resources by visitors
so that the resources may be sustained for future use.

Although not an agency of the state, the Ohio Historical Society is one of the largest
state-funded historical societies in the nation. Although the Society is a nonprofit organiza-
tion, state appropriations account for 75% of the Society’s total income (50% for operations
and 25% for capital projects) while 12% comes from earned revenue such as retail sales and
admissions, subscriptions, investments, and membership dues; 4% from the Ohio Historical
Foundation; 4% from federal grants; and 5% from other private sources.’

AUTHORITY GRANTED TO LOCAL POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS FOR TOURISM PROMOTION

The Revised Code specifies that a local political subdivision may appropriate mon-
eys from its general fund to promote tourism within the region in which it is located. Sec-
tion 307.692 grants boards of county commissioners the power to appropriate funds for the
purpose of encouraging economic development of the county or area through the promotion
of tourism. Section 307.693 grants boards of county commissioners the power to appropri-
ate moneys from the general fund to convention and visitors’ bureaus operating in the county.
Likewise, sections 505.58 and 505.80 grant similar powers to boards of township trustees.
For purposes of these sections, “promotion of tourism” means “. . . the encouragement through
advertising, educational and information means, and public relations, both within the state
and outside of it, of travel by persons away from their homes for pleasure, personal reasons,
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or other purposes, except to work, to the county, or to the local area.” There are approxi-
mately 90 local convention and visitors’ bureaus throughout the state. The majority of
promotion efforts conducted by these local bureaus are in conjunction with private sector
enterprises in the region and the state Division of Travel and Tourism.

OHIO’S PARTICIPATION IN REGIONAL PROMOTION EFFORTS

International travelers to the United States prefer to visit more than one state during
a visit; therefore, many states are pooling resources to present regional tourism packages to
international visitors. Partnerships are formed among states that normally compete for
tourism dollars in order to encourage and stimulate travel to the member states through
cooperative, cost-effective implementation of regional marketing. Ohio is an active partici-
pant in two such regional campaigns: the Appalachian Mountain and River Region and the
Great Lakes of North America.

AprpPaLACHIAN MouNnTaIN AND RIVER REGION

The Appalachian Mountain and River Region (AM&RR) is a cooperative effort among
Kentucky, Ohio, and West Virginia to promote the tri-state area to foreign travelers. Ac-
cording to the United States Department of Commerce, the U.S has become the first desti-
nation of choice among German travelers, thus, much of the AM&RR effort is focused on
this market. On average, a German tourist spends $5,600 per person when traveling in the
United States. While California, Florida, Nevada, Arizona, New York, and Washington,
DC have been the primary tourist attractions in the past, the secondary regions of the U.S.
are a growing trend as destinations of choice for seasoned foreign travelers. In 1995, 840,000
Germans traveled to the U.S. and nearly nine million have expressed an interest in traveling
to the U.S. within the next five years.!?

The mission of the AM&RR is to educate foreign and domestic travel agents on the
Appalachian Mountain and River Region project, create a greater public awareness of the
member states, increase demand for travel to the member states, and ultimately, increase the
share of the tourism market for the member states. Press releases are distributed to trade
and consumer publications regarding tour packages and destination features, and, currently,
two Media FAMS—familiarization tours for press and foreign travel agents—are being
planned for implementation in 1998.

GREAT LAKES oF NORTH AMERICA

The Great Lakes of North America (GLNA) which consists of Minnesota, Wiscon-
sin, Illinois, Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, and the Canadian Province of Ontario (New York and
Pennsylvania chose not to participate in 1994) is the tourism initiative of the Council of
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Great Lakes Governors (CGLG). Since its inception in 1990, the GLNA member states have
worked together as a region to promote international tourism. The focus of the promotion
and advertising campaign is the German market (which includes Germany, Austria, and Swit-
zerland) and the United Kingdom. Funding is provided by annual, equal contributions from
each member, as well as private sector promotion partners.

The economic impact from GLNA has been significant. In 1993, 1.2 million United
Kingdom and German-market travelers visited the region (of a total 4.8 million visitors to
the United States) which generated $2.9 billion in travel-related expenditures and supported
nearly 50,000 Great Lakes jobs. It appears that Ontario has received the largest economic
benefit from the cooperative effort with approximately 20,000 jobs and $1 billion in travel
expenditures. However, Ohio noted significant gains with an increase in 5,000 jobs and
$500 million in travel expenditures.'!

TOURISM PROMOTION PARTNERSHIPS: OHIO AND PRIVATE ENTERPRISES

Regardless of whether Ohio is promoting travel and tourism within its own borders
or in cooperation with an entire region, partnerships with private enterprises are considered
to be essential. All advertising and marketing of the state of Ohio done through the Division
of Travel and Tourism is accomplished through partnerships with private sector entities. In
1996, a total of $4.1 million was spent on out-of-state promotions to entice visitors to Ohio.
Less than 25% ($900,000) of those funds, however, came from the Division and public
funds. The remaining $3.2 million came from the private sector.

Throughout the 1997 advertising campaign, the Division maintained 20 private sec-
tor partnerships which included such private entities as Bob Evans Restaurants, Cross Country
Inns, Sea World of Ohio, and Paramount’s Kings Island. The state also participated in
regional promotions such as northeast Ohio’s “Brains, Brawn and Blue Suede Shoes” cam-
paign that offers a three-way ticket for the Football, Rock and Roll, and Inventure Place
Halls of Fame.

Certain guidelines are established by the Division of Travel and Tourism for promo-
tion partnerships with private sector enterprises. For example, to be included in the “Get-
away Packet” available through 1-800-BUCKEYE, a partner must schedule a minimum of
$100,000 in media purchases and is encouraged to purchase at least one full-page, color ad
in OhioPass. The 1-800-BUCKEYE tagline is also required to be included in all media
spots.'?

The Division also maintains guidelines concerning the programming in which state
tourism is promoted. Demographic studies show leisure visitors to Ohio are young families
(adults 25-54), with moderate incomes (69% under $50,000), who travel for cultural attrac-
tions and activities and to visit friends. Therefore, programs that are appropriate for fami-
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lies are chosen as vehicles for tourism promotion. The primary out-of-state regional markets
for Ohio tourism promotion include Detroit, Pittsburgh, Indianapolis, Louisville, and Lexing-
ton."

END NoTES FOR CHAPTER Il

¢ ”QOhio State Parks are the Nation’s Best—Ohio’s 72-Park System is First to Win Gold Medal Award for
Parks and Recreation Excellence,” Ohio Department of Natural Resources Division of Parks and Recre-
ation web site http://www.DNR .state.oh.us/ODNR/parks, November 4, 1997.
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8 Ohio Historical Society and Ohio Historical Foundation Annual Report, July 1, 1996 - June 30, 1997.
> Id.

10TD Marketing, “Appalachian Mountain & River Region—Profile of German-speaking Market.”

"' Council of Great Lakes Governors, “Great Lakes of North America, 1995-1996 Cooperative Marketing
Plan.”

12 Ohio Division of Travel and Tourism, “Partnership Guidelines—Spring/Summer 1997.”
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CHAPTER Il

PuBLic FuNDING oF TRAVEL AND TouRisMm PROMOTION

In order to generate revenue to promote travel and tourism, many states and political
subdivisions impose taxes on various activities undertaken by the traveling public. Such
activities include renting hotel and motel rooms, eating at restaurants, renting cars, and
attending entertainment events. This method of generating revenue for the public financing
of tourism promotion is growing in popularity. Tourism taxes, as they are called, are levied
by some level of government in each of the fifty states. Currently, a lodging tax is imposed
at some level in every state, restaurant taxes are levied in 30 states and the District of
Columbia, 37 states and the District of Columbia impose taxes on rental car transactions,
and 23 states levy entertainment taxes.'* (See Appendix A for a complete listing of tourism
taxes levied in the individual states.)

EcoNOMIC RATIONALE FOR THE TAXATION OF TRAVEL SPENDING

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) cites four eco-
nomic reasons for state and local governments to tax travel spending: (1) revenue diversifi-
cation, (2) benefits taxation, (3) correction of market failure, and (4) tax exportation.”> As
travel and tourism continues to grow, travel spending and the taxes generated by such spending
also increases. In order to reduce the dependence on traditional public revenue sources
(i.e., income, general sales, and property taxes) and to diversify revenue bases, state and
local governments are implementing tourism taxes.

In addition to supplementing traditional public revenue sources, tourism taxes are
favored by those who support the benefits theory of taxation. The underlying philosophy of
this theory is that the amount of taxes paid by an individual should be proportional to the
benefits received. Political subdivisions, by implementing tourism taxes on such things as
lodging, car rentals, restaurants, transportation, and entertainment, ensure that, at a mini-
mum, travelers bear some of the costs that they collectively impose on government. These
include such costs as the maintenance of infrastructure and the provision of public services,
as well as indirect costs such as the negative effects on permanent residents resulting from
the increased congestion, pollution, and resource degradation.'®

The use of tourism taxes to fund the public promotion of travel and tourism is also
viewed by some to correct market inefficiencies. Some private businesses that benefit from
tourism might not voluntarily share the cost of promotional efforts. They become “free
riders” who benefit without costs. Taxes on the tourists, however, correct this inequity by
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generating public revenue that can be used for promoting an area encompassing all public
and private beneficiaries.

ACIR also cites tax exportation as an economic advantage of tourism taxes. Tourism
taxes, especially those on lodging and rental cars, are assumed to be paid by nonresident
consumers, primarily tourists and business travelers. This attribute of tourism taxes has
great appeal to those who have the authority to impose taxes. The argument is that the
revenue is spent to benefit local residents but the revenue is collected from nonresidents.
While this argument has validity, it is probably also true that if tourism taxes are too burden-
some compared to tourism taxes imposed by other competing areas, it is also possible to
export the tourists.

It should be noted that most tourists visiting an area pay more than just the tourism
taxes. Tourists’ expenditures for goods and services are subject to general sales taxes and
the purchase of motor vehicle fuel by tourists is subject to excise taxes. These are direct
taxes paid by the tourist which generate substantial revenue to political subdivisions over
and above the direct tourism taxes paid. In addition, tourism generates substantial indirect
public revenue. Those persons employed by hotels, motels, restaurants, entertainment com-
plexes, and similar businesses who might not otherwise be employed without the tourism
business, pay income taxes on their wages or business earnings as well as sales taxes on
most of their consumption expenditures. This multiplier effect that tourism has on govern-
mental revenue is difficult to measure but few would deny its existence.

REVENUE SOURCES FOR TOURISM PROMOTION IN OHIO

Unlike many states, Ohio imposes no tourism taxes at the state level. While the state
1mposes no state tax on lodging or car rentals, these transactions are subject to the state sales
tax. In Ohio, some local governments impose “piggy-back” sales taxes that apply to the
same transactions that are taxable by the state. The rates of the additional local tax are
determined locally up to state-controlled maximums. Admissions are not generally subject
to the sales tax in Ohio.

Even though some of the transactions associated with tourism taxes are subject to
both state and local sales taxes, many local governments impose additional taxes or fees on
lodging, car rentals, and admissions. After state and local sales taxes are imposed and local
tourism taxes are added, the resulting total rate of taxation of some of these transactions in
some areas of the state is among the highest in the United States. The total rate of taxation
on lodging in Columbus, for example, is 15.75% which is second only to the 17% rate
imposed in Houston, Texas.
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HisTorY

In 1967, the Ohio Tax Study Commission noted in its final report that many states
had authorized local governments to impose certain non-property taxes as supplements (piggy-
back) to a state-imposed tax, such as a piggy-back local sales tax. The report also listed
other nonproperty taxes that could be imposed at a local level to diversify and strengthen
the local tax structure. Among those listed was a tax on the rental of transient accommoda-
tions (the lodging tax).

The Ohio Tax Study Commission made several recommendations to the General
Assembly in the 1967 report regarding the authorization of local taxes. With regard to the
local piggy-back sales tax, the Commission recommended that the local tax be authorized at
a uniform 1% rate with the tax collected by the state and returned by the state to the levying
subdivision. The Commission strongly advised the General Assembly, however, that “such
local sales tax supplements must, in every case, be imposed uniformly over areas no smaller
than a county.”"” (Emphasis added.)

Similarly strong advice was given to the General Assembly with respect to the lodg-
ing tax. The Commission’s report states:

In enabling local government to make use of such levies,
the General Assembly should lay down uniform guidelines as
to taxpayers, tax base, and exemptions to be followed by locali-
ties imposing such taxes, should encourage adoption of such
taxes over areas at least as large as a county, and should offer
the maximum possible assistance of the State in administering
these taxes."® (Emphasis added.)

The enactment of legislation granting local governments the authority to levy these
additional nonproperty taxes was one of the first responses of the General Assembly to the
Commission’s report. The 107th General Assembly authorized counties to levy a piggy-
back sales tax at a uniform rate of one half of 1%. Ignoring the Commission’s recommen-
dation that any authorized lodging tax be imposed on at least a county-wide basis, the
General Assembly authorized municipal corporations and townships to levy an excise tax
of up to 3% on hotel and motel accommodations. The General Assembly likewise ignored
the Commission’s recommendation for enactment of uniform guidelines regarding the base
and exemptions and enacted no provisions for state assistance in administration.

In 1974, the 110th General Assembly enacted legislation that ignored two major
Commission recommendations that the legislature had initially followed with respect to the
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local piggy-back sales tax. The General Assembly authorized regional transit authorities to
levy voter-approved piggy-back sales taxes to be levied at rates ranging from one quarter of
1% to 1.5%, thereby violating the Commission’s recommendations for county-wide appli-
cation and uniform rates.

