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Executive Summary
Identifying and securing funding and support from legislators and other stakeholders is
very challenging for a small municipality with limited resources that is indirectly competing
against much larger coastal cities. For the City of Folly Beach, these challenges are further
complicated by the undervaluation of the need to continue the timely renourishment of the
beach areas so this unique natural asset can continue to generate various benefits for the
Charleston area and for the State of South Carolina.
Therefore, this study documents important economic and fiscal impacts at the
Charleston metro and state levels associated with beach renourishment of Folly Beach, South
Carolina. From an economic perspective, only non-resident visitors can inject “new dollars” into
the Charleston area and the South Carolina economy. Thus, this study primarily focuses on
economic and fiscal impacts of non-resident visitor spending that are relevant to the periodic
renourishment of Folly Beach. We also projected future annual net economic impact and tax
effects as the possible economic consequences if Folly Beach’s next scheduled beach
renourishment project is not underway by 2020. In addition, economic values, not economic
impacts, of selected Folly Beach renourishment benefits are provided.
Key findings include the following:
•

The City of Folly Beach’s economy has had an average annual growth rate of about 11%

since the end of Great Recession in 2009, a robust rate much higher than that of similar
Charleston area beach communities as well as that of Charleston County.
•

Based upon an analysis and subsequent extrapolation of data from a periodic Charleston

area visitor survey conducted by the Office of Tourism Analysis (OTA) at the College of
Charleston, the number of annual Charleston area visitor trips that included visiting Folly Beach
was estimated to be nearly 1 million and this total represented about 21% of all Charleston
area visitor trips during 2014. The overall average traveling party sizes, 2.5 adults, remained
consistent with recent OTA survey results. Moreover, beach activities remained among the
important reasons to visit as well as one of the most enjoyable aspects of a Charleston area
visit.
2

•

Including multiplier effects, estimated spending by Charleston visitors attributable to

Folly Beach generated approximately $117 million in business revenues that supported about
1,200 jobs and provided nearly $40 million in income including employee benefits for South
Carolina residents in 2014.
•

Charleston area visitor spending attributable to the City including its beach areas

generated approximately $22 million in annual tax revenues for the federal, state, and local
governments during 2014. Also, these tax revenues not only include the usual tourist type taxes
(e.g. accommodation taxes, etc.) but include various property taxes and other indirect taxes
paid by tourism oriented businesses.
•

If there are future renourishment delays beyond of the year 2020, this could lead to a

net loss of nearly $26 million in total sales at the state level along with the related accumulative
net loss of $6.5 million in local and state taxes.
•

The economic value of one recreational beach day was conservatively estimated at

about $6.15 per person, and the extrapolation of this value leads to an estimated annual total
economic recreational value of the City’s beach being $4.5 million in 2014, which includes both
non-resident and resident recreational beach users.
•

Charleston area households would collectively place an annual $4.2 million value on

protecting the marine turtle species that depend upon Folly’s beach as nesting habitat.
•

Additional economic values related to Folly Beach renourishment projects included

providing storm damage reduction/protection of beach front properties and structures that had
an approximate total market value of $465.2 million (2013 dollars). This total value includes
important government infrastructure assets vital to public beach access, such as Charleston
County’s popular Folly Beach County Park and the Folly Beach Fishing Pier, and beach front
parking lots and walkovers that the City has been proactively maintaining.
•

The periodic renourishment of the Folly Beach has helped maintain, if not improve,

appreciation rates of the City’s front beach private property value. This effort thus benefits
property owners and enhances the City’s tax base and dedicated tourism funds needed to
proactively manage Folly’s unique beach.
3

In summary, this study’s findings clearly indicate that substantial amounts of the
economic impacts and related tax revenues are generated by Charleston area non-resident
visitors. These impacts are attributable to their visits to Folly Beach and were generally coupled
to periodic renourishment of Folly Beach. These economic impacts, including tax revenues and
economic values of beach renourishment benefits as positive economic externalities, can
obviously flow far beyond the City’s jurisdiction and therefore benefit Charleston area and
South Carolina residents, not just Folly Beach residents. However, a forecast of possible
economic effects if the next scheduled periodic renourishment project was delayed beyond
2020 has the potential of translating into significant net job and income losses in the
Charleston area and at the state level. In addition, the market and non-market economic
benefits derived from beach renourishment would also be in jeopardy over time if
renourishment is delayed.
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Introduction and Background
Introduction
Since the three-mile long Charleston Harbor jetties were built in the late 1800’s, Morris
and Folly Islands have experienced major beach erosion due to the elimination of sand
bypassing around the harbor’s previously expansive sand shoals. This situation is succinctly
summarized in the City of Folly Beach’s “2015 Local Comprehensive Beach Management Plan”
(CFB, 2015, page 6):
“The greatest challenge affecting beach management for the City of Folly Beach is
chronic beach erosion and the preservation of the beach system for storm protection,
economic, and ecosystem benefits. The entire island is subject to chronic erosion with
the northeast end as the most critical present hot spot.”
Beach nourishment is “…the addition by artificial means of non-littoral sediment along
the shoreline…” (Kana, 2011, page 31). Like many other US coastal beach communities, beach
nourishment and subsequent renourishment projects have been the major and preferred tool
for addressing chronic beach erosion on Folly Beach, as well as a foundation of beach
preservation planning. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) renourishment projects of
Folly Beach have been effective and the federal cost share is 85%. However, the City of Folly
Beach’s cost share is still substantial especially for a small municipality, and future beach
renourishment project costs are expected to continue increasing (CFB, 2015). Identifying and
securing funding as well as the support of the legislators and other stakeholders is also
problematic for a small municipality with limited funding and other resources. The City is
indirectly competing against much larger coastal cities. Just as important, these challenges are
further complicated by the undervaluation of the critical need to continue the timely
renourishment of Folly Beach so this unique natural asset can continue to generate various
benefits for the Charleston area and the state of South Carolina.
Given these concerns, the main purpose of this study was to document economic and
fiscal impacts at Charleston metro and state level associated with beach renourishment on Folly
Beach, South Carolina. From an economic perspective only non-resident visitors can inject
5

“new dollars” into the Charleston area and the South Carolina economy. Thus, this study
primarily focuses on economic and fiscal impacts of non-resident visitor spending that are
relevant to the periodic renourishment of Folly Beach. We also projected future annual net
economic impact and tax effects to examine the possible economic consequences if Folly
Beach’s next scheduled beach renourishment project is not underway by 2020. The study’s
limitations as well as recommendations for future socioeconomic research are also discussed.

Background1
The City of Folly Beach is a small municipality with a resident population of about 2,700
located in the Tri-County Region2 (herein called the “Charleston area”). It has been growing
steadily, nearly 25% increase in population since 2000. Folly Beach is the closest and most
publicly accessible beach area for James Island, West Ashley, and North Charleston residents; it
is also a competitive beach area option for SC resident “day-trippers” traveling north to the
Charleston area on Highway 17 or east on the I26. Moreover, Charleston area visitors who want
to stay at accommodations west of the Cooper River find a wide array of accommodation
alternatives including a variety of rental “beach houses,” and the 300-room, 9 story The Tides
hotel in the City. Of the 18.6 sq. miles of area associated with the town, 6.4 square miles (about
34%) as a waterfront also makes Folly’s beach especially desirable for a variety of outdoor
recreation activities.
In addition, Charleston County Parks and Recreation Commission (CCPRC) owns and
manages two public outdoor recreation facilities in the City and on the front beach areas: the
Edwin S. Taylor Folly Beach Fishing Pier in the City center and the Folly Beach County Park on
the west end of Folly Beach. The CCPRC is also in the process of developing a master plan on

1

This subsection includes some selected content adapted from a draft of the City of Folly Beach’s “2015 Local
Comprehensive Beach Management Plan” (CFB, 2015) which the City graciously allowed us to review. The authors
recommend reviewing the Plan’s “2.4.2 TURTLE NESTING” subsection as a starting point to begin comprehending
and appreciating the government activities and stakeholder volunteer efforts to protect sea turtle nesting while
still effectively “multi-tasking” the monitoring of sea turtle nesting and educational outreach for the public, as well
as supporting applied sea turtle research projects. This subsection in our report, for the sake of brevity, only
touches on some selected aspects of the Plan that provide important background material congruent with this
study.
2
The Tri-County Region is comprised of three South Carolina coastal plain counties: Berkeley, Charleston and
Dorchester County.

6

the northeast end of Folly Beach for the 27 acres that comprise the old Coast Guard Property.
With all of these features, it is no surprise that some view Folly Beach as a community park.
With its 53 platted public accesses, ample parking within 1,000 feet of the beach and a county
park on one end, a pier in the middle and another park being planned, Folly Beach is
exceptionally publically accessible (CFB, 2015).
While the City has developed an enviable position as a small beach town community
that is visitor friendly, a comparison of the City’s selected economic and demographic
characteristics with those of Charleston County brings insights about being a small beach
community embedded in a metro area. As might be expected, Folly Beach has a very small labor
force compared to Charleston County (Table 1) with at least 60% of it commuting (USCB, 2015)
to a workplace not in the City. In other words, a major percentage of residents in the labor
force are dependent upon jobs not in Folly Beach. Also, it is not surprising that 40% of jobs in
the combined lodging (accommodations), food services and entertainment sectors (AFE) are
filled by workers residing in other locations, not in the City. Many of these jobs even as a
seasonal employment are probably filled by workers residing in other Charleston area locations
who commute to the City as their workplace. This observation is also supported by the fact
that the City’s monthly median rental rate, $1,206, is higher compared to an overall $950
median rate in Charleston County (Table 1). This might be prohibitive to Folly Beach workers
considering the entry level wages rates in the AFE sectors.
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The high rental rates in Folly Beach are partially due to the demand of those wanting to
be owner-residents in a beach community – those who own a “second home,” or earn income
by renting their home for short-term periods. However, a review of 2014 real property tax
assessments rates indicates that Folly Beach’s properties, like many other beach communities,
are dominated by short-term rental properties. Moreover, the condo market share within the
City, 46%, was among the highest in the Charleston area in 2014 (TRAR/CTMLS, 2015). The
market values of houses in a beach community reflect the market demand for coastal locations
and related amenities. A simple example: the median 2013 value of Folly Beach houses was
$624,000, about 2.6 times higher than the median 2013 Charleston County house values,
8

$236,100 (Table 1). Of course, the higher housing prices in beach communities also predetermine residents with higher incomes, i.e. the median annual household income in Folly
Beach is $72,193 and about 42% higher than median for Charleston County, $50,792 (Table 1).

Folly Beach’s Post-Great Recession Economy Growth
While recognizing the usual variety of regional economic metrics for measuring Folly
Beach’s recent economic trends are limited, a review of available data are consistent with a
tourism oriented economy that mirrors the robustness and resiliency of the Charleston Area
hospitality industry. A preliminary comparison to recent economic trends in some other beach
communities with similar tourism driven market demand indicates that Folly Beach has had
outstanding growth after the Great Recession (2007-09). First, a comparison of year-to-year
annual rate of change in Folly Beach gross sales receipts indicates an annual rate that bottomed
out near 1% in FY08, and then bounced back starting in FY09 (Table 2). In contrast, Charleston
County’s gross sales had negative annual sales growth during the FY09 and FY10 time periods
before showing positive increases (Table 2). In addition, Folly Beach’s economy, as measured
by its gross sales trends after FY09, apparently shifted into high gear with increases of about
12% and followed by 21% in FY10 and FY11, respectively (Table2). In contrast, the Isle of Palms
as a beach community that has historically had gross annual sale aggregates usually more than
about twice that of Folly Beach and also has a tourism-dependent economy, had negative gross
annual sales during a three-period starting in FY09 just like Charleston County (Table 2). In
summary, Folly Beach’s annual gross sales rates during one of the most difficult periods of the
Great Recession was less than 1% but never became negative, unlike other beach communities
and Charleston County (Table 2). Folly Beach has also been able to sustain these positive
growth rates, averaging a rate of about 11% during the FY09-FY13 period and a recent
estimated FY14 rate of about 5% (Table 2).
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Table 2. Reported Gross Sales for Selected Coastal Cities in Charleston County (SC), FY2003-04 FY2012-13 (Nominal Dollars in Thousands) and Annual Rate of Change (Source: SC
Department of Revenue, Annual Reports, FY2004 - FY2013)
Selected Charleston Area Cities
Folly Beach
Isle of Palms
Seabrook Island
Gross
%
Gross
%
Gross
%
Sales Change Sales Change Sales Change
2003-04 $22,711 NA
$58,693
NA $10,996 NA
2004-05 $30,585 34.7% $91,909 56.6% $15,799 43.7%
2005-06 $35,981 17.6% $92,041 0.1% $16,539 4.7%
2006-07 $39,245 9.1% $103,484 12.4% $16,234 -1.8%
2007-08 $39,545 0.8% $117,673 13.7% $14,600 -10.1%
2008-09 $41,794 5.7% $108,142 -8.1% $11,617 -20.4%
2009-10 $46,718 11.8% $105,250 -2.7% $12,731 9.6%
2010-11 $56,548 21.0% $102,079 -3.0% $15,861 24.6%
2011-12 $62,743 11.0% $135,564 32.8% $16,438 3.6%
2012-13 $66,494 6.0% $114,763 -15.3% $16,988 3.3%
2013-14* $69,819 5.0%
NE
NA
NE
NA
FY09-FY13
$54,859 11.1% $113,160 0.7% $14,727 4.1%
Means:

Fiscal Year
(July 1 June 30)

Charleston County
Cities %
%
Gross Sales
Change
Change
NA
49.7%
4.5%
10.0%
8.1%
-6.0%
1.9%
5.9%
23.1%
-7.7%
NA

$8,053,948
$11,437,616
$12,880,871
$13,304,183
$13,408,466
$11,963,242
$11,738,550
$12,503,589
$13,150,982
$13,937,805
$14,634,695

NA
42.0%
12.6%
3.3%
0.8%
-10.8%
-1.9%
6.5%
5.2%
6.0%
5.0%

3.5%

$12,658,834

1.0%

NA - Not applicable.
*Gross sales for Folly Beach and Charleston County in FY2013-14 were estimated.
NE - FY2013-14 gross sales were not estimated for these cities.

