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Executive Summary

The parks and state forests that the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) manages deliver
significant economic benefito Connecticut residets and park visitors In 2010, resident and
nonresidentvisitorsi 2 / 2 Yy $00 StateCPdmlisaid 32 Foresigent 8.5 millionvisitor-days

touring within the state. Of those days, at leagt.6 million days were spenpartially at for-fee parks

and forestsmanaged byDEP DEP activities generate the following direahd indirect economic

impacts:

U 8.8 thousand jobs currentlythat in the absence of DEP managed parks and forestd
activitieswould bereduced to 6.7 thousand in 2028s personnel foundhlternative
employment;
$343 million in personal income growing in current dollars to $595 million in 2020;
$253 in personal disposable income, that generates choices for citizens, increasing to $471
million by 2020; and,

i Net present value in state reveras over expenditures of $30 million in constant dollars.

In addition, owners of singleesidences in Connecticuterived amenity values of $270 million
annuallyfrom overlooking DEFPnanagedvenues If not preserved, alienation of any of that green
space fom pestilence, such as Westn North Americahas experienced from mountain spruce
budworm, or harvesting of the forests and industrialization would erode those benefits.

In establishing the net benefits of DEP services, CCEA estimated the total numbesitor days, the

value that these visitors placed on various key activities net of fees paid (measured as consumer

surplus), the value adjacent property owners derived from their location, and the aggregate

expenditures inclusive of direct, indirect anciduced expenditures and employment that result from

these activities. These benefits are then aggregated into annual estimated benefits derived from DEP
managed state venuées As noted above, both the economic impact of expenditures and the

economic vale people derive from the parks, vastly exceeds the annual cost to the state of
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In 2010 visitors to these venuespentan estimated $544 milliorin general tourism activities in
Connecticut In addition, 189,000 sportspersonsolding 293,600 licenses and permitssuedby DER
spentadditional funds to pursuetheir specific sporting activities

o $264 millionfor angling of which 90%came fromConnecticut residents;

0 $100 millionfor hunting, of which $95.1million came from Connecticut residents;

o $36.8 millionfor recreational boating attributed to DEPmanaged boat launches and
training activities net of angler§€boating expenditures;

o $26.2million for skiing and attending eduational and other venues;
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governed by DEP issued licenses for hunting, fishing, boating and any tatiomsiand permutations thereof.
Occasionally, the context will limited its meaning to state parks and forests.



o Participation in other sports located in the parks and forests to attend them.

Visitor fees at the parksnd forests including late day visitorswere in the $3.0 to $3.3 million dollar

range from 2005 to 2009. Increasingtes in 2010 set the stage fan increaseao $5.2 million in future

years. These same visitors are estimated to have spent $94 million in Connecticut. DEP charges

visitors: entrance, parking, and camping fees, cabin and pavitients, ice andirewood salesand

related sales taxesThese revenuesll flowii 2 / 2y Yy SOG A Odzi Qa DSYSNIf CdzyR®

Recreational activities also generated licensing and permit fees as well as traamidgeducational
revenues. 2010 revenues generated frddiERicensing and permittilg of key activitiesincluded

angling ($.8 million), hunting (.3 million), and combined hunting and angling licensed (&million).
Recreational boat training, testing, andcensing generated a further @2 million.)°. Including

camping and all actiity fees DEP collected8.3million from fees paid by participants andttracted
$5.4million in federal transferdrom the federal Sport Fish Restoration (SFR) and Wildlife Restoration
(WR) programs These direct revenues indicate that Connecticut idents, nonresidents and the
Federal Government valued DEP managed state venugsfore taking account oh one-time $1.1

million credit program to assist adjusing to the higher feesdirect revenues and transferin 2010
coveredall but $2.6 million ofConnecticut stateexpenses of $26.3 million including parks, forest, and
hatchery operations. Property taxes stemming from vistas dependent on DEP managed venues added
a $4.2 million to state revenues, more than sufficient to cover DEP operating and abgitpendiures.

In addition, indirect revenues from other taxable tourist and sporting expenditures further
contributed to state revenues.

The well known downward slope of demand curves for each activity implies that allthetleast

enthusiastic persorundertaking each activity derives quality of life benefits over and above expenses

incurred,g K+ & SO2y2YAada NBTSNLAER habk étimatedeghaudzdt SukdlusesizNLI dza
accruing to Connecticut citizens by major activities:

Camping (S124.1 miitin)

Hunting ($.7.8 million)

Inland Angling ($67.4 million)

Marine Angling ($36.9 million)
Swimming at four parks ($570,000).

O O O O O

In addition to the $46.9million accruing to residents in consumer surplusut-of-state visitors
undertaking these activies deived a further £5.1 million in consumer surplus, led by campexts
$18.4 million Total estimated consumer surplus for camems at DEP venuds 26% ofConnecticut
tourism expenditures made byhem.® In-state estimates of consumer surplus remamodestdue to
the close proximity of venues to the population. CCEA did not extrapolate its consumer surplus

2These revenues were partially offset on a @¢mee credit totaling about $1.14 million.
3 Charles HStraussand Lord, Bruce E. Sase Stugl The economic impacts of a heritage tourism systémoynal of
Retailing and Consumer Services 8 (2001}2®D



estimates for people using these parks for alternative purposesaocessindgee-free parks, such as
non-developed ones.

Consumer surpluses in additioto their expenditures suggest that, in recent years, visitors to DEP
managed venues derived more than $1.25 billion dollars in annual benefits. 9! Q4 @SNE 02y aS!
approach to estimating consumer surpluses underlines the signifumof these estinates.

Another source of benefit is the value that owners of homes adjacent to the parks and forest derive.
Connecticut residents overlooking the parks from sindganily dwellings realized annual amenity
benefitsmost days of the yeaof a further $258to $309 million. Positive attributes of these
residencescaptured in the assessed value of their propertiggenerated $.1 to $5.4 millon annually

in government revenuesbut did not account for the value of the vistas of overlooking DEP managed
parksand forests Theexpected longterm net present value of thigpossiblerevenue stream to the
state discounted at 5% over 20 years is $390.2 to $%&7million in 2010 dollars. The net present value
may also be viewed as placing a capital value on the &stigat DEP maintains in its management of
Connecticut parks and forestaMore fully assessing amenity valugom their currently unassessed
statuson 12-13%of properties overlooking green spacewould significantly increasg@roperty tax
revenues.

BecauseDEP operations and related government revenues already exist in the economy, the method
for assessing thie economic impacis to withdraw those activities That isto assess the impacts of
their hypothetical immediate cessation in 2012, artkden to projectlonger term economic
adjustments andreactions. The resulting differencdsom the current caseepresent economic
impacts of DEPnanaged venues in ConnecticuWith closure of allDEPmanagedfacilities and
elimination of all public accesto DEPmanagedforest and park landsthe resultingimpacts would
meanlossesin employment and incomesas well as losses iiax revenues.As noted at the outset of
this Executive Summaryhe harshness of such losses in thear termis stark but the dynamic
elements of the economyvhich REMktaptures adjust tothe loss of those resourcesOver time, the
economy adjusts and ameliorate$o a degree economic impactghrough emigrationand some
movement intoalternative jobs. Rather than depict these Isss as negatives, th report treatsthese
as the positive impacts that DEP operations have on the Connecticut economy.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose

This report documents th€onnecticut Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) analysis of the economic
impact of parks, forests, armutdoor recreationlicensing operations of the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP). This research investigated general toungall as specific key

activities such as camping, angling, hunting, swimming, recreational marine, education, and
accommodation activities at the Harkness Memo8tdte Park Aside from attendance data, this study
does not cover other related activitieach as hiking, bird watching, biking, hotsack riding, etc. DEP
collects entrance and various activity fees at 32 parks; it records the number of park visitors at 43 sites
out of the 107 parks and 32 Connecticut state forests under its management.

C®! Qa FtoAfAdGe G2 LINR2SO0 o0SySF¥ada FNRY 59t RFEGE A
32 parks with visitor days and activity fees paid by a large proportion of attendees, represented by the

center of the circles in Chart 1.1.1. Fees cdath venue access and some specific activities. This core

data set also includes park users who may be counted but avoid fees because they arrive during off

hours or outof-season. An additional component of this core data set includes zip codester$yu

anglers, boaters and campers. The mididitg, checketboard surface represents park visitors to 12

sites where DEP maintains counts but does not charge for its services. The external rindppolka

surface covers the remaining 63 parks whereeasanay occur but is not measured. Analysis of the two

outer rings required developing assumptions with which to estimate annual visitor activities, and

tourism expenditures in Connecticut.

Chart 1.1.1Data Quality and Extrapolations

I:I Users activity fees, origin, & destination

*4 Counts only

Locale and size of development parks

Not included in Chart 1.1.1 are the 32 state forests, where attendance data is collected at twelve and
fees charged at four, to form quite a small dbase. In this research, the park and forest venues are
treated separately as are the Harkness Memd@i@tet  NJ | YR 59t Qa UGKNBS SRdzO!l i



Recreational boaters also benefit from 112 fieee boat launch sites throughout the state, training and
licensing.

CCEA has calculated the direct economic benefit of visitors tenizlBRged facilities from both

recorded and extrapolated data. The database differentiated major visitor activities by campers,
hunters, anglers, and swimmers, in order to deemsumer surpluses for each group, providing an
opportunity to allocate direct economic impacts for each user groupCEA has exercised a fair amount
of caution in developing its extrapolations, to avoid exaggerating the economic impacts-opBEked
state parks and forests. In addition, CCEA has assessed the amenity benefits accruing to owners of
properties overlooking and adjacent to DERnaged properties.

The next chapter focuses on DEP operations at State Parks and State Forests as theyesatemts

and attract nonresidents to the state, particularly campers. The third chapter examines benefits
accruing within the state from specific recreational activities and other DEP operations including marine
training seminars, leasing MohawkMountain SkiArea DEP operations at the Harkness Memorial

State Parkand several educational venues. The next two chapters concentrate on additional social
benefits with the fourth chapter covering consumer surpluses accruing to visitors and thefiihity
benefits accruing to propé&r ownerswho overlook parks and forest green spaces via higher residential
sales prices and the related impact on property assessments and taxes and therefore government
revenues. The penultimate chapter utilizes Regiona9 O2y 2 YA O !yl fteéaAira LyOQa
total impacts and fiscal implications. Direct and indirect impacts on state government revenues are also
included within the REMI analysis. The final chapter contains conclusions.