Between 1967 and 1974, ten cities and three townships levied the lodging tax on
hotel and motel accommodations. In 1980, the 113th General Assembly expanded the
scope of the lodging tax by authorizing counties to levy it. In 1988, the General Assembly
authorized convention facilities authorities to levy the tax. By 1996 (the last year for avail-
able data), 52 counties, 114 municipalities, 81 townships, and two convention facilities
authorities imposed a lodging tax. In addition, the purchase of hotel and motel accommoda-
tions is subject to the state sales tax as well as local piggy-back taxes imposed by counties
and regional transit authorities. Currently, all 88 counties and six regional transit authori-
ties levy a local piggy-back sales tax in addition to the 5% state sales tax.

Since the state imposes a 5% sales tax on the rental of hotel and motel accommoda-
tions and all counties impose the county permissive piggy-back sales tax of at least one half
of 1%, the minimum tax on hotel and motel accommodations in Ohio is 5.5%. Adding the
piggy-back sales tax that can be imposed with voter approval by regional transit authorities
at rates ranging from one quarter of 1% to 1.5%, the combined sales tax on hotel and motel
accommodations can range from 5.5% to 7%. Adding the lodging tax that can be imposed
by municipalities, townships, counties, and convention facilities authorities, at combined
rates ranging from 1% to 10%, the total tax levied on the rental of hotel and motel accom-
modations in Ohio could be 17%.

In addition to becoming a significant burden on those purchasing hotel and motel
accommodations, the non-uniform manner in which the taxes are imposed within a county
and the separate reporting and collection procedures adopted by the various political subdi-
visions make compliance by the hotel and motel industry difficult and administration of
these taxes complicated. In many instances, the lodging tax imposes differential burdens on
similar or identical transactions within a county or even within a neighborhood.

In addition to the lodging tax, section 715.013 of the Revised Code states that mu-
nicipal corporations in Ohio are not prohibited from levying a tax on “amounts received for
admission to any place.” Generally, the tax 1s charged as a per cent of the cost of entrance
to such things as movies, theme parks, and professional sports. A total of 55 municipalities
(43 cities and 12 villages) imposed an admissions tax on entertainment events in calendar
year 1996. Tax rates range from 1.5% in Woodlawn to 8.0% in Cleveland.
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Aside from the general sales tax, there are no additional state-imposed taxes on ei-
ther restaurant sales or car rentals. Counties and transit authorities, however, are permitted
to levy a supplemental local general sales tax of up to 3% on restaurant sales and car rentals.
Additionally, the state does not expressly prohibit local governments from levying a trans-
action fee (an amount per transaction as opposed to a percentage of cost) on car rentals.
Some municipalities in Ohio, such as Cleveland, have enacted this type of fee as a way to
generate additional local revenue.

In many states, the revenue generated by tourism taxes is earmarked for specific
purposes normally associated with the promotion of tourism. The revenue is frequently
compared to “seed corn” and expenditures are likened to “priming the pump.” In Ohio,
revenue resulting from the taxation of transactions associated with tourism is not normally
earmarked for the promotion of tourism, although that is a permissible use of such funds.

END NoTESs FOR CHAPTER Il

14 Rafool, Mandy, Travel & Tourism: A Partnership Series, “State Tourism Taxes,” National Conference of State
Legislatures, No. 2, March 1998.

B Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Revenue Diversification: State and Local Travel Taxes,
April 1994, pp. 21-25.

1 1d.

17 Ohio Legislative Service Commission, Tax Study Commission Report of 1967, as cited in “Tax Laws and Revenue
Changes, 1967-1974,” Information Bulletin 1974-3, December 1974, p. 27.
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CHAPTER IV

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO STATE FUNDING OF
TouRrisMm PROMOTION

As tourism increases in importance to the economic development of states, greater
attention has been given to alternative organizational and funding mechanisms. While Ohio
primarily utilizes the Division of Travel and Tourism within the Department of Develop-
ment to promote tourism in Ohio and relies on General Revenue Fund appropriations to the
Department for its funding, several states are experimenting with new organizational struc-
tures and funding mechanisms to increase the promotion of tourism within their states.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A CENTRALIZED STATE AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR TOURISM PROMOTION

The responsibility for the promotion of travel and tourism within a state is generally
decentralized. Several state agencies, nonprofit organizations, and private enterprises must
formally or informally coordinate activities in order to be effective. At times, the coordina-
tion of activities among state agencies is difficult since the promotion of tourism is not the
primary mission of any single department and is assigned differing priorities by different
departments. Some states have taken steps to centralize the responsibility within a state
agency while other states have transferred the responsibility from the public sector to non-
profit private corporations.

Wisconsin

In Wisconsin, where tourism is regarded as one of the most important industries in
the state, tourism promotion was recently consolidated into a single Department of Tour-
ism." It is anticipated that the new organizational approach will permit a more centralized
tourism promotion strategy.

Prior to January 1, 1996, Wisconsin’s Division of Tourism Development was in the
state’s Department of Development and worked in conjunction with several state agencies,
including the Department of Natural Resources and the Department of Administrative Ser-
vices, to promote the state’s tourism industry. In 1996, the Department of Tourism was
created. Itis headed by a secretary appointed by the Governor. The legislation creating the
new cabinet-level department transferred the responsibilities of the previous Division of
Tourism Development to the newly created Department of Tourism and provided the De-
partment with additional responsibilities related to providing marketing services to state
agencies and the promotion of the state parks system.
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The creation of the Wisconsin Department of Tourism consolidated staff and fund-
ing from the Department of Natural Resources, the UW-Extension Tourism Resource Cen-
ter, Department of Administrative Services, and the Division of Tourism Development in
the Department of Development. Appropriations for the new Department of Tourism in FY
96-97 were approximately $12 million.

PRIVATE, NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS AS AGENTS OF THE STATE FOR TOURISM PROMOTION

Another alternative approach to tourism promotion unites the resources of both the
public and private sectors by forming a private, nonprofit corporation. Several states in-
cluding Florida, Virginia, Hawaii, Oregon, and California use or are considering the private,
nonprofit corporation approach.

FLoRIDA

In the 1996 legislative session, the Florida legislature created a private/public part-
nership between a new Florida Commission on Tourism and the state of Florida. The Com-
mission was established to provide a public/private partnership to help in the development
of policy and provide technical expertise for the promotion and marketing of Florida’s tour-
ism industry.

The Commission serves as an organizational and administrative link between the
public and private sectors. Membership is comprised of the Governor, as a voting member,
a member of the Senate and a member of the House of Representatives, as ex-officio mem-
bers, and 28 persons appointed by the Governor. The 28 appointees represent small and
large businesses, all geographic areas of the state, and the tourism industries which contrib-
ute significant revenues to promote Florida tourism. With the Governor as its chairman, the
Commission is authorized to make policy decisions on promoting and developing tourism
in Florida. Moreover, in conjunction with the Florida Office of Tourism, Trade, and Eco-
nomic Development (OTTED), the Commission develops an operating budget for promot-
ing tourism. The budget also provides funding for the Commission’s contract with a direct-
support organization created to carry out the Commission’s programs.

The direct-support organization (DSO) is a 501(c)(6), not-for-profit corporation known
as the Florida Tourism Industry Marketing Corporation (FTIMC). The FTIMC was estab-
lished to assist the Commission in accomplishing its goals. The 28 private sector tourism-
related members of the Commission compose the corporation’s board of directors. The
Florida legislature intended the nonprofit corporation to emulate a privately operated busi-
ness. Essentially, the state of Florida is the sole shareholder in this corporation.?
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The corporation is not considered an agent of the state for purposes of certain stat-
utes which govern the activities of other state agencies. For example, the corporation is
exempt from public disclosure of certain information. The corporation is also exempted
from the chapters of Florida law which relate to the depositing of state funds, planning and
budgeting, and the procurement of personal property and services. The corporation is given
the authority to hire employees and contract to perform the state’s tourism promotion and
development functions. All meetings of the corporation are public, and no elected official
may be appointed to the corporation’s board of directors. Quarterly progress reports and
annual financial audits must be submitted by the corporation to the Commission.

A Tourism Promotional Trust Fund was established to finance the Commission. The
Trust Fund receives 15.75% of the proceeds of the $2.05 per day rental car surcharge to
support the operation of the Commission. The Commission is also required to include in its
four-year marketing plan provisions for reaching a one-to-one match of private to public
contributions within four calendar years. The Commission is authorized to develop incen-
tive programs and membership plans to garner private contributions. Contributions may be
generated through strategic alliances, merchandising/licensing and voluntary partnership
investments, through a partners program. This program provides special benefits and op-
portunities through the not-for-profit FTIMC to assist a partner in gaining a competitive
edge over other tourist destinations.?!

The Florida Office of Tourism, Trade, and Economic Development (OTTED) is re-
sponsible for monitoring the public/private partnerships. OTTED is required to include
performance standards and sanctions in the contracts executed with the public/private part-
nerships and report to the legislature on contract compliance.

VIRGINIA

In 1996, the Virginia Economic Development Partnership chartered the Virginia Tour-
1ism Corporation, a nonstock, nonprofit corporation to direct the state’s tourism marketing
effort.”? The Articles of Incorporation for the Corporation specify that the marketing effort
for the state should include the setting of a philosophical tone on advertising and tourism
promotion, the establishment of a statewide marketing policy, and the encouragement of
public/private partnerships in tourism promotion. The board of directors of the Corporation
1s comprised of 13 members including six members, serving six-year terms, appointed by
the board of directors of the Virginia Economic Development Partnership; six members,
serving terms of four years, from among the ranks of the travel and tourism industry of
Virginia who are appointed by the Governor; and the Executive Director of the Virginia
Economic Development Partnership who is the Director of the Corporation. A return-on-
investment formula is the primary measure for the Corporation to obtain continuing funding
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from the state. The Corporation is exempted from state procurement, personnel, travel, and
freedom of information regulations.

EARMARKED REVENUE SOURCE

As pointed out earlier, Ohio funds the promotion of tourism entirely through appro-
priations made to the Department of Development by the General Assembly. At least 18
states have earmarked revenue sources to fund a major portion of their state’s promotion of
tourism. Several additional states have earmarked a revenue source to supplement appropria-
tions from general revenue funds.

Missouri

In 1993, the Missouri travel industry backed the state legislature’s enactment of H.B.
188 to establish a dependable revenue source for the state’s Division of Tourism in the De-
partment of Economic Development. The Missouri Division of Tourism estimates that the
state generates between $8 and $10 in state tax revenue for every dollar invested in tourism
marketing. It is also estimated that an additional $0.43 is collected in local tax revenue for
every state tax dollar collected in the tourism industry. Therefore, the Missouri Tourism

2001 funding committee, an industry group with
representatives from the Missouri Hotel & Motel
Association, the Missouri Restaurant Association,
the Missouri Travel Council, and the Travel Fed-
eration of Missouri, concluded that, in order to
maximize the benefits of the tourism industry, Mis-
souri needed a reliable source of funding at a level
that would enable the state to compete in the na-
tional tourism market.

H.B. 188 of the 1993 legislative session
established the “Division of Tourism Supplemen-
tal Revenue Fund” to be used solely by the Divi-
sion of Tourism to fulfill the duties and functions
of the Division as prescribed by law. Unlike previ-
ously unsuccessful attempts to dedicate a revenue
source solely for tourism promotion in Missouri,
H.B. 188 did not require that a new tax be collected
by businesses in the tourism industry. Rather, a
percentage of future growth in the state sales tax
revenue generated by the sale of tourist-oriented

Table lll. STANDARD INDUSTRY
CLASSIFICATION CODES SUBJECT TO
THE PROVISIONS OF H.B. 188

Eating places, only

Eating and drinking places

Drinking places, alcohol

Hotel, motels, and tourist courts

Rooming and boarding houses

Camps and trailering parks

Trailering parks and camp sites

Organization hotels and lodging houses

Producers, orchestras, entertainers

Commercial sports

Miscellaneous Amusement and recreation

Boat and canoe rental

Public golf/swimming pools

Amusement parks

Tourist attractions

Amusement NEC

Botanical and zoological gardens

Source: Missouri Division of Tourism Funding Plan
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goods and services was earmarked to be deposited into the Supplemental Revenue Fund and
used to provide for increased tourism promotion efforts.

In order for the funding mechanism to become effective, the state’s Department of
Revenue had to identify the businesses that generate tax revenue primarily through the servic-
ing of travelers. Businesses in 17 Standard Industry Classification codes were ultimately
included in the provisions of H.B. 188. (See Table III for a complete list of the SIC codes
included in H.B. 188.) The Missouri Plan is formulated so that as the sales tax revenue gener-
ated by these businesses increases, a percentage of the growth in revenue is earmarked for the
Division of Tourism to fund additional tourism promotion and marketing.

The Missouri Plan funding formula is based on the assumption that tax revenue
generated by tourist-oriented businesses will grow by a minimum of 3% each year. This
level of growth is considered normal. Any growth above this 3% level is subject to the
provisions of H.B. 188. Such provisions mandate that half of any increase in tourism-
generated tax revenue above the 3% level is to be deposited into the Division of Tourism
Supplemental Revenue Fund by the Director of Revenue. The Fund is administered by the
State Treasurer and is to be used solely by the Division of Tourism. The revenue deposited
into the Fund is capped at $3 million in any one fiscal year. Additional provisions prevent
any revenue originally credited to the Fund from being transferred to the state’s general
revenue fund.

The Missouri Division of Tourism also continues to receive existing funding from
the state’s general revenue fund as a means of stabilizing funding for the promotion of
tourism during the first ten years. However, the appropriation of general revenue funds is to
be gradually eliminated at a rate of 10% of the base year (FY 94) each succeeding fiscal
year. Therefore, by 2004, the law’s “sunset” year, the Division will be funded entirely from
the newly earmarked revenue source.