The Folly Beach residential housing market, which consists of mainly short term rental
properties, like other U.S. residential real estate markets (e.g. Dadayan, 2012), was also
adversely impacted by the Great Recession and has had substantial house price fluctuations
since 2010. Nevertheless, there has been an apparent overall upward trend in residential
house prices in recent years - 2014 median prices are about 29% higher than in 2010. Median
2014 house prices in the Isle of Palms and Kiawah-Seabrook Islands beach community market
areas, in contrast, had percent changes from 2010 of approximately -6% and 4%, respectively
(Table 3). In 2014, the Folly Beach residential housing market was also among “Top 5”
Charleston area markets (TRAR/CTMLS, 2015) having the highest percent increase in its median
sales prices, 20% (Table 3), versus its 2013 prices. In comparison, the 2014 median residential
prices for the Isle of Palms, Kiawah-Seabrook Islands and Sullivan’s Island market areas all had
negative percent changes, about -8% or less, compared to 2013 (TRAR/CTMLS, 2015). Folly
10

Beach demonstrated apparent resiliency and recent robust economic growth rate, as
influenced by its renourished beach areas. This is also consistent with Folly Beach being a viable
Charleston area tourism market segment.
Table 3. Charleston Area, SC, Annual Median Residential House Prices for Selected
Coastal Market Areas and Charleston County, 2011-14, by Market Area (Nominal
Dollars in Thousands) (Source: TRAR/CTMLS, 2015).

Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Means:
Change
From 2010

Selected Charleston Area Market Areas
Charleston County
Folly Beach
Isle of Palms
Kiawah Island*
Median
%
Median
%
Median
%
Median
%
Price
Change
Price Change Price Change Price Change
$349.9
NA
$634.5
NA
$591.2
NA
$235.0
NA
$338.0
-3.4% $600.0 -5.4% $560.0 -5.3% $218.7
-6.9%
$417.5 23.5% $622.0
3.7% $615.0 9.8%
$228.0
4.3%
$375.0 -10.2% $649.5
4.4% $685.5 11.5% $250.0
9.6%
$450.0 20.0% $598.0 -7.9% $615.0 -10.3% $275.0
10.0%
$386.1
7.5% $620.8 -1.3% $613.3 1.4%
$241.3
4.2%
NA

28.6%

NA

-5.8%

NA

4.0%

NA

17.0%

*The Kiawah and Seabrook Islands' market area.
NA - Not applicable.
NOTE: Median prices in this table are not comparable to "Median House Values" in Table 1.
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The Estimated Economic Impacts of Folly Beach on the Charleston Area and the
State of South Carolina
Introduction
Due to the tight economic connection in the Charleston tri-county area, the economic
impacts of the beach, like other natural amenities in the Charleston area, need to be viewed in
the context of their ability to attract non-resident visitors to the whole Charleston area. These
non-resident visitors can inject “new money” into the Charleston area and South Carolina
through spending on trip related services (e.g. hotel lodging, restaurant meals, etc.) and goods.
Moreover, these visitor expenditures lead to new dollars that ripple through the area and state
economy producing secondary effects that increase jobs and income for residents.
When modeling and approximating economic impacts3 generated by non-resident
visitors who are influenced by the City’s beach, selecting the appropriate and realistic regional
context is important. For Folly Beach, as a city with a small resident population (i.e. less than
3,000), it is assumed that a substantial number of those working in Folly Beach businesses may
not live in the city itself, but commute from other Charleston area locations and could likely
spend much of their income where they live, rather than in Folly Beach. Moreover, the Folly
Beach economy, especially when responding to the strong seasonal tourism market demands, is
also very dependent upon purchasing or “importing” services and goods, like other small local
economies, provided by various Charleston area businesses, such as restaurant purveyors and
retail wholesalers and distributors, that are not located in the City; consequently, quantifying
the economic impacts of its beach area is also about the market-oriented economic
interdependencies of the City within the Charleston area. This mutually beneficial economic
reality has been accounted for by modeling or framing the beach’s economic impact effects
within the economic structure of the Charleston area. Nonetheless, the City’s beach remains a
critical natural asset that helps to sustain economic activities that generate jobs and income, no
matter where it is spent, in the Charleston area.

3

See Appendix A for an introduction to economic impact concepts and terms.
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Estimating Folly Beach Non–Resident Visitors
To estimate the economic impacts of visitors attracted by Folly Beach, we need data
representing the expenditure and visitation patterns of Charleston visitors. In the absence of
survey data collected directly from visitors while in Folly Beach, data were obtained from the
Charleston Area Visitor Intercept Survey (CAVIS), conducted by the Office of Tourism Analysis at
the College of Charleston and sponsored by the Charleston Area Convention and Visitors
Bureau. In summary, this survey involves collecting mail or online questionnaire responses by
non-resident visitors who were randomly intercepted on the Charleston Peninsula and other
Charleston area locations over a 12-month period. For the purposes of the economic impact
analysis, CAVIS data derived from respondents visiting the Charleston area starting in October,
2013, through September, 2014, represents a 12-month period. The CAVIS response data
analysis included a focus related to what was their main purpose for visiting the Charleston
area, what cities (e.g. Folly Beach, etc.) they visited during their trip, what the location and type
accommodations used (if they stayed overnight), and how much money they spent while
visiting the Charleston area.

Socioeconomic Profile of Non-Resident Charleston Area Visitors: An Overview
Comparing 2013 CAVIS to other recent years’ results, several statistics regarding nonresident Charleston area visitors are similar: Charleston area visitors were primarily 50 years or
older (80%), college educated (92%), married or living with a partner, and have household
annual incomes of $60,000 or greater (87.3%), and they were mainly from adjacent states.
Most visitors arrived via car, followed by airplane. More than half of overnight visitors reported
staying in hotels, followed by staying in inns and staying with friends and/or family. The average
traveling party sizes, 2.5 adults, remained consistent with recent CAVIS results (Gleason et al.,
2014). History, local cuisine, tours, shopping at independent retailers, and beach activities,
continued to be the most important reasons to visit and the most enjoyable aspects of a
Charleston area visit.
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Estimated Annual Non-Resident Visits
While non-resident visitors are important to estimating tourism economic impacts, the
CAVIS has sampling limitations because more survey intercepts occur during the spring and
summer months, as well as more intercepts occurring in the City of Charleston downtown area.
To be precautionary, the sampling results are assumed to be generally biased toward those
visitors who stayed in Charleston downtown accommodations and those who visited Charleston
in the spring and summer months. Under-sampled visitors who stayed in other Charleston area
locations (e.g. North Charleston, Mount Pleasant, etc.) and perhaps visited in fall or winter may
have different behavioral patterns such as their selection of Charleston area cities that they
chose to visit during their trip. Thus, we adjusted the survey sample responses by a weighting
procedure. For details regarding this procedure, see Appendix B.
The subsequent results based on the weighting of the responses indicated that 21% of
the responding intercepted visitors included a visit to or overnight stay in Folly Beach during the
October, 2013–September, 2014 time period. This non-resident visitation percentage for Folly
Beach was nearly the same as the 2013 estimate, i.e. 20% (Gleason et al., 2014). The 2014
visitation percentage patterns for other Charleston area beach communities compared to Folly
Beach were also similar to 2013 estimates: The Kiawah Island (16%) and Seabrook Island (3%)
percentages were less than Folly Beach, while Isle of Palms (25%) and Sullivan’s Island (26%)
estimates were higher than Folly Beach. If the total Charleston area visitor-trip factor
(aggregate) of 4.70 million is applied to this 2014 Folly Beach visitation percentage, then nearly
1 million (i.e. 993,000) non-resident visitor-trips in the Charleston area during 2014 would
have included a visit to the City of Folly Beach.

Estimating Economic Impacts
Although this is a significant number of 2014 Folly Beach visitor-trips, using these
visitation metrics “as is” for economic impact analysis purposes is problematic. Specifically,
there was a need to approximate how much of a given visitor travel party’s spending should be
attributable to Folly Beach especially if they visited Folly Beach but stayed overnight in other
Charleston area cities. Yet, the CAVIS survey instrument is not designed to collect specific
information on how long respondents spent at a given Charleston area city. Furthermore, an
14

analysis of the responses indicated that a substantial number of respondents, especially those
taking a day trip (i.e. not staying overnight), might visit four or more Charleston area cities as
well as Folly Beach. While recognizing that visitors, including the day-trippers, are an important
Charleston area visitor market segment, it became apparent that some type of criterion for
roughly allocating visitor spending by those that included a visit of Folly Beach was necessary.
It was first assumed that visitors who stayed overnight in Folly Beach for one or more
nights, including those who stayed with friends and/or relatives residing in Folly Beach, should
have their entire trip spending and related economic impacts on the Charleston area
attributable to Folly Beach.
In addition, in an April, 2014 report based on cell phone data, 73% of Charleston area
visitors visited one city/town, 23% of them visited two cities/towns, and 5% of them visited
three (AirSage, 2014). The results in the CAVIS 2013 survey (Gleason et al. 2014) also showed
that on average Charleston visitors visited 2.7 cities/areas and the median number of
cities/areas is 3. Thus, using professional judgment, it was assumed that for those overnight
visitor groups staying less than 31 nights that included a visit to Folly Beach and did not stay
overnight in Folly Beach, but visited 2.50 cities per night stayed or less (termed C/N ratio)
during their trip, one day of their travel group spending including their one night of Charleston
area accommodation expenditures and subsequent secondary economic impacts would be
considered attributable to Folly Beach. In addition, spending by non-resident day-trip visitors
was excluded due to the following reasons: most of these respondents visited four or more
Charleston areas including Folly Beach; their spending level is low without accommodation
spending; they only accounted for 11% of all Charleston visitors.
Furthermore, within the above overnight respondent groups (i.e. those with C/N ratios
less than or equal to 2.50) who stayed at paid accommodations located in the Charleston
Downtown, North Charleston and Mt. Pleasant, these were also excluded if they gave
“Beaches/beach activities” an importance (Question 6) ranking of less than 3 (on a 1 to 6 scale)
as a factor influencing their decision to visit the Charleston area. While acknowledging that this
exclusion criterion is somewhat arbitrary, it was thought that their selection of paid
accommodations not located in Charleston beach communities could be partly regarded as a
15

behavioral indicator that perhaps Folly Beach was not that important when deciding to visit the
Charleston area, even if they did visit Folly Beach. However, this beach importance criterion
was not applied to respondents who stayed at the West Ashley/James Island area
accommodations given this area’s obvious closeness to Folly Beach. Also, this beach importance
criterion was not applied to those Charleston area visitors staying with friends and/or relatives
in the West Ashley/James Island area.
Using the above criteria, estimating economic impacts of Folly Beach on the Charleston
area economy involved estimated visitor-days related to those visiting Folly Beach while not
staying in the city vs. those staying overnight in Folly Beach. We also accounted for those nonresident visitors staying with friends and/or relatives, and then applying the appropriate
spending patterns to estimate aggregate expenditures based on visitor-days or estimated
accommodation gross revenues for Folly Beach. Spending pattern data were derived from the
analysis of visitor responses who were asked to estimate their travel party’s expenditures for
various spending categories (e.g. lodging, dining, tours, etc.) while in the Charleston area
(Figure 1 shows an overall breakdown of impact estimates and their methods of estimation).
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I. Visitors Who Stayed in the City
of Folly Beach

Total Impact to the Charleston
Area

II. II. Visitors Who Stayed in
Other Cities/Towns in the
Charleston Area, filtered by
beach importance factor if
stayed in Downtown, North
Charleston, and Mt. Pleasant