1.2 Benefits

az
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staying within the state to camp and nonresidentso undetake otherout-door recreational activities
including many athletic endeavours offered by state parksfanests. In addition, parks have been
designed to appeal to tourists interested in history from ancient dinosaurs through to mete-dite
navy facilities.

In addition, residents overlooking vistas provided by state parks and forests reap amergfitheSuch
benefits normally occur throughout the year and are captured through higher land prices for residential
homes. As such, the amenity benefits may be partially monetized through higher assessed and selling
gl £ dzSa GKF G | RR rdperty thibsse./ Thege/a8dididna tO theitax Hase dreate revenue
flows forstate andlocal governments. A second major source of amenity benefits is the increased
safety stemming frontraining and licensing of boaters resulting in reduced boating actstien

* Sun, Yaren, Wong, Ka#Rai, and Lai, Hseidhung, Statistical properties and survey design of tourism
expenditures using segmentation, Taumn Economics, 2010, 16(4), 8832.
®1n 2010, 150,000 recreational boaters resulted in 10 deaths in Connecticut.



Other studies of larger jurisdictions have excluded resident participation in recreational activities from
impacts on local economies on grounds that residents would undertake alternative activities within the
area so that expenditures by residentgaot incremental. While there is some truth to such

assertions they do not ring true for either residents of a relatively small state with ready access to
similar venues in nearby states or avid sportspersons. This study takes the opposite apprbach an
includes all participation by residents in order to identify expenditures by residents and benefits
accruing to citizens. Without survey data to know alternative uses of funds currently allocated to
activities at DEdfnanaged venues, it is left to theader to mentally make such adjustments.

2. Tourism Activities

2.1 Introduction

The Connecticut Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) has derived tourism actEesperated

Connecticut state parks and forests from visitor data provided by DEP andsoilnees. Appendix A
R2O0dzySyada //79! Qa SadAYFGAy3d LINPOSRdIzZNBE& OF NNASR 2dz
revenues from fees and services chargedtland tourism expenditures at DEP {fi@e venues. The

second expands these modest expend#s to cover the entire spending at venues where visitor counts

are kept and then by park and forests users at DEP venues within the state. The next chapter adds to

the above by including activities where DEP licenses are deployed both within and aidtssdparks

and forests boundaries by using licensing datahanting, anglingboating, skiing, educational

activities, and special events the Harkness Memori@tate Parki K & O2y G NRA 6 dziS (2 59t ¢
impacts.

2.2 DEP Tourism Revenue Sources

Annual data are extrapolated from information by park on daily activities paid for by residents and
nonresidents. Fulllay parking and campsite data apply to{eyingparties of residents and

nonresident whereas data on wailk attendees apply tindividuals. To be additive, this mixture of

parties and individuals were converted to estimates of individuals utilizing DEP venues by using average
sizes of parties from the 2008 intercept sur{/ej 3.5 persons for resident parties and 4.2 persons for
nonresicent parties. Utilizing these data CCEA attained estimates of the number of parties and people
using each park. Aggregated among the 29 state parks and 4 state forests included in the database, the
annual number days visitors parked or camped is preseimddble 2.2.1 and is split between parks and
forests in Appendix B. Due to their exceptional roles, educational centers and the Harkness Memorial
State Park NB SEOf dzZRSR FyR adaS484aS8SR St aS6KSNBo hdzi 02 YS
deployedbecausethe same individual may park or camp several times within a year so that these data

® Bergstrom, John C. H. Cordell, Ken, Watson, Alan E. and Ashley Gregory A. The Economic Impacts of State Parks
on State Economies in th@®h, Southern Journal of Economics Dec. 1990.
"Witan Intelligence Stragies IncVision Intercept Study Connecticut edition 200Bable 5
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do not count the number of individusimaking use dDEP venuesn total, by 2010 4.6 million visitor
days were spent by fee paying customers in DEP pack$ogests.

Table2.2.1Parkand Forests Paid Visitdbays Camping, Parking both Full Day and Late Day (1,p00s

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Residents 3,132.5 2,842.8 3,262.2 3,735.1 3,143.7 3,331.7 3,797.2 3,635.6 3,876.1 3,525.2 3,451.3 3,522.8
Nonresidents 932.1 746.3 833.7 948.3 738.6 712.9 904.5 791.0 815.7 722.0 798.4 1,044.7
Walk-ins - - - - - 11 22.7 28.0 32.1 27.7 21.5 23.3
Total 4,064.6 3,589.1 4,096.0 4,683.4 3,882.2 4,045.7 4,724.4 4,454.6 4,724.0 4,275.0 4,271.2 4,590.8

Source: CCE#stimatesasses&d on DEP records.

A special group of visitors included above are those who paydate mostly for parking at beaches.
Becausehe average distance travelled by residents paying-tite fees is shoft their expenditures,
over and above parking fees, are applied to transportation oBlgcausehey are halfday visitors
rather thanfull-day onesno expenses for meals in Connecticut have been included.

Late day fees were instituted in 2003 and have been a fixture since. The estimate of visitor days by
residents can be gained by multiplying the total residents paying late daypje@$ the average

occupancy of Connecticut vehicle from the intercept survey. By the same tokedalyalbf use by
nonresidents may be attained using a 4.2 occupancy rate. Parties paying late parking fees are shown in
Table 2.2.2 with total visitor g& appearing in the last row in 1,000s of persons. Comparing that line

with the previous indicates that late day visitors comprise a small percentage of total visitor days.

Table 2.22 PartiesPaying LateDayParking Fees 20603010

Residence and Timing| 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Resident Week Day 6,071 5,959 4,819 5,140 6,071 5,959 4,819 5,140
Resident Weekend 7,545 7,695 7,222 6,890 7,545 7,695 7,222 6,890
Nonresident Week Day 1,533 1,040 1,427 1,662 1,533 1,040 1,427 1,662
Nonresident Weekend 1,615 1,678 1,879 1,735 1,615 1,678 1,879 1,735
Total Resident 13,616 13,654 | 12,041 | 12,030 13,616 13,654 12,041 12,030
Total Nonresident 3,148 2,718 3,306 3,397 3,148 2,718 3,306 3,397
Grand Total Parties 16,764 16,372 | 15,347 | 15,427 16,764 16,372 15,347 15,427
Visitor Days (1,000s) 60.9 59.2 56.0 56.4 65.1 66.2 79.6 78.3

Late Day attendees are concentrated among those utilizing beaches. Given the natural warmth of the
afternoon and optimal levels of exposure to the sun, these beach goetseated asenjoyingbenefits
similarto full day visitors.

Annual visitor fees at the parks, including late day visitors, were in the $3.0 to $3.3 million dollar range
from 2005 to 2009. Fees have risen due to rate increases in 2009, and introductiavilafrpuser fees.

The rate and facilities changes have set the stage for annual revenue to rise to $5.2 million in future
years. Also note that DEP fees for parking, camping, occupying cabins and pavilions and consuming ice

8 See chapter 5.
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and firewood and relatedsade G ES& | NB RSLRAAGSR Ay [/ 2yySOGAOdziQ
annual variations in these fees for visitors to state parks and forests.

Chart 2.2.1Annual Variations irFees Paid by Visitors tDEPmanagedForests and Park@Millions $)

56.0
54,0 7
620 | —

5- . . . . . . . . . . . .

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

2.3 Park Related Tourism Expenditures

Estimates of DEP parks and forests related tourism expenditures are first derived for paying users at

59t Qa FILOAfAGASaAD lY2dzyda F2NJ ONAL) Oz2ada KIFI@S o685
tourist estallished both average party sizes and average daily expenditures for each resident and

nonresident. The average size of a Connecticut tourism party in 2008 was 3.5 people with a daily spend

per party of $233.45 inclusive of accommodation and $175.24 natefage payments for

accommodations. Parallel figures for daily tourist nonresidents for parties of 4.2 people were $230.34

and $183.99 net of their accommodation paymenBecausenly five percent of visitors in the

intercept survey utilized campgrods and because overnight campground fees are lower than hotel or

motel accommodations, that part of expenditures was adjusted downward for campers.

Based on expenditures by all fee paying customers inclusive of those paying late day fees and those
traveling in buses, Chart 2.3.1 illustrates that DEP administered fees are a relatively small percentage of
total expenditures by parks and forests visitors in Connecticut-pagimg visitors spent $88.4 million to
$97.7 million annually in Connecticut. The\ 2 y Qa & Kahnhidixpandliturésk$3433million to

$84.8 million for 2005 to 2010, was by Connecticut residents as illustrated by the burlap coverad area
the Chart. Walkn visitor expenditures appear as the minutely thin green line at theofaihe graph.

Valued in 2008 dollarslaily per capita expenditures have been in the low to mid $60 to $63 range per
visitor per day throughout the periodSibstantiaing evidence for the above per capéapenditures
comes from a survey afvernight canpers in U.S. national forestén 2004, their average daily
expenditures were $66.68 and $58.67 for Hopals and locals respectivély

° Daniel J. Stynes and White [5fiending Profiles of National Forest Visitors, NVUM Four YegoR, 2006 pp.
12 and 34http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/NVUMA4YrSpending.pdf
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Chart2.3.1Expendituresn Connecticut of Paying Visitors Who Utilize Heee State Parks and Forests
(Millions 20@8 $)
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Source: CCEA Based on DEP records and Witan Intelligenegi€sréitic. Vision Intercept Study
Connecticut edition 2008.

While the recent recession led to a downturn in total expenditures by paying visitors to state parks and
forests in 2008 and Z1®, expenditures recovered in 2010 albeit insufficiently to regain 2007 levels.
Reflectinghe increased number of users in each of the last two years, total expenditures have been
expanding Due to the @ening additional parks and rising attendance actlvity feesexpenditures at
state parks and forests have more than doubled since 2002. As a share of total trip expenditures by
these travelers fees remain a relatively snadblelow 3%.