Prior to the appropriation of supplemental revenue from the Fund to the Division of
Tourism, the legislation mandates that a status report be given to the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate. The information presented to the House Committee on Tourism,
Recreational and Cultural Affairs and the Senate Transportation and Tourism Committee
must include a promotional marketing strategy including targeted markets, duration of mar-
ket plans, ensuing market strategies, and actual and estimated investment return.

Under ideal conditions, the Division of Tourism’s budget could increase to as high as
$32 million by 2004. In its third year of operation, FY 97, officials report that the Missouri
Plan has raised an additional $11.6 million for tourism promotion.”® As the increased funds
become available, the state is expanding its advertising program to reach a larger market
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area. Also, $1 million is being made available to regional groups on a cost-sharing basis
through a new cooperative tourism marketing program. Provided that the funding continues
to become available under the new plan, the state also intends to initiate rural tourism
development programs and more cooperative advertising packages.

MANDATORY SELF-ASSESSMENTS OF THE TOURISM INDUSTRY
CALIFORNIA

California’s Office of Tourism was funded entirely through the state’s general fund
until 1994. The impetus for a change in funding came in 1993 when a task force convened
by the Governor recommended an alternative to state-funded tourism promotion: mandatory
assessments of tourism businesses. In 1995, the California Marketing Act created the Tour-
ism Selection Commission to coordinate the assessments and determine which businesses
are heavily dependent on tourism.

In 1997, 3,400 businesses voted to implement annual assessments on themselves in
order to supplement state funding to finance an expanded tourism marketing program to
promote California’s tourism industry.?* California became the first state in the nation to
utilize industry-imposed assessments to partially fund tourism marketing activities.”

The public/private funding consists of a state contribution of $7.3 million and a
travel industry contribution of a minimum of $7.5 million. Hotels and attractions in Cali-
fornia are assessed $450 per $1 million of revenue. Other businesses having at least 8% of
their revenue coming from tourism are taxed at levels based on the actual percentage of
revenue coming from tourism. Businesses with less than 8% of revenue generated by tour-
ism and businesses that have total revenue of under $1 million are exempt from the tax.?
The maximum assessment on any location cannot exceed $250,000. The money generated
through the public/private funding is managed by a newly created nonprofit tourism organi-
zation, the California Travel and Tourism Marketing Commission.?’

The Commission is directed by 37 commissioners who serve as the board of direc-
tors for purposes of California Nonprofit Corporation Law. The Secretary of Trade and
Commerce serves as chairperson. Twelve members, who represent one of California’s 12
officially designated tourism regions, are appointed by the Governor and 24 members are
elected by the businesses that pay assessments.”® Each assessed business is entitled to a
weighted vote in each referendum. In calculating weighted votes, each assessed business
receives a vote equal to the relative assessment paid by that business. For example, an
assessed business paying nine hundred dollars in annual assessments has three times the vote
of a business paying three hundred dollars.
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The Commission must prepare two annual reports. One report to all assessed busi-
nesses must provide data on the activities and budget of the Commission, the Fund balance, a
summary of the tourism marketing plan, and a progress report detailing achievement of the
goals set forth in the initial plan. The Commission must prepare a second report, using the
advice and recommendations of industry marketing advisory committees, that includes the
following: an evaluation of the previous year’s budget and activities; review of California
tourism trends, conditions, and opportunities; target audiences for tourism marketing expen-
ditures; marketing strategies, objectives, and targets; and budget for the current year.?

The Commission must comply with California’s open meetings and public record
law; however, information pertaining to assessed businesses is confidential and exempt
from public records statutes.*® Employees of the Commission do not receive state benefits
and the Commission determines the terms of employment.’! California law provides that,
anytime following the initial four years of operation, the assessed businesses may vote to
terminate the Commission.

Preliminary reviews of this funding arrangement suggest that the assessments on
tourism businesses have not generated the anticipated revenue. The low revenue is attrib-
uted partly to the fact that some of the assessments that were originally anticipated, such as
those on airlines and buses, are exempt because of interstate commerce laws.*

CoLORADO

In 1993, Colorado voters decided not to renew the state’s 0.2% tax on restaurant
meals, ski lift tickets, lodging, sightseeing buses, and private attractions to fund tourism
promotion. With this source of funding eliminated, Colorado became the only state without
a state tourism office. Opponents of the tax argued that Colorado residents were paying
more of the tax than out-of-state visitors. In addition, residents believed the state’s parks,
attractions, and ski resorts were already too crowded.®

Following the voters’ refusal to renew the tourism tax, the state created the Colorado
Travel and Tourism Authority to lead the state’s tourism promotion effort. The Authority’s
system of funding was based on voluntary contributions by tourism-oriented businesses.
The problem with this system of funding, however, was “free riders.” The benefits of
tourism advertising accrued to some extent to all tourist businesses, but not all businesses
were contributing to the cost of promoting tourism.** The “free riders” were reaping ben-
efits from the contributions made by other businesses. The Authority was unable to garner
enough financial support to thrive and, therefore, failed.*

In 1997, the Colorado legislature made a one-time, $2.1 million appropriation to
recreate the Colorado Tourism Board (CTB). The Board is reviewing alternative forms of
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funding, including a public/private partnership and mandatory assessments of tourism-related
businesses. The Board is attempting to convince state lawmakers to provide a permanent
funding source for state tourism promotion.* A similar situation occurred in Wyoming where
voters also repealed a lodging tax that was used primarily for the promotion of tourism be-
cause they feared increased tourism would lead to increased population.

STATE TRAVEL OFFICES

Most states continue to rely on a state agency to coordinate its promotion of tourism.
A review of state travel offices indicates that the majority of states with relatively large
tourism budgets have a source of state revenue other than general revenue funds. A listing
of the ten states with the top travel budgets in FY 97 ranked Illinois at the top with a budget
of $35.3 million; Hawaii $27.7; Texas $25.1; Florida $23.0; Pennsylvania $19.4; Virginia
$18.3; New York $18.1; Massachusetts $17.4; Louisiana $15.1; and Michigan with a bud-
get of $14.7 million. The average budget for all state travel offices was approximately $9.7
million.*” (See Appendix B for a complete listing of state travel office budgets.)

Of these top ten states, only Hawaii, Pennsylvania, and Michigan rely solely on the
state’s general revenue funds to finance the state’s travel and tourism efforts. In all, 20
states fund tourism promotion entirely through appropriations from the state’s general rev-
enue fund. The remaining states have adopted a variety of different approaches, such as
dedicated revenue sources and mandatory business assessments to supplement the funding
of their tourism offices.
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CHAPTER V

THE FUTURE OF THE TRAVEL AND TOURISM INDUSTRY

To capitalize on the opportunity for increased economic development from the travel
and tourism industry, states must work in collaboration with other public and private enti-
ties, recognize and market evolving tourism trends, adapt to the additional burdens placed
on nonrenewable resources and existing infrastructures by increased tourist activities, and
use the tourism industry as a viable source of employment for the growing and changing
workforce.

TRENDS IN TOURISM PROMOTION

There are emerging opportunities in the tourism industry to identify and market cul-
tural, historical, and natural resources in order to increase a region’s tourism. Ecotourism
and cultural/heritage tourism are experiencing significant growth as a result of creative
tourism promotion. States will need to react to these shifting market demands of tourists to
realize the economic potential of these trends. Ecotourism and cultural/heritage tourism
must be developed in a manner that will provide a sustainable future while still meeting the
more sophisticated travel and educational needs of these tourists. These sectors of the
tourism industry are frequently promoted on a regional, educational, and cultural basis.

CULTURAL/HERITAGE TOURISM

The travel and tourism industry is working with the nonprofit cultural community to
create a mutually beneficial relationship that is able to develop new sources of revenue
through entrepreneurial activity while preserving cultural integrity. Cultural/heritage tour-
ism is a form of tourism that can be marketed based on the distinct cultural and historical
qualities of an area. According to the National Trust for Historic Preservation:

Market studies have consistently shown that Americans place a
premium on touring, sightseeing, and engaging in recreational
activities in settings that offer interesting architecture, a sense
of local history and heritage, the taste of ethnic cuisine, and the
experience of unique and authentic cultural activities.

The growing popularity of cultural/heritage tourism results from the fact that an
increased number of travelers are discovering the unique attractions of the nation’s byways.
Rural America offers sights “beyond Disney World” to a growing number of both domestic
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and international visitors.* Cultural/heritage tourism, therefore, holds potential for strength-
ening and diversifying rural economies.

As a method of revitalizing rural economies, tourism: (1) generates jobs, income,
and tax revenues, (2) stimulates the growth and development of other industries,
(3) transforms natural features into recreational tools which become income-producing as-
sets, (4) strengthens income-producing capacity of historic buildings and other man-made
resources, and (5) injects tourist money into local economies.** Rural tourism also broad-
ens the economic base of rural areas that are traditionally dependent upon limited resources.
Therefore, fluctuating economies may become more stabilized.

Although tourism holds potential for economic development in rural areas, it is not a
panacea and might not be welcomed in all areas. The success of tourism promotion in rural
areas, as in all areas, depends on the quality of planning, the existence of infrastructures,
essential services, management, maintenance, and an accessible market. To the extent that
promotional activities are successful, the quality of rural life and the environment may be
disrupted.

The mission of cultural tourism is to foster the past and living traditions of a location
or its people. Visitors seek regions with distinctive qualities and a unique sense of place.
Cultural tourism promotion can take many approaches. Visitors to Ohio’s Amish communi-
ties may enjoy both the pastoral setting and the opportunity to learn about Amish society.
Tours also have been developed to enlighten tourists regarding many other groups, their
cultures, and contributions to society. Among these are tours of various locations relating to
African Americans and Native Americans. Tours of Appalachia, art museums, science
centers, and similar sites can be marketed under cultural tourism promotional activities as
well.

Rides through rural areas on historic trains are gaining popularity as a link to a
previous era. Amtrak, the National Railroad Passenger Corporation, has redesigned its
daily Adirondack line from New York City to Montreal so that it gives its passengers an
historic feel. Traveling along the Hudson River and Lake Champlain in eastern New York
State, the trip offers refashioned cars, specially commissioned works of art, and a bilingual
menu that recognizes the tastes of French-speaking Canadian riders. This program won the
Travel Industry Association’s 1997 Odyssey Award in the Cultural Heritage category and
was commended for the cooperative relationships among private industry, state govern-
ment, and local communities that contributed to its success.*!

OHIO’s HERITAGE INITIATIVES. Heritage initiative programs are used in Ohio as a basis
for cultural tourism promotion. Revised Code section 149.322 creates the Wright-Dunbar
State Heritage Commission whose membership is responsible for the promotion and preser-
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vation of the unique features of the Miami Valley area. The Commission highlights the
area’s aviation heritage and the works of Paul Laurence Dunbar to stimulate the region’s
economic development. The collaborative efforts among the Commission, the Dayton Avia-
tion Heritage National Historic Park, Dayton Aviation Heritage Commission, and other
federal, state, and local entities contribute to the success of this program.

The Ohio Hill Country Regional Heritage Initiative is another example of an Ohio
heritage initiative. About two years ago, the Ohio Arts Council began this cooperative,
grass roots effort in southern Ohio to help connect people, regions, and agencies to foster
relationships in order to preserve the culture and history of the region and enhance the
economic development of the area. The Ohio Hill Country Regional Heritage Initiative
encourages communities, organizations, and individuals to plan proactively for the benefi-
cial future of the area. The program enhances the ability of the region to explore opportu-
nities for its own development and build upon southern Ohio’s special cultural and historic
attributes. As a natural outgrowth of the area’s unique qualities, it is able to develop a
heritage identity that may be consistently applied in promotional materials and advertising
to familiarize and reinforce the idea of the region as a travel destination. To date, about 400
people are actively involved in the program in 31 counties throughout southern Ohio.

EcoTOuURISM

Ecotourism is the fastest growing sector of world tourism expanding by approxi-
mately 30% per year.* Ecotourism’s function as a tourism promotion tool is to build re-
spect for nonrenewable resources while developing marketing strategies that encourage sus-
tainable use and recreational enjoyment of these resources. A working definition estab-
lished by International Expeditions maintains that “ecotourism” is

purposeful travel that creates an understanding of cultural and
natural history, while safeguarding the integrity of the ecosys-
tem and producing economic benefits that encourage conserva-
tion.®

A primary function of ecotourism is to provide economic development to rural, un-
derdeveloped, and economically depressed areas. Therefore, ecotourism efforts should be
financially beneficial to the local region and its citizens. Although still unsure as to the
long-term effects of ecotourism on the environment and regional economic development,
states and local political subdivisions have adopted the concept as a new marketing tool in
the increasingly competitive tourism industry. Ecotourism’s emphasis on local community
development also encourages states to help its cities and towns to develop ecotourism mar-
kets.

E Legislative Service Commission 33 Research Report



http://www.lsc.state.oh.us/research/index.html

Through ecotourism, states and regions have developed initiatives that achieve goals
related to education and the public role in protection and responsible stewardship of nonre-
newable assets as well as the promotion of tourism. The conservation of natural resources
provides a basis for a growing ecotourism industry and also provides other economic ben-
efits to local communities. Properly preserved public lands enhance local property values,
improved air and water quality, and energy savings through the development of smaller
“ecosites” in urban settings.*

Ecotourism may be found in such diverse activities as swimming and snorkeling
with North Atlantic humpback whales during their migration off the Dominican Republic’s
Silver Bank; bird watching in Minnesota during the Eagle Watch Weekend in which bald
eagles migrate along the Mississippi River; or traveling to idyllic spots for the rare opportu-
nity to view a solar eclipse. Ecotourism also encompasses the conservation of open space
and greenways in urban areas and the conservation of flood-prone regions for recreational
enjoyment rather than residential living.

