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TERRITORY Tourism Development Council Meeting

Board of County Commissioner’s
Joint Meeting
Thursday
March 7, 2023
1:00 - 2:00 p.m.
Development Services Building (DSB) RM 115
Zoom: https://clackamascounty.zoom.us/j/82625780049

12:15 p.m. (or as people can get there) Lunch from Wayward Sandwiches

1 p.m. Welcome & Introductions
County Chair Tootie Smith & TDC Chair David Penilton

1:10 p.m. Tourism Annual Report and Highlights
Samara Phelps, Executive Director

1:20 p.m. Updating Tourism’s 5-year Strategic Priorities
e |ntroduction — David Penilton, TDC Chair
e Proposed Priorities- Samara Phelps
e Discussion—TDC & BCC
o What stands out in the priorities? What resonates with you?
o What alignments do you see with County priorities/needs?
o How might the TDC BCC collaborate in the coming years?

1:35 p.m. Possible Legislation for Farms, Value Added Products & Tourism

e |ntroduction — Chair Smith
e Discussion —TDC & BCC

1:50 p.m. Upcoming opportunities
David Penilton

1:55 p.m. Adjourn

Clackamas County Tourism | mthoodterritory.com | 503-655-8490


https://clackamascounty.zoom.us/j/82625780049

CLACKAMAS COUNTY TOURISM orEGONS D)

5-Year Strategic Priorities MT. HOOD

Clackamas County Tourism, branded as Oregon’s Mt. Hood Territory,
is the destination organization for the county. Overseen by the
Tourism Development Council, Tourism’s mission is to enhance the
quality of life for residents by optimizing the economic impacts of
the tourism industry derived from the County’s Transient Room Tax.
The Tourism Master Plan guides Tourism’s work. Five-year strategic
priorities support the implementation of the Tourism Master Plan.

Accessible : The Tourism Development Council is updating the strategic priorities.
& Inclusive Five primary objectives emerged after evaluating the destination
from the visitor, resident, partner perspective and considering

the impacts on place. This process included gathering input and
recommendations through:

Resident survey of more than Industry best practices
1,800 current residents
Global Sustainable Tourism
Tourism industry partner survey Council (GSTC) sustainable
destination assessment
Discussions with community
tourism leads County-specific visitor trends
and forecasts for the sector
Oregon’s 2023 visitor profile

Encourage behaviors and practices that benefit Achieving these objectives requires building on the strengths of the
the natural environment. destination and organization. The tourism pillars for the destination
remain outdoor recreation, agritourism and cultural/heritage tourism.
Improve the awareness and experience of Mt. Hood | A vibrant destination and thriving communities require effective
Territory as an inclusive and accessible destination. marketing and development grounded in sustainable tourism best
practices. Success continues to depend on strong partnerships.

Drive visitation that aligns with the specific needs
of a place including regional and seasonal needs.

mthoodterritory.com Samara Phelps

Prepared 2/2024 @mthoodterritory Executive Director
samara@mthoodterritory.com



https://www.mthoodterritory.com/tdc-master-plan.pdf

Provide programs focused
on partners’ needs to
meet future demands by
building relationships with
businesses, community
partners and industry
leaders.

Leverage larger efforts
to benefit the destination
by fostering partnerships
locally and regionally.

Align visitor demand
with community needs
by providing and utilizing
meaningful data and
industry best practices.

Increase engagement with
tourism by proactively
communicating tourism
benefits and opportunities
with community leaders
and residents.

T

Build Public Trust
Through Good
Government

CLACKAMAS COUNTY TOURISM
5-Year Strategic Priorities
Objectives with Supporting Strategies

Distinguish the destination
by highlighting authentic
and local experiences
reflective of the area.

Foster a resilient
destination by preparing
for change and crisis,
supporting resilient
infrastructure, prioritizing
recovery and adapting
programs as needed.

Support local visitor facing
businesses and sites
through opportunities
specific to the site and
collaborations.

o

Grow a Vibrant
Economy.

Educate visitors, residents
and partners in behaviors
that positively impact the
environment.

Support systems that make
having a positive impact
easier than activities with a
negative impact.

Engage in collaborations
that support quality
outdoor experiences and
the integrity of the natural
environment.

Implement strategies
informed by the changing
climate.

k4

Honor, Utilize,

Promote and Invest
in our Natural
Resources

ACCESSIBLE
& INCLUSIVE

Improve the awareness
and experience of
Mt. Hood Territory
as an inclusive and
accessible destination.

Build interest and
confidence in visiting by
representing the destination
accurately to inspire and
inform both trip planning
and while in destination.

Broaden the benefits of
tourism by working with
communities defined by
more than geography.

Expand opportunities to
experience diverse heritage
and culture by elevating
underrepresented voices,
businesses and cultural
opportunities.

Reduce barriers to travel by
collaborating with diverse
communities to address
the wide range of traveler
needs and improve access
to destination assets.

)

Ensure Safe,
Healthy and Secure
Communities

TERRITORY

FLOW

Drive visitation that
aligns with the specific
needs of a place
including regional and
seasonal needs.

Identify opportunities by
participating in community
efforts and understanding
resident, partner,
community and visitor
needs.

Expand the benefits of
tourism to underutilized
assets by supporting
projects that drive
visitation and promoting
to audiences that strongly
align with the product.

Support the needs of

high use sites through
messaging and experience
improvements.

Encourage visitors at
popular sites to frequent
local businesses in nearby
communities.

o

Grow a Vibrant
Economy.




FY 22/23 Annual Report

Clackamas County Tourism’s mission is to improve the quality of life for residents by optimizing the economic impacts of the tourism

industry. The statistics shared here are indicators

of the industry’s benefits as an economic driver.

Clackamas County TRT Revenue by FY

($millions)
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2022 VISITOR SPENDING BY SECTOR

Economic Impact Measurements Overall, 2022 visitor spending in Clackamas County reached 28% of 2019 (prepandemic)
levels. Below is a breakdown of total visitor spend by commodity purchased in ($millions).
Details may not add to totals due to rounding. - Dean Runyan & Associates

2019 2021 2022

Visitor Spending ($millions)

$600 $548.7 $538.1

$487.0
$218.0
$5.4.8'7 million
million
$0

2019 2020 2021 2022 4
Tourism Earnings ($millions)

$400

$200

$300 $285.3 2022 change 2022 change 2022 change 2022 change
52957 from 2019 from 2021 from 2019 from 2021
: $219.0 :
o e Retail Sales 8%  11% Na2% {}24.0%
$100 . ﬁ?} Arts, Ent. & Recreation @ 36% 1.9% yr Food Service @4_3% ﬁzo%
$0
2019 2020 2021 2022 aa Local Trans./Gas ﬁ13_4% ﬁ22.2% ﬁ Food Stores ﬁﬂ.g% ﬁ10.3%

Tourism Employment
directly supported by visitor spending

8000 7360 7.810 LOCAL IMPACT
6.570 In 2022 the average visitor...
6,000 5,560
’ atmin Tourism generated
spent $58 daily @ stayed for 3.1 days 9
4,000 local taxes of $5.4M
0% from 2019 ﬁ7% from 2019 @ 109 from 2019
2,000 (vs. $58/day) (vs. 2.9 days) (vs. $6.0M)
$0 @ 11% YOY from 2021 @ 6% YOY from 2021 259 YOY from 2021
2019 2020 2021 2022 (vs. $65/day) (vs. 3.3 days) (vs. $4.3M)

Dean Runyan & Associates Dean Runyan & Associates

Earnings and Employment include CARES Act support for 2020 industry.traveloregon.com/resources/research



Datafy leverages data sources like geolocation, spending, demographics, transportation and more
to turn “big data” into reportable and actionable insights. These insights help destination managers

FY 22-23 Datafy with decision making. Datafy represents trends of data rather than precise number counts in a
Visitor Trends destination because of the variables in how the data is collected. On the next few pages, the data
is set to represent all visitors from FY22/23 whose main residence is from 50+ miles away from
Clackamas County.
J
Overview:7/1/22-6/30/23 & v
All of : - -
Total Trips Visitor Days Average Length of Stay Unique Visitors
Clackamas " e
County [ﬂ] 5,058,484 Trips E 13,767,121 Days @ 2.7 Days ~’ 2,749,368 Visitors
& -2.2% vs. T/1/21 - 6/30/22 ¥ -82%vs 7/1/21- 6/30/22 ¥ -0.2 Daysvs. 7/1/21- 6/30/22 2 38.6% vs. 7/1/21-6/30/22

4 overview :7/1/22 - 6/30/23 The above shows a significant ihcrease in unique visitors in F_Y_
22/23 over FY 21/22 with a relatively stable number of total visitor
fRiie e trips. This is likely due to the fact that FY 21/22 was still relatively
Mountain iy 1,113,639 Trips © 2.9 Days impacted by COVID with a significant number of in-state repeat vis-
e — a5 545 itors. In FY 22/23 we saw an increase in fly and drive market; from
others states, so while there are a larger number of unique visitors
than the previous year, we see little change in total trips because
Overview:7/1/22 - 6/30/23 there were fewer repeats within the year from those visitors.
Total Trips Average Length of Stay i . . . . .
Urban th 3,651,168 Trips @ 2.8 Days Comparison of Trips Trips by distance from destination Length of Stay

13%
2~ 10%vs.7/1/21-6/30/22 ¥ -0.2Days vs. 7/1/21-6/30/22 3%
Overview:7/1/22 - 6/30/23 e
9%
Total Trips Average Length of Stay
valley @@ 685,257 Trips © ;5 Days

¥ -9.6% vs. 7/1/21 - 6/30/22 2 0.4 Days vs. 7/1/21 - 6/30/22 whbd 10230 HORON SN ARt
Milez Miles Miles Miles Milez . 1I]ay 72.3% . 2I]ays 8.73%

\ @ Repeat 67% @ One Time 33% R t @ OneTi
Wizer W Racituw: @ 3Days 388% @ 4Days 3.45%

5Days 5.39% ® 6+Days 6.29%

Visitor Demographics
Age Income Household Education Level Ethnicity

16-24: 14-3%\ $0-$49K: 20.5% 1-2: 47.1% High School: 56.5% Witz 810X ;
25-44: 29 $50K-574K: 153%\ Black: 2.2%
$75K-$99K: 13.5%\ 3-5:42.7% Bachelors: 38.8% Hispanic: 10.2% ™y
45-64:33.1% $100K-$150K: 20‘9%\ Asian: 5% 8
65+ 23-5%\ $150K+: 14:9%! et Graduate: £.7% Other: 0.7%!




FY 22-23 Datafy

Visitor Trends

The below data shows the correlation of all visitors (50+ miles away) who stayed in lodging and
what type of activity areas they visited over the course of their trip(s) during FY 22/23. Visitation to
main streets increased starting November 2022 and continued to see increases over the holidays as
well as spring break 2023.