Visitors Who Stayed at Hotels

A. Hotel Revenue/(The Ratio of Hotel Spending/Total Spending) * Tourism
Multiplier

Visitors Who Stayed at Other
Paid Accommodations

B. Other Accommodation Revenue/(The Ratio of Hotel Spending/Total Spending)
* Tourism Multiplier

Visitors who Stayed with Family/
Friends/Relatives

C. Ratio of F/R Stays among All Visitors * Spending of F/R Visitors * Tourism
Multiplier

Visitors Who Stayed at Paid
Accommodations

D. Ratio of Hotel Stays among All Visitors * Spending of Hotel Visitors * Tourism
Multiplier

Visitors who Stayed with Family/
Friends/Relatives

E. Ratio of F/R Stays among All Visitors * Spending of F/R Visitors * Tourism
Multiplier

Figure 1. An Overview of Economic Impact Estimation
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For Folly Beach visitors who stayed in paid accommodations elsewhere in the Charleston
area, their total expenditures were based upon multiplying the approximated weighted total
number of non-resident visitor-days (Table 4) judged to be attributable to Folly Beach by the
average daily expenditures per adult (see Appendix C) who stayed at paid accommodations
(e.g. hotels, etc.) in the Charleston area (Item D in Figure 1).
Table 4. Economic Impact Analysis: Estimated 2014 Non-Resident Charleston Visitor-Days
Attributable to Folly Beach for Visitors Staying at Paid Accommodations Not in the City of
Folly Beach
Accommodation Location / City
North Charleston
Peninsula Charleston
West Ashley/James Island
Seabrook Island
Mount Pleasant
Other Locations
Isle of Palms
Kiawah Island

Visitor-Days:
Cumulative Visit-Days:
Days
Percent
Days
Percent
25,154
25.0%
25,154
25.0%
23,216
23.1%
48,370
48.1%

14,897
14.8%
12,177
12.1%
12,177
12.1%
6,677
6.6%
4,413
4.4%
1,897
1.9%
Total: 100,609 100.0%

63,267
75,445
87,622
94,299
98,712
100,609

62.9%
75.0%
87.1%
93.7%
98.1%
100.0%

For Charleston visitors who visited Folly beach but stayed with friends and/or relatives
(F/R) elsewhere, weighted visitor-day aggregates were also approximated (10,990 visitor-days)
(Item E in Figure 1); however, these F/R visitor-day aggregates were also multiplied by the
overall average daily expenditures per adult for all Charleston area non-resident visitor F/R
stays (See Appendix C). The same daily expenditures were also used in estimating total
expenditures by for non-resident visitors staying with F/R residing in Folly Beach (about 15,990
visit-days), i.e. total estimated Folly Beach F/R visitor-days X (times) average daily expenditure
per visitor (adults) for each spending category (Item C in Figure 1).
In contrast to using estimated visitor-day aggregates, estimating total visitor
expenditures involving Folly Beach non-resident visitors who stayed at Folly Beach paid
accommodations was based on approximating 2014 total gross accommodations revenues
using FY2013-14 South Carolina Department of Revenue (SCDOR, 2014) data. Assuming that
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most of the reported SCDOR gross accommodation revenues for Folly Beach were derived from
non-resident visitor stays, then visitor spending aggregates for various categories (e.g. dining,
retail store purchase, etc.) were approximated using trip spending averages for these categories
(see Appendix D) as a ratio (percentage) of average accommodation spending based upon the
analysis of CAVIS data for travel groups (parties)4,5. For example, on average, restaurant
spending for visitor groups staying overnight in Charleston area beach communities was
estimated to be about 28% (.28) of total accommodation spending per trip. Therefore, for
every dollar spent by these travel groups on Folly Beach accommodations, about $0.28 was
spent on dining out (Items A and B in Figure 1).
Using the IMPLAN 3.1 (MIG, 2013), an economic impact analysis software, the resulting
total expenditure aggregates by spending categories for two major groups (i.e. those staying
overnight in Folly Beach, Item I in Figure 1, and those visiting Folly Beach but not staying
overnight, Item II in Figure 1) were then utilized to estimate direct economic effects on various
types of Charleston area consumer-oriented economic sectors such as accommodations, retail
grocery stores, food services. IMPLAN was employed because it is the most extensively used
U.S. software for economic impact analysis as well as being well accepted for estimating
tourism related economic impacts.

Economic Impact Estimates: Charleston Area and State Level
Using IMPLAN, Charleston area (Table 5) and state level (Table 6) economic impacts of
non-resident visitors6 related to Folly Beach were estimated, i.e. of value-added, total sales
(output), labor income and employment (jobs) for 2014. Specifically, the estimated annual
Charleston area economic impacts assumed to be attributed to Folly Beach included a total
sales (output) effect of nearly $108 million and these sales generated about 1,130 total jobs
and approximately $38.6 million of income (Table 5). At the state level, the City’s beach was

4

Visitor spending data from other Charleston area beach communities were used due to the small sample sizes for
various Folly Beach visitor group spending categories.
5
For confidentially purposes, estimated accommodation and related spending have only been summarized as
overall spending ratios relative to accommodation spending.
6
Small percentages (~8%) of the CAVIS respondents were SC residents, but not Charleston area residents.
Nevertheless, for purposes of this study as well as this small percentage, their spending have be treated as
expenditures of non-resident visitors.
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estimated to have had a total sales impact of approximately $117 million that generated about
nearly $40 million of income that supported a total of about 1,190 jobs (Table 6). The overall
estimated state level impacts were about 8% higher than the equivalent Charleston impacts.
This was due to various hospitality industry oriented sector multipliers (e.g. accommodations)
generally being higher due to the larger geographic area impacted by Folly Beach visitors at the
state level compared to the smaller Charleston area as well as assuming that retail store
margins, about 7 percentage points higher, at the state level on average would be higher than
Charleston area.
Table 5. Estimated 2014 Charleston Area Economic Impacts Related to Non-Resident Visits to
Folly Beach, South Carolina.
Non-Residents Visiting Folly Beach and Staying Overnight in Other Charleston
Area Cities
Impact Type:

Jobs1

Labor Income

Total Value
Added

Sales (Output)

Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Induced Effect
Total Impacts:

200
44
50
294

$6,129,528
$1,977,804
$1,966,140
$10,073,472

$11,695,753
$3,080,351
$3,439,100
$18,215,203

$18,142,537
$5,219,298
$5,486,651
$28,848,486

Non-Resident Visitors Staying Overnight in Folly Beach
Impact Type:

Jobs

Labor Income

Total Value
Added

Sales (Output)

Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Induced Effect
Total Impacts:

560
133
143
836

$16,894,390
$6,099,729
$5,574,087
$28,568,206

$27,395,419
$9,249,977
$9,749,808
$46,395,204

$47,994,536
$15,250,550
$15,554,675
$78,799,761

Total: Non-Residents Visiting or Staying in Folly Beach
Impact Type:

Jobs

Labor Income

Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Induced Effect
Total Impacts (All):

759
178
193
1,130

$23,023,917
$8,077,533
$7,540,227
$38,641,678
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Total Value
Added
$39,091,172
$12,330,328
$13,188,908
$64,610,407

Sales (Output)
$66,137,073
$20,469,848
$21,041,326
$107,648,247

Table 6. Estimated 2014 South Carolina (State Level) Economic Impacts Related to NonResident Visits to Folly Beach, South Carolina.
State Level Impacts: Non-Residents Visiting Folly Beach and Staying Overnight in
Other Charleston Area Cities
Total Value
Impact Type:
Jobs1 Labor Income
Sales (Output)
Added
Direct Effect
221
$6,791,411
$11,034,340
$19,823,015
Indirect Effect
57
$2,362,271
$3,898,154
$6,986,478
Induced Effect
56
$2,090,976
$3,911,800
$6,683,372
Total Impacts:
335
$11,244,657
$18,844,294
$33,492,865
State Level Impacts: Non-Resident Visitors Staying Overnight in Folly Beach
Total Value
Impact Type:
Jobs
Labor Income
Sales (Output)
Added
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Induced Effect
Total Impacts:

560
153
141
854

$16,894,389
$6,271,999
$5,288,856
$28,455,244

$28,060,097
$10,085,800
$9,894,354
$48,040,252

$48,672,542
$17,664,009
$16,904,731
$83,241,282

Total South Carolina Impacts: Non-Residents Visiting or Staying in Folly Beach
Impact Type:

Jobs

Labor Income

Total Value
Added

Sales (Output)

Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Induced Effect

781
210
197

$23,685,800
$8,634,270
$7,379,832

$39,094,437
$13,983,954
$13,806,154

$68,495,557
$24,650,488
$23,588,103

1,189

$39,699,901

$66,884,545

$116,734,147

Total Impacts (All):

Economic Impact Analysis Scenarios: Folly Beach Renourishment on Schedule vs.
Renourishment Delayed
This analysis focuses on the possible economics impact on the state level economy for
the following two scenarios per the future renourishment of Folly Beach: 1) Renourishment by
the Corps generally stays on schedule and is completed by 2020 (i.e. “renourishment on
schedule”) or 2) Renourishment is completed in a year after 2020 including as late as 2027 (i.e.
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“renourishment delayed scenarios”).7 Of course, the renourishment on schedule scenario is
predicated on several important assumptions including that the outstanding tourism driven
economic growth that Folly Beach has experienced in recent years would at least continue at a
moderate rate over the next thirteen years (i.e. 2015-2027, inclusive) and no major storms or
unusual tidal events would compromise this growth. Moreover, using a static economic impact
input-output (I/O) model such as IMPLAN to project economic impacts of non-resident visitors
beyond five (5) years is questionable regardless of the apparent stability of economic activities
in a given region.
With these caveats in mind, the various types of estimated economic impacts (i.e. jobs,
income and sales) at the state level were projected from 2015 through 2027 if periodic
renourishment stays on schedule (Table 7). The “renourishment on schedule” (ROS) scenario
forecast during the 2015-2027 period assumes the following about Folly Beach apparent
tourism driven economic growth: the annual rate of increase starts at 5% sales in 2015 and then
declines annually at about 1% per year till 2019, then has negative changes in 2019 and 2020.
These assumptions are consistent with the recent annual average rate of increase of Folly
Beach’s gross sales as well as being conservative by assuming that the apparent tourism related
annual economic growth rate increase will reach a maximum in 2018 and decline some in 2019
and 2020 due to the need for beach renourishment, followed by an expected recovery period
after renourishment starting in 2021 (Table 7 and Figure 2). Also, after the 2020
renourishment, it is cautiously assumed that there only would be a moderate, constant annual
economic growth rate of the Folly Beach economy of 2.0%.

7

Of course, the use of the term “delayed” should not be interpreted as an explicit or implied criticism of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers storm damage reduction projects in general and their Folly Beach projects.
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Table 7. Projected Annual Economic Impacts for South Carolina With Renourishment of Folly
Beach on Schedule vs. Gross Changes If Renourishment Delayed After 2020 (2014 Dollars in
Thousands).
Annual
Projections

With Renourishment: On
Schedule

With Renourishment
Delayed: Gross Declines

Year

Jobs

Income

Sales

Jobs

Income

Sales

2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

1,189
1,248
1,298
1,337
1,364
1,337
1,263
1,289
1,314
1,341
1,367
1,395
1,423
1,394

$39,700
$41,685
$43,352
$44,653
$45,546
$44,635
$42,180
$43,024
$43,884
$44,762
$45,657
$46,570
$47,502
$48,452

$116,734
$122,571
$127,474
$131,298
$133,924
$131,245
$124,027
$126,507
$129,038
$131,618
$134,251
$136,936
$139,674
$142,468

1,189
1,248
1,298
1,337
1,364
1,337
1,263
1,162
992
862
773
743
725
713

$39,700
$41,685
$43,352
$44,653
$45,546
$44,635
$42,180
$38,806
$33,133
$28,790
$25,805
$24,812
$24,217
$23,820

$116,734
$122,571
$127,474
$131,298
$133,924
$131,245
$124,027
$114,105
$97,424
$84,656
$75,877
$72,959
$71,208
$70,040

2021-27
Totals:

NA

$319,850 $940,492

NA

$199,383 $586,269

While the recent growth in Folly Beach gross sales (See Table 2) and gross
accommodation sales reported by the SCDOR provides some recent empirical data to support
these assumptions in the short-term, extrapolating those trends beyond a few years should be
done with caution. Nevertheless, it is still felt that these growth assumptions of the ROS
scenario are reasonable given that overall projected annual growth rates after 2015 used in this
scenario were less than the 2014 rate of increase, e.g. about 5%. We are also conservative by
assuming that after 2015 the annual growth rate would decline in 2019 and 2020 until
renourishment is completed in 2020.
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Forecasting of the economic impacts of two renourishment-delayed (RD) scenarios was
done by first assuming that the delays after 2020 caused an annual “gross” decline in economic
activities. It starts with negative (declining) annual rates of about -8%, -15 % and -13% per
annum in 2021, 2022 and 2023, respectively. After 2023, it is assumed that there would still be
continued decline in the economic impacts effects due to the declining non-resident Folly
Beach related visitors visitations, but these effects would begin to level off (Table 7).
Using the ROS scenario impact effects and the gross decline as baselines, the net
economic impact effects of the two RD scenarios were estimated for a “Worst Case Scenario”
and a “Base Case Scenario” (Table 8). The Worst Case Scenario simplistically assumes that all
the projected non-resident visitor economic activities assumed to be related to Folly Beach
would to be totally lost from state level economy starting in 2021. This is because these nonresident visitors, who were assumed to be motivated by Folly’s beach, would have a
diminishing motivation to visit South Carolina over time after 2020.
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Table 8. Projected Net Economic Impact Losses for the Charleston Area Without the
Scheduled Renourishment of Folly Beach Area after 2020 (2014 Dollars in Thousands).
Annual
Projections

With Renourishment Delayed: Total Economic Impact Net
Losses (Direct Plus Secondary Effects) Related to Non-Resident
Visitors' Expenditures