In Ohio, the expanding trend of ecotourism also is found in the increased number of
visitors traveling to parks and nature preserves. The Ohio Coastal Management Program
(OCMP) 1s an integrated management program developed by the ODNR to preserve, pro-
tect, develop, restore, and enhance the resources of the Lake Erie coastal area. It is a
cooperative program between the state and its political subdivisions to manage and control
available resources and the activities that impact them in order to foster the sustainable use
of nonrenewable resources for the benefit of present and future visitors.

Ecotourism, while offering states opportunities for economic development, also pre-
sents challenges. Inherent in the promotion of ecotourism is the danger of over-burdening
natural resources. Negative impacts on natural resources resulting from increasing numbers
of tourists require that protection criteria be defined and enforced. Many projects require
interagency as well as public/private cooperation with private property owners to manage
resources that cross jurisdictional boundaries. These relationships often are established by
the creation of task forces or advisory committees made up of representatives of all affected
sectors. The key to successful and sustainable ecotourism is cooperative interaction among
all interested parties.*

FLoripA’s EcoTourisM/HERITAGE TouRrisM Apvisory CoMMITTEE. A majority of state
travel offices have integrated ecotourism and cultural/heritage tourism into their promotion
and marketing efforts and have developed alliances with nongovernmental groups and other
state agencies not traditionally associated with tourism promotion. In Florida, for example,
the Ecotourism/Heritage Tourism Advisory Committee was developed to create a more
integrated approach to common needs within Florida’s tourism industry. Its mission is to
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connect ecotourism/heritage tourism interests on a local, regional, and state level and link
them to Florida’s more traditional commercial tourism.

The Florida Advisory Committee considers how to utilize natural, coastal, historical,
and cultural assets while ensuring their protection and linking them to other commercial
tourist assets. The interest of the Committee is to market and protect the “real” Florida. The
ultimate goal of the Commiittee is to raise consumer awareness of the vast array of Florida
experiences and encourage tourism in more regions throughout the state. The Advisory
Committee’s charge is to construct an integrated regional tourism promotion plan to serve
as a catalyst for economic development in rural counties and to supplement growth in areas
where tourism already is a significant factor.
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CHAPTER VI

THE TouRisM INDUSTRY AND THE AMERICAN WORKFORCE

The tourism industry offers potential employment opportunities to all sectors of so-
ciety in a variety of skill categories. In the early part of the decade, the travel industry
created nine million full-time jobs each year and continually out-performed the overall
economy in the creation of new jobs.* This trend continues. While many entry-level,
service-sector positions exist in the tourism industry, forecasters predict that, by the year
2000, 41% of new jobs created in the tourism industry will be in the high-skill category.’
Beyond the primary employment contributions of the tourism industry lie the secondary
level of employment created as a result of the industry. The Kentucky Department of Travel
Development reports that every 50 new tourism jobs creates another 25 nontourism jobs in
wholesale trade, real estate, manufacturing, and agriculture.*

Changes in the workforce population and travel patterns forecast a positive future for
employment opportunities in the tourism industry. Demographic studies show that the age
of the workforce is increasing, as is the proportion of women, minorities, and new immi-
grants. Society is also becoming more mobile and the amount of time an individual remains
in the same job is decreasing.* The tourism industry is well-suited to adapt to these changes
and to become an important source of employment opportunities.

The travel patterns of Americans are also changing. The amount of leisure time
available to many people is limited and this has resulted in a decreased number of long
family vacations. However, there is a greater frequency of trips, though shorter in both time
and distance.™® These “mini-vacations” prove advantageous to all areas of the country as
travel is no longer limited to typical vacation destinations.

Employment in the travel and tourism industry is expected to grow at a rate greater
than the total growth rate for all industries. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the
growth rate for the tourism industry (employment in air transportation, restaurants, lodging,
amusement and recreation services, and travel planning) is expected to increase by 18%
between 1994 and 2005. For all industries combined, the growth rate is projected to in-
crease by 15%.”' Employment in some industries, such as manufacturing, is projected to
decline. States traditionally dependent on slow growth or declining industries are focusing
on developing tourism and the service industries.
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THE ROLE OF THE TOURISM INDUSTRY IN WELFARE REFORM

Due to the 1996 Congressional enactment of welfare-reform legislation, travel and
tourism may play a significant role in the future of employment of many unemployed pub-
lic-aid recipients. The tourism industry offers alternatives for states facing federally man-
dated changes in the management of social service programs such as welfare-to-work and
school-to-work. State and educational institutions view the tourism industry as an opportu-
nity for unemployed persons of all ages and educational backgrounds to enter the job mar-
ket. Many states have placed special emphasis on training programs and curriculums geared
toward the hospitality and tourism industries. Private enterprises, oftentimes in conjunction
with public agencies, are also initiating their own training programs to fill increasing num-
bers of vacancies in the industry with historically unemployed sectors of society.

WELFARE-TO-WORK AND SCHOOL-TO-WORK PROGRAMS

The federally mandated changes in social service programs presents numerous chal-
lenges to legislators, private enterprises, public agencies, and citizens. A successful transi-
tion from public assistance to self-sustenance requires the cooperation of all involved. In
1995, 250 restaurant operators and all 50 state restaurant associations pledged to work in
cooperation with state and local officials to train and promote individuals receiving public
assistance.” The “Good Start Project” is an effort of the National Restaurant Association to
alleviate the strains of an increasing workforce on the public sector by providing a source of
skills training and job placement for those individuals currently participating in public as-
sistance programs. The Project will also benefit the private sector by providing trained
individuals for the increasing number of jobs in the hospitality industry. These efforts are
already reporting success. The Virginia Health and Human Resources Department reported
in 1996 that 24% of all unsubsidized jobs held by VIEW (Virginia Initiative for Employ-
ment not Work) participants are in the restaurant industry.> In preparation for the opening
of Universal’s Islands Adventure in 1999, Florida’s Universal Studios is working with the
Florida Wages Board to meet an anticipated need to hire more than 10,000 employees. Itis
anticipated that many of those employees can be provided through Florida’s welfare-to-
work program WAGES (Work And Gain Economic Self-sufficiency).

The HOST (Hospitality On Site Training) program is a welfare-to-work pilot pro-
gram started in Columbus, Ohio in 1996. It is a joint public/private partnership among the
Hotel & Motel Association, Ohio Restaurant Association, Ohio Department of Education
Division of Vocation & Adult Education, Columbus Public Schools, Eastland Vocational
School, Franklin County Department of Human Services, and the Ohio Department of De-
velopment. HOST is a job placement program for welfare recipients that builds a workforce
for the hospitality industry while helping to alleviate social and economic problems. The
program is nine months long and combines classroom education, on-the-job training, and
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weekly one-on-one counseling. The instructors assist participants of the HOST program to
succeed in the workplace as well as in personal development to make the transition from
public assistance to self-reliance more successful.

The Courtyard Restaurant at the Hyatt Regency in New Orleans offers paid intern-
ships to high school seniors through the school’s Travel and Tourism Academies.> The
Academies integrate career-focused curriculum into regular studies to offer students experi-
ence in a tourism career. For individuals receiving public assistance, the Marriott Hotel
chain operates the ‘“Pathway to Independence . . . A Training for Jobs Program” which is a
six-week job training program that includes 180 hours of educational and occupational
training. Skills training is conducted on-site at designated Marriott businesses and, there-
fore, is reality-based and current to the needs of the hospitality industry. The program has
a 90% graduation rate and guarantees job placement following graduation.

While many private organizations are providing states with job opportunities for
historically unemployed individuals, the opportunity presents the states with a growing
challenge to establish courses of study in public schools and training programs for adults to
teach the skills necessary for a career in the service sector. The programs mentioned and
many others that exist throughout the country represent the beginning of what appears to be
a long-term opportunity to create a newly self-reliant workforce while easing the increasing
demand of the tourism industry for new employees.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE 1

STATE AND LOCAL ACCOMMODATION TAXES - 1997

STATE

STATE
SALES
TAX

SPECIFIC
STATE
LODGING
TAX

COMBINED
STATE
TAXES ON
LODGING

STATE USES FOR
SPECIFIC LODGING
TAXES

LOCAL
GENERAL
SALES TAX

LOCAL
LODGING
TAX

LOCAL USE
OF LODGING
REVENUES

COMBINED STATE AND
LOCAL LODGING TAXES IN
SELECT CITIES

Alabama

4%

4%*

4%

25% to tourism fund
75% to general fund

up lo 4%

up to 5%

majority goes lo
local tourism
olfices

Mobile
Slate: 4%
Local Sales: 1%
Local Lodging: 5%
Total: 10%

* Lodging tax is in lieu of sales tax.

Alaska *

none

none

none

n/a

up to 6%

up to 9%

local discretion

Anchorage
Local Lodging: 8%
Total: 8%

* All accommodalion taxes are local option.

Arizona

5%

5.5%"

5.5%

general fund

up to 2.5%

up 0 4.3%

local discretion

Phoenix
State: 5.5%
Local sales: .825% (includes
0.25% for stadium district)
Local lodging: 4.3%
Total: 10.625%

* Lodging tax Is in lieu of sales tax.

Arkansas

4.625%

2%

6.625%

state tourism promotion

up to 4%

up to 3%

local lourism
promotion

Littte Rock
State: 6.625%
Local Sales: 1.5%
Local Lodging: 2%
Total: 10.125%

California

6%

none

none

up to 2.5%

no specified
maximum

local discration

Los Angeles
Local Lodging: 14%
Total: 14%

* All accommodation taxes are local aption.

Colorado

3%

none

3%

n/a

up to §%

no specified
maximum

local discrelion

Denver
Stale: 3%

Local Lodging: 8% (3% goes to

relire convention center
bonds)
Special districts: 0.8%
Total: 11.8%

Connecticut

6%

12%*

12%

25% to regional tourism
offices

none

nong

n/a

Hartloid
State: 12%
No local taxes
Tolal: 12%

* Lodging tax is In lieu of sales tax.

Delaware

none

8%

8%

1% to specific counties for
tourism promotion

none

none

n/a

Wilminglon
State: 8%
No local laxes
Total: 8%
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STATE
SALES
TAX

STATE

SPECIFIC
STATE
LODGING
TAX

COMBINED
STATE
TAXES ON
LODGING

STATE USES FOR
SPECIFIC LODGING
TAXES

LOCAL
GENERAL
SALES TAX

LOCAL
LODGING
TAX

LOCAL USE OF
LODGING
REVENUES

COMBINED STATE AND
LOCAL LODGING TAXES IN
SELECT CITIES

District of
Columbla

5.75%

13%" plus
$1.50 per
day

13% plus
$1.50 per day

convenlion center

same as slate

same as
slale

same as slate

Washington, D.C.
State: 13%
Lodging surcharge: $1.50/day
Total: 13% + $1.50/ day

* Lodging tax is In lieu of sales tax.

Florida 6%

none

6%

n/a

up to 1.5%

up to 6%

tourism and
convention
development

Miami
Slate: 6%
Local lodging: 6% (3% tourism
development and 3%
convention devalopmant)
indigent care tax: 0.5%
Total: 12.5%

Georgla 4%

none

4%

n/a

up to 2%

up lo 8%

local discretion

Atianta
Stlate: 4%
Local sales: 1%
Transit district:; 1%
Local lodging: 8%
Total: 14%

Hawall 4.16%

6%

10.16%

first 1/6% for convention
center fund. 5% of
remainder to general fund
and 95% to counlies.s

none

none

n/a

Honolulu
State: 10.16%
No local taxes
Tolal: 10.16%

|daho 5%

2%

7%

lourism developmenl

up lo 2%(resoits
only)

up to 2%

tourism
promotion

Boise
State; 7%
Local lodging: 2%
Auditorium district: 2%
Total: 11%

Hiinols 6.25%

6%*

6.2%

tourism promotion

up to 2% plus
transit sales
taxes

up to 5%
{Chicago-up
to 8%)

tourlsm
promotion {non
home-rule
communities)

Chicago
Stale: 6.2%
Local sales: 1.1%
Matro Pier & Expo: 2.5%
Chicago occupancy: 3%
Sladium tax: 2.1%
Total: 14.9%

* Lodging tax Is In lieu of sales tax.

Indiana 5%

nonse

5%

n/a

none

up to 6%

local discretion

Indianapolis
State: 5%
Local lodging: 5%
Total: 10%

fowa 5%

none

5%

upto 1%

up to 7%

local discretion

Des Moines
Stale: 5%
No local sales tax
Local lodging: 7%
Total: 12%



http://www.lsc.state.oh.us/research/index.html

sasnie|si8a alElS JO 3DUAIBJUOD) [RUONEN

STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF COMBINED STATE AND
STATE | SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC LODGING GENERAL LODGING LODGING LOCAL LODGING TAXES IN
4 TAX LODGING TAXES ON TAXES SALES TAX TAX REVENUES SELECT CITIES
TAX LODGING
Kansas 4.9% none 4.9% n/a up to 2% up to 6% tourism Wichita
promolion State: 4.9%
Local sales tax: 1%
Local lodging: 6%
Total: 11.9%
Kentucky 6% none 6% n/a none up to 5% lourism Louisville
promotion and State: 6%
convenlion No local sales tax
centers Local lodging: 5%
Total: 11%
Louislana 4% none 4% (2% on The 4% stata sales tax rate | up to 5% up to 5.25%" | local discretion New Orleans
lodging in includes a .03% levy by the State: 2%
Orleans & Louisiana Tourism Local sales: 3%
Jellerson Promotional District Stadium Authority: 4%
Parishes) Exhibition Hall: 2%

Total: 11% plus dally
surcharge

* The New Orleans Exhibition Hall Authority impose

s an additional surcharge. The rale varles from $0.50 to $2 per night

according to the

number of rooms in the facility.