Correlation Over Time

59.6%
498%
38.7%
28:8%

199%

9.93%

_:_,_.._: —— — ——

[ e ————— —_— —
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Lodging @ Main Streets @ Parks & Recreation Land @ Other Top Sites @ Trails @ Rivers & Lakes @ Visual and Performing Arts @ Breweries Cideries Distilleries & Heritage Sites @ Agritourism
To the right are top visited “sites” in Hood National Forest Zigzag Distric... 1,470,026 ﬁlh"’eﬂe River - lower PR 80,178

. R EESS————.
Clackamas County in FY 22/23. Though R -
Datafy is not able to capture a true visitor pooviaimioncls et ey LTI i :
count, this data is incredibly valuable in }
) oo y' . Wilsonville Main Street 527,304 Happy Valley Main Street 65,814
identifying trends. Here, you will notice our S
highest visited tourist attraction areas are R — —— Mt. Hood National Forest Clackamas D... 53,251
those mostly based on Mt. Hood. This aligns - L
yvith our u_nderstanding of top tou.rism sites Summit parking lot MHG 191,055 West Linn Main Street 47,774
in the region. However, when looking at the *
overall trip visitation in the previous Datafy Timberline Summit Ski Area MHG 189,904 Cascadia Center for Arts & Crafts 43,849
page, the urban (Portland) region still A— *
receives the highest number of overall visitor Sandy Main Street 174,836 Wooden Shoe Tulip Farm WV 42,854
trips in the county by more than double — c:
as Compared to the Mt. Hood region. This Villages of Mt. Hood Main Street 150,302 Monarch Hotel & Conference Center 42,511
.. - L ]
could be due to the proximity to Portland o _
city attractions, Clackamas County’s urban O-rggnn(!nyhﬂam Street 136,171 :-llolalla Main Street 38,526
lodging options for Portland and/or a close . : : ]
.. . . Timberline Lodge & Ski Area 83,814 Canby Main Street 37,000
place to visit friends and family or one of - 3
our main streets. Lake Oswego Main Street 81,705 Clackamas River - lower PR 36,229
- []




FY 22-23 Placer.ai

Visitor Trends

With the Mt. Hood/Gorge Region’s g Viitors
access to data platform Placer.ai, - olam i
we were able to pull a FY 22/23
tourism report for Clackamas
County top visitor markets including B com ——
daily disposable income. This data
represents visitors from the US that
spent the nlght in the county and g Estimated Visitors’ Spending Potential ?
stayed no more than 31 days. $0.97B +13.3% Yo
\_ Y
Visitors Visit Nights & Median Daily Disposable
CBSA = Income
200 B0l i | {u]ujul4 1500 2000K 52 £200 £400

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA - 01sM 0.321M
Carvallis, OR . F3TK 0.31M
Salem, OR ! 58.6K 0.28M
Eugene-Springfield, OR L] B5.2K 0.26M
Bend, OR 645K 0.14mM
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anah.. || 428K 0.14mM
Phoenix-Mesa-Chandler, AZ 25.6H 0.10M
San Francisco-Oakland-Berkel..| 301K BE&IK
Boise City, ID 246K B3 4K
Medford, GR 253K E1.7K
San Diego-Chula VistarCarlsba | 14.8K 53.5K
Sacramento-Roseville-Falsom:.| 19.9K 50.2K
Spokane-Spokana Valley, WA | 17.8BK 43.8K
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ont.. 12.6K 457K
Albany-Lebanon, OR 172K 374K

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Cla. | 12.4K 267K
Kennewick-Richland, WA 187K 255K
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FY 22/23 Strategic Outcomes

Clackamas County Tourism set four key strategic outcomes for
FY 22/23. These outcomes came out of a planning process
involving stakeholder feedback, the Tourism Development
Council and staff. The Strategic Outcomes respond to the
current state of the tourism industry with the goals of recovery
as well as optimizing tourism’s impact across the communities
of Clackamas County. In addition to the four Strategic
Outcomes, Clackamas County applies three key lenses to all
of our work: sustainability; Diversity, Equity and Inclusion; and
the key stakeholders of Visitor, Resident, Partner and Place
(VRPP). The following pages recap the intent of each Strategic
Outcome and give examples of how Tourism’s work during FY
22/23 supported the outcomes.

.

4. Continue to develop
organizational
resiliency for effective
tourism leadership




Outcome 1: Tourism Recovery

“Support tourism industry and asset recovery while
responding to evolving conditions”

Not all sectors within the tourism
A survey of tourism partner businesses ranked impacts of industry were impacted equally
COVID-19 and the 2020 Riverside Fire as barriers to their success by COVID. Among the hardest
and identified lasting effects to the visitor experience. This hit were food and beverage as
outcome is focused on those specific needs and acknowledges well as heritage assets. In January
the possibility of ongoing impacts and future disruptive events. 2023, Clackamas County Tourism
refreshed and rebranded our Tap
Trail, Wine Trail and Heritage
Trail. The new look and feel of
the trails paired with improved
functionality. We supported the
relaunch of the passes with tailored
paid advertising campaigns.
The program refresh resulted in

To support tourism industry recovery following COVID, Clackamas
County Tourism leaned in to providing direct support to businesses.
Marketing support came in the form of specially tailored
collaborations, as well as an expanded Marketing Support Co-Op
Program. Co-Op offerings included print and digital marketing with s : )

local and global ad outlets. Price to participate ranged from $50 - 12k views of the Heritage Trail The FREE Mt. Hood Territory
$750 to meet the needs of diverse partner businesses. A total of | content, 477 Tap Trail sign ups o e ant o ™

45 businesses participated in the FY 22/23 Co-Op program, many and 418 Wine Trail sign ups. The
using multiple offerings. Tap Trail and Wine Trail together

drove 237 visits to business via
gamified passport check-ins and
redemptions.

(CLICK HERE TO SIGN up)

Upper Clackamas Whitewater Festival

restore the Rainbow Campground
and Riverside Trail
event sponsorship for the 2023
Upper Clackamas Whitewater Festival




Outcome 2: Safe and Inclusive

“Enhance the experience and awareness of Mt. Hood Territory
as a desirable, safe and inclusive destination for visitors and
residents”

This outcome considers both perceptions of Mt. Hood Territory
as a destination, as well as elements of safety in the on-the-
ground experience. It encompasses DEI values and travel for all.
It also considers safety for visitors and residents in the face of
natural disasters.

We launched our “Otter Do” campaign featuring an animated river
otter offering a friendly invitation for visitors to travel responsibly in
Mt. Hood Territory. The campaign addresses visitor safety as well as
destination health and its effect on residents. “Otter Do” messaging
was supported with paid advertising, resulting in 13k page views
and over 3,300 conversions. YouTube video content received nearly
30,000 views across 6 videos. The “Otter Do” page was one of our top
10 most visited pages for FY 22/23, and contributed to safe behaviors
and perceptions of responsible tourism.

Otter Dos P Playall

No matter when you visit Mt. Hood Territory, you're set to have a great time. Each season presents
its own list of things you should know to ensure your trip is as good as possible. The Mt. Hood...

vou |
“OTTER" |
VIEW

WILDLIFE
FROMA

DISTI 6:3 8

Be Safe And View Wildlife
From A Distance

Why Should You Stay On Trail
And Practice Leave No...

Top Reasons To Camp
Midweek

Best Way To Travel Up Mt.
Hood - Ride The Mt. Hood...

Oregon's Mt. Hood Territory
29K views * 9 months ago

Oregon's Mt. Hood Territory
122 views + 7 months ago

Oregon's Mt. Hood Territory
17 views = 8 months ago

Oregon's Mt. Hood Territory
100 views + 10 months ago

Otter Do Responsible Travel Videos

The Sandy Actors Theatre
received a Strategic Investment
Program grant from Mt. Hood
Territory in the amount of
$20,000 to replace stadium
style seating with ADA-friendly
and flexible seating options
that will enable all guests
to attend and better enjoy
performances regardless of
physical or mobility challenges.
The improvements will work to
expand visitation to new and
diverse audiences.

Sandy Actors Theatre

From recent wildfire experience, we knew that visitors staying in
vacation rental properties were the most difficult to support during
disasters. To address this need, we provided 72-hour emergency
kits with customized Clackamas County emergency information to
vacation rental properties registered with Clackamas County TRT.
The project delivered supplies for 1,136 people to 151 properties, most
in rural Clackamas County. This project benefitted both visitors and
residents’ safety in the destination by easing strain on first responders.




Outcome 3: Visitor Flow

“Drive visitors to identified areas as informed by the unique
needs of individual tourism assets to optimize positive
impacts and minimize negative impacts”

Clackamas County is a large destination, with varied needs
across geographic and industry sector areas. This outcome
focuses on supporting areas that are at capacity and driving
visitors to underutilized assets.

Knowing that there is a demand for outdoor recreation in our
destination and that many areas especially on Mt. Hood experience
negative impacts from overuse, Mt. Hood Territory created an outdoor
recreation map for the Molalla River Recreation Corridor. Mt. Hood
Territory convened Molalla tourism leaders and worked with Travel
Oregon to complete and distribute the brochure map, which included
recreation assets as well as agritourism experiences, dining and
shopping around Molalla. This project takes an identified interest area
- outdoor recreation - and provides
an alternative experience in an area
with capacity.

Discover pogy

Adventyre

Molalla River Corridor Recreation Map

CITY OF MOLALLA

forests,. Molalla River
winding throughrall

the

dose of small-town charm over
Independence Dayweekend
withanon-ste camival, Mofalla's
Fame, five days of
rockint rodeo events, and 2 nightly

fished, foraged, and lived in and
around present-day Malalla. More.
recently, European-American

10 the forested foothills of

transforming the: reves 7
Geta feel for that history atthe » Enjoyafillingmeal: Chefs all over ’ 4
mplex, which ingr ]
dfa
o craftfresh, filing, and flavorful
dishes. Enjoy a variety of burgers,
sand, barbe

displays, exhibits, and artifacts
that cover the area’s Native
Amer . Eur

Youl find all kinds of adventure in the forests and farms
across the Wild & Scenic Molalla Corridor—and we'll cover

those soon enough—but the city of Molalla itself rewards
visitors who take time to stroll the cozy downtown core
dive intoits historic charms, and embrace a wide range of
funattractions

- Splat Action Paintball Park: As
ane of theoldest paintball parks
in'the Pacific Northwest, Splat
Action is acommunity  nstitution

cetins  thatoffers 47 wooded acres

teeming with bunkers, buildings,
treehouses, and ather exciting

foyous it
toluds of allages. Today. the
four-acre park features 4,200
feetoftrack—allofwhich canbe  obstacles.
explored with rides that showcase
ponds, shrubs, bridges. and

impressive forested scenery. Rides
typically last 7-10 minutes and are:

Your guide to trajfs, back roqq,
campgmunds, wildlify Viewip, E
Gaduentme along Oregoni f
Molalfs Rivey Corridoy

» Skydive Oregon: Enjoy views
ofMount Hood from above
ha

+ Escape Molalla: Do you thinkyou
and your friends o family can
solve all

outin time? Findout at Escape

N -

start il i
as high as 18,000 feet Onyour

olalla, way down, epic
room. There yourll be locked in Willamette Valley farmland, thick

To address summer congestion along the popular stretch of the
Clackamas River, Mt. Hood Territory convened a group of land
managers and partners to put together an informational campaign
promoting alternative float options. Working with State and County
Parks and nonprofit groups like We Love Clean Rivers, we worked
to mitigate the negative impacts through visitor dispersal. Learnings
from the 2022 season went on to improve the following year of the
initiative.

Lodging tax collections showed that Clackamas County’s urban
Portland region hotels were continuing to recover more slowly than
other regions of Clackamas County, so we ran a spring lodging
campaign through Expedia featuring our Portland Region properties.
The campaign had nearly 17M impressions with 6,475 clicks to a custom
landing page within the Expedia platform. This campaign resulted in
the booking of 2,481 room nights with an estimated $392,000 in gross
bookings for our target properties.

Urban Search Oregon's Mt. Hood Territory

(Portland Region) '
Expedia Campaign

gggggg

expedia group

media solutions

Best Oregon spring activities

Spring e  time of rebirth, I you'e e us.
friends.

