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Background

The landscape of state-level cooperatives in the sports events and
tourism industry continues to experience vast change. Merely a decade
ago, few of these initiatives existed, and those that did were often
informal in structure and objectives. Today, Sports ETA has records of
more than half of the states in the US embarking on sports events and
tourism efforts through diverse destinations working in concert in many
circumstances, and in other situations, one organization representing the
entire state’s efforts.
The 29 state associations have quickly become a key segment of the
sports events and tourism ecosystem, serving as an information conduit
to their partners, and providing an important pulse on what is happening
throughout the country. This funnel of information has proved vital in
both the directions, both for the collection and dissemination of
industry information.

The 29 state associations
have quickly become a
key segment of the sports
events and tourism
ecosystem, serving as an
information conduit to their
partners, and providing an
important pulse on what
is happening throughout
the country.

It is the desire of Sports ETA, the only professional trade association for
the sports events and tourism industry, to learn about key industry
segments – like the state associations – and better resource these groups to enhance their ability to drive their
organizations forward.

The current research report began in earnest in 2019, when the first phase of state association research was requested
by representatives of this group to understand what states are active in this arena, and gather basic information about
their structure, purpose, and nuances. Phase 1 findings were reported at the Sports ETA 4S Summit in Providence, RI to
more than 50 state association representatives with enthusiastic response.
However, during the Phase 1 research and findings, the need for a deeper understanding of state association
organizational structures, budgets, funding mechanisms, membership programs, and funding parameters became clear.
The impetus for this work, Phase 2, is to provide insight on these elements of state associations to serve as a shared
resource for state association representatives now, and those who may embark on forming a state association in
the future.

Research shows the need for a deeper understanding
of State Associations in regards to the following:

$
organizational
structures

budgets

funding mechanisms

membership programs
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Analysis and Data Collection

S I T U AT I O N A L A N A LY S I S
Our beloved industry sits at the intersection of sport management and hospitality and tourism. An industry which has
experienced one of the hardest hits by the COVID pandemic. Frankly stated, the industry went from cranking $45.1B in
sports-related travel spending, resulting in nearly 740K jobs and $14.6B in state and local tax revenue in 2019, to a shell
of itself in 2020 and negative impacts linger in 2021. The result has been drastic budget and personnel cuts at all levels.

2019
$45.1B

sports related
travel spending

740K
jobs

2020

2021

$14.6B

state and local
tax revenue

Where appreciation of statewide sports events and tourism efforts were
once a given, new scrutiny, tighter state budgets, and a deeper need for
understanding the value now prevails.
But opposition always presents opportunity.
Now, more than ever, it is important to collect accurate data and share
knowledge – such as that gleaned in this report – in support of statewide
sports events and tourism recovery efforts, and the vast value proposition
the work of these collaboratives provide to their respective states.
It is a time to learn from our peers, see what is (and what is not) working
in other places, adjust strategy, and proactively demonstrate the value
our work provides at the local, state, and national level.
This Phase 2 State Association research report is designed to do just
that. Our hope is that you will take this information and use it for the
recovery and advancement of your state efforts. This research serves the
following purposes:
1) A benchmark for state association funding trends going forward.
2) An advocacy tool for state association efforts.
3) A collection of shared ideas and examples that can help state
association colleagues across the country.
4) A comparative analysis leveraged to push state associations
forward in achieving their objectives and support new
statewide efforts.
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M E T H O D A N D D ATA C O L L E C T I O N
This report is based on a qualitative research approach which utilized an
in-depth interview of a lead representative from each of the state
association groups. Most participants are noted as the primary contact
for their state association in the Sports ETA membership database. This
qualitative approach was chosen because it provides an opportunity for
content-rich discussion and deeper understanding of nuances than may
be captured with a quantitative study. In other words, speaking directly
with participants, rather than surveying them, allows for follow-up and
clarifying questions, additional context, and overall better holistic
understanding of the data.
We are thrilled to report 100% participation in this study, which is vital
given the relatively small population of state associations. All 29 state
associations participated, of which 26 are included in the report (three
state associations are not to a formalized enough position to include).
The information reported in this study represents a point in time for these
organizations, and it should be noted that additional studies to further
these concepts, expand upon them, and gain understanding of additional
elements of the state association industry segment are warranted. This
notion is especially true since the information reported was collected in
an atypical time for many of these organizations.