Maine 6% 7%* 7% general lund none none n/a Porlland
State: 7%
No local laxaes
Total: 7%
* Lodging tax Is In lieu of sales tax.
Maryland 5% none 5% n/a none up lo 8% general fund Ballimore
. State: 5%
Local lodging: 7%
Total: 12%
Massachusetts 5% 8.7%" 5.7% 35% to tourism fund for none up to 4% local discretion Boslon
local tourism councils, Slate: 5.7%
international tourism and Local lodging: 4%
the state convention cenier Total: 9.7%
* Lodging tax is in lieu of sales tax.
Michigan 6% none 6% n/a none up to 5% tourism Detroit
(additional promolion State: 6%
taxes Local lodging assessment: 2%
imposed in Stadium tax: 1%
Detroit) Convention facility tax: 6%

Totak: 15%

* Convention lacility tax (In Detroll, rate varies from 3% lo 6% according to room size. Outside Detroit In Wayne, Oakland or Macomb County, rales range from 1.5% to 3%. Facilities wilh less

than 81 rooms are exempt.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF COMBINED STATE AND
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC LODGING GENERAL LODGING LODGING LOCAL LODGING TAXES IN
TAX LODGING TAXES ON TAXES ' SALES TAX TAX REVENUES SELECTY CITIES
TAX LODGING
Minnesota 6.5% none 6.5% n/a upto 1% up lo 6%* tourism Minneapolis
promotion Slate: 6.5%
Local salas tax: 0.5%
Entertainment tax: 3%
Local lodging: 2%
Total: 12%
* The 2% transient lodging tax in Minneapolis applies to facilities with more than 50 rooms.
Mississippl 7% none 7% n/a none up lo 3% tourism Jackson
promolion Slate: 7%
Local lodging: 1% plus $0.75
Inight
Total: 8% plus $0.75/night
Missouri 4.225% none 4.225% n/a up 1o 3.75% up to 5.5% conslruction, Si. Louis
mainienance or Slale: 4.225%
operation of Conventio/sports: 3.5%
convention and Local sales tax: 2.625%
tourism facilities Local lodging: 3.76%
Total: 14.1%
Montana none 4% 4% lodging tax revenues none upto 3% in local discretion | Bozeman
divided among the designated State: 4%
following: State Parks, reson No local taxes
Department of Revenus, communities Total: 4%
University System, (5 qualily)*
Historical Society and the
Department of Commerce
* The five resort communities are: West Yellowstona, Whitefish, Virginia City, SI. Regis and Big Sky.
Nebraska 5% 1% 6% state visitors promolion uplo 1.5% up lo 4% visitor Omaha
cash fund promotion and Stale: 6%
visitor Local sales: 1%
attractions Local lodging: 4%
Total: 11%
Nevada * 6.5%, none none n/a up to 0.5% up lo 6% local discretion Las Vegas
6.75% or Local lodging: 6%
7% Other local tax: 2%
Total: 8%
* All accommodation laxes are local option.
** State sales lax varias by county.
New Hampshlire none 8% 8% general fund none none n/a Manchester
Slate: 8%
No local laxes
Tolal: 8%
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF COMBINED STATE AND
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC LODGING GENERAL LODGING LODGING LOCAL LODGING TAXES IN
TAX LODGING TAXES ON TAXES SALES TAX TAX REVENUES SELECT CITIES
TAX LODGING
New Jersey 6% none 6%* n/a none up 1o 6% (9% | tourism Atlantic City
in Atlantic development State: 4%
City and 8% {only Cape May Local luxury tax: 9%
in Cape May) | Counly). Total: 13%
* When combined with the luxury tax, the state rate is limiled to 4% for a combined maximum rate of 13%.
New Mexico 5% none 5% n/a up to 1.9375% up to 5% tourism Santa Fe
promotion State: 5%
Local sales: 1.25%
Local lodging: 4%
Total: 10.25%
New York 4% none 4% n/a up to 4.25% up to 7% local discretion New York
Slate: 4%
Local sales: 4.25%
Local lodging: 5% plus $2/day
Total: 13.25% plus $2/day
* New York Cily imposes a lodging surcharge of $2/day on rooms thal cost more than $40.
North Carolina 4% none 4% n/a up to 2.5% up lo 6% local discretion Charlolte
State: 4%
Local sales: 2.5%
Local Lodging: 6%
Total: 12.5%
North Dakota 5% none 5% na up to 1.76% up to 3% local discretion | Fargo
State: 5%
Local sales: 1%
Local lodging: 3%
Total: 9%
Ohlo 5% none 5% n/a up to 2%, up 1o 10% 13t 1/2is Cleveland
earmarked in Stale: 5%
some areas to Local sales; 2%
local convention Local lodging: 6%
bureaus Culturat facility: 1.5%
Total: 14.5%
Oklahoma 4.5% 0.1% 4.6% slale's lourism advenrlising up lo 4% up to 5% usually tourism Tulsa
campaign promotion or Slate: 4.6%
’ economic Local sales: 3.5%
development Local lodging: 5%
Total: 13.1%
Oregon * none none none n/a none up to 9.5% usually some Is | Portland
allocated to Stale: none
lravel and Local lodging: 9%
fourism Total: 9%

*All accommodation taxes are local option.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF COMBINED STATE AND
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC LODGING GENERAL LODGING LODGING LOCAL LODGING TAXES IN
TAX LODGING TAXES ON TAXES SALES TAX TAX REVENUES SELECT CITIES
TAX LODGING
Pennsylvanla 6% none 6% n/a 1% (only up lo 5% (6% | tourism and Philadelphia
Philadelphia and | in convention Slale: 6%
Allegehny Philadelphia) | centers Local sales: 1%
Counly) Local lodging: 6%
Total: 13%
Puerto Rico none 9% or 1% if 9% or 11% none none n/a San Juan
hotel has State: 9% or 11%
casino Total: 9% or 11%
Rhode Island 7% 5% 12% 47% of room taxes go to None none na Providence
six regional tourism State: 12%
organizalions. No local taxes
Total: 12%
South Carollna 5% 7'% 7% n/a up o 1% up 1o 3% local discretion | Chailesion
Slate: 7%
Local sales: 1%
Total: 8%
* Lodging tax Is in lieu of sales lax.
South Dakota 1% 1% 5% tourism promotion fund up to 2% upto 1% tourism Sioux Falls
’ purposes Stale: 5%
. Local sales: 2%
Local lodging: 1%
Visltor assessment: 1%
Total: 9%
Tennessee 6% none 6% n/a up t0 2.75% up lo 5% general fund Nashville
State: 6%
Local sales: 2.25%
Local Lodging: 4%
Total: 12.25%
Texas 6.25% 6%" 6% .005 percent to the Texas | Up lo 2% up to 9%"** tourism Dallas
Department ol Commerce {includes special promotion, State:6%
for markeling state districls) convenlion Local sales: n/a
. cenlers, sports Local lodging: 9%
stadiums and Total: 15%
historic )
preservalion
* Lodging tax is in lieu of sales tax.
** Local lodging tax Is normally not In addition to local sales tax (Houston/Harris County is an exception).
Utah 4.75% none 4.75% n/a up to 3.35* up to 4%** up to 1/3 for Salt Lake Cily
(includes special infrastructure; Siate: 4.75%
districts) the rest for Municipal Room Tax: 1%
fourism Local sales: 1.25%
¢ promolion Local lodging: 3.5%"**

Total: 10.5%

* Includes resort communily tax of up to 1% imposed on sales in communities where liansient room capacity equals or exceeds permanent resident population.
** Includes municipal room tax levied in four communities.
*** Includes Tourism, Recreation, Cultural and Convention Facilities Tax of 0.5% on lodging.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE COMBINED STATE AND
STATE SALES STATE STATE TAXES SPECIFIC LODGING GENERAL LODGING OF LODGING LOCAL LODGING TAXES IN
TAX LODGING ON LODGING TAXES ' SALES TAX TAX REVENUES SELECT CITIES
TAX
Vermont 5% 9%"* 9% general fund 1% (not all 1% (only a general fund Butlinglon
localities quality) | few localilies State: 9%
qualily) Local lodging: 1%
Total: 10%
*Lodging tax Is in lieu of sales tax. i
Virginla 35 none 35 n/a upto 1% up to 6% general fund Norlolk
Slate: 3.5%
Local sales: 1%
Local lodging: 6%
Total: 10.5%
Washington 6.5% none 6.5% n/a up to 2.1% upto 7% tourism Seallle
{Includes promotion, Slate: 6.5%
transportation convention and Local sales: 2.1%
district) visilors centers Local lodging: 7%
' Total: 15.6%
West Virginla 6% none 6% lodging revenue goaes to none up to 3% tocal discretion | Chaileslon
the counties where 50% Is State: 6%
dedicated to convention Local lodging: 3%
and yisilors bureaus and Total: 9%
50% to parks and
recrealion
Wisconsin 5% none 5% na up 10 0.6% up 1o 8% 70% for tourism | Milwaukee
(includes promotion State: 5%
stadium tax of Local sales: 0.6%
0.1%In5 Local lodging: 8%
counties) Exposition distiict: 1%
Total: 14.6%
Wyoming  * 4% none 4% n/a up to 2% up to 4% 90% lor tourism | Cheyenne
promotion State: 4%

Local sales: 2%
Local lodging: 2%
Total: 8%

Source: NCSL survey of state tourism olfices, 1997.
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TABLE 2

STATE AND LOCAL RESTAURANT TAXES - 1997

STATE

STATE
SALES
TAX

SPECIFIC
STATE
RESTAURANT
TAX

COMBINED
STATE
RESTAURANT
TAXES

STATE USES FOR

SPECIFIC
RESTAURANT
TAXES

LOCAL
GENERAL
SALES TAX

LOCAL
RESTAURANT
TAX

LOCAL USE OF
RESTAURANT
TAX
REVENUES

COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
RESTAURANT TAXES IN
SELECT CITIES

Alabama

4%

none

4%

n/a

up lo 4%

up to 5%

local discretion

Mobile
State: 4%
Local sales: 1%
Local 1estaurant: 5%
Total: 10%

Alaska

none

none

none

n/a

up to 6%

local sales

general fund

Anchorage
No sales taxes
Total: 0

Arlzona

5%

none

5%

up to 2.5%

up to 4.25%

local discretion

Phoenix
Slate: 5%
Local sales: 0.75% (includes
0.25% for stadium district)
Local restaurant; 1.3%
Total: 7.05%

Arkansas

4.625%

none

4.625%

n/a

up lo 4%

up to 3%

local tourism
promolion

Little Rock
State: 4.625%
Local sales. 1.8%
Local restaurant: 2%
Tolal: 8.125%

Callfornia

6%

none

6%

n/a

up 102.5%

none

Wa

Los Angeles
Slate: 6%
Local sales: 2.25%
TJotal: 8.25%

Colorado

3%

none

3%

up to 5%

up to 0.5%

n/a

Denver
Slate: 3%
Local sales: 3.5%
Local Restaurant: 0.5%
Special districts: 0.8%
Total: 7.8%

Connecticut

6%

none

6%

n/a

none

none

n/a

Harttord
Slale: 6%
No locat laxaes
Total: 6%

Delaware

none

none

none

n/a

none

none

n/a

Wilminglon
No sales tax

District of
Columbia

5.75%

10%*

10%

some lo convention
center

saie as slate

same as slale

same as state

Washington, D.C.
State: 10%
Total: 10%

* Restaurant tax is in lieu of sales tax.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL RESTAURANT | RESTAURANT RESTAURANT TAXES IN
TAX RESTAURANT | RESTAURANT RESTAURANT SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES TAXES REVENUES
Florida 6% none 6% n/a up to 1.5%* up lo 2%** local tourism Miami
development State: 6%

Local restaurant tax: 2%
Indigent care tax: 0.5%
Total: 8.5%

* Counties with high tourism may impose additional sales taxes.

** Counties may impose a 2% tax on restaurants in hotels and motels onl

and a 1% lax on restaurants licensed 1o sell alcoholic beverag

es.