Table 2.3.1 breaks out tourism expenditures by those who fead collected by DEP for their
accommodation and other expenditures with the other expenditures being allocated among

Connecticut residents and nonresidents. The preponderance of expenditures is clearly by Connecticut
resident parties.

Table2.3.1 TotalAnnual Expendituredy Paying Visitors (Millions 2008 $)

1999 | 2000 2001 2002 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 2008 2009 | 2010
Accommodations 19.3 17.4 20.0 22.9 18.9 19.8 23.1 21.9 23.2 20.9 15.2 16.6
Non-Accommodations
Resident 51.9 47.3 54.4 62.3 51.9 55.0 62.9 60.2 64.2 58.4 62.4 63.4
Nonresident 10.7 8.7 9.9 11.3 8.8 8.4 10.8 9.4 9.8 8.7 10.4 13.5
Campers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4
Sub-total 62.6 56.0 64.2 73.6 60.7 63.5 74.1 70.1 74.6 67.6 73.2 77.4
Total 82.0 73.4 84.2 96.5 79.6 83.3 97.2 92.0 97.8 88.6 88.4 94.0

Source: CCEA Based on DEP records and Witan Intelligenegi8&rétic. Vision Intercept Study Connecticut edition

2008.
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2.4 Extrapolations

CCEA has extrapolated the above in three stages. Paying cliergsarponly a portion of park visitors.
Out-of-season and ofhour visitors are captured in gate counts but did not pay. For that reason the
number of park visitors exceeded those who paid to use attributes of marigéoparks. This group of
visitorsis larger than the uninitiated reader might expect because some DEP venues charge only on
weekends, so that weekday visitors to those facilities do not pay for parking. In addition, other parks and
forestsdo not offercamping orestablishedparking facities and/or do not require fees but are included

in the attendance counts. There is then a second group of counted park visitors benefiting from the use
2F GKSaAaS-TABKSNILL NG & © I GKANR aSiéd 2F LINla +FyR ¥
activities and attract visitors. DEP keeps no counts of this third set, albeit some of the activities offered
require licenses discussed elsewhere in the analysis so that care has to be taken to avoid double
counting.

2.4.1 Connecticut Expenditures by Vi sitors to State Parks

Park visitors are assumed to spend the average amounts and experience the average length of stays for
tourists in Connecticut dependent on their residen®ecausehe sample coverage is better for those
utilizing state parks rathethan state forests, this analysis is broken out for parks and forests.

For 2005CCEA estimates total visigio be the 2004 total visitors frold 9t Q& wnnp {/ hwt o{ i
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plegport assumed to grow at rate of growth paying visitors

1999 to 200%’. This process adds 182.1 thousand visitors in 2005 in order to cover development parks

devoid of visitor counts. That benchmark is adjusted proportionately to known visitor canntglly

out to 2010.

This level of adjustent for parks under development is justified by their numbers and available

activities, not covered elsewhere. The 39%fiexe state parks provide venues for 120 activities of

which 49 are covered by licensing revenues and other estimated expenditovesed elsewhere in this
report. Table 2.4.1 outlines these atloe remaining main activities are outlined in. Of the 71 venues

not covered elsewhere, 52 involve walking or jogging activities. The number of venues provided at state
forests was lower wth the same emphasis on hunting and hiking and related activities.

Y Gat counts covered 6,116 thousand visitors in 2005 compared to SCORPs 6,223 thousand in 1964 to all parks
(SCORP p.16) in 2004 and 1,112 to State Forests conpate/59 (SCORP p.16).
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Table 24.1 Activity Venues Provided at Feleree State Parks

Activities Covered State Parks Venueg State Forests Venues
Hunting 13 8
Angling 21 3
Boating 6 1
Boat Launching 5 1
Historic 3 1
Downhill Skiing 0 1
Group Youth Camps 1 1
Total Covered before Adjusting Attendance Datad 49 16
Activities x Venues Not Covered by Data 71 36
Hiking 34 13
Biking 8 5
Bird Watching 7 3
Letterbox Guided 11 7
Other 11 8
Total Activities x Venas 120 52

By 2010, visitor days at all state parks rezt6.8 million personsising this methodology This figure is
extrapolated conservatively from 2009 at the average rate of growth ZII®, at a miniscule 0.76%.

In contrast, visitor days at Stafeecharging parks 2009 to 2010 were up 5.59%. By 2010, paid fees
covered 1.5 milliowisitor days at state parks. Another 3.6 million visits occurred in the same parks but
these visitors did not pay fees another 1.6 million were counted affoefee parks. In addition,
developing parks are estimated to have reached 182.1 thousand by 2010 undertaking activities not
covered elsewhere.

Table 2.4.2 lays out thexerapolations for expenditures in Connecticut by wassttostate parks. By

2010, expeaditures in Connecticut by state park visitors reached $425.1 million in 2010 dollars, down
$7.2 million from the recent peak in 2007. This estimate assumes thapaying visitors hadimilar

average length trips and were divided in the same proportibresidents and nonresidents as were fee
paying visitors. Accommodation expenses have been estimated conservatively by using rates paid by
the average nosresident person.Becauséoth resident daytrippers who paid late fees and bus

travelers are inclded in the base numbers, this process leads to lower than average lengths of stays for
tourists captured in the intercept surveyxfenditure estimates using the average length of stay for
touristswould be$13.0 million highethan the above 2010 estimat

2.4.2 Expenditures in Connecticut by Visitors to State Forests

Among nine state forests for which attendance is tracked, only three forests and the Pachaug
Campground are included. For this reason the sample is not as stsdtrig far state parks, beit there

is little difference between the per capita expenditures between state park and state forest visitors.

That lack of difference engenders confidence in the forest data despite the small sample. By 2010, 22.2
thousand
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Table2.4.2Extrapolatd ConnecticutExpendituresby Visitors toState Park

(Millions 2008 $)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Fee-Paying Visitors
Residents 81.7 78.3 83.3 75.7 74.4 75.9
Nonresidents 13.4 11.6 12.1 10.8 12.5 16.1
Camper Walk-in 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4
Total Fee-Paying 95.5 90.4 96.1 87.0 87.2 92.5
Out-of-Season & Off-Hour
Visitor Days at Fee-Paying
State Parks 201.0 233.2 232.1 216.8 226.5 222.3
Counted Visitors to Not-For-
Fee State Parks 88.8 92.1 91.7 89.7 96.8 98.1
Visitors to Development
State Parks 11.1 12.0 12.1 11.4 11.9 11.9
Direct Trip Expenditures 396.8 428.1 432.3 405.2 422.6 425.1

Source: Visitor days from DEP based on park gate records except for total for 2010 whicHireead@xtrapolation of the
series. Fee paying Visitors are from individual park records.

vigtors paid attendancefees while 388.7 thousanaccounted for unpaid atterehce Based on the

number of total forest visitors countedugmented by 50% to capture visitors to DEP forests where
counting occurred including 14 development foresiisd tobe consistent with visitor data in SCORP
visits to DEP forestanother 1,287.6 thousand visited nédr-fee state forests. In total 1,669 thousand
visited DEP forestsTable 2.4.3lsows hed S @ Atrép expenhdithirés amounted to $119.3 million
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Table2.4.3 Extrapolakgd ConnecticuExpendituresby Visitors to State Forests

(Millions $)
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Fee-Paying Visitors
Residents 1.4 1.3 15 1.3 0.9 1.2
Nonresidents 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2
Walk-ins 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Fee-Paying Days 15 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.4
Out-of-Season & Off-Hour
Visitor Days at Fee-Paying
State Forests 31.8 32.4 31.2 315 29.5 27.3
Counted Visitors to Not-
For-Fee Forests 46.5 47.4 49.7 44.0 52.1 50.7
Visitors to Development
State Forests 40.0 40.6 41.4 38.6 41.4 39.8
Direct Trip Expenditures 119.9 121.8 123.9 115.6 124.2 119.3

Source: Visitor days from DEP based on park gate records except for total for 2010 whicHirgearnog
extrapolation of the series. Fee paying Visitors are from individual park reddoeda.on total visitor days at
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forests was adjusted upwards to cover unlisted forests based on SCORP data. These adjustments also impacted
estimated expenditures of those visiting Afoir-fee forests.

2.4.3 Visitor Expenditures

Total estimatel direct expenlitures for each type of visitor are the sum of the abaypearing inrable
2.4.4. Valued in 2008 dollars, 2010 trip expenditureDBPmanagedparks and forests generated

$544.3 million in direct expenditures in Connecticut.

Table2.4.4 Extrapolaed WnnecticutExpendituresby Visitors to State Parks and Forests

(Millions 2008 $)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Fee-Paying Visitors 97.4 92.1 98.0 88.7 88.6 94.2
Out-of-Season & Off-Hour

Visitor Days at Fee-Paying

State Parks and Forests 232.8 265.6 263.3 248.3 256.0 249.6
Counted Visitors to Not-

For-Fee State Parks and

Forests 130.6 133.6 135.6 128.5 151.0 148.6
Visitors to Development

State Parks 51.2 52.7 53.5 49.9 53.3 51.7
Direct Trip Expenditures 494.6 525.8 532.4 498.7 549.0 544.3

Sources: See notes to Table and 5b

2.5 Conclusions

Combining theexpendituredor the state parks and forests sizie total directtourism moniesspent
annually from 2002010. During 8.5 million tourism days 2010, visitors to DEP parks spent $544.3
million. The vast majity of these expenditures were generated by visitors to state parks rathertthan
forests and by Connecticut residents rather than nonresidents. The number-pafgeg visitorsose

in 2010, while ouof-season visitors arestimatedto have declined sdid those visiting nefior-fee

parks and forests in the last year. Less conservative projasctould inflate these results by close to
three percent. Of these expenses 17% to 18% were for accommodations including camping.