G R AT I T U D E
This research study would not have been possible without the unwavering
support of all the state association representatives who took the time to
participate, answer questions, and actively engage in this process. As
always with research, the information that comes from a study is only as
good as the information that goes into it. We are grateful for state
association leadership who gets the big picture, and especially to Bonny
Bernat and Terry Hassletine for leading the state association group and
their commitment and effort toward this project, our sincerest thank you.

Participants - State Association
Leaders from 26 states (not including
Ohio, New York, and Texas which
do not have formal associations at
this time)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sports Alabama
Division of Arkansas Tourism
Connecticut Convention + Sports
Delaware Sports Commission
Florida Sports Foundation
Georgia Sports
Team Iowa
Sports Illinois
Sports Indiana
Sports Kansas
Team Kentucky
Louisiana Association of CVBs
TEAM Maryland
Maine Sports Commission
Pure Michigan Sports
Minnesota Sports
Show Me Missouri Sports
North Carolina Sports Association
Sports Nebraska
Oregon Sports Authority
PA Sports
South Carolina Sports Alliance
Play Tennessee
Utah Sports Commission
Virginia Tourism Authority
Sports Wisconsin

Project Lead:
Jennifer Stoll, PhD, STS
Primary Researcher:
Blake Price, PhD
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Organizational Structure

Essentially half of the associations included in this study operate as non-profit organizations, with nine having 501(c)
designations. Three more organizations are currently in the process of attaining 501(c) status. The chart below provides
a brief comparison of 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(6) organizations for any state group who is considering formal structuring.

C O M PA R I S O N O F 5 0 1 ( c ) ( 3 ) A N D 5 0 1 ( c ) ( 6 ) O R G A N I Z AT I O N S
(compiled from multiple sources)

501(c)(3)

501(c)(6)

Purpose

An organization must be organized and operated
exclusively for an exempt purpose (eg. Religious,
charitable, scientific, educational, fostering amateur
sports competition, etc.)

Promotes a common business purpose and, in doing
so, contributes to improving the industry’s business
conditions.

Tax Implications

Exempt from most federal taxes

Exempt from most federal income taxes

Contributions are generally tax-deductible for the
donor and are not subject to federal gift tax.

Contributions are not tax-deductible

Subject to Unrelated Business Income Tax

Membership dues may be deductible as a business
expense. However, the organization must track
lobbying and political activity expenditures and
provide members with an annual report detailing
the percentage of membership dues that are
nondeductible as a result of these expenditures.

Does not conduct a regular trade or business for profit.

Subject to Unrelated Business Income Tax
Organizational
Requirements

Must be a corporation, foundation, or community
trust/foundation, and follow all the state regulations
pertaining to these types of organizations

No requirement

Filing
Requirements

IRS 1023 Form

IRS 1023 Form

IRS 990 (Return of Organization Exempt From
Income Tax)

IRS 990 (Return of Organization Exempt From
Income Tax)

Assets

Assets must be dedicated to charitable purposes

No requirement to dedicate assets

No part of net earnings may benefit
private individuals

No part of net earnings may benefit private individuals

Legislative/
Lobbying Activity

Lobbying cannot be a substantial part of its activities

May engage in limited political activities that inform,
educate, and promote their given interest.

Advocacy

Legislative activity must be insubstantial

May not engage in direct expenditures advocating a
vote for a political candidate or cause

Political
Activities

Prohibited from engaging in any partisan political
activities, may conduct nonpartisan voter
engagement activities

Contributors need not be disclosed
Political activity permitted, but taxed
Lobbying for a specific candidate prohibited
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When looking at the 13 membership-based organizations included in this
study, 10 (76.9%) are non-profit.