Georgla

4% .

none

4%

n/a

up to 2%

local sales tax

general fund

Allanta
State: 4%
Local sales: 1%
Transit disliict:: 1%
Total: 6%

Hawall

4%

none

4%

none

none

n/a

Honolulu
State: 4%
No local taxes
Total: 4%

Idaho

5%

none

5°/D

up {0 2%
(resorts only)

up to 2%
(resorts only)

tourism
promotion

Boise
Slale: 5%
Total: 5%

illinols

6.25%

nona

6.25

up to 2% plus
transit sales
faxes

up to 5%

{ocal discretion

Chicago
Slale: 6.25%
Local sales: 1.5%
Melio Pier & Expo: 1%
Central business tax: 1%
Total: 9.75%

Indiana

5%

none

5%

none

uplo 1%

local discretion

Indianapolis
State: 5%
Local meals tax: 1%
Total: 6%

lowa

5%

none

5%

uplo 1%

local sales tax

general fund

Des Moines
State: 5%
No local sales tax
Total: §%

Kansas

4.9%

none

4.9%

n/a

up o 2%

uplo 3% (ifa
sports authority
has been
created in the
localily)

local discretion

Wichita
State: 4.9%
Local sales tax: 1%
Tolal: 5.9%

Kentucky

6%

nona

6%

none

up 1o 3%

local discretion

Louisville
Stale: 6%
No local taxes
Total: 6%
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL RESTAURANT RESTAURANT RESTAURANT TAXES IN
TAX RESTAURANT | RESTAURANT RESTAURANT SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES TAXES REVENUES
Louislana 4% none 4% the 4% slale sales lax up t0 5.25% additional 0.5% | local discretion New Orleans
rate includes a 0.03% Slate: 4%
levy by the Louisiana Local sales: 5%
Tourism Promotional Exhibition Hall: 0.5%
District Tolal: 9.5%
Malne 6% 7% 7% general fund none none n/a Portland
Slate: 7%
No local taxes
Total: 7%
* Restaurant lax is in lieu of sales tax. Thae 7% rate applies to restaurants that seive alcoholic beverages. Il no alcohol is served, the rate Is 6%.
Maryland 5% none 5% n/a nonhe uplo 1% in general fund Ballimore
resort areas Slate: 5%
No local taxes
. Total: 5%
Massachusetts 5% 5%* 5% general fund and local none none n/a Boston
aid State: 5%
No local laxes
Total: 5%
*Restaurant tax is in lieu of sales tax.
Michlgan 6% none 6% n/a none up to 1% stadiums and Detroit
convention Slate: 6%
cenlers Local 1%
Total: 7%
Minnesota 6.5% none 6.5% n/a upto 1% up to 3% usually Minneapolis
convention State: 6.5%
centers or Local sales tax: 0.5%
sports facllities Downtown restaurant tax: 3%
: Tolal: 10%
Misslssippl 7% none 7% n/a none up to 2% tourism Jackson
promotion State: 7%
Local restaurant tax: 1%
Total: 8%
Missourl 4.225% none 4.225% n/a up to 3.75% up to 2% tourism St Louls
promotion State: 4.225%
Local sales tax: 2.625%
Local restaurant tax: 1.5%
. Total: 8.35%
Montana none none none n/a none up to 3% in {ocal discretion Bozeman
designated No sales taxes
resost No 1estauranl taxes
cominunities (5 Total: 0
qualify)*

* The five resort communilies are: West Yellowslone, Whitefish, Virgihia City, S1. Regis and Big Sky.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL RESTAURANT RESTAURANT RESTAURANT TAXES IN
TAX RESTAURANT | RESTAURANT RESTAURANT SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES TAXES REVENUES
Nebraska 5% none 5% n/a up to 1.5% sales tax general fund Omaha
State: 6%
Local sales: 1%
Total: 7%
Nevada 6.5%, none 6.5%, 6.75% or | n/a up to 0.5% sales tax n/a Las Vegas
6.75% or 7.0%* Stale sales tax: 7%
7.0%* Total: 7%
‘Slale sales lax rate varies by county.
New Hampshire none 8% 8% - general fund none none na Manchester
State: 8%
No local taxes
Total: 8%
New Jersey 6% none 6%* n/a none up to 9%* louiism Atlantic City
development State: 4%
(only Cape May Local luxury tax: 9%
County). Total: 13%

* When combined with the luxury tax, the state rate is
combined rate of 10% (3% local luxury tax, 7% stale s

ales tax).

imited to 4% for a combined maximum rate of 13%. Howaver,

alcoholic beverages sold by the drink In Atlantic City are taxed at a

New Mexico

5%

none

5%

n/a

up to
1.9375%

local sales tax

general fund

Santa Fe
Slale: 5%
Local sales: 1.25
Total: 6.25%

New York

4%

none

4%

n/a

up to 4.25%

upto 7%

local discretion

New York
State: 4%
Local sales: 4.25
Total: 8.25%

North Carolina

4%

none

4%

n/a

uplo 2.5%

upto 1%

civic centers,
arenas, lourist
related
expenses

Charlotie
Slale: 4%
Local sales: 2.5%
Meals tax: 1%
Total: 7.5%

North Dakota

5%

7% on alcoholic
beverages

7%

general fund

up to 1.75%

up lo 1%

local discretion

Fargo
State: 5%
Local sales: 1%
Total: 6%

Ohio

5%

none

5%

n/a

up to 2%

local sales tax

general fund

Cleveland
Stale: 5%
Local sales: 2%
Total: 7%

Oktahoma

4.5%

0.1%

4.6%

state’s tourism

adverlising campalign

up to 4%

local sales tax

general fund

Tulsa
Slale: 4 6%
Local sales: 3.5%

Total: 8.1%
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL RESTAURANT RESTAURANT RESTAURANT TAXES IN
TAX RESTAURANT | RESTAURANT RESTAURANT SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES TAXES : REVENUES
Oregon none none none n/a none up fo 5% local discielion Portland
No sales tax
Total: 0
Pennsylvanla 6% none 6% n/a 1% (only local sales lax | general tund Philadelphia
Philadelphia Stale: 6%
and Allegehny Local sales: 1%
County) Total: 7%
Puerto Rico none none none none none San Juan
Total: 0
Rhode Island 7% none 7% n/a None none n/a Providence
Stale: 7%
No local laxes
Total: 7%
South Carolina 5% none 5% n/a uplo 1% up lo 2% local discretion Charleslon
Stale: 5%
Local sales: 1%
. Total: 6%
South Dakota 4% none 4% . n/a up to 2% up to 1% tourism Sloux Falls
puIposes State: 4%
. Local sales: 2%
Lacal reslaurant: 1%
Total: 7%
Tennessee 6% none 6% n/a up to 2.75% local sales lax | general fund Nashville
Slate: 6%
Local sales: 2.25%
Total: 8.25%
Texas 6.25% none 6.25% n/a Up lo 2% local sales tax | general fund Dallas
(includes Slate:6.25%
spacial Local sales: 2%
disltricts) Tolal: 8.25%%
Utah 4.75% none 4.75% n/a up to 3.35° up to 1% tourism Salt Lake Cily
{includes promotion, Slate: 4.75%
special fecrealion, Local sales: 1.25%
dislricts) cultural or Local restaurant: 1%**
convention Total: 7%
facilities

* Includes resort community lax of

** Includes Tourism

up to 1% imposed

Recreation, Cultural and Convenlion Facililies Tax of 1.0% on restaurants.

on sales in communities where transient room capacity equals

or exceeds permanent resident population.

Vermont

5%

9%*

9%

general fund

1% (not all
localities
quality)

1% (only a few
cominunities
qualily)

general lund

Burlington
Slate: 9%
Local restaurant: 1%
Total: 10%

* Restaurant tax is in lisu of sales tax.
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TAX RESTAURANT | RESTAURANT RESTAURANT SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES TAXES REVENUES
Virginia 3.5% none 3.5% n/a up fo 1% up to 4% general fund Norfolk
Stale: 3.5%
Local sales: 1%
Local restaurant: 4%
Other taxes: 1.5%
Total: 10%
Washington 6.5% none 6.5% n/a upto2.1% 0.5% (King baseball Seatlle
' (includes County) stadium Slate: 6.5%
transportation Local sales: 2.1%
district) Local restaurant 0.5%
Total: 9.2%
West Virginia 6% none 6% n/a none none n/a Charleston
State: 6%
No local lax
Total: 6%
Wilsconslin 5% none 5% n/a up 10 0.6% up to 0.5% - local exposition Milwaukee
(includes cenlers State: 5%
stadium tax of Local sales: 0.6%
0.1%in5 Local restaurant: 0.25%
) counties) Total; 5.85%
Wyoming 4% none 4% na up lo 2% local sales tax | general fund Cheyenne
State: 4%
Local sales: 2%
Tolal: 6%

Source: NCSL survey of slate tourism offices, 1997.
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TABLE 3

STATE AND LOCAL RENTAL CAR TAXES - 1997

STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE RENTAL STATE SPECIFIC RENTAL GENERAL RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR TAXES IN
TAX CAR TAX RENTAL CAR CAR TAXES SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAXES REVENUES
Alabama 4% 8%" 8% education up to 4% sales tax na Mobile
Stale: 8%
Local sales: 1%
Tolal: 9%
* Stale sales tax on renlal cars |s 8%
Alaska none none none n/a up 10 6% none na Anchorage
No sales lax
Total: 0
Arlzona 5% 5% 10% information not up o 2.5% up 10 3.3% plus | local discrelion Phoenix
available $3.50 or $2.50 State: 10%
per day Local rental car tax: 3.3%
Other taxes: 0.75%
County surcharge: $2.50/day
Tolal: 14.05% plus $2.50/day*
* Additional ofi-airport car rental fee of 7%.
Arkansas 4.625% 5.5%"* 5.5% information not up to 4% up to 5% local discrelion Little Rock
available Stale: 5.5%
Local sales: 1.5%
Local rental car: 5%
Total: 12%
* Stale rental car tax is In lieu of state sales lax. ,
Calltornla 6% none 6% n/a up o 2.5% none n/a Los Angeles
State; 6%
Local sales: 2.25%
Total: 8.25%*
* Addilional off-airport car rental fee of 8%.
Colorado 3% none 3% n/a up o 5% up to 5.5% information not Denver
available State: 3%
Local sales: 5.5%
Tolal: 8.5%*
* Additional off-airport car rental fee of $2.98 per day.
Connecticut 6% 3% plus $1.00 9% plus $1.00 | $1.00 /day surcharge none none na Hartlord
per day per day Is dedicated to tourism State: 9% plus $1.00/ day
No local taxes
Total: 9% plus $1.00/ day
Delaware none none none na nane none nwa Wilmington
No sales tax
Total: 0
District of 5.75% 10%* 10% some to convention same as slate same as slate | same as slate Washington, D.C.
Columbla cenler Slate: 10%
Total: 10%**

* Renlal car tax is in lieu of sales tax.
** Additional off-airport car rental e of 4%.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE RENTAL STATE SPECIFIC RENTAL GENERAL RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR TAXES IN
TAX CAR TAX RENTAL CAR CAR TAXES '} SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAXES REVENUES
Florida 6% $2.05 / day 6% plus $2.05/ | 75% lor roads, 15.75% up to 1.5%"* none n/a Miami
day for tourism promotion State: 6% plus $2.05
and 4.25% lor Total: 6% plus $2.05 / day
international trade
promolion
* Counlies wilh high tourism may impose additional sales laxes.
Georgla 1% none 4% n/a uplo 2% up lo 3% some to pay for | Atlanta
sporls facililies Slate: 4%
Local sales: 1%
Transit district: 1%
County rental car tax: 3%
Total: 9%*
* Additional off-airport car rental lee of 8%.
Hawalil 4.16% $2.00 / day 4.16% plus highway fund none none n/a Honolutu
$2.00/day Stalte: 4.16% plus $2.00/day
No local taxes
Total: 4.16% plus $2.00/day
Idaho 5% none 5% n/a up to 2% none n/a Boise
. (resorls only) Stale: 5%
Total: 5%
inols 6.25% 5% 5%" general fund up to 2% plus upto 1% local discretion Chicago
transil sales (excluding State: 5%
taxes Chicago) Locat car rental: 1%
Metro Pier & Expo: 6%
Chicago transaction tax: 6%
Chicago surcharge: $2.75/rental
Total: 18% plus $2.75/rental
* Rental car tax Is in lieu of sales tax. .
Indlana 5% 4% 9% information not none up to 2% aconomic Indianapolis
available development Stale: 9%
Total: 9%*
* Additional off-airport car rental fee of 7%.
lowa 5% none 5% na upto 1% tocal sales tax general fund Das Moines
Slale: 5%
No local salas tax
Total: 5%
Kansas 4.9% 3.5% 8.4% information not up 10 2% local sales 1ax | general fund Wichita
available Stale: 8.4%
Local sales tax: 1%
Total: 9.4%
Kentucky 6% none 6% n/a none up to 3% local discretion Louisville
State: 6%

No local sales tax
Total: 6%
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE RENTAL STATE SPECIFIC RENTAL GENERAL RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR TAXES IN
TAX CAR TAX RENTAL CAR CAR TAXES SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAXES REVENUES
Loulslana 4% 3% 7% The 4% state sales fax up to 5% up 10 5.25% local discrelion New Orleans
rate includes a 0.03% Slate: 7%
levy by the Louisiana Local car rental: 5%
Tourism Promolional Other laxes 1.75%
Dislrict. Suichaige $2 per day
Total: 13.75% plus $2 per
day*
* Additional off-airport car rental fee of 5%.
Malne 6% 10%"* 10% general fund none none n/a Poriland
State: 10%
No local taxes
Total: 10%
* Rental car tax is in lieu of sales tax.
Maryland 5% 11.5%"* 11.5% general fund none none n/a Baltimore
Stale: 11.5%
No local taxes
Total: 11.5%
* Rental car lax Is in lieu of sales tax.
Massachusetts 5% none 5% n/a none $10.30/ental Local discretion | Boston
surcharge in Stale: 5%
Boston $10.30/rental surcharge is
imposed in Boston
Total: 5% plus $10.30/rental
Michigan 6% none 6% n/a none up to 2% stadiums and Detroit
convention Slale: 6%
centers Local taxes: 2%
Total: 8%
Minnesota 6.5% 6.2% 12.7% information not upto 1% none na Minneapolis
available Stale: 12.7%
No local taxes
Total: 12.7%*
* Additional off-alrport car rental fee of $1.75.
Mississippl 7% (3% 6% 9% information not none none n/a Jackson
on car available State: 9%
rentals) No local laxes
Total: 9%
Missourl 4.225% none 4.225% n/a up t0 3.75% none n/a Si. Louis
State: 4.225%
Local laxes 1.75%
Total: §.975%
Montana nona none none n/a none none n/a Bozeman
No taxes
Total: 0
Nebraska 6.5% 4.5% 1% information not up to 1.5% $2 per day information not Omaha
available (Omaha) available Slate: 11%