3. Other Direct Activities

3.1 Introduction and Overview

In addition to general tourism captured in the previous chapter, DERagemenfacilitates specific
activities both within parks and forests and externally to them. Key among these activities are hunting,
fishingand boating.Licenses are awarded to both hunting athlingwhereas permits are only for
hunting. The relative licensing effort devoted to hunting &istlingis clear from Table 3.1.1 below
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provides basic data on theumber of licenses and permits issued for thf.Q season starting on Dec 1,
2009, going through to December 31, 2010. It excludes December 1 to December 31 sales for the 2011
season and therefore represents DEP revenues for the single season. The vast majority of license and
permit sales are to Comaticut residents.

¢-ofS odmMdmM 59t {LIR2NIAaALISNA2YyaQ [AO0SyasSa IyR t SN¥YA

Residents Nonresidents Total
Fishng 154,907 14,445 169,352
Hunting 88,079 5,684 93,763
Hunting &Fishing 29,472 283 29,755
Trapping 750 2 752
Total 273,208 20,414 293,622

Becauseamnany of the licensees above hold more than one license and/or permit, there are fewer

sportspersons than licenses and permits issuéthen holding of multiple licenses and permits is taken

into account, the number of sportspersons is shown in Table 3.2. The number oféaf@gesees is
then the number of those with licenses strictly fimging plus the number of sportspersons hiviga

combination license allowing both hunting afishing Of the 752 trapping licenses, all but 37 went to
persons holding either a huntinfishingor combination license. For this reason hunting activities are
broadened slightly to include trapping the rest of this chapter.

Table 3.1.2 DEP Sportspersons with Licenses: 2010

Residents Nonresidents Total
Fishng 132,000 13,810 145,810
Hunting 17,916 2,543 20,459
Hunting &Fishng 22,073 214 22,287
Trappng 36 1 37
Total 172,025 16,568 188,593

Source: DEP licensing data with deletion of sequential same name and address deleted.

Contributing to the number of trips taken per hunter and per angler will be the nhumbedmedsity of
licenses and permits held. That topic is discussed in greateil dethe following sectionsThe overlap
is necessarpecausananyanglershold combination licenses or separate licenses covering multiple
activities.Becausehe type offishing marine or inland, dramatically impacts costaundertakingeach
activity inclusive of travel distances, marine and inldisttingare treated as two different but
overlapping activities within the report.

18



3.2 Hunting

DEP contributes to the Conneati hunts by both restocking and issuing licenses. In 2010 the DEP
purchased a total of 15,775 pheasants based on revenues fromthe dalK& | &1 y i a Gt YL
It also controlled the hunt by issuing licenses that are specific by spauieechngueand in time.

The difference between licenses and permits issued and the number of hunters underlines the
multiplicity of licenses and permits held by hunters. It is clear that much of this multiplicity will involve
frequent trips to exercise licensesd each related permit:

e Licenses are specific to equipment deployed (shotguns, firearms, muskets of various types, and
bows and arrows);

e 2 A0K GKS SEOSLIiAZzY 27F
certain game; migratory birds, deer etg.

¢ Hunting techniques also differ among the types of hunts as illustrated by the blinds for
migratory bird hunts versus tracking techniques for deer; and,

e Hunters hold permits for hunting in specific seasons, such as both a spring &unttésll turkey
hunting, requiring separate trips.

/| 2yySOUAOdzi Qa | I NBSal

Table 3.2.Tevealsthe size of the licensed hunting community in Connecticut. This enumeration of
licensed hunters includes resident and nonresident hunters as well as the total. The first lineeghdica
the number of permits, other than CT HIP. HIP aside, permits are for specific game and therefore time
limited either by fiat or the seasonality of available game, each permit is likely to be matched by a trip
for the permit holder. Becausenanylicensedhuntershold in excess of one permit, it is necessary to
establish the total number of hunting licenses, the sum of lines two and three of the tahkBureau

of the Census found that Connecticut hunters make%ihgle day trips per resident liceee and three

days for nonresident licenseé$.Using this data facilitates estimating the number of hunting trips

shown in the last line of Table 3.2.1.

Table 3.2.1: Resident and Nonresident Licensed Hunters Holding Permits: 2010

Residents | Nonresidents| Total
Permits for Hunting 59,365 2,816 62,181
Hunting Licenses 33,644 2,987 36,631
Hunting &FishingLicenses 29,472 283 29,755
Hunters and Hunting &ishingLicengs 63,116 3,267 66,386
Number of Hunting Trips 770,024 9,801 779,825

Source: DEP licensing data.

The 3,267 nofresident hunting licenseissued in 2010 included hunting 1,468 archery, 96 junior
licenses and 284 cdnmnation licenses.

" http:/ww.ct.gov/dep/cwplview.asp?a=2700&0=394896&depNav_GID=1633
2 The only permit holders treated as equivalent to licensees were those holding archery permits for deer who did
not appear to need a license involving any typdéirearms.
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Most nonresident hunters originate in Massachusetts and elsewhere in New England accompanied by a
strong contingent from New York, as noted in Chart 3.2.1. There is considerably less hunting in
Connecticut by those originating in Newsky, and Pennsylvania.
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Chart 3.2.1: Origins of Nonresidents
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Source: DEP Licensing Data.

An improved estimate of the number of trips comes from the average number of trips per hunter
determined from a 2006 survey by the UFg&h andwildlife Servicelt indicates that resident hunters
averaged 12.2 trips and nonresidents 3.0 trips in Connedcficl®ased on 2010 hunting licensees,
resident hunters undertook70.0 thousand trips and nonresident hunters 9.8 thousand. The resulting
expenditures for thoséunting in Connecticut are illustrated in Table 3.2.2. Per trip expenditures were
similar for both residents (#0.19) and nonresidents @v0.10.

Table 3.2.2: Hunting Trips and Expenditures by Resident and Nonresident Hunting Licensees (1,000 s)

Residat Nonresident Total
Total Number of TripglL,000s) 768.1 9.8 777.9
Total Expenditures in Connecticdt@00s2006 $) 92,317 4,607 96,924

Source: DEP Licensing Data and average spending data frofRist.&dVildlife Service

The U.SFish andWildlife Service also breaks out all expenditures on hunting in Connecticut as noted in
Table 3.2.3. That break out is shown in 2006, 2008 and 2010 dollars. The 2008 dollar values are used in
REMI simulations while 2010 values are more readily comprefetigmn their 2006 counterparts. In all
cases, the industry purchases have been adjusted through Consumer Price Indexes (CPIs) tailored to
iKSY® ¢KS frad AGSY AyOfdzZRSR tAOSyaiay3a ¥SSa az

3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2006 National Survey of Fishimiong and WildlifeAssociated Recreation,
Connecticut Derived from Table 3.
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increases. Ae small number of spenders indicates that many participating in the survey did not spend
in all sectors and that the sample size is a little small. The number purchasing books and recreational

magazines is small and the expenditures based on residuaiasts from the rest of the data.

Table 3.2.3: Detailed Hunte€onnecticutExpenditures by Licensed$,00G $)

Spenders| 2006 $ 2008 $ 2010 %
Food and Lodging 40 2,520.3 2,751.7 2,801.5
Transportation 25 5,032.2 5,457.2 5,365.5
Other Trip Costs 32 920.7 1,105.2 993.8
Hunting Equipment 13 29,220.0| 29,324.8| 29,266.3
Auxiliary Equipment 30 5,886.4 5,860.1 5,773.8
Special Equipment 13 35,836.2| 37,879.1] 39,309.3
Magazines and Books 478.0 491.6 495.1
Membership Dues and Contributions 8 2,371.8 2,443.8 2,391.8
Other 7 14,658.1| 15,102.9| 22,898.4
Total 37 96,923.9| 100,416.5| 109,295.3

Source: (1) DEP 2010 Licensing data, (2FissandVildlife Service Table 22 for the breakout of expenditures
and (3) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics for Clatons.

The derived overall escalators for the hunting activity in 2008 and 2010 from the 2006 base are then
1.03 and 1.14 respectively. Total expenditures in Connecticuih&@10 dollars aranpressive at
$109.3 million in 2010 dollars.

3.3 Fishing

DEP supports both recreational and commercial fisheries by restocking lakes, ponds and rivers as well as
controlling recreational fishing by licenseSor the 2010 season DEP issued 169,352 licenses strictly for
fishingand another 29,7580vering bothfishingand hunting, so that it issued a total of 199,107 licenses

for fishing There were three major types fi$hinglicenses; Marine, Inland Waters, and All Waters as

shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.3.1 DEP Issued Licenses and Licensees by Type of F8lid)y:

Marine | Inland All Total
Waters
Licenses 53,308| 81,325| 64,474| 199,107
Licensed to a Person Holding Another Specific Activity Lice| 204 494 165 863
Licensees 53,104 80,831| 64,309| 198,244

As with hunting some individushold multiple licenses for each type of activity. Thus the 53,308
licenses classified as Marine only, were held by 53,204 licensees. Similarly, the 81,325 licenses
specifically issued for the inland fishery were held by 80,831 licensees. Addingekh Wanses and
licensees to the fishery specific licenses and licensees means that 117,782 licenses fofishamme
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were held by 117,413 licensees while 145,799 licenses issued for the inland fishery facilitated
involvement of 145,140 licenssin inland waters.

For assessing travel distances and attribution of consumer surplus aamgiegs, it is useful to allocate
both licenses and licensees between residents and nonresidents. Table 3.3.2 contains the results.
Connecticut residents clearly predamate in both the marine and inland fisheries. Particularly in the
inland fishery residents appear to have a better understanding of the licensing system than do
nonresidents who hold the number of multiple licenses, especially for irflahohg As alsare of their
participation in fisheries activities, nenesidents place slightly greater emphasis on the marine fishery
rather than the inland one.