10 of 13

Membership-based
organizations
are non-profit

10 of 26

Organizations are affiliated
with a government agency
in some capacity

Ten of the 26 organizations (38.5%) are affiliated with a government
agency in some capacity (including some non-profits). These include:
• AR: The Arkansas Sports Team is housed under the state agency of
Arkansas Tourism, a division under the Arkansas Department of State
Parks, Heritage and Tourism.
• CT: Quasi public/private organization; “vendor to the state”
• DE: State agency (Delaware Tourism Office)
• FL: The FL Sports Foundation is the official sports promotion and
development organization for the State of Florida. It is a division of
Enterprise Florida, a public-private partnership between Florida’s
business and government leaders and the principal economic
development organization for the state.
• IL: Niche committee with the Illinois Council of CVBs. Sports Illinois is
a partnership between their group and the Illinois Department of
Tourism.
• LA: Team Louisiana is structured under the LA Association of CVBs,
which is managed by the LA Travel Association. The LA Office of
Tourism is a partner to this marketing coalition.
• MD: Quasi-government agency of the state (managed by the Maryland Sports Commission).
• MI: Volunteer-driven entity (vendor for the state). Agreement
between the Michigan Economic Development Corp. (Pure Michigan)
and the Greater Lansing Sports Authority to operate Pure Michigan
Sports and manage the state-owned portion of funding.
• UT: Non-profit but reports to a public/private board which includes
elected state officials.
• VA: Quasi-government agency of the state (managed by the VA
Tourism Corp.)
Three state associations operate under the umbrella of a larger
organization.
• Sports Alabama: Operate under the Alabama Association of DMOs
• Team Indiana: Operated by Indiana Sports Corp.
• Show Me Missouri Sports: Report to the Missouri Association of
CVBs

3

State Associations
operate under the umbrella
of a larger organization
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Funding Sources

Q U I C K F A C T S ( 2 0 1 9 C O M PA R I S O N ) :
69.2% (n = 18) of state associations

69.2% collect member or partner dues
(up 1.2% from 2019)

73.1%

73.1% (n = 19) receive some type
of state funds (down 2.9%)

Five organizations (19.2% are

19.2% funded solely by their state (down
5.8%)

15.4%

Four organizations (15.4%)
operate using only member
dues/partner fees (down 16.6%)

TA K E A W AY
Overall, state organizations are moving towards a more diversified funding model, which is an encouraging trend. When
interviewed for the 2019 Sports ETA study, 3 states were not funded, 8 were funded solely by members, and 5 were
funded solely by their state (total of 64% funded by one source or unfunded altogether). Only 36% of organizations
utilized a combo model (state/member funding). In 2020, 73.1% (n = 19) of participating organizations revealed that they
were funded by both state and member funds, 5 (19.2%) only received state funding, and 4 (15.4%) relied only on
member dues.
Other sources of funding identified in this study were: sponsorships, special events, private funding, and tourism
partner organizations.

N O TA B L E E X A M P L E S :
• Team Iowa uses its membership dues to pay for a lobbyist to ensure
that they continue to receive grant funding from the state. This has
been a highly successful investment.
• Prior to merging with Indiana Sports Corp., Team Indiana was funded
through a combination of membership dues and state appropriation.
Following the merge, the state appropriation continues to support
Team Indiana and Indiana Sports Corp. covers operational expenses.
Membership dues have been eliminated.
• Although primarily funded through organizational/individual
memberships, Sport Oregon also receives funding from tourism
partner organizations throughout the state including Travel Portland
and Travel Oregon, who are also members of Sport Oregon.

Overall, state organizations
are moving towards a
more diversified funding
model, which is an
encouraging trend.
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Membership-Based Organizations

80.8%
Identify as
membership-based
organizations
in some capacity.

80.8% (n = 21) of the 26 state associations included in this study identify as
membership-based organizations in some capacity. This includes TEAM
Maryland and the Florida Sports Foundation (associated with their state
government but consider themselves to be partner-based). Sports Illinois
has partners, but no formal structure or dues.

Benefits of membership vary by state and organizational structure, but
often include one or more of the following:
• Increased exposure at national conferences/trade shows
• Enhanced online presence (website, social media platforms, etc.)
• Full or partial trade show fee assistance
• Inclusion in advertising/promotional opportunities
• Voting rights and leadership positions
• Sports ETA membership
• Participation in sales missions
• Shared leads within the state
• Access to grant funding (at least six state associations have grant
programs for their members)
• Organizational meetings
• Development of outside partnerships (rights holders, state tourism
departments, chambers of commerce, professional leagues,
facilities, etc.)

One benefit of
membership-based
organizations is increased
exposure at national
conferences/trade shows
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Membership Structure

Membership structure varied greatly across organizations. Some open their ranks to any sports tourism organization in
the state or anyone who is responsible for making sales regarding sporting events. Others are more selective and
require inclusion in certain categories (CVB/DMO, venue, etc.) in order to join.