Scenarios:
Year

Worst Case Scenario:

Base Case Scenario:

Cumulative Total Net
Economic Losses
Base Case Only

2022

Jobs
-126
-322

Income
-$4,218
-$10,751

Sales
-$12,403
-$31,613

Jobs
-38
-97

Income
-$1,265
-$3,225

Sales
-$3,721
-$9,484

Income
-$1,265
-$4,491

Sales
-$3,721
-$13,205

2023

-478

-$15,971

-$46,962

-144

-$4,791

-$14,089

-$9,282

-$27,293

2024

-595

-$19,852

-$58,373

-178

-$5,956

-$17,512

-$15,238

-$44,806

2025

-652

-$21,758

-$63,977

-195

-$6,527

-$19,193

-$21,765

-$63,999

2026

-697

-$23,285

-$68,467

-209

-$6,985

-$20,540

-$28,751

-$84,539

2027

-681

-$24,632

-$72,427

-204

-$7,390

-$21,728

-$36,140

-$106,267

2021-27
Totals:

NA

-$120,467

-$354,223

NA

-$36,140

-$106,267

2021

Annual Averages:
-$5,163

-$15,181

A more plausible proposition would be that after 2020, only a certain percentage of
non-resident visitor expenditures over time would decline. Moreover, this decline in general
might be related to some visitors deciding to make fewer trips (or no South Carolina visits)
and/or spending less time (e.g. fewer days) in the Charleston area as well as South Carolina.
However, due to the paucity of survey data specific to how non-resident Folly Beach visitors
might react to renourishment delays, an estimate of this percentage was adapted and modified
from a similar 2007 economic impact study. That study is on the renourishment of Tybee Island
beaches in Georgia (Toma & Brewer, 2007). Specifically, we assumed on average each year
during the 2021-2027 period, about 30% of Folly Beach’s non-resident visitor expenditures
compared to the previous year would gradually be lost from the South Carolina economy. Some
of this might be linked to non-residents deciding to visit coastal beach destinations in other
states (e.g. Georgia, North Carolina, etc.). Regardless, it was assumed that overall only a
portion of their visitation related expenditures would be lost to the Charleston area as well as
the South Carolina economy. A corollary of this assumption is that renourishment is partially
preventing the leakage of non-resident visitor expenditures from the Charleston area and South
Carolina. For example, if renourishment was not completed until 2024, the estimated
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cumulative net loss of total sales (i.e. direct + indirect + inducted effects) and total income in
nominal 2014 dollars over the 2021-24 time period at the state level is projected to be about
$25.7 million and $15.2 million for the worst and best scenario (Table 8), respectively. In
summary, it appears that substantial delays in the renourishment of Folly Beach could risk a
significant loss of visitor expenditures and related secondary economic impacts in the
Charleston area economy, not just Folly Beach’s economy, as well as a potential risk that
could also have consequences at the state level.
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Fiscal Impacts and Tax Revenues
Introduction
The major revenue sources for state governments typically include income taxes, sales
taxes, and business taxes and other sources such as business permits. In contrast, the main
sources of local government tax revenues are generated from sales taxes including local
accommodation taxes and property taxes. As described in the previous section, only dollars
spent by visitors from outside a given region add to local and regional tax collections. Again, it is
assumed that spending by local residents would usually occur anyway and consequently would
not increase taxes within a region. Of course, as a result of scheduling delays and/or lack of
needed beach renourishment funding, there could be a perceived degradation of beach quality
over time. Some local residents may then begin to choose beach destinations outside their local
region. Their beach related spending along with the associated tax revenues (e.g. sales taxes)
could be lost. Beach improvement activities such renourishment that help sustain the residents'
beach related expenditures could also be viewed as helping to prevent a decline in local or
regional taxes linked to those expenditures.
At the local and state level, property taxes are an important tax revenue source, if not
the most important source, for local governments. Moreover, as will be discussed in the next
section, property owners in beach communities can derive market value benefits from storm
prevention or damage reduction because, in general, real property values should be higher
than they would be if beach renourishment and/or other proactive beach preservation
measures are not used. In other words, proactive beach preservation should in general lead to
a higher property tax collections.

Summary of Folly Beach Excise and Sales Taxes
Like most states, South Carolina has several types of excise taxes, i.e. taxes that are
applied to certain services and goods. Accommodations and local hospitality taxes also follow
the same approach as sales taxes, i.e. they are levied as a percentage of the sales amount. The
following is a brief description of the tax rates, the particular service or goods subject to a given
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tax, and the overall legal restrictions on how the funds can be used by a local government such
as the City of Folly Beach:
State Accommodation Tax (SC A-tax): The charge for providing accommodations
subject to the statewide sales tax rate of 7% (5% state accommodations and 2% local
accommodations) along with any applicable local taxes, which are dependent upon the
county in which the property is located. This 2% tax is returned to the
counties/municipalities in which they are collected with each county getting a minimum
distribution as defined by law. However, uses of these tax revenues are legally restricted
to advertising, promotion, and tourism related expenditures, which can include funding
of beach renourishment and access projects.
Local Accommodation Tax (Local A-tax): It is a 1% fee imposed on the rental of any
accommodation within the City and is also legally restricted to advertising, promotion,
and tourism related expenditures. After a referendum in December, 2014, as required
by South Carolina statues, the City’s Local A-tax will be increased from 1% to 2% and
become effective on January 1, 2015.
Hospitality Tax: It is a 2% excise tax that the city levies on prepared meals and
beverages sold in establishments within the city.
Local Option Sales Tax (LOST): This general 1% sales tax (not an excise tax) that is levied
on all retail sales that are taxable per the South Carolina sales taxes. This tax is not a
major revenue source for municipalities’ including the City because it is imposed to
reduce property tax burden and requires that at least 71% of it is used for a “property
tax rollback (SCDOR, 2013a).”
The following breakdown of the above taxes and a few others not described
above, as applied to paid accommodations in the City including residential rentals 8
illustrates their role as a revenue source for municipalities as well as state and county
governments:
5.0% State Sales Tax
1.0% Local Option Sales Tax
1.0% Charleston County School Board Sales Tax
0.5% Charleston County Transportation Tax
2.0% State Accommodations Tax
2.0% Charleston County Accommodations Tax
2.0 % City of Folly Beach Accommodation Tax (As of January 1, 2015)
Total: 13.5%
A common rationale for levying tourism oriented excise taxes such as A-taxes and the
Hospitality Tax is that the services targeted by these excise taxes are believed more likely to be
used by visitors, who also use local government funded resources such as beach access
8

A new law was enacted in 2014 that now allows home owners that rent their personal residences up to 72 days to
keep their eligibility for the four percent property tax assessment.
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infrastructure (e.g. parking lots, walkovers, etc.). Consequently, their use of local government
resources can be partially recouped using these taxes. Moreover, these tax revenues can also
be used to enhance tourism related economic development including amenities such as beach
renourishment that both attract and benefit visitors.

Property Taxes
In South Carolina, each class of real property is assessed at a ratio unique to that type of
property. The assessment ratio on an owner-occupied home is 4% and 6% on rental and second
homes of their fair market value, respectively. Each county and municipality then applies its
millage rate to the assessed value. In 2014, the millage rates for the City of Folly Beach and
Charleston County were 32.4 and 181.6, respectively, for a combined rate 214.0 (Charleston
County Auditor’s Office, 2014). The last countywide reassessment was scheduled to be
implemented in 2010 but implementation was delayed until 2011. Reassessments are
scheduled every five years, so the next reassessment is scheduled to be implemented this year
(2015).
The City’s property taxes, like those of other South Carolina municipalities, still remain a
major tax revenue source. However, property taxes as a source of revenue growth for
municipalities have generally diminished since 2007 due to the South Carolina General
Assembly ratifying Act 388 in 2006. The Act included a property tax assessment cap approach
(SCDOC, 2010). Since 2006, property tax collections as a percentage of total local government
revenue have declined while the local government expenditures have generally been
increasing. Regardless, it appears municipalities such as the City of Folly Beach could continue
to face the challenge of sustaining tax revenue flows while coping with increasing government
expenditures needed to adequately serve both their residents and seasonal visitor populations.
For many beach communities, this includes the need to continue the funding of periodic beach
renourishment.

Fiscal Impacts of the Beach Area: Recent Trends
The City’s major taxes that appear to be directly related to beach visitor expenditures
were reviewed. FY11 through FY14 annual average rate of increase was about 10% and 7% for
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A-taxes and hospitality taxes, respectively (Table 9). However, the average rate of increase for
LOST revenues is not comparable to the other excise taxes. Before FY12, LOST rollback revenues
had been combined with property taxes (CFB, 2012). Some of the variability in these taxes was
due to tax disbursement timing rather than external causes related to economic and other
factors (e.g. major weather events, etc.). Real property taxes trends have been relativity stable
as might be expected given that reassessments are only done every five years. The next
reassessment should be implemented this year (2015).
While Table 9 does not include City’s other revenues, the comparison of the selected
taxes in Table 9 to the City’s government oriented activities is useful. First, it supports the
apparent trend that real and personal property taxes have declined relative to increasing
government expenses. Reassessment in 2015 may alter this situation9. Second, the tourist type
tax percentage of government expenses moderately increased over the FY11 through FY14
period, but this increase is problematic because it comes with restrictions on spending as
previously described. For a beach community, those restrictions can be less burdensome
because revenues from these excise taxes can be used to fund beach access and renourishment
projects.
In addition, a small amount of the SC A-taxes generated from Folly Beach’s
accommodation guests are distributed to other SC counties, usually rural counties with a
smaller A-tax base. During the past five years, the total of this distribution was about $472,000
(Table 9); this is just another example how the City’s beach tourism driven economy has
benefited other South Carolina local governments.

9

Also, the possible conversion of more primary residential properties to rental properties, the resulting higher
assessment, and the development of existing vacant land may further increase the City’s real property tax base (L.
Gessner, personal communication).
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Table 9. City of Folly Beach, SC: Selected Beach Community Related Tax Revenues for
Fiscal Years 2010-11 Through 2013-14, including SC 2% Accommodation Taxes (SC Atax) Withheld for Other SC Counties.
Sources: City of Folly Beach, SC, Financial Statements, FY2009-10 - FY2013-14 (CFB,
2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014) and SCDOR (2010b, 2011, 2012, 2013b and 2014).
Revenue Type:
“Tourism” Related
Taxes
Accommodation Taxes
Hospitality Taxes
Local Option Sales
Taxes (LOST)
Total
Percent Change in
Tourism Related
Taxes
Accommodation Taxes
Hospitality Taxes
Local Option Sales
Taxes
Total

Fiscal Year (July 1 - June 30)
2009-10
$634,036
$361,408

2010-11
$763,512
$423,255

2011-12
$853,830
$474,305

2012-13
$1,010,918
$466,173

2013-14
$1,018,425
$514,081

NA

$108,001

$288,651

$305,260

$364,029

$995,444

$1,294,768

$1,616,786

$1,782,351

$1,896,535

2009-10
-

2010-11
20.4%
17.1%

2011-12
11.8%
12.1%

2012-13
18.4%
-1.7%

2013-14
0.7%
10.3%

-

NA

NA

5.8%

19.3%

NA

NA

10.2%

6.4%

2010-11
$2,356,542

2011-12
2012-13
$2,109,513 $2,026,976

Revenue/Expense Type:
2009-10
2
Property Taxes (Only)
$2,374,802
Selected Total Tax
$3,370,246
Revenues:
Total Government
$4,631,923
Expenses:
Selected Tax % of
72.8%
Expenses
Property Tax % of
51.3%
Expenses
Tourism Tax % of
21.5%
Expenses
SC A-taxes Collected and
Withheld for Other SC
Counties

2009-10
$72,512

60.6%
42.2%
NA

2013-141
$2,056,927

$3,651,310

$3,726,299

$3,809,327

$3,953,462

$4,719,197

$4,710,630

$5,335,014

$5,369,080

77.4%

79.1%

71.4%

73.6%

49.9%

44.8%

38.0%

38.3%

27.4%

34.3%

33.4%

35.3%

2010-11
$82,720

2011-12
$82,720

2012-13
$117,451

1In

FY14 to
FY10 %

2013-14
$116,347

Total:
$471,750

order to maintain comparability, the FY2013-14 total government expenses were decreased by $4,627,000 as an
approximate adjustment of the unusual effects of USACE renourishment payment.
2This includes taxes on real property and personal property used in business, and certain property used for personal
purposes (e.g. vehicles, boats, etc.). In FY2013-14, real property comprised about 88% of total property taxes.
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Projected Tax Impacts: With and Without Delayed Beach Renourishment
Projecting the effects of beach renourishment on the City’s flow of tax revenues is
challenging because effects can be specific to each renourishment project. Since the tax
impacts primarily stem for the economic impacts, the same renourishment scenarios were
used: 1) Renourishment by the Corps generally stays on schedule and is completed by 2020 (i.e.
No Delays Scenario); 2) Renourishment is completed in a year after 2020 including as late as
2027 (i.e. the Delays Scenario). The renourishment on schedule scenario is predicated on
several important assumptions: the outstanding tourism driven economic growth that Folly
Beach has experienced in recent years would at least continue at a moderate rate over the next
thirteen years (i.e. 2015-2027, inclusive); no major storms, unusual tidal events and/or other
events (e.g. major oil spills, etc.) would compromise this economic growth during this period.
The combined state and local tax impacts estimated using the economic impact
software IMPLAN not only approximate excise tax effects but also the effects of other taxes
including business related property taxes, personal state income, and miscellaneous fees. For
example, IMPLAN estimated that visitor spending indirectly generated about $3.2 million in
property taxes, about 1.7% of all Charleston area property taxes, in FY2013-14. Consequently,
tax effects estimated with IMPLAN and the related projections should be significantly higher
than one might expect if based only on the various tourism excise and sales taxes described in
the previously section.
The estimated local and state total tax revenue impacts10 for 2014 as well as the
projections are shown in Table 10. It was estimated that tax revenues directly and indirectly
derived from Charleston area visitors that were attributable to visiting the City of Folly Beach
mainly due to its front beach area were nearly $17 million in 2014. Tax impacts are projected
beyond 2014 based on state level economic impact effects related to total sales effects due to
no delays in renourishment vs. delays in renourishment. Also, like the economic impact
scenarios, the Delays projections included a “Worst Case” and a “Base Case”. The “Worst Case”