W), o — -,
—— ==Ll

Paddle to views More to do by Welcome baby
and main streets Wooden Shoe farm animals
Farm

Discover the new
Wine Trail




Informed by COVID’s impact on Transient Room Tax revenue,
this outcome focuses on organizational capacity to provide
needed tourism programs and leadership responsive to the
dynamic needs of the destination. Resiliency includes financial
reserves to provide consistent tourism functions.

In FY22/23 we reached our goal for contingency reserve,

and provides some
stability from the short-term impacts of fluctuations in Transient
Room Tax collection. The team also
in communications, public relations, digital advertising and database
management through industry leading contractors and passionate
staff. Reaching this level or organizational stability and capacity
expands the tourism resources available to partners and communities
throughout Clackamas County and improves efficiencies.

Clackamas County Tourism brought
back many of our

in FY 22/23,
supporting our outcome of effective
leadership of Clackamas County’s
tourism industry. We brought back
favorite in-person programs including
the Annual Agritourism Summit and
Frontline FAM Tours. We added new
programs like Google Ad training to
meet current partner needs. We had 104
partners attend our hosted trainings,
and also provided sponsorships to
allow 18 partners to attend specialized
trainings and conferences beyond Mt.
Hood Territory’s offerings.

In FY 22/23 we were able to

to ensure strategic
tourism development. Contracting with Datafy shows us visitor trends
across industry sectors and geography of our region. We are already
seeing the benefits of this investment, incorporating first-party data

into audience targeting to . Through the Mt.
Hood Gorge Region we’ve also invested in Placer.ai visitor data. We
are excited to

to enhance their understanding of their own
visitor trends.
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Clackamas County Tourism

TOURISM DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

David Penilton - Chair
America’s Hub World Tours
Oregon City

Luke Spencer - Vice Chair
Clackamas River Outfitters
Estacada

Caterine Connall Nyland
Best Western Agate Beach (remote)
Sandy

Tessa Koch
TMK Creamery & Distillery
Canby

Gail Yazzolino
End of the Oregon Trail Interpretive & Visitor Information Center
Oregon City

Holly Pfortmiller
Best Western Plus Rivershore
Oregon City

Katen Patel
K10 Hotels, Milwaukie Inn
Milwaukie

Samara Phelps - Executive Director
Clackamas County Tourism

samara@mthoodterritory.com

MISSION

Enhance the quality of life for residents by optimizing the economic
impacts of the tourism industry derived from the County’s Transient
Room Tax.

VISION

Serve as the leading force to grow and sustain tourism in Clackamas
County through effective and efficient marketing and asset
development strategies, and by building strong partnerships with
businesses, organizations, other governmental entities and citizens.

FY 23/24 STRATEGIC OUTCOMES

Strategic outcomes from FY 22/23 were carried over to guide
strategies for FY 23/24.

4. Continue to develop
organizational
resiliency for effective
tourism leadership

mthoodterritory.com/document-center



Oregon’s Mt. Hood Territory - Clackamas County Tourism

TERRITORY

This quarterly report presents industry trends and highlights some of Mt. Hood Territory’s key projects. Q1 of FY 23/24 saw industry recovery above
baseline FY19/20 levels, trending strongly with FY 22/23. Good summer weather drove high interest in outdoor recreation, and much of Mt. Hood
Territory’s work focused on spreading visitor impact to lesser-utilized recreation assets and encouraging visitor engagement with local communities.

OF NOTE THIS QUARTER: The Camp Creek Fire started on August 25 producing visible smoke throughout the region. Emergency operations were active
until September 20. The fire resulted in a lot of local awareness and concern but limited closures and evacuations. Sandy Ridge Trailhead was the closure
most impactful to tourism. Alert banners were added to mthoodterritory.com and information resources were shared through industry B2B channels.

Clackamas County TRT Earnings Clackamas County TRT Earnings by Region
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TERRITORY

KEY TAKEAWAYS

Percentage of Visitors to Activity Type
This data tracks the percentage of total visitors* to

25.00%
° Clackamas County who visited certain types of
attractions and sites.
*  Trails and water sites peak in summer months but
visitation drops starting in September
20.00% . Agritourism and wineries both see increases starting in
September/fall
. Breweries and Heritage sites benefit from July summer
visitation
15.00% July 23  changeyoy =~ Aug 23 changeYOY Sept 23 changeYOY
Other Top Sites Other Top Sites Other Top Sites
2361% T 19.24% ? 15.26% ?
Lodging Lodging Lodging
1211% J || oasx J || s29% J
10.00%
Trails Trails Trails
5.64% ? 4.02% ? 2.65% ?
Rivers & Lakes Rivers & Lakes Agritourism
2.98% ? 2.44% 2.01%
5.00% ? ?
Agritourism Agritourism Rivers & Lakes
1.29% ? 138% ? 1.8% ?
Visual and Performing Arts Visual and Performing Arts Winerias
0.00% 122% 0.88% 0.77% ?
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MOLALLA OUTDOOR
- RECREATION MAP

|| vsronriow 1

The Molalla Outdoor Recreation Map work began as part of Travel
Oregon’s Destination Ready grant program, where it was the highest
scoring proposal. The project addressed development and economic
impact in the greater Molalla area, addressing our strategic priority
of encouraging visitation to lesser-used areas. The Molalla map
pushed the boundaries of Travel Oregon’s traditional outdoor
recreation maps by incorporating a focus on downtown Molalla as
well as agritourism partners. Steering committee groups were
comprised of city leaders, small business owners and federal land
management agencies. The resulting recreation map is now in
circulation at over 50 locations throughout the state.
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Further
Implications:
The success of
this program
inspired similar
work focusing on
the mid-
mountain area.
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TERRITORY

Mt. Hood Territory is using Crowdriff, a
visual marketing tool, to integrate user-
generated content (UGC) into our
website and content strategy. UGC
galleries across our website feature
images from Instagram users that inspire
visitors and link back to Mt. Hood S ——
Territory’s priority messages. We also R N ¥
have galleries of short-form videos that L
appear on on our site and Google Search =
and Discover, helping increase organic
traffic to our website and boost our search engine optimization (SEOQ)
ranking. All of this content is repurposed and leveraged across our social
media channels, including Facebook, Instagram and Youtube.

Incorporating selected crowd-sourced imagery and short-form video
showcases Mt. Hood Territory in an authentic way, resonating with both
visitors and locals alike. It also helps us bring in more diverse voices and
representation throughout the area, addressing our strategic priority of
enhancing the awareness of Mt. Hood as a safe and inclusive destination.

Visual Stories

50,000 (T

Over 50,000 engagements
with UGC image galleries.

115,000

Over 115,000 impressions on ‘ :
Google from short-form galleries —

5 Great Kid Fi
Oregon Trail

7 Pleasant Pumpkin
Patches Near Mt Hood
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The goal of the project was to mitigate the impacts of excessive
visitation at Barton Park and alleviate traffic congestion on
roadways leading to the park during summer floating season.
The project team consisted of staff from Tourism and the
Operations Management team at County Parks. Together Parks
and Tourism crafted messaging used by Tourism to create signs,
cards, QR codes, social media posts and informational pieces
that directed people to the Alternative Floats webpage with
information about how to avoid crowds and recreate safely on
the Clackamas. Parks staff utilized the tools and messaging to
improve the experience for park visitors and reduce impacts on
the road from May — September 2023.

I 7

8’139 In person QR code scans

views At Barton Park 660

2,440 Bonnie Lure (alt) 18

conversions Dog Creek Trail (alt) 14

HOSPITALITY f'ﬁ
THANK YOU PROJECT

For the third annual year, the Experience Mt. Hood and the
Gorge RDMO partnered with local DMOs in the region to
disseminate thanks and appreciation for all the front line
hospitality workers in the region. DMOs, including Mt. Hood
Territory, went door to door at each tourism business passing
out cookies for staff and a thank you card connecting their work
to the millions of visitors that come to our region each year.

2,440 334

COOKIES DISTRIBUTED BUSINESSES REACHED

Parks Department staff reported that they saw a 50% reduction in traffic
and wait times to get into Barton Park vs. prior year peak visitation days.
Wait times had been sometimes 3-4 hours and were cut to 1-1.5 at worst.
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TERRITORY

Mt. Hood Territory harnesses the power of “big data” insights for the destination through Datafy. In Oct 2022, we started using Datafy’s digital
advertising platform that builds high-quality target audiences based on previous visitation and visitor behavior then serve ads across vetted websites
and apps. The platform also offers a variety of ad types, furthering our targeting capabilities, such as serving real-time Otter Do ads promoting Take
Care Out There tips to visitors while they’re in the destination.

We're now seeing results from this hyper-targeted approach. Datafy provides a previously unattainable level of measurement to evaluate return on
investment by offering physical visitor attribution. We can see “on the ground” return on ad spend in our communities with attribution numbers for

destination visits and lodging. Datafy determines campaign advertising attribution by comparing a target audience control group who did not see
Datafy ads and an

experimental group who

_ - 3 . Campaign Run Dates: 10.14.22 - 06.30.23
did. Looking at the FY22-23 Clackamas OR - 2022 -23 Annual Campaign AD;:ZO s";’: perVisitor  Report Period 10714.22 - 09.30.23
. { } [ } Attribution Mileage 50 - 2698 mile radius
campaign three months out,
every $1 of advertising
spent resulted in visitors Attribution
from over 50 miles spending
$185 in C'Ia‘CkamaS County Destination Total Trips / Visits Est. Campaign Impact Est. ROAS
communities. Sl $  sa6370m $  $18545:41
Est. Campaign Impact
$21,637,014.00
$185.45 : $1
ROAS

Further Implications:
Soon we will have access Lodging Est. Room Nights

to this type of attribution HOE Total

information across other Essz:ﬁczar;:;g‘n];mpact " Trifr:ssions & Total Clicks @ Video/Audio $ Total Spend
digital channels through e @ 12.023.084% 8 27228 Completions $116,670.36
Datafy’s tracking pixels, Y 458,457

offering us the best of all Attribution reflects visitation between

2022-10-21 - 2023 -09-30

worlds — a diversified

media mix with real-world
© Datafy - All Rights Reserved BATA F \.l
attri bution num bers Advertising visitor attribution represents a raw device count of the campaign's ad-exposed visitors ohserved in market and is not extrapolated.
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TERRITORY

PRIORITY MESSAGES OPTIMIZATIONS PARTNER
& LEARNINGS ENGAGEMENT
With much of Q1 falling in Mt. Hood Territory’s Through work with our SEM agency, Deksia, Q1 included outreach for promotion on
summer peak season, priority messages we’ve found that Google suppresses our TravelZoo, finalizing and distributing the
focused on safety and visitor flow while alcohol-related ads since our website does county Bike Map, and listing updates for
encouraging economic impact by highlighting not include an age gate requiring visitors to lodging properties and summer/fall
small businesses, events and Main Streets. confirm they’re 21+ before browsing. After agritourism experiences, among others.
Several messages also directly tied into Travel attempting several modifications to Google
Oregon’s and Mt. Hood Territory’s product Ads, we’ve refocused our Tap Trail and Wine
development and regenerative travel work. Trail promotion to channels without these
constraints, such as Datafy digital advertising
Message Highlights: and social media. We are continuously
* Summer page collaborating with destination partners
* Heritage Trail promoting alcohol content without an age
* Wine Trail gate on their websites and will update
* Willamette River to Main Streets strategies according to future learnings.
* Molalla (including new Molalla Outdoor
Recreation Map)
* Clackamas River alternative floats

e Otter Dos/Take Care Out There
* Tour guides and outfitters/Why Guides

0 25,381,385
Impressions

m Agritourism

m Recreation

= Food/Beverage
Retail Shopping

m Lodging
m Heritage
-\ s m Art
’ 3,209,106 m Community Organizations
Engagements m County Departments
Seesees 70,842 > j 7 : Partners actively engaged with via
LI Ppartner Conversions o e N i email, phone or in person.