Local tax: $2/day
Tolal: 11% plus $2/day
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE RENTAL STATE SPECIFIC RENTAL GENERAL RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR TAXES IN
TAX CAR TAX RENTAL CAR CAR TAXES ' SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAXES REVENUES
Nevada 6.5%, 6% state rental vaiies general fund up 1o 0.5% none n/a Las Vegas
6.75% or surcharge State: 13%
7%* Total: 13%**
* Stale sales lax rate varies according 1o county.
** Additional off-airport car rental fee ol 8%.
New Hampshire none none none n/a none none n/a Manchesler
No laxes
Total: 0
New Jersey 6% none 6% n/a none none na Atlantic City
' Slate: 6%
No local laxes
Total: 6%*
* Additionat off-airport car rental fee ol 10%.
New Mexico 5% 5% plus $2.00 10% plus $2 per | road fund and general up lo none n/a Sanla Fe
. per day day fund 1.9375% State: 10% plus $2/day
Local tax: .75%
Total: 10.75% plus $2/day
New York 4% 5% 9% information not up to 4.25% none n/a New York
available Slate: 9%
Local sales: 4.25
Total: 13.25
North Carollna 5% 8%* 8% highways and general up to 2.5% up to 5% lransportalion Chairlotle
fund Slale: 8%
No local laxes
Tolal: 8%"*
* A highway use tax is imposed instead of the siate sales tax.
**Additional olf-airport car rental lee of 5%.
North Dakota 5% none none n/a up 1o 1.75% none n/a Fargo
No rental car taxes
Total: 0 .
Ohlo 5% none 5% n/a up to 2% up lo 6% n/a Cleveland
Stale: 5%
Local sales tax: 2%
Local car rental: 6%
Total: 13%
Oklahoma 4.5% 0.1% plus 6% 10.6% (0.1% lor state's up to 4% none n/a Tulsa
rental tax tourism advertising Stale: 10.6%
campaign) Local tax: 3.31%
Total: 13.910%
Oregon * none none none n/a none 10% local discretion Porlland
Slate: none
Local: 10%

Total: 10%"*

* All rental car taxes are local option.
** Additional off-airport car rental fee of 4%.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE RENTAL STATE SPECIFIC RENTAL GENERAL RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR TAXES IN
TAX CAR TAX RENTAL CAR CAR TAXES SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAXES REVENUES
Pennsylvanla 6% 2% plus $2/day 8% plus $2/day 1% (only none n/a Phitadelphia
Philadelphia State: 8% plus $2/day
and Allegehny Local sales: 1%
County) Total; 9% plus $2/day
Puerto Rico none none none none none n/a San Juan
Total: 0
Rhode island 7% 6% 13% None none n/a Providence
Stale: 13%
No local 1axes
Total: 13%
South Carollna 5% 5% 10% upto 1% none n/a Charleston
State: 10%
Local sales: 1%
Total: 11%
South Dakota 4% 5.5%" 9.5% 1% to tourism up to 2% none na Sioux Falls
promotion fund State: 9.5%
Local sales: 2%
Total: 11.5%
* 4.5% stala lax on renfal cars is imposed in llau of malor vehicle excise tax
Tennessee 6% 2% 8% general fund up to 2.75% local sales tax | general fund Nashville
Slate: 8%
Local sales: 2.25%
Total: 10.25%
Texas 6.25% 10%* 10% general fund Up to 2% Up to 5% sports facilities Dallas
{includes Stale:10%
special Local sales: n/a
districts) Local rental car: 5%
Total: 15%"**
* Rental car tax is in lieu of sales tax.
**Additional off-airport car rental fee of 8%.
Utah 4.75% 6.5% 11.25% real property up to 3.35° up to 3% tourlsm Salt Lake City
purchases for highway (includes promotion, Slate: 11.25%
corridors special recreation, Local sales: 1.25%
districls) cultural facilities Local rental car: 3%**
or convention Total: 15.50%
facllities
* Includes resort communily tax of up to 1% Imposed on sales in communities where transient room capacity equals or exceeds permanent resident population.
** Includes Tourism, Recrealion, Cullural and Convention Facilities Tax of 3.0% on renlal cars.
Vermont 5% none 5% general fund 1% (not all nona n/a Burlinglon
localities State: 5%
qualily) No local taxes
Total: 5%
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE RENTAL STATE SPECIFIC RENTAL ,| GENERAL RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR RENTAL CAR TAXES IN
TAX CAR TAX RENTAL CAR CAR TAXES SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAXES REVENUES
Virginla 3.5 8%* ‘8% n/a up o 1% none n/a Norfolk
State: 8%
No local taxes
. Total: 8%"**
* Rental vehicles are exempt from sales tax, but subject to the molor vehicle sales lax.
** Additional ofl-alrport car rental fee of 7%.
Washington 6.5% 5.9% 12.4% transporiation up to 2.1% upto 1% public sports Seallle
(includes (additional 2% | stadiums Slate: 12.4%
transportalion in King County Local sales: 2.1%
districl) only) Local rental car: 3%
Total: 17.5%"*
* Additional off-airport car rental fee of 4%.
Waest Virginia 6% none 6% n/a none none n/a Charlaston
State: 6%
No locatl taxes
Total: 6%
Wisconsin 5% none 5% na up to 0.6% up to0 4% exposition Milwaukee
(includes cenler Siate: 5%
. stadium tax of Local sales: 0.6%
0.1%in 5 Local rental car: 3%
counties) Tolal: 8.6%
Wyoming 4% 4% 8% information not up to 2% upto 1% local discretion | Cheyenne
available Stale: 8%
Local tax: 1%
Total: 9%

Source: NCSL survey of state tourism offices, 1997.
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TABLE 4

STATE AND LOCAL ADMISSIONS/ENTERTAINMENT TAXES - 1997

STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES IN
TAX ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES TAXES REVENUES
Alabama 4% none 4% n/a up to 4% local sales fax | general lund Mobile
Stata: 4%
Local sales: 1%
Total: §%
Alaska none none none n/a up to 6% local sales tax | general fund Anchorage
No sales tax
Total: 0
Arlzona 5% none 5% na up to 2.5% up lo 2% local discrelion Phoenix
Slate: 5%
Local sales: .75% (includes
0.25% lor stadium disliict)
Local admissions: 1.3%
Total: 7.05%
Arkansas 4.625% 2% 6.625% to stale tourism office up to 4% local sales tax | general fund Litlle Rock
for tourism promotion State: 6.625%
Local sales: 1.5%
Total: 8.125%
Callfornla 6% none n/a* n/a up 10 2.5% $.50 per seat** | local discretion Los Angeles
State: n/a

Local sales: 2.25%
Total: 2.25%

* Admissions exempt from state sales tax.

** Stadium admission charge of $.50 imposed on tickels more than $12.99 In San Francisco County, but not In the city. .
Colorado 3% none n/a* n/a up to 5% up to 10% local discretion Denver
State: n/a
Local admissions: 10%
: Total: 10%
* Admisslons exempt from state sales tax.
Connectlcut 6% 10%* 10% n/a none none n/a Hartlord
Stale; 10%
No local taxes
Total: 10%
* Admisslons exempt from state sales lax but subject to state admissions tax.
Delaware none none none n/a none none n/a Witmington
No sales tax
District of 5.75% none 5.75%"* n/a same as slate same as slate same as slate Washington, D.C.
‘Columbta Slate: 5.75%
Total: 5.75%
* Admissions to cultural events is exemplt.
Florida 6% none 6% n/a up to 1.5%" local sales lax general fund Miami
Slale: 6%

Local indigent care l1ax 0 5%
Total: 6.5%

* Counlies with high tourism may impose additional sales laxes.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES IN
TAX ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES REVENUES
Georgla 4% none 4% n/a up lo 2% local sales tax | general tund Allania
Slate: 4%
Local sales: 1%
Transit district:: 1%
Total: 6%
Hawali 4% none 4% n/a none none n/a Honolulu
State: 4%
No local taxes
Total: 4%
Idaho 5% none 5% n/a up lo 2% none n/a Boise
(resoris only) State: 5%
Total: 5%
tilinols 6.25% none n/a* n/a up to 2% plus up o 7% local discretion Chicago
transit sales Stale: /a
laxes Local amusement: 7%
Total: 7%
* Admisslons are exempt {rom state sales tax.
- Indlana 5% none n/a* na none up 1o 5% local discretion Indianapolis
State: wa
Local admisslons: 5%
Tolal: §%
* Admissions are exempt from slale sales tax.
fowa 5% none 5% n/a up to 1% locatl sales tax general fund Des Molnes
State: 5%
No local sales tax
Total: 5%
Kansas 4.9% none 4.9% n/a up to 2% up to 3% (if a local discretion Wichila
sports authority Slale: 4.9%
has been Local sales tax: 1%
created in the Total: 5.9%
locality)
Kentucky 6% none 6% na none up to 10% on local discretion Loulsville
tickels sold in Slale: 6%
mulli-purpose No local sales tax
arena Total: 6%
Louislana 4% none 4% the 4% state sales lax up to 5% up to 5.25%* local discretion New Oileans
rale includes a 0.03% Slate: 4%
levy by the Louisiana Local sales: 5%
Tourism Promotional Local admissions: 5%*
District Tolal: 14%
* Tha New Orleans admissions tax on movies and theaters is 2%.
Maine 6% none n/a* n/a none none n/a Portland

No sales taxes
No admissions laxes

Total: 0 -

* Admisslons are exempt from state sales fax.
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES IN
TAX ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES REVENUES
Maryland 5% none 5% n/a none up to 10% mostly to Baltimore
stadium Slale: 5%
authority Locatl admissions: 10%
Total: 15%
Massachusetts 5% none na* na none none na Boslon
) No sales taxes
No adinissions taxes
Total: 0
* Admissions are exempl from state sales tax.
Michigan 6% none n/a* na none none na Detroit
No admissions taxes
Total: 0
* Admissions are exempt from stale sales tax.
Minnesota 6.5% none 6.5% n/a up to 1% up to 3% usually Minneapolis
dedicated for Stale: 6.5%
convention Local sales tax: 0.5%
centers of Entedainment lax: 3%
sports facilities Total: 10%
Misslissippl 7% none 7% n/a none none n/a Jackson
Stale: 7%
No local laxes
Total: 7%
Missouri 4.225% none 4.225% n/a up to 3.75% up to 5% local St. Louis
discretion— State: 4.225%
soma for Local sales tax: 2.625%
tourism Local admissions: 5%
. Total: 11.85%
Montana none none n/a n/a none none n/a Bozeman
No salas taxes
No admissions taxes
Total: 0
Nebraska 5% none 5% n/a up 10 1.5% sales lax local discretion Omabha
State: 5%
Local sales: 1%
Total: 6%
Nevada * 6.5%, 6.75 none none** n/a up to 0.5% none n/a Las Vegas
or 7%"* No laxes
Total: 0
* Slale sales tax rate varies by county
** Admissions are exempt from stata sales lax.
New Hampshire none none na n/a none none n/a Manchesler

No sales taxes
No adimissions taxes
Total: 0



http://www.lsc.state.oh.us/research/index.html

9¢

s31nies18a7 1LIG JO BDUIIBJUOD) [BUONIEN

STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES IN
TAX ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS | ADMISSIONS TAXES | SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES REVENUES
New Jersey 6% none 6%"* n/a none 9% in Atlantic lourism Allantic City
City and 2% in | development State: 4%
Cape May (only Cape May Local tuxury tax: 9%
County County). Total: 13%
* When combined with the luxury tax, the stale rale Is limited o 4% for a combined maximum rate of 13%.
New Mexico 5% none 5% n/a up to local sales lax | general fund Sanla Fe
1.9375% State: 5%
Local sales: 1.25%
. Total: 6.25%
New York 4% none 4% na up to 4.25% up lo 7% local discretion New York
State: 4%
Local sales: 4.25
Total: 8.25%
North Carolina 4%* 3% 3% general fund up to 2.5% none wa Chailotie
State: 3%
No local tax
Total: 3%
* Admissions are exempt from state salas tax.
North Dakota 5% none 5% n/a up o 1.75% local sales fax | general fund Faigo
Slale: 5%
Local sales: 1%
Total: 6%
Ohio 5% none n/a* n/a up to 2% up to 3% locat discretion Cleveland
State: n/a
Local sales: 2%
Local admissions: 3%
Total: §%
* Admissions are exempt from state sales tax.
Oklahoma 4.5% 0.1% 4.6% state’s tousism up to 4% local sales tax | general fund Tulsa
. advertising campaign State: 4.6%
Local sales: 3.5%
Total: 8.1%
Oregon none none none n/a none none n/a Portland
No sales laxes
No admissions laxes
Total: 0
Pennsylvanla 6% none n/a* n/a 1% (only up to 10% local discretion Philadelphia
Philadeiphia State: a%
and Allegehny Local sales: 1%
Counly) Tolal: 1%
* Admissions are exempt from state sales tax.
Puerto Rlco none 10% 10% none none n/a San Juan
State: 10%
Total: 10%
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STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES IN
TAX ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS | ADMISSIONS TAXES '] SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES REVENUES
Rhode Island 7% none n/a* n/a none none n/a Providence
No sales taxes
No adinission taxes
Total: 0
* Admissions are exempl from slate sales tax.
South Carolina 5% none 5% n/a upto 1% local sales tax | general fund Charleston
Slate: 5%
Local sales: 1%
Total: 6%
South Dakota 4% 1%* 5% tourism promotion up to 2% up to 1% dedicated for Sioux Falls
fund tourism State: 5%
purposes Local sales: 2%
Local admissions; 1%
Total: 8%
* Excludes movies
Tennessee 6% none 6% n/a up lo 2.75% varies -local discretion Nashville
Stale: 6%
Local sales: 2.25%
Total: 8.25%
Texas 6.25% none 6.25% n/a up to 2% local sales tax | general fund Dallas
(inciudes . State:6.25%
speciat Local sales: 2%
districts) Total: 8.25%
Utah 4.75% none 4.75% n/a up to 3.35° local sales tax | general fund Salt Lake Cily
(includes Stale: 4.75%
spacial Local sales: 1.25%
districts) Total: 6 %
* Includes resort community tax of up to 1% Imposed on sales In communities where transient room capacity equals or exceeds permanent resident populalion.
Vermont 5% none 5% n/a 1% (not all 1% (only general fund Budington
localities Burlington) Stale: 5%
qualify) Local admissions: 1%
Total: 6%
Virginia 3.5% none 3.5% n/a upto 1% up to 10% local discretion Norfolk
Slate: 3.5%
Local sales: 1%
Tolal: 4.5%
Washington 6.5% none n/a* n/a upto2.1% up105% local discretion Seatlle
(includes Slate: n/a
transporiation Local sales: n/a
district) Local admissions: 5%