10

Total federal taxes related to Charleston area visitor spending were estimated to be about $5.1 million at the
state level in 2014.
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is considered the less likely to occur. The “Base Case,” which is perhaps more likely to occur if
renourishment it delayed beyond 2020, indicates that the state and local tax losses (in 2014
dollars) after 2022 could annually be over $2 million (Table 10). Furthermore, if renourishment
is not completed till 2024, the cumulative annual tax loss due to Charleston area visitors
deciding to visit other beach destinations outside the State or deciding to stay for fewer days
could be nearly $4 million during the 2021-2023 time period (Table 10).
Table 10. Projected Annual Total Net Tax Revenue Impacts at the
State Level With and Without Renourishment Delays (after 2020) of
Folly Beach (2014 Dollars in Thousands).
Annual
Projections

No
Delays

Delays

Worst
Case

Base
Case

2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

$16,926
$17,773
$18,484
$19,038
$19,419
$19,031
$17,984

$16,926
$17,773
$18,484
$19,038
$19,419
$19,031
$17,984

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2021-27
Totals:

$18,344
$18,710
$19,085
$19,466
$19,856
$20,253
$20,658
-$136,371

$16,545
$14,127
$12,275
$11,002
$10,579
$10,325
$10,156
-$85,009

-$1,798
-$540
-$4,584
-$1,375
-$6,810
-$2,043
-$8,464
-$2,539
-$9,277
-$2,783
-$9,928
-$2,978
-$10,502 -$3,151
-$51,362 -$15,409

Cumulative
Loss (Base
Case)
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
-$540
-$1,915
-$3,958
-$6,497
-$9,280
-$12,258
-$15,409
Average:
-$7,122

Projected Tax Impacts: Implications
What these projections indicate is that a substantial amount of the tax revenue related
benefits, if the Folly’s beach renourished on schedule, would go to the Charleston area and
state government. The City may also face future challenges to continue funding expected
services for its residents while also providing services needed by their beach oriented visitors
including maintenance of their beach access infrastructure. Consequently, local Charleston area
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governments and other area institutions as well as the private sector that have and would
derive benefits from future Folly Beach renourishment projects should not be surprised that the
City’s ability to sustain its past funding levels of future renourishment projects could be tested.
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Economic Values of Selected Folly Beach Benefits
Introduction11
The economic value, not the economic impact, for selected benefits associated with
renourishment of the City’s beach is considered in this section. Benefits related to beach
nourishment can be divided into the following four general categories:
1. Protecting private and public property, also called storm damage reduction (SDR)
benefits;
2. Improving and maintaining beaches for various recreational beach users;
3. Maintaining and improving local and regional economic development as well as the
related fiscal viability of coastal regions such as the Charleston area;
4. Other benefits that include aesthetic, environmental, and unique (e.g. historical, etc.)
site aspects.
Of course, much, but not all, of the benefits associated with the third category have
already been addressed in previous sections using a regional economic input-output model and
explicit market- oriented prices. The market-oriented value of a beach renourishment SDR
benefit based on the estimated market value of the City’s beach front land and structures is
also included in this section (See subsection “Economic Value of Storm Damage Reduction”).
In this section, the non-market economic values of recreational beach use as well as the
non-use value (e.g. existence value, etc.) of protecting sea turtles 12 linked to renourishment
enhancing the availability of sea turtle nesting areas are addressed. By non-market value, we
mean for the purposes of this study the “unpriced” value of a direct use benefits such as beach
use recreation (e.g. sunbathing, swimming, etc.). Moreover, determining the “price” of beach
recreation involving public beaches can be especially problematic because it is an outdoor
activity that people often experience without making any significant direct payment.
From an applied economic analysis perspective, it is important to recognize that the
economic value is a different concept from the economic impacts of a given activity.
Specifically for recreational activities, the economic value focuses on how much people value

11

Appendix A includes additional non-technical, introductory material on economic value concepts as well as a
comparison to economic impact concepts.
12
The loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) is the sea turtle species that most commonly nests on Folly Beach
front beach areas.

35

their own participation individually in recreational activities, over and above what they have to
pay to take part in the activity. For beach recreation, this notion is usually conceptualized and
estimated as people’s mean net willingness to pay (WTP) or consumer surplus, to be able to
participate in certain recreational activities (e.g. Loomis & Richardson, 2008). Furthermore, for
environmental “goods” such as threatened or endangered sea turtles, their economic values
reflect a context related to peoples’ preferences that may not involve or even include their
current or future anticipated use of these goods. For example, people might have a significant
WTP value that includes observing the nesting behavior of sea turtles, an eco-tourism oriented
non-consumptive use value, but other higher valued components of how people value
resources could also perhaps include non-use (or passive use) value attributes such as the
preservation of sea turtles for future generations as well as supporting natural resources
stewardship.
The previous sections in this report focused on the market oriented economic activities
that result from spending by Folly Beach visitors and related fiscal considerations. This section,
in contrast, focuses on the economic value of recreational beach use as experienced by both
local and non-resident visitors themselves. The Corps also views economic impact analysis as a
method for quantifying “…localized impacts that are primarily transfers from a national
perspective…” not as net economic benefits that accrue to the nation as a whole (USACE,
2014a, page 87). Consequently, it should be evident that economic impact analysis and
economic valuation can be as different as “apples and oranges”; therefore, the results of an
economic impact analysis should generally not be described or equated to those measures of
economic values.

Beach Use Benefit: Estimated Economic Value
Estimating the annual economic value of recreational beach use, a renourishment
benefit, at Folly Beach involves two types of information: estimating daily recreational beach
user participation and the corresponding value that the beach users derive from each day of
participation. Since there is apparently no information routinely compiled on the estimated
number of people using the City’s beach, an update of beach use participation estimates based
on the Corps’ 1991 SDR feasibility study (USACE, 1991) was used to roughly approximate total
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annual daily participation level in 2014. The updated 2014 beach user participation total,
730,000, was generally based on the same 1991 procedure except that we used more recent
estimates of SC county populations in thirteen (13) counties within 180 miles of Charleston
County (Table 11).
Table 11. Estimated Annual Non-Market Benefits of Recreational Beach Use at Folly Beach, SC
(In 2014 dollars).
SC Counties Selected for Estimating
Folly Beach Use Participation Rates
by the Corps (UACE, 1991)1
Selected SC
Counties
Bamberg
Berkeley
Calhoun
Charleston
Clarendon
Colleton
Dorchester
Lee
Lexington
Orangeburg
Richland
Sumter
Williamsburg

Distance to
Beach, mi.
90
40
96
12
88
54
50
134
119
88
123
110
76

Estimated County
Per Capita Beach
Participation
Rates

2014 Estimated Demand
(Potential Participation):2
Charleston County
Demand

20143
0.2186
3,373
1.6152
313,381
0.1719
2,588
4.9503
1,845,487
0.2368
8,135
0.9226
34,863
1.0827
157,421
0.0376
690
0.0685
18,752
0.2368
21,535
0.0584
23,317
0.0982
10,618
0.3827
12,655
2,452,814
Rounded Total
Minus: Corps' Beach Capacity Assumptions:3
Estimated Beach Use Participation:

Folly Beach
Demand
2014
1,177
109,370
903
644,075
2,839
12,167
54,940
241
6,544
7,516
8,137
3,706
4,417
856,032
856,000
126,000
730,000

NOTE: The above 2014 participation estimates include the use of some data and assumptions in the
Corps 1991 general design memo for the Folly Beach nourishment project (USACE, 1991); however,
the above estimates have not been reviewed nor endorsed by the Corps.
1

Estimated per capita beach use participation rates for each county were based on Corps’ per capita equation on
these 13 SC counties, which had major population centers within 180 miles from Charleston County.
2
2014 beach recreational demand estimates were approximated using 2013 annual resident population estimates
for the selected 13 SC counties (US Census Bureau, 2013).
3
To be conservative, the Corps' assumptions about the "North End" being constrained by parking access as well as
the "standard" beach capacity were used (See USACE, 1991). However, these assumptions were only used for the
purposes of this study.
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In summary, this procedure involved the following: multiplying the estimated per capita
beach participation rate for a given county13 by its 2013 population to approximate the 2014
estimated total potential participation, reducing the Charleston County potential participation
(demand) total by a factor14 of 0.349, and then reducing Folly Beach Demand due to parking
and beach capacity constraint. The result is about 730,000 beach use participation days (Table
11).
The second part of this beach benefit valuation involved multiplying the estimated total
annual daily participation estimate (Table 12) by an economic daily value of beach user
participation. Lacking economic value data specific to Folly Beach, the value was based on
general unit day values (UDV) (USACE, 2014b). UDV values are commonly employed by the
Corps to determine recreational beach use total values including in the recent Corps Edisto
Beach SDR study (USACE, 2014a). Also, given the general paucity of Folly Beach recreational
beach user information, especially with regard to Charleston area resident participation, the
simplicity of the UDV seemed appropriate compared to using perhaps more complicated
benefit transfer methods.
The UDV method splits the valuation of recreational activities into four groups:
specialized recreation, general recreation, specialized fishing and hunting recreation, and
general fishing and hunting recreation. In the Corps’ 1991 Folly Beach study, the UDV method
was applied to values in the general recreation group (USACE, 1991). Also, since the UDV
method involves assigning points ranking to the quality and variety of various recreation
attributes related to a project site, the same points used in 1991, 32 points, when applying the
UDV method. However, the monetary value assigned to these points was updated to FY2014-15
dollars, i.e. $6.15, as outlined in the Corps’ latest UDV guidance memorandum (USACE, 2014b).
The total annual economic value for recreational beach users at Folly Beach was estimated to
be nearly $4.5 million in 2014 dollars (Table 12). It should be noted that Corps’ UDV criteria

13

The per capita participation rates were based on a travel distance equation estimated by the Corps (USACE,
1991.)
14
Since it was assumed that Folly Beach comprised 34.9% of the Charleston County beach linear shoreline (See
USACE, 1991), the total Charleston County beach demand for each of the 13 counties was then multiplied by 34.9%
(.349).
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consider not only factors influencing the recreation experiences such as accessibility, carrying
capacity and environmental characteristics within a given project site, but also the degree to
which those experiences are generally available at nearby substitute (competing beach) sites.
Table 12. Estimated Annual Non-Market Economic Value of Recreational Beach Use and
Marine Turtle Protection and Improvement in Folly Beach (In 2014 Dollars)
Estimated Annual Non-Market Benefit Value of Recreational Beach Use at Folly
Beach, SC
730,000
Estimated Beach Use Participation (See Table 11):
1
Estimated 2014 Use Day Value Per Participant:
$6.15
Estimated Total Annual Benefit Value:2 $4,489,500
Estimated Annual Economic Value of Marine Turtles on Folly Beach
Estimated 2014 Charleston Tri-County Households:
263,300
Adjusted by Corps' Folly Beach's Percent of Area Beaches:
91,892
3
North Carolina Marine Turtle Loss Avoidance Mean WTP Value:
$22.30
Estimated Total WTP Using NC Value: $2,048,836
NOAA Marine Turtle Improvement Mean WTP Value:4
$45.96
Estimated Total WTP Using NOAA Value: $4,223,096
NOTE: Economic impact values estimated in this study should not be added to
the above valuation of benefits. Although the 2014 beach user participation
estimate includes data and assumptions in the USACE (1991) document, the
above recreational beach use valuation has not been reviewed nor endorsed
by the Corps.
1

The estimated Unit Day Value for beach recreation on Folly Beach was derived from the Corps'
Economic Guidance Memorandum, 15-01, Unit Day Values for Recreation for Fiscal Year 2015.
2
This is the approximated total (or gross) benefit of all beach areas affected by Corps' Folly Beach
renourishment projects (See USACE, 1991). However, it is not equivalent to the incremental (or
net) recreational use benefit values used in their benefit-cost analysis of projects.
3
In Whitehead (1992) as reported in Richardson & Loomis (2009).
4
In Wallmo & Lew (2012).