Table 3.3.2 DEP Issued Licenses and Licensees by Type of Fishery, Residents and Nonresidents: 2010

Marine | Inland All Total
Waters

Residents
Licenses Issued to Residents 47,930 73,027 63,422| 184,379
Licensed Issued to Residents Already Holding an Activity
License or Permit 131 154 162 447
Resident Licensees 47,799 72,873 63,260 183,932
Nonresidents
Licenses Issued 5,378 8,298 1,052 14,728
Licensed Issued to Nonresident Already Holding an Activit
License oPermit 73 340 3 416
Nonresident Licensees 5,305 7,958 1,049 14,312

Source: DEP, LicensiDgta

As Chart 3.3.illustrates, the origins of nonresideanglerslicensed by Connecticut was primarily from

New England albeit, New Yorker licensees (2,612) are almost as prevalent in the inland fishery as

nonresident New Englanders (2,741). With tielely good access to their own marine waters, both New

,2N] FYR bSg WSNASE NBaAaARSy(Ga akz2 ghdriRthan iis@nifd SNJ Ay (0
fishery. There is reciprocity in the marine fishery for licensees from Connecticut, Massashaisett

WK2RS LaflyR® | 2yySOGAOdziQa altS 2F YFENRYS Fy3tf A
may be becauswherea I & & | O K \AEstBrid ¢odn€es may find the Connecticut shore more

accessible and /or appealing théme shorelinein their home state. Visitors from other states, many of

which are landocked,are more heavily licensed to enter the inland fishery rather than the marine one.

Connecticut waters are generally recognized as being safe. Among the 150,000 licensed personal
watercraft licensees, operating 108,000 registered craft, there were 10 fatalities in*2009.

! Data provided by DEP.
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Chart 3.3.1 Origins of Licensees for Marine, Inland and all Water Fisheries: 2010
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In all cases the licensees constitute the base for estimating direct partmipatieach fishery. The U.S.

Fishand Af Rt ATS { SNIA OS Q angling HuntingoahddWildliff\bsbciatedRedeGt®dN 2 F
identified more Anglers participating in the Connecticut fishery than are licensed by Connecticut to

participate This otcome is understandable from the survey techniques deployed bytie Fish and

Wildlife ServiceAY Ay RSOGSNXYAYLIYylG 2F [/ 2yySOGA0dziQa y2yNBaArF
is that licenses between Connecticut, Rhodes Island and Massachaigeteciprocal so that licensees

from those states are not required to be licensed by Connecticut. Due to the reciprocity a Connecticut
licensees have access to maramgylinggrounds in other participating states. Reciprocity is riiggn

reason for theratios of nonresident participating anglers relative to CT licensees are particularly high.

The ratios of 2006 surveg anglers to 2010 licensed ones in Table 3.3.3.

Table 3.3.3: Ratio of Anglers in Connecticut 2006 to Connecticut Licensed Anglers in 2010

al NAYyS LyOfdzRA|LYf YR AyOf dzRA
Resident 1.09 1.31
Nonresident 5.67 2.89

Due to assembling data on the number of trips, the survey suggestedangitimgactivity than do the
minimums from the licensing data. Thedghertrip figures would set angler participation at the levels

F LILISENAY3I Ay ¢lot$
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and anglers unlicensed in Connecticut. The first two columns cannot be added to ¢etidimecause
those participating in both the Marine and Inland fishery would be double counted.
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Table 3.3.4: Fishery Participants in 2010

al NAyS LyOfdzR|LYfFYR AyOf dzR
2 | §SN&E
Resident 121,000 178,000
Nonresident 36,000 26,000
Total 157,000 204,000

The inland fishery has a higher percentage of resident participants and the maere lugher share of
nonresidentparticipants. Given the reciprocal use of licenses this outcome is to be expected.

A component of estimating avage expenditures per participant is the number of trips taken by the
average participant as well as the total number of trips. Not unexpectedly, residents make more trips to
fish in Connecticut than do nonresidents. These results appear in Table 3.3.5.

Table 3.3.5: Trips per Participant 2010

al NAYyS LyOfdzR|LYfFYR AyOf dzR
2 SN
Resident 8.8 18.2
Nonresident 55 3.9

Bearing in mind that nonresidents visiting Connecticut will spghilie en route and returning home as
well asthe smaller number of trips to Connecticut fisheries relative to residents, nonresidents can be
expected to spend somewhat less per participant in Connecticut than its residents. These lower
expenditures by nonresidents are documented in Table 3.3.6.rsuheat participants. Per capita per
day the average resident spends $35.60 and average nonresident $30.30.

Table 3.3.6: Expenditures by Participants in the Connecticut Fishery 2010 (Millions 2006 $)

\ Marine Inland Total
Expenditures (Millions 2006 $)
Resident 79.1 112.1 191.2
Nonresident 16.6 4.7 21.3
Total 95.7 116.8 212.5

The above expenditures cover only expenditures incurred in Connecticut to undartgkagactivities,
GAGKAY 59t Qa &ALIKSNB 2F Ay Tt dzSy G ondertekiaBgingS E Of dzR S
activities elsewhere than in Connecticut. The Urigh andVildlife Serviceprovides a useful breakout

of expenditures by industry for this larger expenditimelusive of expenditures in Connecticut to

pursue outof-state anglig. The breakoutof expenditureds shown in Table 3.3.7 in 2006, 2008 and

2010 dollars. The 2008 dollar values are used in REMI simulations while the 2010 values are more
readily comprehended than their 2006 counterparts. In all cases, the industchasegs have been
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adjusted through CPIs tailored to them. The escalator applied to boat operations was the price of
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increases. While there was sigrdiint escalation 2006 to 2008, there was a slight decrease for 2008

GKNRdzZZK HamMnX RSALNGiBoedsK S Ay Of dzaAz2y 2F 59t Q&
Table 3.3.7: All Angling Expenditures in Connecticut (1,000 $)
Purchases Spenders Expenditures
2006 2008 2010

Food 199 32,505 35,615 36,555
Lodging 22 5,405 5,719 5,397
Transportation 201 30,819 33,422 32,860
Privilege Fees 43 9,224 9,504 9,302
Boat Costs 67 38,836 49,047 42,167
Bait 175 9,674 10,359 10,502
Ice 100 4,049 4,336 4,395
Heating and Cooking Fuel 240 309 288
Angling Equipment 192 49,268 49,445| 49,346
Auxiliary Equipment (Tents and clothing) 48 12,667 12,610| 12,425
Boats, Campers 41,044 43,384| 45,022
Magazines and Books 52 1,696 1,744 1,756
Memberships and Contributions 27 1,269 1,308 1,280
Other includig Permits and Fees 147 6,856 7,064 10,710
Total Adjusted for Price Changes 199 243,552 263,865| 262,004

Source: (1) DEP 2010 Licensing data, (2FissandNildlife Service Table 16 and 19 for the breakout of

expenditures and (3) U.S. Bureau of LakatiSics for CPI inflators.

Inflation was a more important factor from 2006 to 2008 than 2@08.0 with prices showing a slight
decline over the last twayears despite DEP increasing fees. This outcome reflects the minor role of

licensing fees in the @vall costs of angling.

3.4 Recreational Boaters

3.4.1 Introduction

DEP operate$12 boat launches of whicB5are for trailers. It is assumed thegcreationalboats
launched asites providing trailer accesgerate under power or sail, hereafter refdiS R
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tops. Further, of thé&5power boat launches 10 are on the coast and the ogsfresh water. Usage of
seagoing boats and freshwater onedsl iffer in that seagoing recreational boats are more apt to
remain in the water for the season than are freshwater boats whe&tersmay visit severdboat
launches over the season ether for a variety of venues or for competitive events. The pirgrasis

to estimate the expenditures from these activities utilizingP®&nues and human resources. Estimates
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of interest in assessing DEP park and forest activities do not cover the entire impact of the recreational
activity throughout Connecticut, judy those using DEP facilities.

DEP provides training and operator licenses for recreational boaters. Currently, DEP assists anglers by
stockingstate lakesponds and rivers There are currently 108,00@ensedrecreational boats in
Connecticut withat least150,000licenseesolding safe boating personal watercraft certificates.

Due to higher fees, the PWCs licensing expenditimasred by new licenseasse from $148,285 in
2009 to $288,500 in 2010n 2009 DEP issued a further 2,232 liceasad certificates worth $47,285
related to boat and boater safety and replacement of lost licenses. Parallel figures for 2010 include
1,607 licenses and certificates at $37,465.

Whileangkrs are involved in operating recreational boats not all recreatidboaters arenglersand
not allanglersare boaters.Becausevariousanglerlicensess are including the overall data set for DEP,
licensed boaters have been estimated as the residual of the above licensing activities.

3.4.2 Power Boats

Assuming theosts of operatingecreational power boats in Connecticarte roughly line with those on

the Great Lakes, owners of Conecticut registered boats sper&72 million on recreational boating of

which $173 million was spent on their crafts. Of this amounglars spent $43.4 million on their

recreational boats so that amount in already included in the study leaving non angling recreational boats
spending $130 million on their craft and $353 million in aggregate when their trip expenditures are

included. RelB YO SNAY I GKIG 062FGSNEQ SELISYRAGIZNBE FNB yz2i
percent of the $353 million or $35.3 million is not out of line withlit? boat launches

This estimate is likely lolxecausdt takes very little account of the plieration of Personal Water Craft
(PWCs) on freshwater lakes and rivers.

3.4.3 Human Powered Boats

The remainingpoat launckescater to boats carried on car roof tops. While some of these may involve
the use of light electric motors (e.g. electricallyven trolling propellers) or even smalhsily portable
outboards, they are treated here &simanpowered craft. Generally human powered recreational

boating activities such as canoeing, rowing and kayaking constitute abdpefcent of the

expenditues of the power boat and sailing recreational matfheGiven tle number of launch sites in
Connecticut and the distances being driven to them, the resulting estimate of $1.5 million appears to be
fairly conservative.

3.4.4 Boating Conclusions

The above dia edimate expenditures on total boating activitié#s Connecticut. They are conservative

in that the sea going capabilities, the average length of boat in Connecticut is likely longer than on the
Great Lakes. In addition maintaining boats in freshwetgenerally less expensive than in saltwater.

PDNBFG [+FH18a .2F0Ay304a SO2y2YAO ladsy OKTE DNBI G [18& /2Y
http://www.glc.org/recboat/pdf/rec-boatingfinal-small.pdf
®Goss Gilroy Inc. Economic Analysis of Recreational Boating in Canada: 2001, Executive Summary. And
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Great Lakes recreational boats is reasonalhteaddition DEP generates amenity benefits to boaters
through its training and licensing programs in order to saes.