Twill Cellars, West Linn
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David Penilton - Chair
America’s Hub World Tours
Oregon City

Luke Spencer - Vice Chair
Clackamas River Outfitters
Estacada

Caterine Connall Nyland
Best Western Agate Beach (remote)
Sandy

Tessa Koch
TMK Creamery & Distillery
Canby

Gail Yazzolino
End of the Oregon Trail Interpretive & Visitor Information Center
Oregon City

Holly Pfortmiller
Best Western Plus Rivershore
Oregon City

Katen Patel
K10 Hotels, Milwaukie Inn
Milwaukie

Samara Phelps - Executive Director
Clackamas County Tourism

TERRITORY

MISSION

Enhance the quality of life for residents by optimizing the economic
impacts of the tourism industry derived from the County’s Transient
Room Tax.

VISION

Serve as the leading force to grow and sustain tourism in Clackamas
County through effective and efficient marketing and asset
development strategies, and by building strong partnerships with
businesses, organizations, other governmental entities and citizens.

FY 23/24 STRATEGIC OUTCOMES

1. Support tourism
industry and asset
recovery while

~ responding to
evolving conditions

3. Drive visitors to
identified areas as 4. Continue to develop

informed by the unique organizational

needs of individual resiliency for effective

tourism assets to  tourism leadership

optimize positive

impacts and mitigate
negative impacts

samara@mthoodterritory.com

mthoodterritory.com/document-center
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TERRITORY

This quarterly report presents industry trends and highlights some of Mt. Hood Territory’s key projects during Q2 of FY 23/24, October — December 2023.

OF NOTE THIS QUARTER: Q2 marks the beginning of the winter season, but relatively mild weather throughout November and December meant that Mt.
Hood was still awaiting snow to open ski areas at the end of the quarter.

Clackamas County TRT Earnings Clackamas County TRT Earnings By Region Length of stay
223/24
$800,000 $800,000 Q 3/
$600,000 $600,000 ® 1Day 316%
© 2Days 8.6%
$400,000 $400,000 109 ® 3Days 57%
da S avg. ® 4Days 75%
$200,000 200,000 \y €0 o :ou
) 0 -' ® 6+Days 31.7%
50 A3 adygqaqgaaqgaaaseaq
N R L . R S
PR O E @ §2858522553288:238 &VS- i v
19/20 22/23 23/24 B Mt. Hood m1-205 -.|-5 = Rural I.OTC Q1 23/24 Q2 22/23
Data Source: Clackamas County Lodging Tax Collections Data Source: Clackamas County Lodging Tax Collections
80.00% Seasonal Occupancy by Region FY 22/23

75.00%
70.00%
65.00%

60.00%

55.00%

50.00%

| | Il LARRRER ADRRRRREATH HRRATHREA R |
40.00% I I I

2/23 Q3 Q4 Ql 23/2 OI
Data Source: STR Mt Hood/Gorge Por Iand W amette VaIIey CIackamas County

Prepared 2/8/2024 mthoodterritory.com/document-center samara@mthoodterritory.com



Oregon’s Mt. Hood Territory - Clackamas County Tourism

Percentage of Visitors to Activity Type
25.00%

20.00%

15.00%
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0.00%
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e Rivers & Lakes e Breweries == \/isual and Performing Arts

e Agritourism = Heritage Sites = \\ineries

Data Source: Datafy
* From 50+ miles away
** Other Top Sites includes ski resorts and attractions that don’t fit other categories

TERRITORY

KEY TAKEAWAYS

This data tracks the percentage of total visitors* to
Clackamas County who visited certain types of
attractions and sites.

*  Agritourism drops in December after fall harvest season
concludes and Visual and Performing Arts Sites has a
boost in December, likely as more holiday performances
take place during that period.

*  YOYincreases across activity types don’t necessarily
reflect more visitors but shows that visitors were likely
to engage in activities across different categories.

Oct 23 changeYOY Nov 23 changeYOY Dec 23 change YOY
Other Top Sites Other Top Sites Other Top Sites
135% & 15.95% T 21.2% ?
Lodging Lodging Lodging
9.67% 9.32% 9.22%
Trails Trails Trails
322% 1.77% 1.42%

Rivers & Lakes Rivers & Lakes Rivers & Lakes

151% 1.2% 1.11%
Agritourism Agritourism Visual and Per...
1.1% 0.8% 0.81%
Wineries Wineries Wineries
0.85% 0.6% 0.73%

Visual and Per... Visual and Per... Agritourism
0.54% 0.54% 0.63%

Breweries Cid...
0.61%

Breweries Cid...
0.5%

Breweries Cid...
0.51%

——
Heritage Sites
0.44%

Heritage Sites
0.31%

Heritage Sites
0.31%

e I I e e T
5> =5 3 > 5 > 5
5> 3 > > € & 5 >
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OREGON'S MT. HOOD TERRITORY'

HARVEST TRAIL

PASSPORT

After hearing interest from agritourism partners
in coming together to help promote each other,
Mt. Hood Territory launched a pilot program of
the Harvest Trail, a gamified passport connecting
fall harvest festivals at 5 local farms. The passport
encouraged people to visit multiple farms,
participating in activities at each to earn a beanie
and provide a Thanksgiving meal to a local family .
for each completed stamp card. Participating =5
businesses expressed appreciation for the :
collaboration fostered by program, which
supported the agritourism sector and encouraged
shoulder season visitation to the destination with
visitors from 22 cities and as far away as Puyallup, WA and Riverside, CA.

Throughout October, we promoted the Harvest Trail in local print and
news media outlets and social media. It was also picked up by popular
local social media accounts focused on family activities. In its first year
the program surpassed expectations with 111 completed passports.

W WAL
_ ,', 1Y 124 completed passports

214,000

Social Media Impressions

Harvest
Trail
Youtube
/Social
Video

%) 4,700

Social Media Engagements

Of, and remember to"
tell your friends?.
Z ; X 5,200+

Web page views

\z

TERRITORY

-~ RESIDENT

g’ siz ./ SENTIMENT SURVEY

~

Mt. Hood Territory conducted a resident sentiment survey. Our last
resident sentiment survey was conducted in 2019 as part of our
Sustainable Destination Assessment from George Washington
University. The 2023 survey followed up on the recommendation for
regular resident sentiment monitoring and included questions from
2019 as well as new questions informed by the current tourism
landscape.

1,847

Unique
Responses

800+

Newsletter
Sign-Ups

80%

Completion
Rate

Clackamas County Public and Government Affairs helped us reach
beyond our usual audiences, meeting our goal to have each region of
the county well represented in responses. Responses from the survey
were shared with tourism leads across Clackamas County’s cities and
regions.

Overall, the survey found that residents felt more negatively towards
tourismin 2023 than they did in the original 2019 survey. However,
residents still showed a high satisfaction with tourism’s benefit,
especially for local businesses. The survey also showed that residents
felt their personal interactions with visitors were largely positive. The
greatest negative impact cited in the survey responses was tourism’s
effect on the natural environment. Responses will inform the tourism
planning process and help monitor destination health.

View the full resident survey responses here:
https://www.mthoodterritory.com/full-county--final-report.pdf
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?‘ECOMMUNI'I'Y'I'OURISM

LEAD MEETING

To serve as a resource for our local tourism community, Mt. Hood
Territory shares our data with partners and community tourism leads.
In Q2, we invited tourism leads from all of our communities as well as
the Tourism Development Council to a joint meeting to share recent
research, including our 2023 resident sentiment survey and
destination insights from Datafy. Research findings were presented for
the full county as well as divided into urban, mountain and valley
regions for discussion with our community stakeholders.

To spread the benefits of our research and data to even more
partners, Mt. Hood Territory and the Mt. Hood Gorge Region started
hosting “research office hours.” Partners can book an appointment to
dive into visitor trends for their specific site or community using Mt.
Hood Territory’s contract with Datafy and the Mt. Hood Gorge
Region’s contract with Placer.ai, a similar first-party data tracking
platform.

S 2 TRAININGS

Giving partners the opportunity to represent Mt. Hood Territory tells
an authentic story of our destination by incorporating diverse voices.
Beginning in Q2, we are now providing complimentary media
training to partners that are invited to participate in broadcast
opportunities through our contract with Lawrence PR. Media
trainings help partners gain confidence and skills relevant beyond

their media appearance with Mt. Hood Territory.

‘ ‘ Media training is the most important way to ensure your
message is being articulated clearly and concisely. Media
training gives a spokesperson confidence, knowledge and
the on-camera skills needed to provide a great interview
for the media. The Lawrence PR team, many of them
former journalists, are experts in the field and know
exactly what the media needs to produce a good story.
-Lawrence PR

Jason Hanson of 'p
Hanson
Vineyards

represents the M n) - ‘! WEST

Wine Trail on - "‘l/ )\QJ bl L L
’ ) l'\
KOIN’s Everyday
' ‘

Northwest
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TERRITORY

PRIORITY MESSAGES

Our Q2 timeframe fell over one of Mt. Hood
Territory’s two shoulder seasons, so most of the
messaging effort went toward supporting
tourism industry recovery, our first strategic
outcome. We promoted timely small
businesses, such as museumes, art galleries,
family farms and local boutiques and
restaurants. Several messages tied into the
organization’s product development work, such
as our Adventure Trails. We also uplifted
individual community efforts.

Message Highlights:

e Fall page

¢ Harvest Trail

e Tap Trail

e Oregon Trail for kids

¢ Holiday shopping

e Art galleries

¢ Highway 26 dining

¢ Sandy’s covered patios

Q 30,969,638
Impressions

(N P

R 1,603,470
Engagements

o 46,012

Dl—” Partner Conversions

DATAFY MARKETING
ATTRIBUTION

Datafy captures behaviors of visitors who
were served our ads then traveled to the
destination. The below attribution numbers
show results of our advertising during Q2.

Io— 9,502

Room Nights
LT $21.564,597
\Z==" Visitor Spend
Ny
' $602.07: $1

|AD._
S

OPTIMIZATIONS &
LEARNINGS

To boost consumer newsletter engagement,
streamline our email list and ensure
compliance with Google’s stricter 2024 bulk
emailer standards, we tackled email hygiene in
Q2. We launched an incentivized email
campaign to re-engage inactive subscribers
and gather valuable user feedback about our
monthly newsletter while removing inactive
users. For an optimized user experience, we
are A/B testing newsletter designs. A more
responsive audience paves the way for future
campaign success.

ROAS (Return on Ad Spend)

PARTNER
ENGAGEMENT

Q2 included outreach around the Harvest
Trail and Christmas tree farms, sharing
research with community tourism groups,
and updates to the shopping category of
the website listings.

—

= Agritourism

= Recreation
= Food/Beverage
Retail Shopping
= Lodging
= Heritage
m Art
m Community Organizations
m County Departments

160

Partners actively engaged with via
email, phone or in person.
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TERRITORY

MISSION

Enhance the quality of life for residents by optimizing the economic
impacts of the tourism industry derived from the County’s Transient
Room Tax.