Estimated Economic Value of Sea Turtles
As noted previously, people’s WTP values may include non-use benefits such as
supporting natural resources stewardship and existence values as well as those related to nonconsumptive direct use benefits (e.g. wildlife watching)15. Therefore, for purposes of this study,
the benefit of the City’s beach providing sea turtle nesting habitat involved using the WTP
15

See Appendix A for additional details on direct use concepts.
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values associated with sea turtle observations and protection, and then applying the
appropriate aggregate, i.e. number of Charleston area households, to approximate the annual
total economic value. Specifically, Whitehead (1992) used the total number of North Carolina
households as a basis for approximating the total, recreation non-consumptive use value of
loggerhead turtle nesting habitats for North Carolina beaches. The annual loggerhead sea turtle
WTP value based on Whitehead (1992) adjusted to 2014 dollars was estimated to be $22.03 per
household16 and multiplied by the number of Charleston area households (Table 12). This
simple extrapolation only using Charleston area households is considered a conservative
estimate because only Charleston area households were used instead of the total number of
South Carolina households. As a contrast to this estimated non-consumptive use benefit value,
a more comprehensive WTP value included other values such as existence values (a non-use
benefit). The latter includes not only observation benefits, but also a value related to the
benefits of restoring the loggerhead sea turtle status as a threatened species. It is estimated at
about $46 (Wallmo & Lew, 2012) per annum (inflated to 2014 dollars) (Table 12). The resulting
total annual benefit values using a simple extrapolation based on the number of Charleston
area households ranged from approximately $2.0 million to $4.2 million for non-consumptive
observational oriented, direct use benefits and the non-use benefits (Table 12).
Assigning estimated wage value to the time spent by unpaid volunteers for community
environment projects can also serve as a minimum or “floor” value of how people value the
non-consumptive direct use benefits of protecting a species and its related habitat. For
example, Hopkins-Murphy & Seithel (2005) estimated that the total value of SC volunteer hours
(15,000 hours) that involved in 15 loggerhead sea turtle nest protection projects was about
$105,000 in 2001. When inflated to 2014, the total wage value would be about $142,000 based
on an inflation adjusted wage of approximately $9.30. The wage rate used in this valuation,
however, probably underestimated the monetary opportunity costs for some of these
volunteers. For example, they may have possibly foregone income due to volunteer time such
as deciding not to work overtime or perhaps not doing part-time work. Regardless, their time
16

Specifically, Richardson & Loomis (2009) reported that the annual WTP value for NC loggerhead turtles based
upon the Whitehead (1992) was $19.01 in 2006 dollars and this value was inflated to 2014 dollars using the
Consumer Price Index.
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commitments explicitly revealed that they valued turtle nest protection, related applied
research and educational activities while providing labor and expertise that most likely would
not be feasible to fund even at a minimum wage level for many government agencies or
environmental NGOs.

Economic Value of Storm Damage Reduction (SDR)
SDR economic benefits derived from beach nourishment at the local and state level
economies can be viewed as the avoidance of economic losses that could occur without
proactive beach management. Beach renourishment, generally by increasing the beach’s width,
provides measurable, market oriented economic benefits to users and owners of beach front
and nearby properties by protecting the property from damage or total destruction due to
storms and erosion. For beach nourishment projects pursuing federal funds, the Corps requires
a benefit-cost analysis (BCA). The BCA for Folly Beach nourishment project was completed in
1991 (USACE, 1991). In general, a BCA compares all applicable beach renourishment project
benefits, mainly SDR related benefits, to all applicable relevant beach nourishment project
costs. The Corp’s BCA process includes recreational benefits as well as estimated SDR benefits.
Since the estimated 2014 value of recreational beach use benefits has already been addressed
(see Table 12), the SDR benefits for the Folly Beach renourishment project as originally
estimated by the Corps and the estimated recent market value of City’s beachfront public and
private property as summarized in this study will only be discussed.
As an avoidance cost, the Corps estimates SDR benefits based on the value of structures
affected by an initial nourishment project. It estimates the depreciated replacement costs for
all structures that might be impacted by storms and erosion during project’s lifetime. Content
value of structures is also included the SDR benefit estimate. For example, in the recently
completed Edisto Beach SDR feasibility study, content value was estimated as 50 percent of a
structure’s replacement value (USACE, 2014a). Furthermore, the Corps BCA process is a riskbased analysis, where variables to be taken into account include not only the value of
structures but other considerations such as land values and the probability of storm
occurrence. In summary, the total SDR benefits are estimated as the difference between the
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discounted values of damages with a project in place from the expected value of damages
without the project.
In an effort to update the approximated total market value of the City’s front beach
structures, the Charleston County Tax Assessor’s records on the current (as of October, 2014)
inventory were examined and summarized by general structure types (Table 13). The assessed
values for single and multi-family structures were inflated from 2011 market values to 2013
using the CPI housing price component “South urban” cities (Size B/C). The appraised market
values of commercial and public buildings were inflated using the 2013 Producer Price Index
national average. The total estimated value was about $453.3 million. Residential structures,
$371.1 million, including those rented seasonally, comprised 80% of this beach front inventory
value (Table 13). This is percentage is consistent with about 70% of the beach front properties
being zoned by the City as Residential Single Family.
Public/commercial structures ($77.6 million) including front beach paved roads, the
estimated replacement cost of the City’s beach access infrastructure (e.g. parking lots, walkover
structures, etc.), and vacant resident lots comprised about 17% and ~3% respectively (Table
13). While these Folly Beach front beach structure values (see Table 13) are not depreciated no
replacement values or do they include content value. The total residential structure value
percentage, 80%, is the same residential percentage based on inventory value aggregates
reported in Corps’ SDR feasibility study of Flagler County’s 18 mile shoreline in Florida (USACE,
2014c). This suggests that the City’s structure value aggregates as summarized in Table 13
appear to be proportionally consistent with the depreciated replacement values of mainly
residential beach front structures in other U.S. southeastern coast states.
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Table 13. Total Appraised Tax Value of Beachfront, Near Shore Structures and Land (In 2013
Dollars)
Structure Categories
Residential Structures' Total:
Single Family Structures
Multi-Family Structures
Vacant Residential Land (Lots):
Public/Commercial Structures:
Total:

Total Appraised Tax Value*
$371,105,597
$280,039,611
$91,065,986
$16,462,409
$77,645,959
$465,213,965

% of Total Value
79.8%
60.2%
19.6%
3.5%
16.7%
100.0%

*2011 Charleston County, SC, tax assessed market values for Folly Beach beachfront homes, near shore
homes as well as vacant beachfront and near shore land inflated to 2013 dollars.
1
Only for purposes of this study, "beachfront" and "near shore" includes data for appraised structures
starting near 1744 E. Ashley Ave. (e.g. near the entrance the USCG entrance gate) and generally traveling
southwest on East/West Ashley Ave. or E./W. Arctic Ave., whenever a given avenue is the closest to the
front beach area, until the southeast end of the Charleston County Folly Beach County Park property.

As discussed in the previous “Fiscal Impact and Tax Revenues” section, property taxes
are a major source of tax revenues for the City, and this is probably true for most local South
Carolina government entities. Moreover, SDR benefits due to beach nourishment and other
beach preservation measures should be capitalized into the value of beachfront property as
well as other beach community property not located near the front beach. Therefore, higher
property values as partially enhanced by needed beach renourishment would result in a higher
tax base and generally lead to higher tax collections. In contrast, without proactive beach
management regimes, property values, especially those near the front beach, would be
expected to have decreasing appreciation rates, or perhaps have negative rates, as the
marketplace reacts to the unrestrained beach erosion17. It would also be expected that in beach
communities such as Folly Beach that have supported and partially funded periodic beach
renourishment projects, the rate of appreciation of their beachfront properties would at a
minimum remain similar to those of communities with beachfront properties not in need of
beach renourishment. Blackwell et al. (2010) did a time series analysis of Folly Beach
beachfront property value appreciation rates comparing to those of the Isle of Palms (IOP) over
17

The negative impacts of the Great Recession (2007-2009) and related financial factors on the U.S. residential
housing markets (e.g. Dadayan, 2012) including the Charleston area are an example of “other things” not being
equal.
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a 20 year period (1986-2005). While they recognized that the IOP housing market has
historically placed a higher market value on beachfront properties compared to similar Folly
Beach beachfront properties, they concluded that Folly Beach’s beachfront properties due to
beach renourishment have “…maintained property value appreciation rates when contrasted
against rates in a comparable real estate market…”(Blackwell et al., 2010). Stated another way,
there is empirical evidence specific to the Charleston area that renourishment of the Folly
Beach has at a minimum prevented a significant decline in front beach property values
appreciation rates.
The implications of their findings are consistent with beach renourishment enhancing
local property values, which subsequently helps generate property taxes that support proactive
beach management. In other words, the City’s property tax base as enhanced by beach
nourishment at a minimum also indirectly supports beach nourishment because it affords the
City some fiscal liquidity that is not generally available with tourism oriented taxes such as Ataxes. A high percentage of these taxes must be dedicated to exclusively funding tourism
development, promotion activities and/or beach access/preservation (e.g. beach
renourishment) projects. This total value (see Table 13), for example, also includes important
government infrastructure assets vital to public beach access such beach front parking lots and
walkovers18 that the City has been actively maintaining (or replacing) as well as the property
value of Charleston County’s popular Folly Beach County Park and the Folly Beach Fishing Pier.

18

The approximated total gross (i.e. not including depreciation) replacement cost of the City’s front beach
access structures as estimated by City of Folly Beach staff was $41 million.
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Limitations and Recommendations
Limitations
Some of the study’s limitations include the following:
1. The Charleston area visitor data employed to roughly approximate non-resident
visitor economic impacts were provided by the Charleston Area Visitor Intercept
Survey (CAVIS). It is a well-recognized survey sponsored by the area’s hospitality
industry and other tourism stakeholders. The CAVIS data was mainly used to
estimate visitor expenditure patterns and total visitor-trips for each Charleston area
city in 2014. As noted in the economic impact section, using the CAVIS data survey
to estimate visitor-trips has some limitations, but they were generally mitigated
using sample weighting procedures.
However, the CAVIS instrument, in general, was not designed to specifically
address visitor destination selection factors at the level of a city, nor was it designed
to delve into the related specificities of how a particular beach or other area
amenities may have influenced visitor destination decisions. While recognizing this
concern, the CAVIS data was still used as a rough proxy of how important the City of
Folly Beach was to influencing their decision to visit the Charleston area. This proxy
approach unquestionably tested the limits of the CAVIS data especially given that it
is not uncommon for Charleston area visitors to have a multi-purpose Charleston
area trip. Regardless, using the CAVIS data still allowed a cost-effective, “first-order
approximation” of various Charleston area economic impact estimates judged to be
generally attributable to Folly Beach.
2. This study was also limited by the lack of any basic data collected on beach visitation
that could be used to approximate annual and quarterly number of Folly Beach
visitors. It also lacks simple cross-sectional data such as residency and
accommodation arrangements of local or non-resident visitors. Visitation data is
especially important to policy makers, administrators and other stakeholders (e.g.
the Folly Beach Tourism and Visitor Promotion Council, etc.) who are in need of the
best available data to inform the decision making process, especially when there are
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limited public expenditures for small municipalities such as the City of Folly Beach.
Accurate beach visitation estimates can also be significant in environmental
assessments and legal cases (King & McGregor, 2012). An important exception to
this lack of visitation data has been the CCPRC. They have been able to continue
collecting basic visitor and/or vehicle count data for their facilities such as the Folly
Beach County Park [FBCP] and Folly Beach Pier. However, extrapolating the FBCP
data to approximate to the entire Folly Beach visitation was problematic partially
because of erosion issues that have impacted the FBCP visitations in recent years.
3. IMPLAN, an economic impact model, was a critical tool in this study. While IMPLAN
is the most widely used model for estimating and analyzing regional economic
impacts and contributions, its limitations still need to be considered. First, as
mentioned in the economic impact section, using IMPLAN to forecast much beyond
about five years, as was done in this study, is questionable. There are also a number
of theoretical limitations when using a static input-output model as well as issues
with verifying its estimates. Regardless of these limitations, IMPLAN is still
considered the most cost-effective static economic impact model and met the need
of providing economic impact approximations at levels of magnitudes consistent
with the study’s scope.
4. The unit day value (UDV) method was employed to conservatively approximate the
total annual economic value of the recreational beach use benefits associated with
beach nourishment at Folly Beach. The authors also recognize that using this
method may risk underestimating the total annual value of the beach use
recreational benefits accruing to beach users. However, as with the evaluation of
some other open access outdoor recreational natural resources, determining the
economic value of beach recreation specifically for Folly Beach as well as possible
value effects of beach renourishment is problematic. First, the City’s beach area is
available to users free of an admission charge so there is no market value to help
reveal the minimum price that beach recreationalists would be willing to pay for
access. In addition, there is no behavioral information specific to how the City’s
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beach users would react and manifest the value of a receding beach if
renourishment is continued vs. discontinued. Of course as previously discussed, this
situation is further confounded by the lack of any data being routinely collected on
beach user visitations, except for CCPRC’s Folly Beach Park. Consequently, when
estimating the total annual economic value of recreational beach use, we had to
roughly estimate 2014 annual beach user visitation aggregates for that total value
estimate based on updating a simplistic per capita beach recreational user model as
well as the related Corps standard beach and parking capacity protocol and
assumptions for Folly Beach in 1991. The first model is used by the Corp in their
1991 Folly Beach feasibility study (“General Design Memo”) (USACE, 1991). In
contrast, when the Corps recently estimated the total economic value of Edisto
Beach recreational beach user benefits, they based it on the 2012 annual beach
visitation total estimated by the Town of Edisto Beach as a starting point for their
recreational capacity analysis (USACE, 2014a).
5. Lastly, the scope of this study and related methodologies were generally constrained
because of the study’s limited resources. Consequently, this largely prevented the
collection, normally via special surveys, of important beach user oriented primary
data and the purchase of available secondary data such as those from the South
Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism.
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Recommendations
The following recommendations are offered when the City of Folly Beach and other groups are
considering future applied research to better understand, evaluate and monitor the City’s
visitor market segments, and communicating the City’s various contributions to enhancing the
economic diversity and quality of life in the Charleston area:
1. As discussed under “Limitations” subsection, there is no City program to periodically
collect and analyze data to systematically estimate annual and quarterly beach
visitations. If the City’s residents and other stakeholders want to better inform the
consequences and predict the possible effects of various City and other government
policies as well as various events on beach visitations, establishing a beach visitation
monitoring program should be a got-to-do that needs to be supported, designed,
piloted, and implemented. The supporting stage should include soliciting suggestions
from City residents, staff, business owners and other stakeholders on cost-effective
techniques for designing and implementing a City program to estimate weekly, if not
daily, beach visitation patterns at least during peak season, e.g. April through
September. Moreover, a City-sponsored working committee to develop
recommendations for designing, implementing and monitoring a visitation estimating
program should be considered. Other considerations when designing a visitation
estimation program could include the following:
a. Evaluating the technical feasibility and cost-effectiveness of methods used in
other U.S. coastal beach communities similar to Folly Beach to routinely estimate
beach visitation patterns over time;
b. Exploring the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of building upon and augmenting
existing time series public data collection processes such as monthly traffic
counts, monthly A-tax revenue collections, and the City’s metered parking
program.
c. Considering the possible involvement of beach lifeguards and other City
personnel who are already required to routinely spend time on the beach in
counting and recording the number of beach users observed as is done at some
other U.S. public beaches;
d. Exploring support for encouraging additional Folly Beach vacation rental entities
to participate in the Charleston Beach Community Vacation Rental Report (VRR)
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System19. This way, the City could estimate beach visitations in a more accurate
and timely manner. For example, the Town of Edisto Beach (SC) routinely
incorporates weekly rental data into their estimated annual visitation totals and
USACE has used those data to estimate annual recreational beach user visitation
(USACE, 2014a).
e. Designing sub-sampling protocols that can include significant and distinct beach
user groups like surfers and morning walkers, who usually have different
visitation patterns;
f. Including protocols in the program to routinely monitor the scope and quality of
the data collected.
2. The limited resources available for this study also constrained addressing several human
dimension aspects of the City’s beach area. These dimensions include the demographic
profile and beach related spending of Charleston area residents who visited Folly Beach;
the explicit influence that City’s beach specifically had on the decision to visit the City;
what might be “tipping point” factors for not visiting Folly Beach if renourishment is
delayed or not continued in the future. In addition, what is the economic value that
beach users place specifically on the City’s beach, not just the UDV value that the Corps
uses (See Appendix A for an introduction to understanding economic value vs.
economic impact)? However, as discussed in the “Limitations” subsection, the collection
of timely primary data specific to Folly Beach visitors will be needed to address these
aspects. Therefore, it recommended that primary data be collected via randomized inperson intercepts such similar to that used by the CAVIS and augmented as needed by
other survey modes (e.g. windshield survey cards, license plate counts by state, etc.).
Specifically, this should be done to determine the following considerations:
a. The primary residence of the City’s beach visitors;
b. The type of visitor such as, local day-trippers, non-resident day-trippers, nonresident overnight visitors staying in Folly Beach vs. other Charleston area
locations, etc.
c. Beach attendance patterns at Folly Beach (e.g. how many times Folly Beach was
visited during the past twelve months by a respondent, etc.) as well as other
beach areas;
19