Total: 5%

* Admissions are exempt from stale sales tax If local admisslons lax is imposed.



http://www.lsc.state.oh.us/research/index.html

8¢

sainesi9a 3181S JO SDUBIYUO)) |BUONEN

STATE SPECIFIC COMBINED STATE USES FOR LOCAL LOCAL LOCAL USE OF | COMBINED STATE AND LOCAL
STATE SALES STATE STATE SPECIFIC GENERAL ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS TAXES IN
TAX ADMISSIONS ADMISSIONS | ADMISSIONS TAXES | SALES TAX TAX TAX SELECT CITIES
TAX TAXES ’ REVENUES
West Virginia 6% none 6% n/a none Up o 2% Local discretion | Charlesion
State: 6%
Local amusement tax: 2%
Total: 8%
Wisconsin 5% none - 5% n/a up t0 0.6% local sales tax | general fund Milwaukee
{includes State: 5%
stadium tax of Local sales: 0.6%
01%in$§ Total: 5.6%
countles)
Wyomling 4% ‘none 4% n/a up o 2% local sales tax | general fund Cheyenne
Slate: 4%
Local sales: 2%
Total: 6%

Source: NCSL survey of state tourism offices, 1997.
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SURVEY
OF STATE
TOURISM
OFFICES

1997-1998

TIA

Travel Industry Association of America
1100 New Y ork Avenue, NW

Suite 450

Washington, DC 20005-3934
202.408.8422

FAX 202.408.1255

www.tia.org
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BUDGET - INTRODUCTION

Entire
Tourism IF NO:
Date Actual Projected Office
Fiscal Budget for Budget for Budget Other Sources of Funding
Y ear Fiscal Year 1996-97  Fiscal Year 1997-98 Funded by for Tourism Office
State Begins 1996-97 Rank 1997-98 Rank  State (% of Total Budget) Explanation of Sources of Funding
General
Revenue?
AL 10/01 6,939,384 26 9,177,112 19 NO Lodging Tax 6% State law imposes 4% tax on lodging,
0% 25% of this goesto Travel Office
0%

AK 07/01 3,098,600 21 2,381,000 27 NO Earned Income 20% Private sector contributions to cooperative

STO marketing programs.

AK 07/01 5,312,393 21 4,225,655 27 NO Industry Matching Funds 0% The legislature determines ATMC's

ATMC budget. However private industry must
provide a minimum of 25% in matching
contributions. Funds are raised through
the sale of advertising space and other
promotional materials.

AZ 07/01 7,456,000 22 8,295,000 24 NO Lodging Receipts 30% 6.5% on lodging where .2% is dedicated
to travel office funding.

AR 07/01 10,130,934 16 10,543,951 16 NO 2% Tourism Tax 68%  All dedicated to tourism development.
Collected on hotels, motels, marina
rentals and tourist attractions.

CA 07/01 7,300,000 24 12,300,000 14 NO Marketing Act 41%

CT 07/01 5,125,422 33 5,505,585 31 NO Car Rental Surcharge 78% $1 per day fee imposed on car rentals of
30 daysor less. 100% to STO.

DE 07/01 886,800 49 YES

FL 07/01 19,146,447 4 23,031,986 4 NO Car Rental Surcharge 84% Two dollars a day surcharge on rental cars
in Florida. Tourism receives 15.75% of
total collected.

Industry Partner memberships began on
July 1, 1996.

GA 07/01 6,577,000 27 7,557,000 26 YES

HI 07/01 1,319,907 1 1,729,568 2 YES

STO

HI 07/01 34,550,000 1 26,050,000 2 YES

HVB

ID 07/01 4,152,665 36 4,283,050 39 NO 2% Hot/Mot & Private 99% Hotel/Motel and private campgrounds

Camps entire amount dedicated to tourism
General Fund 1% development.
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Entire
Tourism IF NO:

Date Actual Projected Office

Fiscal Budget for Budget for Budget Other Sources of Funding

Y ear Fiscal Year 1996-97  Fiscal Year 1997-98 Funded by for Tourism Office

State Begins 1996-97 Rank 1997-98 Rank  State (% of Total Budget) Explanation of Sources of Funding

General
Revenue?

IL 07/01 32,756,500 2 35,336,700 1 NO State hotel/motel tax 100% 6% state specific tax on lodging. 8% of
the receipts from the tax are dedicated to
domestic advertising and 8% of the
receipts are dedicated for grants to local
convention & visitor bureaus. 13% of the
receipts from the tax are deposited in the
Tourism Promotion Fund, which is used
to fund operations, internationa
advertising, other grant programs, special
programs, special promotions,
publications, etc.

IN 07/01 3,805,000 38 4,805,000 35 YES

A 07/01 4,356,822 34 5,410,868 32 YES

KS 07/01 3,779,379 39 4,254,010 40 NO Fee 25%  Our agency receives 26% of dal EDIF

Gaming $ 65%  funds. This division receives 12% of
State Gen $ 10%  those funds.

KY 07/01 6,272,900 30 6,375,100 30 YES

LA 07/01 14,840,529 9 15,167,392 9 NO State Sales Tax 100% Funding for the Office of Tourism comes
from a fund that dedicates three tenths of
one percent of all state sales tax
collections. The money is collected in the
Louisiana Tourism Promotion District
Fund. The Legislature raised the previous
cap to $16 million annually. Additional
funds incorporated into the budget come
from the unspent balance from previous
years and Scenic Byways grant funds.

ME 07/01 2,733,000 43 4,223,000 41 YES

MD 07/01 8,580,532 20 8,670,366 23 YES

MA 07/01 16,933,000 8 17,405,000 8 NO State Occupancy Tax 100% All tourism funding comes from the
Massachusetts Tourism Fund. The fund
consists of 35% of the state Hotel
Occupancy Tax (5.7%). From this fund,
40% goes to the Massachusetts Tourism
Office and 19% to the Tourism Grant
Program.

MI 10/01 11,038,900 14 14,794,300 10 YES
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Entire
Tourism IF NO:
Date Actual Projected Office
Fiscal Budget for Budget for Budget Other Sources of Funding
Y ear Fiscal Year 1996-97  Fiscal Year 1997-98 Funded by for Tourism Office
State Begins 1996-97 Rank 1997-98 Rank  State (% of Total Budget) Explanation of Sources of Funding
General
Revenue?
MN 07/01 9,379,512 17 9,132,677 20 NO Revenue 10%
Trunk Highway 7%

MS 07/01 10,958,415 15 10,506,301 17 YES

MO 07/01 11,591,288 13 13,267,150 12 YES The State of Missouri has passed
legislation that includes a formula to
determine the amount of General Revenue
funding for the Div. of Tourism. This
formula incorporates the growth in
tourism as an indication of the level of
funding.

MT 07/01 6,349,530 29 6,447,151 29 NO Lodging Tax 100%  The 1997 legidature authorized the use of
$400,000 of accommodation tax for 4
years to help acquire historic Virginia and
Nevada cities. These funds come off the
top, before disbursements are made.

NE 07/01 2,200,400 46 2,732,100 46 NO Lodging Tax 94%

General Fund (Film Office) 6%
NV 07/01 9,298,169 18 9,116,897 21 NO Lodging Tax 99% 3/8 of 1% statewide room tax credited to
Misc. 1% tourism budget.

NH 07/01 2,484,168 45 3,433,219 43 YES

NJ 07/01 5,440,000 31 5,282,000 33 YES

NM 07/01 5,240,200 32 4,769,400 36 NO Road Fund 26% The Department's travel & tourism budget
receives state road funds to operate the
state's 9 welcome centers. The funds
come from road fund cash balance.

NY 04/01 17,842,900 6 18,197,300 7 NO Adv. & logo rev., corp. cred. 6% Revenue is generated from advertising in

cards our tourism collateral, from logo
licensing, trade shows and an affinity
credit card.

NC 07/01 9,054,650 19 10,368,476 18 YES

ND 07/01 2,054,968 48 2,108,484 48 YES

OH 07/01 6,352,714 28 6,500,000 28 NO $6,450,000 is FY 1998 Genera Reserve
Fund funding. Additional of $50,000
anticipated from Federal grants.

OK 07/01 7,205,925 25 8,835,854 22 NO Gross receipts tax on tourism  60% To be used on media advertising only. All

businesses

media placement and production are
funded by tourism gross receipts tax.
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State

Date
Fiscal
Y ear
Begins

Actual
Budget for
Fiscal Year
1996-97

1996-97

Rank

Projected
Budget for
Fiscal Year
1997-98

1997-98
Rank

Entire
Tourism
Office
Budget
Funded by
State
General
Revenue?

IF NO:

Other Sources of Funding
for Tourism Office
(% of Total Budget)

Explanation of Sources of Funding

Funds from tax cannot be used for any
other STO expenses.

OR

07/01

2,681,850

2,904,425

45

NO

Lottery

100%

Our biennial $5,808,851 million budget
(1997-1999) is funded by lottery revenue;
however, a variety of partnerships with
the private sector and other public
agencies supplement many program areas
- this partnership funding is not reflected
in our budget. Our goal is a 1:1 ratio of
state funds to "other" funds. We took a
reduction in the 95-97 budget of $102,303
as a result of short fals in state lottery
revenue. The cuts were taken in March
1996.

PA

"07/01

18,490,000

19,450,000

YES

RI

07/01

2,115,361

47

2,622,530

47

YES

In the current fiscal year the travel office
is receiving its funding as part of a
general fund appropriation to the Rhode
Island Economic Development
Corporation. Part of that appropriation is
based on an approximation of what would
have been received from a 1.35% share of
a 5% room tax.

07/01

14,539,252

10

14,617,001

11

NO

Sales of Publications &
Research Reports

4%

5% tax on professiona entertainment
activities. 100% dedicated to travel office.
Includes golf green fees.

07/01

3,931,000

37

4,212,000

42

NO

Co-ops/Partnerships
Gaming
Promotion Tax

9%
33%
58%

The state receives 40% of the Deadwood
Gaming Tax and 1% of the gross receipts
from hotels and lodging places;
campgrounds; motor vehicle rentas,
visitor attractions, recreation equipment
rentals, recreation services, spectator
events and visitor intensive businesses
(June, July, August, and September).

TN

07/01

13,081,200

11

12,395,700

13

YES
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Entire
Tourism IF NO:
Date Actual Projected Office
Fiscal Budget for Budget for Budget Other Sources of Funding
Y ear Fiscal Year 1996-97  Fiscal Year 1997-98 Funded by for Tourism Office
State Begins 1996-97 Rank 1997-98 Rank  State (% of Total Budget) Explanation of Sources of Funding
General
Revenue?
TX 09/01 8,037,384 3 9,843,662 3 NO Highway fund 100%  Currently, the state sales tax rate
DOT applicable to commercia lodging is 6%.
One-half of 1% (currently 1/12) of this tax
is dedicated to the Texas Department of
Economic Development for tourism
advertising. None of these funds are
allocated to the Travel & Information
Divison of the Texas Department of
Transportation.
TX 09/01 13,727,222 3 15,285,000 3 NO Hotel Occupancy Tax 100% 6% tax on lodging where Y2 of 1% is
STO dedicated for promoting travel to Texas.
uT 07/01 4,334,000 35 4,586,750 37 YES Note: The 3% County Option Transient
Room Tax funds tourism promotion at the
county level. The money is not used for
tourism promotion/development at the
state level.
VT 07/01 3,360,557 41 5,074,470 34 NO Specia Fund 1% Transportation Agency pays for operation
General Fund 99% of our info. centers via Transportation
funds which come from state and federa
tax dollars.
VA 07/01 17,436,922 7 18,322,322 6 NO Transportation Trust 3% Revenue from DOT vending program
Welcome Center Fees 2% varies. Revenue from renting of WC
brochure slots and translates-100%.
WA 07/01 3,057,823 42 3,181,690 44 YES
WV 07/01 7,425,668 23 8,011,392 25 NO Lottery 100% 3% of lottery proceeds.
Wi 07/01 11,821,405 12 11,680,000 15 YES
WY 07/01 3,649,542 40 4,311,551 38 YES
DC NO Dues and hotel occupancy tax serve as
CVA major sources of revenue for advertising
and sales.
PR 07/01 78,844,147 NO Capital Improvements Fund 3%
Other Funds 7%
PRTC Funds 18%
Slot Machines Operations 34%

Tourism Development Fund

9%
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