VISION

Serve as the leading force to grow and sustain tourism in Clackamas
County through effective and efficient marketing and asset
development strategies, and by building strong partnerships with
businesses, organizations, other governmental entities and citizens.

FY 23/24 STRATEGIC OUTCOMES

1. Support tourism
industry and asset
recovery while

~ responding to
evolving conditions

3. Drive visitors to
identified areas as 4. Continue to develop

informed by the unique organizational

needs of individual resiliency for effective

tourism assets to  tourism leadership

optimize positive

impacts and mitigate
negative impacts
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An Initial Economic Impact Estimate of Agritourism
in Uregon’'s Willamette Valley

Bruce Sorte, Melissa Fery and Audrey Comerford

In agritourism, producers combine farming with some aspects of tourism. Agritourism Study area
can take the form of farm-direct sales, education, entertainment, outdoor recreation and /
hospitality. Surveys tell us that farmers take up agritourism to:

m Increase income.

m Create a sense of community.

m Educate visitors about farming.

m Share farm products and farm with others.

This analysis sought to quantify the potential value that agritourism may provide to
Willamette Valley farmers and their communities. Based on our surveys, farmers offering
agritourism may earn 50% of their gross revenues and 50% of their net revenues or
profits from agritourism. These producers diversify their income sources, which protects
against economic fluctuations.

Key takeaways for farmers and policymakers

m Agritourism is diverse, and many farmers provide several agritourism products and services, which range from selling produce
at farm stands to on-farm lodging and school visits to farms.

m A majority (66%) of agritourism customers and visitors live within 50 miles of the farms. One-third of consumers come from
more than 50 miles away for day (19%) and overnight visits (15%) to the area. (Estimates include one-time and repeat visitors.)

m Approximately 22% of Willamette Valley farms produce one or more types of agritourism products and services.

m When we total the economic effects of agritourism sales, daytime visitor spending and overnight visitor, direct sales exceed
$985 million. Value-added sales (sales minus outside supply or production inputs) exceed $572 million.

m Agritourism supports, in full and part-time jobs, approximately 9,000 jobs on farms and contributes to approximately 2,000 jobs
in both rural and urban communities.

m Between 3.7 million and 13.7 million people visit agritourism farms annually.

P Survey participants overwhelmingly indicated that agritourism was important to their financial viability and their efforts to
help people appreciate the importance of farming.

This project was sponsored by Travel Oregon, Lane County Community and Economic Development, Mt. Hood Territory, Willamette Valley Visitors Association,
SEDCOR and the OSU Extension Service in Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhill counties.

© 2024 Oregon State University. Extension work is a cooperative program of Oregon State University, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Oregon counties.
Oregon State University Extension Service offers educational programs, activities, and materials without discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin,
religion, sex, gender identity (including gender expression), sexual orientation, disability, age, marital status, familial/parental status, income derived from a public
assistance program, political beliefs, genetic information, veteran’s status, reprisal or retaliation for prior civil rights activity. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all
programs.) This publication will be made available in an accessible alternative format upon request. Please contact puborders@oregonstate.edu or 1-800-561-6719.

Oregon State
EE University EM 9421-ES | FEBRUARY 2024

For details on these statistics, read the full report, https://beav.es/qtw
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Abstract

y researching agritourism’s economic effects on Oregon farms and our communities, this study explores
B how agritourism can diversify farming businesses. We reviewed existing agritourism data and supplement-

ed our analysis with two surveys and knowledge from industry experts, producer associations and the
authors. This report was created for Oregon partners and organizations interested in agritourism. It should not
be used to make precise estimates for other study areas without gathering the descriptive data referenced above.

Our estimates suggest:

» Agritourism is very diverse, and many farmers provide several agritourism products and services,
which range from selling food at farm stands to on-farm lodging. Agritourism consumers are primarily
people living within 50 miles of the farms. However, approximately a third of consumers come from
more than 50 miles away for day (19%) and overnight visits (15%) to the area.

v

Approximately 4,000 of the total number of 18,679 farms in the Willamette Valley may be engaged in
agritourism.

v

Producers that diversify with agritourism may increase their sales and financial resilience, potentially
spreading almost half of their gross and net revenues between the wholesale and agritourism portions
of their operations.

» When the economic effects of agritourism sales (Table 9), day visitor spending (Table 11), and
overnight visitor spending (Table 13) are totaled, the direct sales exceed $985 million and the value-
added (sales minus outside inputs similar to GDP) exceed $572 million.

» The employment impact, including full- and part-time jobs, is near 11,000 jobs — calculated from the
combined total of agritourism employment (Table 9), day visitor employment (Table 11), and overnight
visitor employment effect (Table 13).

v

Depending on whether the median of survey responses or the adjusted average of survey responses is
used for estimating the number of agritourism visits there may be between 3.7 million and 13.7 million
visits annually. Agritourism is a way that both urban and rural residents can engage with farming and
rural activities in the Willamette Valley.

Agritourism lacks a common definition and data. Most of the data required for agritourism does not need to be
based on experiments or trials. Instead, Oregon’s agritourism needs a foundation of descriptive data, including
an inventory of agritourism farms by county, a summary profile of those farms’ production and enterprise bud-
gets, consumer research that identifies products and services that customers purchase from agritourism farms
and other vendors as part of their trips to agritourism farms, and an inventory of each county’s agritourism-relat-
ed regulations. If you have questions about this study or plan to undertake a similar study, we would be glad to
visit with you about what we learned.

An Initial Economic Impact Estimate of Agritourism in Oregon’s Willamette Valley



Introduction

outputs. The competitive nature of agricultural production makes it difficult for producers to charge prices

that allow them to sustain long-run profits. Producers may benefit from diversifying their revenue sources
to differentiate themselves and boost their bottom lines.! One potential opportunity for farmers to address
these challenges is through various forms of agritourism, a term encompassing a broad suite of activities. For
this study, we used a 2021 national agritourism survey, in which Oregon participated, to inform our agritourism
framework. It includes farm-direct sales, education, entertainment, outdoor recreation and hospitality.>

f gricultural commodity markets are typically characterized by many individual farms producing similar

This report details an economic study of agritourism in the Willamette Valley region of Oregon, which includes
the following nine counties: Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Yamhill and Washington.
While vineyards and wineries are a major contributor to agritourism in the Willamette Valley, these agritourism
activities are already well established and widely adopted®. For this reason, our study focuses on all other types
of operations and their agritourism products and services in the Willamette Valley. Original survey data collected
for the study sheds light on the importance of agritourism and highlights the diverse offerings across the region.
Using economic input-output analysis informed by the survey results and the 2017 Census of Agriculture for
Oregon, this report estimates the economic effects of agritourism for farmers and local communities in the Wil-
lamette Valley. Our findings provide policy-relevant insights into the role that agritourism could play in shaping
the character and economic well-being of farmers and rural communities in the years to come.
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Defining agritourism

visiting the farm. This includes farm-direct sales of unprocessed and farm processed agricultural products,

and services to consumers in education, entertainment, outdoor recreation, and hospitality. Throughout
much of agriculture’s history, this is how farmers marketed traditional agricultural products. The advent, develop-
ment and widespread adoption of refrigeration brought about a significant change in the industry.* As a result,
wholesale trade, processing and retail trade gradually claimed a larger portion of the food dollar, while direct sales
from farmers to consumers declined significantly, becoming more of an exception than the norm. This shift in mar-
keting practices led to a growing disconnect between producers and their customer base, as consumers became
gradually more distanced from farming — and more broadly — the rural lifestyle. As a consequence, the ability of
consumers to personally visit a farm has transformed into a special experience akin to tourism. Over time, agritour-
ism as a concept has grown to encompass a wide range of services and experiences, including on-farm meals and
events, farm stands, lodging, hunting/fishing, food tasting, pumpkin patches and “u-pick” opportunities.

/? gritourism refers to how farmers generate income, as noted above, by directly selling goods to customers
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Over the past century, Oregon’s population has become increasingly urbanized, with fewer and fewer people
living on farms. Remaining producers have a greater ability to give people an authentic farm experience through
agritourism.®> In many ways, this makes agricultural producers similar to the owners of nonfarm businesses,
which throughout modern history, have adapted to new market circumstances by changing and diversifying their
products and services. A large proportion of farming families already diversify their business revenue streams
through off-farm earnings that support farm household finances, which is a particularly important source of
income for smaller farms.® Agritourism could introduce a new stream of on-farm income that decreases the
reliance of farming families on off-farm income.

Farms have also become more specialized, relying on scientific advances (such as in machinery and seed technol-
ogy) and the resulting increases in productivity to maintain revenues. Scale economies in agricultural production,
among other factors, mean that larger farms have a greater advantage in using technological advances and
making necessary investments in equipment, land and other farm inputs.” As a result, agricultural production for
many commodities has become increasingly consolidated.®**° For example, consider our study area of the Wil-
lamette Valley. Since 1950, there has been a clear increase in large (500+ acres) farm acreage coinciding with a
decline in mid-sized (100-499 acres) farm acreage. Specifically, mid-sized farm acreage declined by 74% between
1950 and 2017, while large farm acreage increased by 30%.1* At roughly 850,000 acres in total, large farms now
account for more than half of all farmland in the Willamette Valley.

Smaller farms typically lack the scale associated with modern large-scale commodity production, making diversi-
fication of revenue streams like off-farm income more important. Agritourism has a similar potential to diversify
a producer’s on-farm revenue streams. While agritourism may provide benefits to farms of all sizes, its potential
to produce a more robust farm revenue stream may be more beneficial and appealing to small and mid-sized
producers.’?

The additional revenue from agritourism may also
bolster the resilience of farming operations and
the communities that rely upon them to prevent
the conversion of farmland to nonfarm uses, such
as residential housing. Resilience is the ability

to bounce back quickly from a shock, such as an
unanticipated drop in wholesale prices, the cancel-
lation of a processor contract or a severe weather
event. Diversification in farming operations and
other types of business often allows the farmer to
bounce back from a shock in one area by offset-
ting losses with gains in another area.

According to the 2017 USDA National Resources
Inventory, Oregon lost about 242,000 acres of cropland, pastureland and rangeland to development between
1982 and 2017.** This occurred despite the protections afforded to Oregon’s agricultural landowners through
the establishment of exclusive farm use zoning in the 1960s and the implementation of urban growth bound-
aries brought about by a 1973 law.** Earnings from farm-related activities will rarely be sufficient to offset the
lucrative financial returns that could be gained from development. However, by bolstering farm-related income,
agritourism could increase the likelihood of producers retaining farmland in its current use and creating a more
viable farm succession strategy. Agritourism may also strengthen urban-rural connections and foster social sup-
port for maintaining a healthy agricultural sector in Oregon.

Our report provides new insight into how different types of agritourism may add resilience to farm operations
in the Willamette Valley. However, we acknowledge several caveats. Much more work is necessary to develop a
commonly accepted definition of agritourism, an inventory by county of the different types of agritourism farms
and services, and a better profile of consumer tastes and preferences related to agritourism.

Although many consider agritourism a positive development for the region, there are competing views. Of par-
ticular concern is whether certain agritourism activities, such as lodging, food service and events, are appropriate
to be carried out on a farm and whether they run counter to the original intent of Oregon’s farmland protection
policy framework. Indeed, the number of non-exempt uses of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land has increased
significantly over the past several decades. While there are potentially legitimate concerns raised about land use
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conflicts in rural areas, our goal is not to promote agritourism as an industry or suggest that any particular farm
should adopt any specific agritourism practices. Rather, we aim to provide economic and other information that
may shape and inform both current and future policy debates around agritourism.