Charleston Beach Community Vacation Rental Report (VRR) System was developed and implemented by the
College of Charleston to track vacation rental market performance based on the reporting aggregated monthly
data compiled for individual properties in the Charleston area, and it allows monthly and quarterly benchmark
reports for Charleston’s vacation rental market.
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d. How important the City’s beach was in the visitors’ decision to visit or stay in
Folly Beach;
e. At what point might respondents stop visiting Folly Beach if the beach
renourishment is not continued or is significantly delayed in the future;
f. The expenditure patterns of resident visitors and non-resident visitors and
whether the expenditures took place within Folly Beach, the Charleston area or
elsewhere;
g. Collecting additional data as needed to effectively estimate beach user economic
value aggregates specific to continued preservation of the City’s beach. For
example, WTP values for recreation improvements specific to Topsail Island, NC,
that was collected via contingent valuation methods (CVM) onsite and telephone
surveys, was used by the Corps in their economic valuation of beach
renourishment (USACE, 2009).
h. The City should also study the feasibility of coordinating and timing the above
types of methods so that it could provide useful data for designing a visitation
estimating program.
3. Building upon the development of a visitation estimation program (Recommendation
#1) and the collection and analysis of beach user specific socioeconomic data
(Recommendation #2), two types of “customized” input-output economic impact
models should be developed for Folly Beach: a. A model based on Folly Beach being
embedded in the Charleston area economy with linkages to the state level and b. a
model based on approximating economic relationships within the City of Folly Beach.
a. The Corps generally focuses on the economic value of benefits, not the economic
impacts, linked to beach renourishment through the perspective of National
Economic Development (NED) (See Appendix A). Local communities and regional
stakeholders must remain proactive in identifying and periodically quantifying
positive economic impacts and contributions stemming from local and regional
beach related activities including beach renourishment projects. Consequently,
the design of survey work described in the above recommendation should
include collecting data needed to develop a “customized” economic impact
model specific to the linkages of Folly Beach’s tourism oriented economic
activities within the Charleston area and the entire state. For example, in this
study, it was conservatively assumed that retail type spending (e.g. beach
souvenir, seafood, and/or produce purchases, etc.) by non-resident beach users
was a source of major spending leakage (about 72%) from the Charleston area.
In contrast, there continues to be a growing consumer demand for the retail as
well as the food service sectors to have available locally manufactured and
harvested food products. Therefore, the assumed economic impact leakages
due to the lack of local content, need to be explored by collecting sub-sample
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data on the purchasing patterns and preferences of beach users, and considering
the retail mark-up margins for outlets commonly patronized by beach users.
This regionally oriented model could serve as valuable information to
annually remind citizens, visitors, legislators and other stakeholders about the
significant economic impact and contributions of Folly Beach in the Charleston
area and the entire state. This regional model could also be used as starting
point to address potential negative economic impacts that might stem from
Federal, State, or County level policies or events that not only directly affect Folly
Beach, but could trigger negative economic consequences such as those related
to funding delays, taxation policies, natural disasters and offshore oil
explorations.
b. Given this study’s scope and priority of addressing Folly Beach’s economic
impacts on the Charleston area and at the state level, the economic impact of
beach renourishment solely within the City of Folly Beach was not estimated.
Nevertheless, the development of a customized economic impact model for the
City of Folly Beach based on economic linkages is still recommended, but in the
context of City policies and events mainly impacting the City’s economy.
Moreover, this localized model will generally need to be coupled with visitation
estimates which are not available.
Two examples of how an economic impact model specific to the City will
help to demonstrate the model’s utility. For example, a localized City of Folly
Beach model could assist with doing “what if” economic impact analysis of
proposed City regulations as well as being a starting point to approximate
possible direct and secondary fiscal impacts. In another example, a local model
could be used to evaluate applications for the City of Folly Beach
Accommodation Tax Grants. Charleston County A-tax funding request process,
for example, requires applicants to include projected economic impact
calculations of the activity (e.g. a special event, etc.) that the applicant would like
funded.
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Summary and Conclusions
The Corps renourishment projects of Folly Beach have been effective and the federal
cost share is 85%. However, the City of Folly Beach’s share is still substantial especially for a
small municipality as the costs are expected to continue increasing. Identifying and securing
funding and the support of legislators and other stakeholders is very challenging for a small
municipality with limited funding. Unfortunately, these challenges are further complicated by
the undervaluation of the need to continue the timely renourishment of Folly Beach so this
unique natural asset can continue to generate various economic benefits for the Charleston
area and at the state level.
Therefore, this study documents various important Charleston area and state level
economic and fiscal impacts associated with beach renourishment on Folly Beach, South
Carolina. Since only non-resident visitors, not area residents, can inject “new dollars” into the
Charleston area and the South Carolina economy, this study primarily focuses on approximating
the economic and fiscal impacts of non-resident visitor spending that are relevant to the
periodic renourishment. In addition, projected future annual net economic impact and tax
effects (in 2014 dollars) were prepared that examined the possible economic consequences if
Folly Beach’s next scheduled beach renourishment project is not underway by 2020. Estimated
annual total economic values of selected benefits, not economic impacts, derived from Folly
Beach renourishment were also addressed.
Key findings of this study include the following:
The City of Folly Beach’s economy has had an average annual growth rate of about 11%
since the end of Great Recession in 2009, a rate much higher than that of similar
Charleston area beach communities as well as Charleston County.
Based upon an analysis and subsequent extrapolation of data from a Charleston area
visitor survey conducted by the Office of Tourism Analysis (OTA), the number of annual
Charleston area visitor trips that included visiting Folly Beach was estimated to be nearly
1 million and this total represented about 21% of all Charleston area visitor trips during
2014. The overall average traveling party sizes, 2.5 adults, remained consistent with
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recent OTA survey results. Moreover, beach activities remained among the important
reasons to visit as well as one of the most enjoyable aspects of a Charleston area visit.
Including multiplier effects, estimated spending by Charleston area visitors attributable
to their visiting of Folly Beach generated approximately $117 million in business
revenues that supported about 1,200 jobs and provided nearly $40 million in income
including employee benefits, for the South Carolina residents in 2014.
It was also estimated that Charleston area visitor spending attributable to the City beach
generated approximately $17 million in annual tax revenues for the state and local
governments as well as about $5 million in federal taxes during 2014. Also, these tax
revenues not only include the usual tourist type taxes, but include various property
taxes and other indirect taxes paid by tourism oriented businesses.
To demonstrate the economic importance of the City’s beach, a projection of negative
economic impact effects due to possible delays occurring in the future renourishment of
the beach was also prepared. Based upon the projection assumptions, the findings
clearly illustrate that if there are future renourishment delays relative to 2020 that
persisted over a four-year period, this could lead to an accumulative net economic
impact loss, as a conservative estimate, of nearly $26 million in total sales (total output)
at the state level along with the related accumulative net loss of $6.5 million in local and
state taxes.
Just as important as economic impacts, beaches also generate values that can be
monetarized. For example, the economic value of one recreational beach day was
conservatively estimated at about $6.15 per person and the extrapolation of this values
leads to an estimated annual total economic recreational value of the City’s beach being
$4.5 million in 2014, which includes both non-resident and resident recreational beach
users.
It has also been projected that Charleston area households would collectively place an
annual $4.2 million value on protecting the marine turtle species that depend upon
Folly’s beach as a nesting habitat.
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Additional economic values related to Folly Beach renourishment projects included
providing storm damage reduction/protection of beach front properties and structures
that had an approximate total market value of $465.2 million (2013 dollars). Moreover,
this total value includes important government infrastructure assets vital to public
beach access such beach front parking lots and walkovers that the City has been
proactively maintaining, as well as Charleston County’s popular Folly Beach County Park
and the Folly Beach Fishing Pier.
There is also compelling evidence specific to the Charleston area that the periodic
renourishment of Folly Beach has helped maintain, if not improve, the City’s front beach
property value appreciation rates. This beach renourishment effect, by helping to
maintain competitive property values, not only benefits property owners but also
enhances the City’s tax base and dedicated tourism funds needed to proactively manage
Folly’s unique beach.
In summary, this study’s findings clearly indicate that substantial amounts of the
economic impacts and related tax revenues that are generated by Charleston area nonresident visitors are attributable to their visiting and staying in Folly Beach. This is generally
coupled to periodic renourishment of Folly Beach. These economic impacts, including tax
revenues and economic values of beach renourishment benefits as positive economic
externalities, obviously flow far beyond the City’s jurisdiction and therefore benefit
Charleston area and South Carolina residents. However, a forecast of possible economic
effects if the next scheduled periodic renourishment project was delayed beyond 2020 has
the potential of translating into significant net job and income losses in the Charleston area
and at the state level. In addition, other economic and non-economic benefits derived from
beach renourishment that flow to Charleston area residents as well as non-resident visitors
would also be in jeopardy over time if renourishment is delayed.
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Appendix A. Understanding Economic Impacts and Economic Values: An
Introduction
In this study, the economic values of beach benefits can be divided into two major
categories: 1. Economic value of direct use benefits (herein called “economic value”), and 2.
Economic impacts (also called multiplier effects) that only stem from market oriented direct
use activities. The economic value of recreational beach use (a direct use benefit) as enhanced
by beach renourishment, is conceptually based on the user’s willingness to pay (WTP)20 in
excess of current costs, net WTP or consumer surplus. (Again, in the main report text, net WTP
is abbreviated as “WTP.”) Moreover, WTP for a given consumer (e.g. a beach user) as a surplus
value is the amount that the consumer would pay in addition to their travel cost and other
goods and services (e.g. renting a beach chair, etc.). This approach is used in order to evaluate
the net economic gains from public investments such as beach renourishment where it
important to know what are the projected (ex-ante) incremental benefits received by the users
in order to be able to compare them to expected improvement costs. However, in estimating
consumer surplus, since beaches like many other natural resources are typically accessed
without charge, their value is not fully captured in the marketplace, and thus, they are
considered to be non-market (unpriced) goods and have non-market values.
The economic valuation of beach benefits can also be divided into two direct use
groups : use and non-use values. Use value refers to those values associated with current or
future (potential) use of an environmental resource by an individual. The use can either be
consumptive (e.g. recreational fishing, shell collecting, etc.) or non-consumptive (e.g. beach
walking, bird watching, etc.). Both uses involve direct human interaction with a resource such
as a coastal beach area. Other direct use benefits may also include the beach’s esthetic value
(e.g. viewing the sunset and/or sunrise nearby the beach) that might accrue to visitors such as
driving on a beachfront road or walking on a fishing pier. Non-use benefits, in contrast, are
derived by individuals regardless of whether or not they have direct interaction with the
beach. Non-use benefits associated with a beach could include altruistic value, bequest value,
stewardship value and existence value. Altruistic value comes from knowing that other people
will enjoy the beach, while the bequest value relate to the benefit of preserving the beach for
future human generations. Stewardship value comes from a conviction that we are accountable
for preserving beaches. The existence value is usually considered the most important non-use
value and it represents the WTP for the resource to exist, specifically the WTP for the
protection of a beach that you may never visit. The WTP value used to extrapolate the value of
protecting Folly Beach’s loggerhead sea turtles included existence value (Wallmo & Lew, 2012).
21