SELECTED EXAMPLES:

• Hotels and hotel properties make up approximately 90% of Connecticut Convention + Sports’ membership base.
Membership pricing is based on the number of rooms and/or available meeting space.
• To be considered a member of Team Indiana, an organization must fit into one of three categories: Sports
Destination in Indiana, Event Owner, or Industry Partner.
• Pure Michigan Sports only allows DMO-type entities to be members (no venues, etc.)
• The North Carolina Sports Association has three levels of membership: (1) CVBs, TDAs and Sports Commissions,
(2) Facilities/Venues and Colleges/Universities, and (3) Parks and Recreation Departments.
• Any DMO in Pennsylvania is eligible to join PA Sports if certain minimum requirements are met (ex. championship
venues, marketing effort, etc.)
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Annual Membership Dues (2019)

A N N U A L D U E S (Amount)
20 organizations (76.9%) collect
annual membership dues/partner
fees. Type (flat fee, range/tiered
structure, or combination) varied
across the board.
ANNUAL DUES (Amount)
Low: $150
Average: $2,861*
High: $25,000**
*For states that offer tiered membership, fees were
averaged. For example, TN has five membership levels
ranging from $500 to $2,000 so their average
membership amount is $1,250.
**Sport Oregon dues range from $500 to $25,000. If
OR is removed from the list, the average membership
due amount drops to $2,249 and the new high would
be $6,500/year.
Exception: TEAM Maryland's base partner fee is
$2,700/year (includes Sports ETA membership, marketing,
website, etc.). Partners can add additional benefits
(trade shows, publications, etc.) using an “A la Carte”
system that could push their overall annual partner fee
to $9,500.

A N N U A L D U E S (Flat Rate):
11 of the 20 fee-based organizations
(55.0%) collect a flat rate from
their members.

TIERED FEE/DUE STRUCTURE
(or offer a price range):
Eight organizations (30.8%) use
a tiered fee/due structure or offer
a price range.
• CT: $350 to $7,500/year, based on number of hotel
rooms/available meeting space
• IN: $750 for sports destinations, $375 for others
• MI: Two tiers, but all members are currently located in
the top tier and pay $2,000
• NC: CVBs, TDAs, and Sports Commissions - $1,000,
Facility/Venues and Colleges/Universities - $750,
Parks & Recreation Departments - $500. Each
additional individual per organization is $500.
• NE: $1,000 to $3,000
• OR: $500 to $25,000
• SC: Three tiers based on sport marketing budget:
$500, $1,000, and $1,500
• TN: Five tiers: $500, $750, $1,000, $1,250, and
$2,000

C O M B I N AT I O N M O D E L
(Associate members - flat fee
Board members - tiered by budget)

Destinations Wisconsin utilizes a combination model.
Associate members are charged a flat fee of
$1,000/year. Board members are tiered by budget
(ranges from $1,750 for a budget of $250,000 or below
to $5,500 for a budget of $10,000,000 and above).
A corporate partnership membership is also available
for $375.

ANNUAL DUES/FEE (Flat Rate):
$500 or below: GA, KS
$501 to $1,000: None
$1,001 to $2,000: AL, FL, LA, MN
$2,001 to $5,000: IA, KY, MD, MO
$5,001 or above: PA
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Changes to Membership Dues (2020-21)

• Of the 20 membership-based organizations, 50.0% (n = 10) indicated
no changes in 2020.
o AL, FL, KS, MD, MO, NC, OR, SC, TN, WI