3.5 Other DEP Activities

3.5.1 Introduction

This section looks at three DEP operations targeting specific activisi@g)gat Mohawk MountainSki
Area the Harkness Memorid@tate Parkvith its 230 acre groundsand educational activities at 5
venues. Thesetraining venuesre designed to assist both teachers and students in upgrading the
quality ofenvironmentaleducation

3.5.2 Mohawk Mountain Ski Area

Mohawk Mountain Sk\reaattractsskiers from Connecticut and surrounding states. Sincé,198
Mohawk Mountain gross revenues after deductiegeiptsfor ski rentals have risen from $1.7 million to
$4.3 million. By 2008 ski rentals amounted to $4,700. While rentals have been addedsoayenues
they are insufficient to notice after rounding. Projecting 2009 at the average growthfrat&986 to
2008, gross revenues anndal the entire year of 2008 reaek $4.4 million with fees to DEP of
$80,851. In setting these fees Mohawk Muain SkiAreautilizes a complex rate schedule noted in
Table 3.5.1.

Table 3.5.1: Mohawk Daily Ski Pass Rates

Adult Junior/Seniors Child
(16 & older) (5-15yrs / 65 yrs & up) (4 & under)

ALL DA:30-6pm or 1- 10pm $52 $44 $15
SUNDAY ALL DA&¥30-4pm $52 $44 $15
MORNING3:30- 1pm $45 $37 $15
AFTERNOON- 6pm $45 $37 $15
TWILIGH® - 10pm $45 $37 $15
NIGHT FRI/SAG- 10pm $24 $24 $15
SUNDAY SPECIAL4pm $37 $37 $15

Sourcehttp://www.mohawkmtn.com/lift_tickets.html .

This complexity is compounded Byecialski packages, free ski lessons and veterans discBunts

¢p2 alGdzRASA LINPGARS oNBIl12dzia 2F a1ASNBRQ SELISYRAG
expenditues are for lift tickets as noted in Table 3.5.2. Utilizing the mor®gate of these two, skier
expenditures from Mohawk skiing activities would amount to $13.8 million.

7 http:/Mww.mohawkmtn.com/lift_tickets.html
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Region Midwest | North Carolind
Time 196869 20022003
Lodging & Meals 28.3 37.5
Lift Tickets 24.1
Lift Tickets and Rentaly 32.7
After-Ski Entertainment 8.5 1.7
Transportation 16.5 11.1
Other" 22.6 17.0

(1) For Midwest includes equipment rental and repairs, lessons, packag® pind, other miscellaneous items with rentals
excluded for North Carolina. (2). W.LeushneiandHerrington, R. B. The Skier: His Characteristics and Preferences.
http://nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/other/recsym/recreation_symposium_proceedings 135.pdf Table ) &Gté¥en W. Millsaps,
Groothius, P. AThe Economic Impact of the North Carolina Ski Areas on the Economy of North Carolins22082Seaso,
Table 2http://www.goskinc.com/economics/2002003/NCSAA conomielmpact.pdf.

3.5.3 Harkness Memorial State Park

The Harkness Memori&ttate Parlon average hosted 65 events in thistoric mansionprimarily

weddings over the last three years. Theeage group size was 130 implying 8,450 guests. The average
costs per capita at the site were $250, of which $175 is for food, beverages and accommodations and
$75 for incidentals, primarily entertainment. Of these guests about 75% used commercial
accommodation for at least one night and immediate families of bridal parties two nigh¢sause

most weddings occur during peak season local accommodation prices average $175 per night.

There are a further 25 amphitheatre weddings a year at lower costsggta and with feweguests
staying in commercial accommodations. Amphitheatre costs are $375 per event and per capita costs
about $25. Their use of local accommodations is also lower at 25% of guests.

Additional costs for food then add to the total expditures in Connecticut attracted by the Harkness
Memorial State Parkllustrated in Table 3.5.3

The various food and beverage and-site accommodation charges cover bridal parties and guests over
one or two nights. The entertainment costs are for 8am@nd other entertainment the weddings. The
expenditures are significant because aftstate wedding participants, particularly Boston and New
York, dominate bookings at the Harkness Memdsialte Park
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Table 3.5.3: Expenditures Attributable to Opetions at the Harkness Memorigtate Park

Activity Expenditures
Weddings Utilizing theHistoric Mansion

Food, Beverages and Accommodation at the Site 1,803,750
Entertainment 633,750
Offsite Accommodations 1,109,063
Offsite Food 380,250
Travel 117,696
Wedding Deploying the Amphitheatre

Food, Beverages and Accommodation at the Site 71,250
Entertainment 126,750
Offsite Accommodations 82,013
Offsite Food 28,125
Travel 26,116
Other Wedding Parties (Pictures only) 3,750
General Admittance 159,929
Total Expenditures 4,542,460
Donation 347,170
Total 4,889,630

Source: DEP staff.

Harkness accommodation fees are modest in per capita terms as noted from its fee schedule below;

Weddings &Parties:

The rental fee of $4,450 includes exclusive use of the first floor of the mansion and south
courtyard tent for 5 hours with an additional 2 %2 hours set up and breakdown. Purchase
additional time for $875 per hour to the midnight curfew.

Day Us Fees:

Seminars, conferences, luncheons and meetings have a four hour base rate Teeddgy8
a.m. to 4 p.m. (March 1 to Memorial Day and Columbus Day to December 23)

e Music Room: 80 guests maximum, base rate: $565, additional time $220 per hour
« Dining Room: 40 guests maximum, base rate: $440, additional time $160 per hour
o Breakfast Room: 30 guests maximum, base rate: $375, additional time $140 per h

Visitors to its events however spend a considerable amount in Connecticut as noted ablibe Staff is
noticing increasing number of parties from enftstate so that increasing shares of the revenues are
attributable to its presence in Connecticut as opposed to locale couples getting married elsewhere in
lieu of availability of the Harknesddemorial State Park
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3.5.4 Enhanced Education
Data are available on the educational and train@gjvities undertaken athree offive educational

centers. Estimated expenditures in Connecticut by visitors to these centers are summarized in Table
3.5.4 From 2008010 they have been in the $6.9 million to $7.5 million range.

Table3.5.4Extrapolatd ConnecticuExpendituresdby Visitors toDEP Managed Educational Centers

(Millions 2008 $)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Accommodation 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7
Expenses Other Than
Accommodation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Paying Parties 5.7 5.3 5.7 5.3 5.6 5.2

Residents (PV FD) 5.4 5.1 5.5 5.0 5.4 5.1

Non-Residents (PV FD) 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
Camper Walk-in 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Non Accommodation 5.7 5.3 5.7 5.3 5.6 5.2
Including Accommodations 7.5 7.0 7.6 7.0 7.4 6.9

3.6 Conclusions

Connecticut visitors utilize DEP facilities to undertake a series of activities and in doing so create direct
expendituresof at least $409 iflion over and above the general tourism activities from visits to state
parks for camping and swimmin@his txapter has explored activities including boating, hunting
anglingand skiing. They are all significant in generating direct expendituregidliion DEP operates

or licenses venues where additional activities ocueh aspecial events, charity fundraisers, bird
watching,hiking and horseback ridingnclusive of theother activitiesn Connecticytdirect consumer
expenditures in relatinship to undertaking activities &IEPmanagedparks and forests would approach

a billion dollars annually.

4. Consumer Surpluses

4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents definitions for consumer surplus, a brief indication of the level of participation in
key recreational activities covered in Connecticut and estimates consumer surpluses derived by

LI NHLAOALI viad ¢KS YdzZ GALXEAOAGE 2F LR&aaArotsS (SOKy,

costs of travel from origin to destination and retumg. Appendix C coveteschnical considerations for
estimating consumer surplus concern for camping, angling, belémnich and marine, and camping as
well as the resulting estimating equations and related statistical information.
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Consumer surplus has albeen derived for day trippers to beaches for this relative small user group
described in considerably more detail than in the same appendix than in the following text in order to
support and clarify the various approaches

4.2 Consumer Surplus

| 2y & dz¥BpNE® G5 the benefit derived byvisitors to parks ove and above what they pay for
accessing parks®® These benefits, sometimes called Rpecuniary benefits, are particularly germane

to public resources like parks because visitors pay either naofeenly a nominal fee to use these
services. This follows from the unique characteristics of parks. Parks may be consumed by many
individuals at once, without reducing the benefits to others (mival consumption). Also, it is generally

costly to exclde individuals from using the good (nexcludability)° Pricing for these types of goods

typically do not capture their full benefits.As the economist Frank Cesario stated over thirty years ago,
G¢CKS / 2yadzySNARQ adzNLJ dza acodyhharicSas way of esiimafing the/priialy & A R
SO2y2YA0O o0SySFAGa 2F 2dziR22NJ NBONBF A2y aradasSa +y
remains the most widely utilized and accepted today.

S
R

When considering public spaces, measuring c¥hSUINE Q & dzNLJ dza F2fft2¢6a 2yS 27
method uses a survey to elicit what people think they would be willingay to make the resource
available?’ A second method iso estimate what people actually spend in order to access these
resources in addition to any price they pay to enter. This report follows the later approach; know as the
travel cost method (TCM). At a minimum, TCM estimates the costs associated with traveling to and
from the park. The assumption is that individuals mustueahe resource at least as much as they
spend on traveling to and from the resource. Some TCM analyses also additioqaautiary costs

such as the time spent traveling to the park and the time spent at the park. Often, TCM uses intercept
surveys ass basis; asking individuals how far they have traveled, how long they spend at the park and
how many times a year they come to the park. Limitations to analyses are discussed in appendix C.
Despite this, travel cost analysis remains our best tool faring the recreational experienc®.

Bven in the presnce of comprehensivdata, obtaining a reliable measureryeli 2 F O2 y a4 dzY SNA Q
can bechallenging.Other states have conducted intercept surveys to estimate the number of trips and
travel time forpark users (MD)Surveydata are not available for Connecticubut Connecticut collects

Bag/ 2y adzYSNAQ & dzNLX dFdzad SIK 24a# (RK 3 2aINJ (182dz60aS0 AQRdfi SR F2NE ¢ O2
measurement of benefit to one individual, while the latter represents the benefits to an entire group. See Mas

Colell, Winston, & Green (1995) for additional information.