In contrast, economic impact (EI) is only based on actual expenditures in the
marketplace that people make while involved in an activity and the resulting flow (distribution)
of the spending in the market channel. Specifically, Charleston area non-resident visitors spend
money on a variety of goods and services related to their visit (e.g., lodging, restaurants,
20

There is a willingness to accept (WTA) value, in contrast, which is basically the least amount an individual would
be willing to foregone the use of a resource.
21
There is another value group called indirect use value that relates to the “ecosystem service” values of natural
systems (e.g. waste-assimilation functions of wetlands) that were not within the study’s scope.
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admissions fees, tour programs, retail store purchases, gasoline, etc.). Why is spending by nonresident visitors important? This is because that their spending “injects new money” into a
region (e.g. the Charleston area) through spending on various services (e.g. hotel lodging,
restaurant meals, etc.) and goods. Therefore, the economic impacts of tourism need to be
viewed in the context of a region and/or state’s ability to attract non-resident visitor spending.
In other words, the Charleston area tourism industry could be viewed as being involved in
“exporting” the various benefits of the area (e.g. public beach access, historical sites, cuisine,
etc.) and visitor spending representing the export price; therefore, as an industry, its “exported
product” injects new dollars into the Charleston area in a manner similar to primary products
exported to other states and/or countries such as locally farmed produce and harvested
seafood. Consumer spending in the Charleston area by residents, in contrast, while making an
important contribution to the local and area economy, is usually considered to be a fixed,
proportional amount of total resident discretionary spending, at least in the short-term, that
overall will be spent in the Charleston area. If the residents do not spend money on beach
visits, they might spend the money somewhere else in the area, for example, theaters or
restaurants. Thus, the amount of money would not change inside the area; it is just a matter of
who receive the money. Thus, the area as a whole would not benefit from the residents’
spending.
The economic impact effects of visitors spending can be categorized as direct and
secondary effects. The total initial amount of visitor spending is the first round of their
spending and represents direct economic impact sales effects that generate direct job and
income effects in a given area. This direct economic impact effect then causes a ripple effect on
the other businesses that supply them, and those businesses, in turn, affect others down the
supply chain. In addition, workers and owners receive income and they spend it on housing,
food, transportation, entertainment, etc. Theses subsequent ripples due to the initial direct
effects are the secondary effects and are comprised of the indirect and induced job and
income effects. The combined indirect and induced effects are also called the multiplier
impacts. For example, employees in the restaurants who prepare and serve food purchased by
visitors would represent employment or job direct effects. Secondary or multiplier economic
impacts are also the jobs, income and sales created in supporting businesses (indirect effects)
such as restaurant food distributors and services to repair the restaurants’ refrigeration
equipment as well as regional economic effects derived from household spending by the
employees and owners of these businesses (induced effects). It is also important to recognize
that some of the visitors’ spending will always leak from the defined impact area because
various area businesses will usually need to import goods and services, especially retail store
type goods, from other U.S. regions and/or foreign countries (e.g. China, etc.). Therefore,
multiplier impacts in a defined area such as the Charleston area will be significantly diminished
by the economic necessities to import goods and services to a given area.
Multipliers represent inter-industry linkages and the cascading economic impacts in one
industry on a region’s household income, employment, business sales and taxes. They can be
approximated by using a regional input-output model. An input-output (I/O) model is a detailed
accounting of regional and state level sectors and related linkages (Miller and Blair, 2009). It
provides approximations of the types and amounts of inputs or expenditures that local related
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industries purchase such as tourism related industries within a region (e.g. the Charleston TriCounty area) from local suppliers as well as supplies and services imported from outside the
given region. In this study, two I/O models were constructed with sector multipliers specific to
the South Carolina and the Charleston area (A.K.A. the Tri-County Region) economy using the
IMPLAN® Version 3.1 System and related IMPLAN data sets for South Carolina (MIG, 2013).
When an area’s economy experiences a change in an activity that results in a change in
demand for a good or service, residents of that economy such as Charleston area residents are
impacted by more than just the dollar amount of goods and services purchased by those who
engage in that activity. The reason for this is that the businesses serving those who participate
in that activity must adjust to the change in the amount of labor and other inputs needed for
running their business. For example, the changes made by the businesses that experience a
decrease in visitor related sales due to perhaps delays in beach renourishment projects will
result in negative multiplier effects on the other businesses that supply them, and those
businesses, in turn, affect others down the supply chain.
Applied economic impact analysis, among other applications, estimates the flow of
money through a local and/or regional economy and the associated jobs, wages, salaries and
taxes directly and indirectly associated with these flows 22. However, from a national
perspective, the Corps as well as other federal agencies basically assume that if people do not
spend their money on one thing in a certain place (e.g. a city, region, state, etc.), they will
spend it on something else in the U.S. Different people in different places might be impacted by
the decline in beach quality due to the lack of beach renourishment at Folly Beach, but on net,
across all people, businesses and places at the national level, economist in general maintain
that there is really no net economic value change if economic benefits are only measured by
economic impact analysis effects. Measuring and comparing changes in economic value (e.g.
consumer and producer surplus, etc.), in contrast, facilitates the selection of economic efficient
projects that can lead to net value added to society. Therefore, it is appropriate to include
economic valuations (e.g. cost avoidance, consumer surplus estimates, etc.) when calculating
benefits and/or costs in a benefit-cost analysis of a public investment as was done in the Corps
1991 Folly Beach nourishment project feasibility study (USACE, 1991). Of course, if you live in a
City, region and state where your livelihood, tax revenues for your government services and/or
quality of life could be directly or indirectly negatively affected by a decline in beach
accessibility or quality and perhaps eventually a beach closure, it will definitely matter to you
and others; thus, this was one of the main purposes of this study was to estimate economic
impacts of Folly Beach on the Charleston area.

22

The following text was adapted from Willey et al. (2006).
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Appendix B. The Response Weighting for Approximating Non-Residents
Choosing to Visit the City of Folly Beach during their Charleston Area Visit
The official estimate of non-resident visitor-trips to the Charleston area is 4.7 million in
2013, based on accommodation sales and 2013 intercept survey results (See Charleston Area
Convention and Visitor Bureau 2014-2015 yearbook). In order to estimate the number of
visitor-trips to the City of Folly Beach, we relied on a question in the 2014 Charleston Area
Visitor Intercept Survey (CAVIS) where the respondent was asked about cities/towns in the
Charleston area they visited during their trips 23, including the City of Folly Beach. Therefore,
multiplying the survey’s overall incident rate of respondents visiting the City of Folly Beach by
4.7 million, we could obtain a nominal or “un-weighted” annual approximation of the total
number of Charleston area visitors that included at least one visit to the City of Folly Beach
during their trips.
However, the current intercept survey has sampling limitations because more survey
intercepts occur during the spring and summer months as well as more intercepts occur in the
City of Charleston downtown peninsula area. To be precautionary, the sampling results are
assumed to be generally biased toward those visitors who stayed in Charleston downtown
accommodations in the spring and summer. Under-sampled visitors who stayed in other
Charleston area locations (e.g. North Charleston, Mount Pleasant, etc.) and perhaps visited in
fall or winter may also have different behavioral patterns such as their selection of Charleston
area cities that they choose to visit. Thus, we balanced the survey sample responses by a
weighting procedure. The weighting procedure assigns different weights to each response in
the survey sample based on the total accommodation rooms sold (including hotel rooms and
vacation rentals) in different locations and months. We obtain the latter information from STR
Global24 and the vacation rental project conducted by the Office of Tourism Analysis; those
numbers were then used to reduce the potential location and seasonal bias in the intercept
survey.
For example, a survey response in January from a visitor who stayed in North Charleston
will be less likely to be sampled, so this visitor’s response might subsequently be weighted as
three responses. In contrast, a July visitor who stayed in the Charleston downtown area might
be counted as a 0.5 response, since these visitors are more likely to be intercepted. Therefore,
after applying the weighting procedure, the resulting sample distribution of accommodations in
different locations and months in a year should more accurately match the population of all
visitors including their patterns of visiting at various Charleston area cities such as the City of
Folly Beach.

23

The CAVIS instrument includes a question for overnight visitors about what Charleston area city they stayed at
during their trip, and these cities were also included as cities visited.
24
STR Global is a marketing research company that routinely compiles for its clients, mainly the hotel industry,
supply and demand data on the hotel industry as well as providing related market share analysis.
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Appendix C. Overnight Non-Resident Visitor Spending Averages per Adult and
by IMPLAN Spending Sectors
Spending Averages for Folly Beach Visitors Who Stayed Overnight at Paid
Accommodations Not in Folly Beach
IMPLAN
Sector
413
411
336
406
329
324
409
326

Description of IMPLAN Spending Sectors

Averages

Restaurants, cafes and other eating places
Paid accommodations (e.g. hotels, B & B, etc.)
Ground passenger transportation (e.g. taxis)
Museums, historical sites, aquariums and parks
Retail Stores1 - General merchandise
Retail Stores - Food and beverage
Tours, amusement parks, etc.
Retail Stores - Gasoline stations
Average Total:

$45
$100
$1
$11
$22
$5
$6
$16
$207

Spending Averages for Folly Beach Visitors Who Stayed Overnight With
Friends and/or Relatives in the Charleston Area
IMPLAN
Description of IMPLAN Spending Sectors
Averages
Sector
Restaurants, cafes and other eating places
413
$33
Museums, historical sites, aquariums and parks
406
$14
Retail Stores - General merchandise
329
$23
Retail Stores - Food and beverage
324
$8
Tours, amusement parks, etc.
409
$8
Retail
Stores
Gasoline
stations
326
$15
Average Total:
$102
1

About 72% of retail sectors' spending (e.g. general merchandise, etc.) does not
remain in regional economies, and therefore economic impact "Direct Effects"
only includes about 28% direct retail effects such as income and sales (output)
that remains in the Charleston area and state level economy. However, all
estimated tax revenues generated by retail spending (e.g. local option sales taxes,
etc.), regardless of the retail "leakage," are still included in the estimated direct
and secondary tax impact effects.
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Appendix D. Overnight Non-Resident Visitor Average Ratios to Accommodations
Spending Per Travel Group by IMPLAN Spending Sectors for Folly Beach
Accommodations
Estimated Spending Percentage for Visitor Groups Who Stayed
Overnight at Paid Folly Beach Accommodations Beach
IMPLAN
Sector
413
411/412
336
406
329
324
409
326

Description of IMPLAN Spending Sectors
Restaurants, cafes and other eating places
Paid accommodations (e.g. hotels, rentals, etc.)
Ground passenger transportation (e.g. taxis)
Museums, historical sites, aquariums and parks
Retail Stores1 - General merchandise
Retail Stores - Food and beverage
Tours, amusement parks, etc.
Retail Stores - Gasoline stations
Total:

1

Ratio
Averages
0.2796
1.0000
0.0039
0.0323
0.0941
0.1343
0.0745
0.1176
1.7362

About 72% of retail sectors' spending (e.g. general merchandise, etc.) does
not remain in regional economies, and therefore economic impact "Direct
Effects" only includes about 28% direct retail effects such as income and sales
(output) that remains in the Charleston area and state level economy.
However, all estimated tax revenues generated by retail spending (e.g. local
option sales taxes, etc.), regardless of the retail sectors' "leakage," are still
included in the estimated direct and secondary tax impact effects.
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