10 of 20

organizations indicated
no fee changes in 2020

5 organizations

reduced membership fees
in 2020 or 2021

$
4 organizations
waived membership fees
in 2020 or 2021

Notable:
o The North Carolina Sports Association did not make any changes
for 2020/2021 but anticipated a decline upwards of 25% in revenue.
o Destinations Wisconsin member dues are based on budgets
(if budgets went down in 2020, dues will reflect that).
• Five organizations (25.0%) chose to reduce membership fees (could
be 2020 or 2021 depending on FY):
o CT: The new FY starts July 1, so many members (hotels) were
unable to pay their full membership fee due to COVID impact.
Invoices were delayed to Aug. 15 and a 20% “COVID discount” was
applied. Now, CCS is working to “make a deal” with hotels at this
point to get some form of payment.
o IA: Reduced fees for FY 2021 (started July 1) to from $4,500 to
$2,000/year
o LA: Current members will pay $900 instead of the normal $1,500
for the 2021 calendar year. New members joining in 2021 will pay
the full $1,500.
o MI: Invoiced members $1,000 (instead of $2,000) but they retained
full membership. Rainy day reserve was able to offset the loss
of funding.
o NE: Only charging $200 for dues in 2020 (normally $1,000 to $3,000)
• Four organizations (20.0%) waived fees for their members in 2020
or 2021:
o KY: As most sponsorship events were postponed until 2021, no
dues have been collected for the 2021 calendar year.
o MN: All dues were refunded
o MO: 2020 dues were paid before COVID hit; 2021 dues were waived.
o PA: Annual membership dues were waived

• Five organizations (25.0%) implemented or are in the process of implementing changes to their membership model:
o GA: In 2020, membership dues were updated (moved to operating budget tiers).
o IN: Membership dues were eliminated in 2020 as part of organizational restructuring. This was already planned
but turned out to be extremely helpful for members as COVID hit.
o MD: No changes in 2020, but plan on remodeling the partnership structure (fees, base level, etc.) in 2021. Also
want to include more than just DMOs and bring in facilities/venues and rights holders.
o NC: Will be reviewing membership structure and dues for 2021/2022 as several organizations had to reduce their
membership to only one individual (lost several great people who were instrumental on committees, etc.).
o OR: Currently in the process of revamping the membership model to cater to the individual needs of
members/partners and looking to raise minimum membership from $500 to $2,500. Tiers would start at $2,500
and include levels at $5,000, $10,000, and $25,000. Board seats will remain a $5,000 investment.
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State Funding

S TAT E F U N D I N G I N 2 0 1 9
24 of the 26 states included in this study (92.3%) received some type of funding from their respective state governments
in 2019. This number dropped to 73% in 2020 (COVID challenges and state financial uncertainty contributed to this decline).

S TAT E F U N D I N G A M O U N T S / PA R A M E T E R S
Total state funds received in 2019 (all organizations, n = 24): $21,071,746
Total funds minus outliers (Florida and Utah): $2,504,500
Average state funds received in 2019 (all organizations, n = 24): $877,989
Average state funds received in 2019 (without FL and UT): $113,840

24 of the 26

states received some type
of funding from
their respective state
governments in 2019

Funding Amount (% of state organizations who received funds in 2019)
$25,000 or below (20.8%): AL, KS, MN, MO, NE
$25,001 to $50,000 (20.8%): IL*, KY, NC, SC, TN
$50,001 to $100,000 (20.8%): AR, MI, OR, PA, VA
$100,001 to $250,000 (12.5%): IN, ME, WI
$250,001 to $500,000 (12.5%): CT, IA, MD
$500,001 to $1,000,000 (0.0%): None
Above $1,000,000 (8.3%): FL, UT
Unknown (4.3%): DE**