Y4 w/ 2y &snplGsNdiedsures the net benefits from consuming n units of the discrete good: the utility u(n)
YAydza GKS NBRAZOGA2Y Ay (GKS SELSYRAGIINE 2y O2yadzyLliAzy
PC2NJ SEIFYLX S5 O02yaARSNI 1KS RETHENESY OS2 Sy 65y 08 IWYHzIf A
piece of gum, which lacks these characteristics. Only one individual consumes gum at a time, whereas many

people can simultaneously be in a park. Gum is readily excludable as the physical barrier bfypeing 2 YS2 y S Q&
mouth. Park benefits such as looking at natural vistas, preservation of biodiversity, etc. are available to all in

proximity to the park.

g2t aKAYIG2y nf Sy yisl & | N ko / SdzNBSesé wSaLRyaArgsS alyl3asSys
http://www.parks.wa.gv/Centennial20132006%20Survey.pdf

*2Haab, TC and KE McConnell (2008uing Environmental and Natural Resources: Econometrics oifsddeet

ValuationUSA: Edwarilgar Publishing.
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addresses for all individuals who reserve camp spaces and purchase licdnsiag. spatl analysis,
distances can beneasured using visitor addresses and geocodadtpdata. A small percent of visitor
data were found to have invalid @non-geocodablé addresses. These instances were mostly for-non
residents accessing Connecticut attractiond¥here addresses were obviously false, the information
was deleted fromthe sample on which estimates were made but the numbers of omitted licensees
reintegrated with the estimatedased on the estimated averagés order to more fully capture
consumer surpluses from these activities.

Individuals who are out of state can algarchase these licenses. In the case of maaimglinglicenses,

Rhode Island, Massachusetts and New York offer reciprocity. CT residents may purchasamgéirige

licenses in other states and use them in Connec@dudarine fisheryand vice versaBecauséb 9t Q&

database is limited to Connecticutsing Connecticut license purchasedy necessarily leads to a lower

02dzyR SaAGAYFGS 2F (GKS 02y adzy SNJ adzNLI Idealy RS NA SR F NJ
exercise would be conducted among akmbers operating under reciprocity agreements. The

Connecticut data doot include addresses for individuals who attend parks for ofipertingactivities.
Thisomissionunderestimats2 ¥ (G KS (G NHzS O2y adzYSNJ & dzNLJ dzats. T2 NJ / 2y Y

Because DEP data contain only addressesrigin, exact distances traveledre unknown as ar¢he

potential for multiple destinations, number of people in each party, and the number of visits per person.

For individuals coming from farther away ¢buas Texas), exact travel costs can be difficult to measure
accurately. In addressing these issues the CCEA has remained conservative in its assumptions. CCEA has
assumed that people travel directly from their origins to their nearest destination offettie activity

I'yYR NBGdNYy GKS aly$S gleo ¢tKA&d RA&GFYOS A& WhHa GK
to the nearest DEP location that offers their particular activity. Connecticut and its New England
counterparts are physically snhed than most other states, leading to smaller distances travalestate

to recreation facilities, and smaller travel costs. Given the relatively small portion of visitors from very
distant states, their travel distance is included. Visitors not fromdontiguous USA are excluded. This

approach tends to understate local travel disproportionately to loliggance travel; thereby
undervaluing Connecticut consumer surplus. CCEA has assumed travel cOsi8ofo®r mile and the

average numbers of pergod Ay LI NI ASa F2NJ /¢ |yR (G4KS NBad FTNRY
allow, it may be less expensive for more distant visitors to use alternative modiansit. These

estimates are for people going to state parks and forests specificallyafoping or licensed activities.

CCEA did not extrapolate its results to cover visitors going to other state parks and forests or visitors to

the same state forests and parks for undertaking different activities.

4.3 Camping

In 2010, CCEA had complete alain161,327residentcampersand 23971 nonresident camper visitors

who spent nights in DEP campgrounds. In doing so, each experienced the ambience and communed
with nature and fellow travelers in ways that campgrounds facilitate. When the indivicaglgaining

more satisfaction than he or she had paid for his or her trip that individual visitor was realizing consumer
surplus. Based on established travdistance methods (Appendix C) for deriving consumer surplus,
CCEA estimate for the consumer sugphccruing to resident campers is at least $124.1 million while
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$18.4 million accrued visitors to the stat@.he average consumer surplus per occupant was $769, in
line with the range of earlier studies after adjusting for higher transportation &bsts

There are some confounders in this estimating procdsslividuals who travel from greater distances

are more likely to have multiple destinations on their trip. For these consumers, only part of their travel
expenses can be reasonably allocated to Coringddz(i Q aret,\ithdii] sérdey data, there is no basis

to reasonably judge what percentage of their travel is based on their desire to engage in activities at

/| 2y ySOGAOdzi Qa LI NJ ao ¢KS TFNIKSNI (KS Safiséicélly,y OS | 4|
they play only a small role in estimating consumer surplus.

Secondly, datare only availablefor individualsin partieswho actuallypaid to attend parks. This
information gapis a problem when trying to estimate consumer surplus fdnirduals who might come

to the parks forfee-free activities, simply drive through therar if park amenities change. For this
reason, the consumer estimates are limited to current conditions and those activities for which data is
available. By the sameanalogy drive though traffic is unaccounted for and also excluded from the
estimates. Thesmotorists may also be enjoying the scenic wonders of some of the parks.

4.4 Fishing

Becausethe costs of undertaking inland and maririshing including travelare quite differenta

separate analysis has been undertal@nconsumer surpluseer each group of anglers. While holders

of all wates licenses belong to both groups, the satisfaction derived from deeiskimgas opposed

to inlandfishingmay be quie different even for the same personin addition, the marine estimate is
constrained. The existence of reciprocity among many Eastern seaboard states for the sale and use of
marinefishinglicenses means that the sale of Connecticut licenses tebbatate offshore anglers may

not reflect distances traveled to participate in marine activities. Taking these factors into consideration
/19! Qa alyYLXS AyOfdzZRSR dyZucn NBAARSY(d YR yIyHp
marine fishery attractd 65,974 resident and 6,20tbnresident anglers

Under these conditions the estimate of the consumer surplus in the inland fishery is understated at
$67.4 million for residents with a further $3.3 million accruing to nonresidents. Of those included in the
estimate, this consumer surplus averaged $500 per license. This estimate is high compared to the range
of consumer surpluses summarized from the literature in the appendix ai$8P8 but consistent with

the close proximity of housing to sites for anglithat facilitates frequent use of licenses and higher fuel
costs that underpin current rather than earlier estimates.

ZWith an average of 3 nights per stay per visitor, the average conssumglus per night per visitor is $256. A

similar study of camping in three Maryland parks found camping consumer surplus per night per visitor ranged
between $194 to $350 (in US$2010) (Wienland and Horowitz, 2007). Our estimate is rougivigyhadftween

their lower and upper estimates for visitors per nighAtstudy of an Australian recreational area estimated

consumer surplus to be $158 per adult per visit per day (in US$2010) (Rolfe and Dyack, 2010). Because this study
did not differentiate betweerovernight and day visits, this value is lower than our camping value as expected, but
supports the plausibility of this estimate.
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Average distances used for estimating consumer surplus in this report for residentseigbtaniles
with average distances expanding fhonresidents coming from more distance stateBecause fewer
and fewer anglers travelled long distances, this process places less and less emphasis on them.

Earlier estimates suggest that CCEA distance assumptiensoaservative In their compilaton of

travel distance data collected from 198895 at 85 sites on 53 streams located throughout the State of

CT of4,643 anglers Hagstroet al found the average distance travelled by all inland anglers 12a%

miles and that the90% travehg the furthest drove 23.5 milesor more?”. Becauseout-of-state anglers

are apt to travel further than residents, and only 2% of fishing trips are undertaken byesatents,

this survey suggestd dzi R2Sa y20 &dzoaidl yi MdistinGesassumftiSngfdSy Oe& T
residentsto be downward biased A second survey data of 3,138 anglerscompassingdive different

fishing areas on the Farmington River suggest that distances travelled ranged Boto 25.6 miles

depending on the site and the seaganAverage disince travelled to oly one site inspringwaslower

thanthe eightY Af S& | aadzYSR Ay (GKAa NBLR Nlforindritar@Qlerérd y 3 (G KS
conservative as is theesultingestimate of consumer surplus.

Inlandfisheries are assisted WYEP fish hatcherighrough therestocking oflakes, ponds andvers. In
particular, the excitement ofhooking and retaining a brown trout and other species on a line is fostered
and perpetuated by their release. Inland angling has a faithful followingonnecticut residents who
participate frequently as notes above. This level of participation drives up their collective consumer
surplus derived from the marine fishery to $36.9 million for residents and $2.9 million for nonresidents.
Consumer surplusstimates are for a modest $370 per license.

The bottom line is DEP managed venues contribute at least $104.3 million in consumer surplus to
resident Connecticut anglers and a further $6.1 million to other North Americans, part of the magnet
that attrads them to spend their sporting dollars in Connecticut.

4.5 Hunting

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servi@mnecticut residents spend $100illion a year on
hunting trips andrelated retail expenditures in the state. In addition, nossidens spend nearly
another $5 millionin the state Aside from licenses limited to one or three days, there are good reasons
to expect that hunting licenses will be used on multiple occasions:

*'Hagstrom, N. T., M. Humphreys, W. A. Hyatt, and W. B. Gerrish. 1998. A survey of Connecticut stream and rivers.
FederalAid in Sport Fish Restoration-68-R Final Report, State of Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection, Hartford, CT. Table 32

% Hyatt, W. A. 1986, An angler survey and economic study of the Farmington River fishery reBedeal Aid in
Spot Fish Restoration -59-R Final Report, State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection,
Hartford, CT. Table 13.
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e The Bureau of the Census found that Connecticut hunters makengj siay trips per resident
licensee and three days for nonresident licens&es

e Seasons for types of game, e.g. spring and fall turkey shoots, are different; and,

e Hunting techniques varg shotgun or bow and arrovg and many of the permits under the
licenses are for different hunting techniquesusing blinds in hunting migratory birds to tracking
deerc¢ a hunter holding all these permits and/or tags would undertake multiple trips.