Surveys used to collect a sample of local data

nomic sectors, we collected local data to supplement the modeling program and Census of Agriculture

data. Localized agritourism data does not exist in a central location. To overcome this gap in data availabil-
ity, we conducted an agritourism inventory with publicly
available sources. Then, we surveyed and interviewed farm-
ers in the study area that currently offer on-farm activities
and direct sales.

D ue to the varying definitions of agritourism and because agritourism operations connect into many eco-

To begin an inventory of farms offering agritourism, we
performed online searches for different types of agritour-
ism activities in the study area and found those operations
actively advertising on search engines, websites and social
media. We also requested contacts of known agritourism
operations from other agriculture-focused OSU Extension
colleagues and community partners. Even though the inven-
tory process was as comprehensive as possible, we could
not feasibly collect contact information for all agritourism
operators in the study area nor did we expect all collected
contact information to be accurate.

We developed and distributed an electronic survey administered through Qualtrics with input from an informal
advisory group. We used a “snowball” method of sampling for the electronic survey, whereby an initial group

of producers were sent the survey link and asked to respond. Additionally, the same survey link was distributed
digitally through partner organizations’ communication channels and outreach from OSU Extension Service,
community partners including agritourism and farmer networks, local and regional tourism, economic develop-
ment and agriculture producer organizations. The survey accepted responses for approximately one month, from
the first week of February 2023 to the first week of March 2023.

The survey captured the following input data needed for the economic impact analysis modeling:

» Estimated number of visitors

» Estimated percentage of visitors who are local and repeat customers, visitors that have traveled more
than 50 miles for a day trip, and those traveling more than 50 miles and are likely spending the night in
the area

» Approximate amount of spending for both local and traveling visitors
» Estimated percentages for gross revenue from agritourism

» Approximate agritourism costs for labor and the number of additional employees hired for the
agritourism enterprise

» Estimated percentage of total nonlabor agritourism costs calculated from spending on suppliers from
the Willamette Valley, other parts of Oregon and outside of Oregon

» Estimated percentage of the operation’s net revenue (or profit) from agritourism used for annual on-
farm production expenses, on-farm capital/land investments, reinvestment in agritourism enterprises
and nonfarm purposes

In addition, the survey collected basic farm demographic information, such as location and acreage, and other
farm business characteristics, including number of years engaged in agritourism, primary agritourism product or
service, seasonality of operating hours, and motivations for starting agritourism alongside farm production.
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We received 152 usable online survey responses that
included partial and full responses and conducted

10 phone interviews from farms currently offering
various types of agritourism in the study area for

a total of 162 responses. Of these responses, 140
were complete enough to use for the economic
analysis, and all responses were used to characterize
agritourism operations. A survey response rate is not
available due to the distribution method.

The different number (n) of respondents in the
tables represent respondents whose responses were
incomplete or did not fit the requested format.

PORTLAND.

Study area within the state of Oregon

Characteristics of agritourism operations

The 162 respondents are operating agritourism
businesses distributed across the nine counties in
our Willamette Valley study area (Table 1).

Most of the farms are small to mid-sized acreages,
which is consistent with the size of farms in the
Willamette Valley region. Notably, 7% are 200-499
acres and 6% are over 500 acres (Table 2).

More than half of the respondents indicated that
agritourism has been part of their farm business
for at least 10 years (Table 3). 15% of respondents
indicated that they have operated an agritourism
enterprise since 2020.

Table 4 provides information about the primary
agritourism service or product that farmers in the
study area operate. Nearly one-third of respondents
reported having a farm stand or farm store as the
primary agritourism activity. Other common primary
activities included “u-pick/u-cut” operations,
vineyards/wineries and nurseries. While data from
the vineyards/wineries were not included in the
economic analysis, some respondents reported

Table 1. Farms by county. n=162

Number of % of Total
Farms Operations
Clackamas 34 21
Marion 28 17
Lane 22 14
Yambhill 21 13
Benton 20 12
Polk 15 9
Washington 9 6
Linn 8 5
Multnomah 5 3

Table 2. Farms by acreage size. n=162

1-9 17
10-20 22
21-79 33
80-199 15
200-499 7
500+ 6

Table 3. Number of years farms have engaged in
agritourism. n=151

Years Offering Agritourism % of Responses

More than 50 years 5

30-49 11
20-29 years 16
10-19 years 20
4-9 years 33
1-3 years 15
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vineyards/wineries as their primary form

of agritourism. Respondents who chose
“Other” indicated activities, such as
weddings, photography settings and farm
camps, as their primary agritourism service.

Why start agritourism

We asked producers an open-ended ques-
tion about their motivation(s) for starting
an agritourism enterprise on their farm or
ranch. Responses were coded into topic
patterns using NVivo software. Producers’
top motivation was additional income that
supports the economic sustainability of the
farm business. Other motivations spoke to
increased social connections with consum-
ers and building community support. These
motivations included creating a sense of
community, educating visitors about farm-
ing, and the joy of sharing their farm and
products with others. (Table 5).

Surprising results of agritourism

The survey also posed an open-ended
question allowing respondents to share
what they have found most surprising about
operating an agritourism business. The
coded responses to this question showed
three equally surprising factors: (1) agri-
tourism provides learning opportunities for
urban visitors, (2) Oregon laws and zoning
are not conducive to agritourism, and (3)
producers are surprised by how much the
public enjoys the rural experience (Table
6). A recent study showed that visiting
farms improves adults’ attitudes toward
local foods and children gain agriculture
literacy after engaging in an agritourism
experience (Barbieri et al., 2023).

Table 4. Primary agritourism service or product. n=161

Farm stand or farm store
“U-pick” or “u-cut”
Vineyard/winery
Nursery

Educational farm tours
On-farm lodging
Classes, demonstrations or workshops
Other

Open farm days

Private events

Festivals

Brewery/cidery
Farm-to-table dinners

Outdoor recreation

29
14

10

Table 5. Ranked motivations for starting

an agritourism Enterprise

#1 Increased income
#2 Creating sense of community

#3  Educating visitors about farming

#4  Joy of sharing their farm products and farm with others

Table 6. Documented surprises from

on-farm agritourism

#1 Provides learning opportunities for urban dwellers

#2 Laws and zoning are not conducive for agritourism

#3 How much the public enjoys the rural experience
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Methods used to estimate the economic effects of agritourism

in 1791 and the United States conducted the first Census of Agriculture in 1840%°, there was no need

to distinguish direct sales to consumers from sales to distributors or processors. Direct sales were the
typical form of marketing. As agriculture became more commercialized, the Census of Agriculture started gath-
ering data on direct sales. In the 1974 Census of Agriculture, new questions were added on the different sources
of farm-related income and expenses.’” The 1978 Census of Agriculture then added an explicit question about
direct sales to consumers.’® While the 2002 Census of Agriculture asked about recreational services, a question
containing the term agritourism did not appear until 2007, which defined agritourism as wine tours, hay rides,
hunting, fishing and other activities.? Similar questions appeared in the 2012 and 2017 questionnaires.

W hen President George Washington began writing letters to personally gather data about agriculture

We estimated the economic impacts of agri-
tourism in the Willamette Valley using IMPLAN,
an economic modeling software program

that measures how various projects or policy
changes contribute to economic activity (sales,
value-added or gross domestic product and jobs)
in a specific region, which can range in size from
the nation to a ZIP code. The IMPLAN model
relies on input-output analysis, which considers
the interdependencies between different sectors
of an economy. By modeling all economic
activity in a defined geographic region, IMPLAN
can measure how the activity attributable to a
certain project will ripple throughout the entire
economy. The IMPLAN model itself is based on various data inputs, which we supplemented and adjusted using
data from our original agritourism survey and publicly available data from the 2017 Census of Agriculture. Our
analysis is based on our input data and parameters combined with IMPLAN’s most current data set from 2021.

Agritourism data from the most recent (2017) Census of Agriculture is informative but not precise enough to
provide the necessary data to estimate the local economic impacts of agritourism for the Willamette Valley. For
this reason, we conducted the original agritourism surveys described above to collect the following data:

» Agritourism farm counts
» Type(s) of agritourism practices used

» Farm production for agritourism operations

» Gross revenue and net revenue (profit) for both the agritourism sales and those sales from other
marketing channels

» Marketing practices

» Annual visitor counts

To the extent possible, we relied on our data sources and other published studies to generate the input data for
the economic impact analysis. However, definitional inconsistencies and limited data availability posed challeng-
es for certain measurements. In a few instances, we consulted with commodity association representatives and
used our best judgment to inform the input parameter values.

Economic impact estimates based on IMPLAN or other similar input-output models have received increased
skepticism in recent years.2’ These types of studies sometimes pursue a “wow” factor to attract support from
policymakers, producing results that may sacrifice credibility. To avoid overstating the economic impacts of
agritourism, we were conservative in our calculations.

For example, in one of our data challenges, we could not determine if farmers selling unprocessed food directly
to consumers also sold value-added products, such as processed food, to consumers. Furthermore, we could not
determine if these producers provided agritourism-related services, such as tours or hunting leases.

An Initial Economic Impact Estimate of Agritourism in Oregon’s Willamette Valley
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The complexity of distinguishing farms’” income sources complicated our final tally of agritourism farms in the
Willamette Valley. The 2017 Census of Agriculture provided estimates for the number of farms involved in

both direct unprocessed food sales and those selling value-added products. To avoid double counting, we only
included farms exclusively selling unprocessed food directly to consumers. This assumes that most farms selling
processed or value-added food were also selling unprocessed food. However, there is the possibility that some
farms selling value-added food do not sell unprocessed food. Therefore, relying solely on the number of farms
selling unprocessed foods may underestimate the total number of farms participating in direct sales and agri-
tourism activities.

Since the direct-to-consumer sales information in the 2017 Agricultural Census does not distinguish between
on-farm and off-farm sales, we likely offset some of our previously stated undercount of farms engaging in direct
sales. Surveys completed for this study along with the 2021 survey by Stewart et al.? indicated that most of the
direct-to-consumer sales derive from on-farm sales. While direct-to-consumer sales, both on-farm and off-farm
direct sales, capture more of the food dollar by
allowing the farmer to sell at or closer to the
retail price, our best data source to validate
this came from direct-to-consumer sales in the
2017 Agricultural Census. Even if this includes
some off-farm direct sales, we believe those
sales are consistent with capturing more of
the food dollar. We did not include any sales in
direct-to-retail markets and to institutions or
food hubs, which predominate off-farm sales
aside from wholesale or processor marketing
channels.

Agritourism sales often substitute local
production for imports typically sold by food stores, thereby preventing leakage of dollars to outside the region.
However, agritourism may displace some labor (in food stores, for example) by shifting sales activity to farms.
The displacement effect is likely small. Due to limitations with IMPLAN and available data, our estimates do not
account for any displacement effects due to agritourism. We have also not accounted for government or other
organizations’ spending to support agritourism. That spending could have a positive or negative impact on local
economic activity, depending on whether the value of dollars spent on agritourism outweighs the value gained
by spending for alternative purposes.

Survey respondents estimated the total number of annual agritourism visitors they received. These annual
visitation counts were categorized as visitors who are local, from more than 50 miles away on a day visit, and
from more than 50 miles away on an overnight visit. The annual number of visitors in our survey responses
ranged from six to 250,000. The median number of visitors was 800. To extrapolate the survey responses to all
farms selling directly to consumers, we removed four responses from farms reporting 100,000 or more visitors
because they would have substantially increased the average number that was applied to all farms selling directly
to consumers. Using the median instead of an adjusted mean would likely undercount the number of visitors, so
we used an adjusted mean for farms selling food directly to consumers, which was 3,709 visitors per year. For the
other categories of sales, we gathered data from the surveys, producer associations and OSU Extension special-
ists to estimate the average number of visits.