*The Illinois Department of Tourism invests approximately $30,000 to $50,000 in Sports Illinois in a variety of ways
(ex. conference/tradeshow sponsorships such as Sports ETA and TEAMS), but do not provide direct funding or establish
an account for the organization. This type of funding fluctuates year to year.
**Delaware Sports Commission (unknown amount) – no sports budget line through the state. Any spending on sports
tourism is at the discretion of the Delaware Office of Tourism.
States receiving direct funding from their state: 12 (52.2%)
States receiving grant funds from their state: 10 (41.7%)
Parameters placed on state funding (direct or grant-based) vary greatly state-to state. Some state associations must go
through an extensive application process, while others receive direct funding that is consistent year-to-year. For some
organizations, state officials place narrow restrictions on what state funding can be used for, but some state associations
are given a lot of autonomy over the use of these funds. For example, Team Indiana receives $150,000 from the state.
Of this amount, $100,000 is allocated for the organization’s grant program to support communities in hosting events.
The remaining $50,000 can be used for expenses related to marketing and promotional efforts. Up to 5% can support
administrative fees. Sports Kansas receives a $6,000 grant from the Kansas Department of Wildlife and Tourism that
can be used at the organization’s discrection.
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G R A N T F U N D I N G O P P O R T U N I T I E S F O R S TAT E
A S S O C I AT I O N M E M B E R S
FL - The Florida Sports Foundation’s Grant Programs were
established in 1996 to assist communities and host
organizations in attracting sports events to the state of
Florida. The Foundation’s Board of Directors awards grants
on a quarterly basis, and places emphasis on out-of-state
economic impact, return on investment, community support
and image value to the state. Events that will be considered
for grant funding include amateur events, collegiate events,
or professional all-star games and championships, or other
categories approved by the Foundation’s Board of Directors.
For more information: https://playinflorida.com/grants-2/
IA - Receives a $500,000 pass-through (goes to event
organizers) grant annually. The Iowa Economic
Development Authority scores applicants/events.
For more information: https://www.traveliowa.com/
industry-partners/grants/regional-sports-authority/
IN - Team Indiana Grants are available for tourism or
sports-related organizations hosting events in Indiana.
The purpose of these funds is to support, enhance, and
grow sports events as well as strengthen bids to attract
new business to Indiana. The maximum grant per event
is $20,000 to be paid as a reimbursement. Funding is
provided from the Indiana Destination Development
Corporation and administered by Indiana Sports Corp. A
grant committee with statewide representation determines
all grant awards.
For more information: https://team-ind.org/grant-program
KY - The Kentucky Department of Tourism Sports
Sponsorship Program supports new, competitive events in
the Commonwealth. Eligible applicants include local
Tourism and Convention & Visitors Bureaus, and
non-profit sports organizations. Funding is available up to
$15,000 to support event execution and bid fees. The
intent of this Sponsorship Program is to assist local
communities in attracting new competitive events. The
Kentucky Department of Tourism recognizes the positive
impacts of sporting events. Additional funding mechanisms
should be demonstrated, as well as detailed plans to
successfully execute and market the event.
For more information: https://www.kentuckytourism.com/
sports-sponsorship

LA - The Louisiana Office of Tourism offers two tourism
grant programs. The programs include the Competitive
Grant Program (CGP) and the Cooperative Marketing
Program (CMP). The Competitive Grant Program awards
grants of up to $10,000 to help fund marketing initiatives
for tourism events held throughout Louisiana from July 1,
2019, through June 30, 2020. The Cooperative Marketing
Program offers grants up to $20,000 to help support
Louisiana-based convention and visitors bureaus (CVBs),
tourist commissions, and other eligible organizations in the
marketing and promotion of Louisiana tourism in their area.
For more information: https://www.crt.state.la.us/news?
NewsID=194
MD – State provides $250,000 in grant funding (have
to be a TEAM Maryland partner to be eligible to apply for
these funds).
For more information: http://industry.visitmaryland.org/
grants-program/grants-guidelines/
SC - The purpose of the Sport Tourism Advertising and
Recruitment Grant program is to provide financial assistance
to nonprofit tourism or sports-related organizations,
applying through their respective local government, for the
recruitment of new sporting events in South Carolina that
will generate a significant additional economic impact to
local communities through participant and visitor spending
and also enhance the quality of life for South Carolina
residents. This grant program will provide a 1:1 match up to
$50,000 per event for common sporting event recruitment
costs such as bid fees, event advertising and equipment
rentals directly related to the event. This grant will provide
a match for actual expenditures if the bid is successful and
may not be used to reimburse for in-kind services negotiated
between the host destination and the prospective event
organization. This grant may not be used for permanent
construction costs or personnel services.
For more information: https://www.scprt.com/tourism/
grants/sports-tourism-advertising-and-recruitment-grant
WI – The Wisconsin Department of Tourism provides a
grant program to DMOs for sporting events. $100,000 for
sponsorships, sales missions, market research, etc. An
additional $150,000 is allocated for the Ready, Set, Go
matching grant program for DMOs.
For more information: http://industry.travelwisconsin.com/
grants/joint-effort-marketing-jem-grant-program
http://industry.travelwisconsin.com/grants/
ready-set-go-grant-program
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Overall Base Budget (2019)

$
$
$

Combined budget amount* (all organizations, n = 23): $17,233,689
Combined budget amount without outliers (Florida and Utah): $3,442,153
Average 2019 budget (all organizations, n = 23): $749,290
Average 2019 budget (without FL and UT): $163,912
*As government-based entities, AR, DE, and IL did not have a specific
annual budget amount designated specifically for sport tourism.