In estimating the impacts of agritourism, we had to make assumptions about site visit attribution, or the extent
to which consumers visited an area because they wanted to purchase an agritourism product or service. While
agritourism may be the primary purpose of some trips, if someone stops at an agritourism farm on their way to
visit family, for example, then agritourism is incidental to the trip, not its primary purpose. Similarly, sporting
events and other local attractions can be a primary reason for a trip that involves some agritourism activity along
the way. We based our agritourism visit attribution estimates on a study for the Hatfield Marine Science Center
on the Oregon Coast.?? We assumed 40% attribution for day visitors and 20% attribution for overnight visitors
not staying at farms. For overnight visitors staying at farms, we used a 100% attribution value.

Our economic impact analysis is based on the 4,033 farms we estimate to be participating in agritourism-related
direct sales to consumers. As mentioned, we did not include a separate category for farms selling value-added
food in this number of farms estimate, and we did not have a way to determine the number of farms selling only
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off-farm. We included the value-added (such as jams) sales dollars because they are in addition to the unpro-
cessed food (such as berries) dollars. There are 18,679 farms in the Willamette Valley.

Using the full set of input data, we constructed agritourism sales, and income and employment profiles for our
study area. These profiles formed the basis for the following two categories of agritourism economic effects that
we estimated:

1.Impacts on agritourism farm operation and
revenue, including how agritourism revenue
is re-spent within the local economy. KEY TERMS

2.Impacts on local and regional business
revenue, including how revenue is re-spent
within the regional economy, by attracting
visitors from more than 50 miles away to

Full- and part-time jobs: The estimate of total
employment by industry in IMPLAN is equiva-
lent to the annual average of monthly jobs in that

the community for day and overnight visits. industry. This is the same definition used by oth-
er national databases. Estimates of employment
To generate our farm sales and visitor impacts, we should be interpreted as counting either full-time
used IMPLAN’s detailed model with 546 business or part-time jobs as a whole job.

sectors, when we understood how many sales
to apply to each detailed sector. For example, in
crop production, we estimated the sales at 40%

Output: The market value of all goods and
services including other operating income and

vegetables and melons, 40% fruit, 10% tree nuts 12 1B

and 10% other crops. When we were unable to Value-added portion of sales: This is the total
estimate the percentage of sales for each de- output of an industry, minus the cost of inter-
tailed sector, we used a coarser three-digit North mediate inputs that are purchased from other
American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) inclusiiies.

aggregation of 88 sectors. One example of using

the three-digit model can be found in visitor impact Direct effects: The size of the initial sale or
estimates for meat and egg sales direct to consum- outputs of each category of agritourism or the
ers and prepared food. As noted above, conducting community businesses to visitors going to the
on-farm consumer surveys in the future would be agritourism farms.

very valuable to make these estimates, allowing the

detailed model to be used for all the impacts. Indirect effects: The inter-industry or supplier

effects. This is the value of output that comes
All estimates are presented in inflation-adjusted from other sectors within the region to support
2023 dollars. The sidebar contains a glossary of the production of the direct effects.

key terms used in our presentation of results. Our
estimates can be easily adjusted because the IM-
PLAN model is linear and scalable. For example, if
you believe that we have overestimated by 100%,
divide by two, or if you believe we have underesti-
mated by 50%, multiply by two.

Induced effects: These are household expen-
ditures made by agritourism operators and
employees, expenditures by supplier owners and
employees and all their linked businesses to ag-
ritourism farming operations, and expenditures
by owners and employees of agritourism or local
businesses who sell to visitors of agritourism
farms.

Total effects: These values include the direct
effect, indirect effect and induced effects.

Economic footprint of

agrltnurlsm Multipliers: This report uses multipliers calcu-
lated by dividing the total effect by the direct
Agritourism industry effect. A multiplier measures the strength of the
. . . linkages of agritourism within a local economy. If
his .sect|.on presents t.he direct effects of the multiplier is 2.0, then for every dollar spent
agritourism sales, which measure hov'v they in agritourism, another dollar is spent in the local
supplement total farm sales. By running

L . economy when all related effects are combined.
the agritourism direct sales through the IMPLAN

input-output model, we estimated agritourism’s
backward linkages in the supply chain through
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various layers of re-spending. We referred to impacts involving the re-spending of agritourism-related farm
income as indirect effects. We then estimated how agritourism operators, their employees and their suppliers’
owners and employees spent their income from agritourism-related production. These are the induced effects
of agritourism. In addition to the three types of effects concerning agritourism, we measured broader impacts
on tourism within the Willamette Valley economy that are brought about by agritourism farms in the region.
These broader community impacts resulting from agritourism are likewise decomposed into direct, indirect and
induced effects.

Local consumers and visitors generate economic activity through agritourism-related spending and re-spending.
However, spending by local consumers may occur with or without agritourism. If local consumer spending oc-
curred without agritourism and agritourism sales declined, this would cause a short-term change to the economy
but little long-term change. Spending by visitors, which we defined as those coming from more than 50 miles
away, can provide a net gain to the economy that would not have occurred without agritourism. If that visitor
spending disappeared, we would expect the economy to contract proportionately. The difference between short-
and long-term changes is based on economic base theory, which stresses that the economic growth of an econ-
omy is dependent on exporting goods and services. This is why businesses and communities strive to increase
their sale of exports. Sales to visitors from more than 50 miles away can be considered an export. However, im-
port substitution blurs these distinctions. To a large degree, agritourism spurs local consumers to purchase food
that is produced locally, rather than imported food,
which prevents leakages from the local economy
and avoids long-term economic contraction.

Table 7 provides a snapshot of the agritourism in-
dustry using data from 2017 to 2021 and adjusted
to 2023 dollars. Agritourism is grouped into five
categories that show the number of farms/produc-
ers and the number of visitors to the different types
of farms. We consulted local stakeholders to inform
the Christmas tree farm and nursery estimates.
Overall, agritourism sites experience roughly 13.7
million visits per year. Local consumers within 50
miles of the farm site represent two-thirds of these
visits. The remaining visitors comprise day visitors
(19%) and overnight visitors (15%) from more than
50 miles away.

One of the frequent reasons producers stated in
our survey for doing agritourism was their desire to
educate people about farming. For context, we es-
timate that there are roughly 13.7 million agritour-
ism trips per year, including repeat visitors. Another
prominent way that many people who live in urban
areas learn about farming is through county and
state fairs. In 2022, 346,000 people attended the
Oregon State Fair, including repeat attendees.?

As shown in Table 7, an overwhelming majority of
agritourism is attributable to direct sales of farm
goods to consumers, as this accounts for over 90%
of both total visitors and agritourism farms. Unsur-
prisingly, most lodging and farm dinners come from
overnight visitors outside the region. For the other
categories, local consumers are responsible for the
majority of visits, particularly for Christmas tree
purchases. The highest relative share of day visitors
falls in the direct nursery sales category.
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Table 7. Willamette Valley agritourism farms — number and visitors
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Economic effects of agritourism sales

Table 8 shows those direct effects by type of product or service and primary source of data for the various types
of agritourism farms. In total, the direct effects of agritourism amount to annual sales of roughly $353 million.
Approximately half of the direct impacts come from nursery direct sales. Direct-to-consumer value-added prod-
ucts and food products also account for significant shares of total sales, at 25% and 15%, respectively.

To explore a more complete picture of Oregon agritourism and not skew overall results, we excluded wine sold
at vineyards directly to consumers from Table 8. A report published in 2021, which has some useful regional and
marketing channel proportions, estimated vineyard sales of wine at 47% or $74,025,550 of the study area’s total
processed or value-added.”* We used $82,688,450 for nonwine value-added sales. We adjusted that amount to
2023 dollars, or $87,088,081, as shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Agritourism sales

Direct to consumer sales (dtc) food products — 2017 census of agriculture $54,632,979

Value-added food products — 2017 census of agriculture with wine $87,088,081
removed

DTC Christmas trees — judgment $3,677,032
DTC nursery — surveys $176,924,443
Recreation and tours — 2017 census of agriculture $6,495,347
Farms providing only private events and festivals with over 100K events $1,837,500
removed — surveys

Farms with only on-farm lodging and/or farm dinners — surveys $22,166,697
Total $352,822,079

Table 9 provides a summary of the cascading economic effects of the $353 million in agritourism-related sales.
Total Willamette Valley Farms was calculated by using IMPLAN’s estimate of crop and animal production for
2021 adjusted to 2023 dollars, which is $3,259,518,663. We ran those sales through the model and added
together all the direct, indirect and induced effects for each category: Sales, Value-added and Employment. In
addition to the sales effects, we showed the value-added effects of agritourism, which are essentially the gross
domestic product of agritourism and those “driven” by agritourism through the indirect and induced effects.

As a reminder, job estimates from IMPLAN included total full- and part-time jobs. Also based on our judgment
and 105 survey responses, which averaged eight extra employees being hired by agritourism farmers for agri-
tourism activities, we increased IMPLAN’s job estimates by 16 jobs at $8,750 per job per million dollars of sales
for direct-to-consumer sales of unprocessed and value-added food; 16 jobs at $4,375 per job per million dollars
of sales for Christmas tree and event sales; and 8 jobs at $8,750 per job per million dollars of sales for green-
house, recreation and on-farm lodging sales. To run the impacts of these additional part-time jobs, we used IM-
PLAN’s $30,000 - 40,000 income range and Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates of annual farmworker salary.?
IMPLAN’s estimates are for all marketing channels ranging from wholesale to agritourism, with agritourism being
more labor-intensive than all marketing channels combined.

Sale prices of agritourism products and services or their direct effects include not only the effects directly attrib-
utable to the agritourism producer but also include the inputs that the producer purchases from suppliers, such
as fuel, fertilizer, etc. The local purchases of these inputs are included in the indirect effects as well. Sales dollars
always include some “double counting,” and if all sales in an economy were added together, they would represent
a much larger productive capacity than exists. We included sales dollars or direct effects to remain consistent
with other analyses and others’ descriptive estimates of economic activity.
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Value-added removes those outside inputs and tabulates the additional value created only by the agritourism
producer, which is primarily provided by the farmers’ labor, soil, equipment and facilities, and only the produc-
tion of businesses in the indirect and induced effects that are related to agritourism.

The multipliers indicate that for every agritourism dollar from sales more than another dollar is generated from
suppliers of products and services to the farmer and employees. The employment multiplier suggests that for
every job in agritourism, another 0.29 jobs are necessary to support the farmworkers.

Table 9. Economic effects of agritourism production

Direct $352,822,078 $202,651,008 6,984
Indirect $133,179,500 $72,363,691 789
Induced $227,058,117 $136,235,103 1,243
Total Willamette Valley $713,059,695 $411,249,802 9,016
agritourism farms

Multiplier 2.02 2.03 1.29
Total Willamette Valley farms $5,976,579,887 $3,062,941,282 48,701
Percentage agritourism farms 12% 13% 19%

Economic impacts of agritourism: consumers from more than
50 miles away (day visitors)

About one-third of agritourism’s customers come from more than 50 miles away, both for the day and over-
night (Table 7). These customers could have come from outside or within the study area. The surveys asked the
farmers to estimate the percentage of their customers
who were not local as defined by coming from more than
50 miles away. Measuring nonlocal agritourism impacts
can help align visitors’ reasons for traveling to the region
with their interest in purchasing agritourism products

or services. While we did not collect information for our
study area that attributed agritourism to visitors’ reasons
for traveling, the previous study cited above in Newport,
Oregon, for the Hatfield Marine Science Center asked
visitors if their reasons for traveling were related to visiting
the center. Most of the day visitors had planned several
stops and attributed 40% of their reason for traveling

to the place we studied. In those surveys, we also asked
visitors about their expenditures during those visits. Table
10 shows the primary businesses from which we estimated
agritourism visitors will purchase and the amount of sales
attributed to their visits at agritourism farms based on that
previous study.