2019 BASE BUDGET
(% of state organizations)

2019 BUDGET RANGE
High: $7,670,086
Low: $10,800

$25,000 or below (17.4%): KS, LA, MN, NE
$25,001 to $50,000 (8.7%): GA, IA
$50,001 to $100,000 (21.7%): AL, MO, SC, TN, VA
$100,001 to $250,000 (34.8%): IN, KY, MD, ME, MI, NC, PA, WI
$250,001 to $500,000 (0.0%): None
$500,001 to $1,000,000 (8.7%): CT, OR
Above $1,000,000 (8.7%): FL, UT
Unknown (13.0%): AR, DE, IL
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Estimated Percentages (Funding Sources)

Average % of funding from member dues/partner fees (all organizations): 41.7%
Average % of funding from state (all organizations): 49.2%
Member + State Funding Total: 90.9% (for average organization)
Funding Source Breakdown
• 100% of funds from membership dues: 4 (15.4%)
• Receive 51% or more funds from membership dues: 10 (38.5%)
• 100% state funded: 7 (26.9%)
• Receive 51% or more funds from state: 12 (46.2%)
For membership-based organizations, member dues/fees account for an average of 57.1% of their total funding.
For organizations funded in some capacity by their state government, this type of revenue accounts for an average of
64.0% of their total funding.
Outside of membership dues/partner fees and state appropriation, other sources of funding noted by the respondents
of this study include:
• Tourism Conference Registration Fees (12.0%)
• Private Funds/Sponsorships (8.0%)
• Reserve Fund (8.0%)
• Events (8.0%)
• Housing Bureau (4.0%)
• Other (4.0%)
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Funding: 2020 and Beyond

GENERAL OUTLOOK

Positive: 18
(69.2%)

Negative: 8
(30.8%)

Overall, the majority of state associations are on good financial footing
for 2020 and 2021 despite the negative effects of the COVID pandemic.
Fourteen state leaders anticipate full state funding (no changes) for
2020-21 and several others sustained small but manageable cuts. In
some cases, organizations were able to absorb a reduction in revenue
because they had a reserve or “rainy day” fund established.
Unfortunately, there were a few states who were not as optimistic about
going forward. One respondent noted that their “budget was not cut in
2020, but it was put on hold. So technically it was cut, because funds
couldn’t be spent and can’t be carried over to the next fiscal year.”
Another leader stated that their state’s department of tourism “was able
to fund CVBs this year although funding was cut by 50% for FY 2020.
Right now, the state legislature cancelled their next meeting so everything is at a standstill… we do anticipate more cuts moving forward (state
revenue from hotel/restaurant tax took an extreme hit).” Also, some
respondents noted that there was still some budget uncertainty
stemming from the unpredictable nature of COVID and the possibility
that budget cuts might arrive in FY 2022.

“In the past, it has been in
the organization’s best
interests to find diversified
funding (corporate partners,
foundations, etc.), but now
(COVID/Post-COVID) it is
essential.” - Sheila Brennan Nee
(Maine Sports Commission)
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Informal State Organizations

New York
New York has been trying to form an official “NY Sports Alliance” for over 15 years, but has not been
able to garner support from the state. Right now, the state is not interested in providing funding for
smaller organizations or youth sports events. Their group consists of members from seven CVBs
across the state. In recent years, they have hosted receptions at conferences, built a website and have
participated in state association meetings.
Ohio
Ohio planned to unveil a formal state association in 2020, but the COVID pandemic set these plans
back significantly. Unfortunately, it appears that it may be a few years before the CVBs in Ohio are able
to successfully get a state association up and running.
Texas
Texas does not have a formal structure in place, but industry leaders in the major cities do meet and/or
ramp up communication efforts every couple of years when the state legislature meets in order to
ensure that state funding levels are maintained. They also work together to secure large event bids,
etc. Additionally, 12-15 of the smaller to medium-sized cities known as “Team Texas” have banned
together in recent years in order to have a larger presence at trade shows and conferences. They try to
have meetings at different locations throughout the year and tour each other’s facilities.
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