In the surveys, producers estimated their visitors’ origins
based on whether visitors were local or traveled more than
50 miles to the farm. This means that the visitors could

be from within the study area, other parts of Oregon or
outside Oregon. Even if visitors from inside the study area
originated more than 50 miles away from the farm, they
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likely made tourism types of expenditures, which distinguished them from local visitors who typically traveled
from home to farm, made other local stops, and then returned home. By multiplying the product/service-specific
per-person expenditures, day visitation counts, and attribution level (40%), we computed direct sales to day
visitors as shown in Table 10, which was then fed into the IMPLAN model to generate the estimated economic
impacts from day visitors (Table 11).

Table 10. Day visitor expenditures

Product or service Expenditures per person — 2023 dollars Direct sales — 2023 dollars
Prepared meals 28 $28,353,898

Food stores 8 $8,101,114

Gas 6 $6,075,835

Entertainment 8 $8,101,114

Retail all types 6 $6,075,835

Total 56 $56,707,795

Table 11. Economic impacts of agritourism day visitors

Type of effect Sales Value-added Employment
Direct $56,707,796 33,216,250 588

Indirect $24,561,566 14,527,562 113

Induced $26,367,793 15,622,245 148

Total Willamette Valley $107,637,155 63,366,057 849
agritourism farms

Economic impacts of agritourism: consumers from more than
50 miles away (overnight visitors)

Overnight visitors have an even greater eco-
nomic impact per person, per visit than day
visitors. This is because they stay longer and
may purchase overnight accommodations.
The expenditures per person, per visit in
Table 12 are based on estimates from Dean
Runyan Associates, a report from a consult-
ing firm focused on travel and recreation,
which was the most currently available data
as we made our estimates using IMPLAN.2¢
We used an attribution level of 20% for
overnight visitors because overnight visits
are made primarily for agritourism and are
less likely to occur than day visits. The 20%
is based to a large degree on the HMSC
study and our judgment. If that level seems
low or high, the attribution level can be easily adjusted as mentioned above. Using a process similar to what was
used to measure the day visitation impacts, the economic impacts of overnight visitors are shown in Table 13.
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Table 12. Overnight visitor expenditures

Product or service Expenditures per person — 2023 dollars Direct sales — 2023 dollars
Accommodations 43 $17,313,417

Prepared meals 61 $24,560,894

Food stores 22 $8,858,027

Gas 30 $12,079,128

Entertainment 33 $13,287,041

Retail all types 28 $11,273,853

Total 217 $87,372,360

Table 13. Economic impacts of agritourism overnight visitors

Type of effect Sales Value-added Employment
Direct $87,372,360 $52,303,899 873

Indirect $36,847,048 $21,704,478 175

Induced $40,601,199 $24,055,195 228

Total Willamette Valley $164,820,607 $98,063,572 1,276
agritourism farms

Comparing agritourism and other marketing channel farm sales

to the producer). If those direct effects in the top row of Table 9, which are $352,822,078, are divided

by the total number of agritourism farms or 4,033, the average sales per farm related to agritourism
is $87,484. On average, respondents in the surveys we conducted and discussed above, said they earn half of
their gross revenues from agritourism. Doubling the agritourism sales estimates an agritourism farm’s average
total sales to be $174,968. The agritourism employment is higher, yet the remaining portion of the agritourism
farms’ employment remains at the level when other marketing channels are used, which is lower. For the agri-
tourism half of the farm’s operations, employment is 3.51, and for the remaining portion, it is roughly 1.8 for a
total of 5.31 full- or part-time jobs.

W e used the 2017 Agricultural Census data to determine most of the direct effects/sales (which are only

To compare farms with and without agritourism, we created a weighted average of total sales per farm from

the 2017 Agricultural Census for the nine counties. Those numbers included the agritourism farms. However,
half of the agritourism farms’ sales are not directly related to agritourism and agritourism farms represent only
22% of the total farms. So, the sales per farm for all farms in the Willamette Valley came directly from the 2017
Agricultural Census, which we adjusted by 10.6% using the IMPLAN inflation factor for crops to get from 2017
to 2023 dollars. The jobs estimate came from IMPLAN. Average per farm sales for all the Willamette Valley farms
is $102,152 and average per farm employment is 3.6 full- or part-time jobs.

Using these rough calculations, agritourism farms have 70% higher sales and 48% higher employment than the
average of all farms. These differences are likely to be driven by agritourism farms capturing a portion of the
wholesale, processing (for the portion of agritourism farms that add value), and retail portion of the food dollar,
which is approximately 35% or more than three times the farmgate price. Another consideration for these differ-
ences is that many of the small to mid-sized farms are not able to produce quantities that brokers or wholesalers
will purchase for sale to processors or retailers. In those cases, agritourism becomes a critically important option.
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Maintaining good relationships between agritourism
farms and other rural landowners

traffic, noise and other effects of increased economic activity. People have different views of what
activities are appropriate for farm country. This has led to inconsistent policies, inequities and confusion
as to what is allowable and acceptable for agritourism.

W hile agritourism can provide many benefits to farmers and their communities, it can introduce more

Oregon wineries have specific
statutes that allow them to offer
more on-farm activities than
other types of farms. Both small
and large wineries are allowed
tours and tastings, luncheons and
dinners, open houses, fee-based
outdoor concerts, facility rentals,
celebratory gatherings and
charitable activities. As of 2019,
on-farm cideries and breweries are
treated similarly to wineries under
Oregon law.

Most of these agritourism activi-
ties are prohibited on other types
of farms or require a conditional
use permit for different activities.
It is not clear why this inequity
among types of farms persists.
Yet, recently when a bill (SB1087)
was introduced in the 2023 Legislature to allow a pilot program for farm cafes in Lane County, the divergence of
views of appropriate agritourism activities was apparent in the Senate Committee on Rules hearing on the bill.?”
Opposition to the bill included themes of individuals wanting to retain valuable land use laws, to rank prepared
food sales as subordinate to farm crops, to minimize the building and infrastructure on farmland that is not
directly related to traditional farming, and to impact neighbors and other farming operations. Those in favor of
the bill cited reasons, such as agritourism’s ability to help offset the rising input costs of farming, to help diversify
revenue sources, and to help farmers make a living wage while trying to preserve the greater land use goal of
preserving farmland.

Developing more consistent policies, which will require mediating the concerns of those in support and oppos-
ing further development of agritourism, will determine whether the economic footprint and impacts estimated
above can be increased — and maybe even maintained. It can help to examine the experiences of destination
tourism communities and urban areas with mitigating conflicts, such as the effects of increased congestion or
neighbors whose land uses differ significantly.. A collaborative effort is necessary to better understand what the
agritourism activities are in the Willamette Valley and Oregon and engage a wide range of stakeholders, both
rural and urban, to develop the necessary compromises.

Agritourism can be important to the survival of farmers who want to diversify and keep their land in farming.?®
However, neighbors should not be expected to pay a high price, in terms of quality of life, so that agritourism
farms can survive.
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Summary

tourism may provide to the agritourism farmer and

the communities of the Willamette Valley. Through
the surveys we conducted, respondents overwhelmingly
indicated agritourism was important to their financial
viability and to their efforts to help people understand
and appreciate the importance of farming.

his analysis indicates the potential value that agri-

An informal inventory estimated that approximately 22%
of farms in the Willamette Valley produce one or more
types of agritourism products and services. A market
study gauging consumer demand would be needed to
recommend opportunities for more farms to expand into
agritourism or for existing farms to expand their agritour-
ism products or services.

Based on our surveys, agritourism farmers may earn 50% of their gross revenues and 50% of their net revenues/
profits from their agritourism production. With income derived from agritourism sales and other marketing chan-
nels, producers can diversify their income sources and risk as a protection against economic fluctuations.

When the agritourism farm production and the expenditures made by farm visitors are combined, the economic
effects exceed $985 million in sales, $572 million in value-added/GDP, and 11,000 jobs. Although these effects
are not a major portion of Oregon’s economy, they contribute significantly to the Willamette Valley economy and
the economies of local communities.

Efforts beyond the farms involved would be needed to increase the economic contribution of agritourism, which
can potentially enhance opportunities for people to better understand farming and rural lifestyles. Adding finan-
cial resilience to agritourism may help retain land in farming operations.
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Appendix: An example of how agritourism may be expanded

tions in Oregon are so confusing and inconsistently applied among and within counties that many farmers

D ther states offer agritourism products and services that may not be allowed in Oregon. Often, the regula-
are hesitant to consider adding agritourism products or services to their operations.

Oregon Revised Statutes define and provide guidance and some flexibility for agritourism activities: “What is
consistent no matter where you are is that agritourism and other commercial events must be related to and
supportive of agriculture. All the activities approved by these provisions must be ‘incidental and subordinate to
existing farm use.””?

Based on farmer interviews, one example of those agritourism activities is offering on-farm lodging. Often
on-farm lodging does not just include lodging. It may include educational activities, such as farm tours, oppor-
tunities to interact with the livestock, and even in some cases help with livestock or crop management tasks.
Some farms are currently offering on-farm lodging through online platforms like Vrbo or Airbnb. Those types of
on-farm lodging are less likely to include additional experiential learning activities or support the price level of
formal on-farm lodging.

If the policies for on-farm lodging, both at the state and county levels, were legalized and standardized to allow
a season of up to 100 rented days per year for a small number of rental units or even just one unit, a number of
current agritourism farms would likely add on-farm lodging to their offerings. Farms not active in agritourism
may find on-farm lodging a good way to diversify into agritourism. The season would extend beyond 100 days
because it would include a day between rented days for cleaning.

Again, the on-farm lodging must be supportive of agriculture, and incidental and subordinate to the existing farm

use. The on-farm lodging option cannot be used as a method to site large lodges or essentially motels on EFU land.

The average price per night of on-farm lodging is approximately $250. Using just one unit as an example, a
season could create an additional $25,000 (100 nights x $250) in revenue for the farm. Using IMPLAN’s Other
Accommodations sector in the detailed IMPLAN model, two-thirds of the $25,000 — or $16,500 — would go
to the farmer and employees. Since the farmer often takes care of the on-farm lodging unit(s), we do not have a
good way to allocate that $16,500 between the farmer and employees. 24%, or $6,000, would go to supplies or
intermediate inputs. From our surveys, we would expect a major portion of that $6,000 would be spent locally.
The remaining 10% would go to lodging taxes and other property income not directly related to the on-farm
lodging.

Using the average sales per agritourism farm of $174,968 from above, a single on-farm lodging unit can increase
total sales for the average agritourism farm by 14%. For agritourism farms selling other products and services,
guests staying will likely purchase some of those products and services, thereby boosting sales. In addition, we
would expect that many of the on-farm lodging guests would come from more than 50 miles away and generate
additional economic impacts to the farm and communities similar to those noted above for overnight visitors.

Allowing agritourism farm owners to rent one or a small number of units would limit the number of people stay-
ing at the farm and minimize disruption to neighbors.
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