I1 9! Qa AYAGALf SadAYrGSa 27F 02y adMS$Nr.8anitd Jordza S a
residents and $566,000 for nonresidents or $268 per license. To the extent that hunters travel to
different venues and/or extend their trips beyond a day, the consumer surplus would be larger than
estimated.

4.6 Day Trippers

Since P03, it has been possible to pay late fees rather thandayl fees, particularly at beaches. Such
fees have been differentiated between residents and nonresidents and between weekday and weekend
visitors. The advantage of such fees for both residedtraonresident visitor groups is that they afford
visitors choices based on price ranges. Especially at beaches where characteristics derived from going
to the beach may be quite similar for full day and half day visitors different behaviors may resieal th
preferences. Lower fees, the brevity of exposure to the sun, convenience, and enhanced warmth
available to late day visitors may be preferable to some visitors relative to thdayleéxperience. For

others the length of time at the beach may be rmomportant. Consumer actions reveal visitor
preferences among these choices. Using this approach in lieu of data on distances traveled as well as
linear approximation yield a relatively low assessment of $800in consumer surplus accruing to
Connecttut consumer benefit from four beaches and $8W0to nonresidents.

In addition for resident day trippers, reverse engineering reveals estimates (See CC.5 in Appendix C) of
the average distances traveled by various classes of visitors. The costs f@aylaesidient parties

visiting the beach are equal to their entrance fee and travel costs to get there and back. These visitors
do not generally face costs for either meals or accommodation. They are simply driving to the beach
from their points of origirand returning to them. They may decide to diverge from their most direct

route in order to undertake other activities along the way, but those travel costs can be allocated to
those other activities.

This choice has facilitated estimating demand ela#igitrelative to fees charged and transportation
expenditures involved both within a given year and among years for 2009 and 2010 as described in
Appendix C. CCEA estimated elasticities revealed by late day trippers for 2009 and -204838¢€ and
-0.79571. These results suggest further rate reduction for late day trippers would erode rather than
enhance government revenues.

Yet all other things remaining equal, these estimates would be expected to be roughly similar between
the years. The responsetigt at all other things, including transportation costs were not similar.

®The only permit holders treated as equivalent to licensees were those holding archery permits for deer who did
not appear to ned a license involving any type of firearms.
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These elasticities for residents are of particular intefgstausethey can also be reverse engineered to
provide a guide to distance driven. The difference in costs per milierived from a combination of
government rates grant to employees per mile drive in 2008®5685’ with an escalator for personal
travel in the Northeast that grew by 8.7 percent from 2009 to 2010 thereby causing an increase of
$0.0509 per mile to movéve cents a mile past the 2009 costs. This results in an estimated weighted
round trip distance 6.4 miles. Using this distance to derive transportation expenditures per trip incurred
in undertaking beach activities for residents and the estimate of h@8s for nonresidents yields the
transportation costs for this group. The results appear in Table 4.6.1.

Table4.6.1: Transportation Costs Related to Day Visitor Days (2010$)

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Resident Week Day 17,867 17,681 15079 | 16,309| 40,478| 44,223 59,524| 53,144
Resident Weekend 1,529 21,973 19,471| 24,442| 54,259| 13,672 7,803 7,218
Nonresident Week
Day 97,480 66,131 90,739| 105,682| 131,562 87,152| 112,203| 233,978
Nonresident
Weekend 102,694| 106,700| 119,481| 110,324| 28,805 4,815 4,446 8,914
Total Resident 19,395 39,655 34,550| 40,751| 94,737| 57,895| 67,327| 60,361
Total Nonresident 200,173 172,831| 210,220| 216,007| 160,368| 91,967 | 116,649| 242,892
Grand Total 219,569 212,485| 244,770| 256,758| 255,105| 149,862| 183,976| 303,254

5.7 Conclusions
CCEA has estimated consumer surpluses accruing to Connecticut citizens by major activities:

Camping (S124.1 million)

Hunting ($17.8 million)

Inland Anglig ($67.4 million)

Marine Angling ($36.9 million)
Swimmingday useat four parks ($570,000).

O O O O O

In addition to the $246.9 million accruing to residents in consumer surplusofestate visitors

undertaking these activities derived a further $25.1 milliord ey campers at $18.4 million. Total

estimated consumer surplus for camping is 26% of tourism expenditures made by campers in
Connecticut® Had there been sufficient survey data available to justify extrapolating the estimates of
consumer benefits to otbr DEP venues where less detailed records and other activities are undertaken,

it is highly likely that those estimates would indicate that DEP operations provide significantly more
benefits to citizens of the state. These estimates take no account cdrttenity benefits accruing to
NEaA&ARSyGa 2@0SNI221Ay3a GKS GLISNXYIySyGé ANBSy aLl OS
chapter.

' This rate is particularly researched. Employee unions insist on their members not being under reimbursed and
Auditor Generals ensure that government coffers are not being plundered.

% Strauss, Charles HndLord, Bruce E..£ase Study The economic impacts of a heritage tourism sydtemmal

of Retailing and Consumer Services 8 (2001)2120
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5. Amenity Benefits

5.1 Introduction

On Long Island the amenity value for overlooking green space is 12.8%eré&batiouse values devoid of

such vistas. Due to the abundance of green space in Connecticut, expectations are for a lower green

aLJ OS o02ydza odzi &dzOK SELSOGEFGA2ya Oy oS 2FFasSia o
vistas, and permanen@ F FSNBR o6& aidlF diS LINJa yR F2NBadao ¢ K7
this value and the total amenity values accruing to Connecticut residents overldoEiRganaged

parks and forests. Like all property evaluations, they are subject tagehaSince 2007, the average

value of housing permits in Connecticut has risen by 3.26Wvhile house prices have declined

¢KAa 3INBSY aLl OS o2ydza @I tdzS KIFIa GKSy o6SSy | LILX AS
state parks and forests.hig estimate is based on enumerating all single detached residences

surrounding state parks and forests. In purposeful sasgiidocales defined to be spread out across

the state house selling prices were determined from OPM data for both those overtppéirks and the

average selling prices in the same locale. The results were also tested against an estimate of those

backing onto green belts along state trails based on a sample of a 100 mile stretch of trail to see if there

is a difference backing onsiate parks or forests. Of these sampled homes, 1,078 overlook parks and

1,024 state forests.

This process has involved identifying residences overlodkiE®managedparks, forests and hiking

trails using sophisticated GIS systems as well as any 26/cf both those houses and those in the

same towns, thereby forming two sets of data. The first allows residents to enjoy vistas while the latter
on average containfew properties without such access. Percentage differences in assessed values then
provide an initial base for expecting residential selling prices to differ between residences overlooking
DEP husbanded green spaces and those not overlooking them. After adjusting for those expected
differences, residences overlookibdPmanagedgreen spaes still attracted a 12.2% to 13.3% pricing
bonus.

Sections of this chapter address the methodology to identify the number of residences overlB&éng
managedvenues, methodology for assessing green space bonuses, amenity estimates, fiscal
implications,and conclusions.

5.2 Number of Houses Overlooking Parks and State Forests

CCEA assessed the total number of houses overlooking State parks and State forests using visual
recognition from GIS sources. CCEA research for residences with a direct acdeskingegreen

spaces managed by the Connecticut DEP and designated as State Parks or State Forests. Visual
recognition may not be the best procedure, although in this particular case it has been considered the
only viable way in order to include only siegesidential buildings while excluding multiple unit

buildings and noniesidential ones.
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Current Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software (e.g. Imagine) are based on light

reflection/refraction samplings are useful in identifying buildings bulitle to differentiate between

commercial (especially small business) and residential buildings. These attributes are particularly

germane for statewide studies. Furthermore, the characteristic of directly overlooking particular green

spaces needed toebaddressed with cardecausesimilar structures (e.g. other houses) may create

barriers that samplédased techniques cannot overcome. CCEA recognized residences by downloading

the shapefile (.shp) provided by the DEP through its GifherData cente?® CKA&a FAES ax 02
LINE LISNII & GKIFIdG O2YLINRAaSa 59t FrOAtAdGASa alfzOK Fa adl
with a 1:24,000 scale, NAD 1983 StatePlane Connecticut FIPS 0600 Feet coordinate system, 01/12/2010
release. CCEA then importddd file into ArcGIS 9.3.1, deployed for data preparation and selection.

DEPmanageda G4 S LI N} a FyR adrasS F2NBada KIFgS 06SSy asSft
creating an SQL to extract the desired features, CCEA generated a new lglyawtonly the desired

properties. The file has been subsequently transformed in to KML (.kmz), using the Toolbox provided in

to ArcGIS, thus creating overlapping files in Google Earth. These overlapping files in Google Earth

provide visible borders foihe parks/forests as well as overlooking residences. Finally, the recognition

process facilitated counting the number of houses overlookKiE@Pmanagedyreen spaces and

recording the information in an Excel File for at each park/state forests.

5.3 AssessingO' OA AT B6nbsAfédrAResidences Overlooking DEP Parks and

Forests

¢KS LINBYAdzY LINAOS FaaSaaSR FT2NJ RANBOGfte 20SNIz221A
been based on the use of different sources. The basic idea has been to extrapelatigitional price

people are willing to pay for houses directly overloolkitayfe parks and/or state forests and state trails.

The files/sources used are listed in the table below. A brief description of the data preparation

methodology follows.

Using tle ESRbased geocoding file of the USA, previously clipped for the State of Conn&dliQEA
geocoded? 2007 residential sales. Subsequently, the file showing town boundaries has been used to
select and to extract data on towns which had sales of progeiverlooking DEP parks and forests,

2 http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2698&q=322898&depNav_GID=1707#Property

39 http://www.cteco.uconn.edu/metadatadlep/document/DEP_PROPERTY_FGDC_Plus.htm

¥ The file was derived from the original ESRI database, although reconfigured in NAD 1983 StatePlane Connecticut
FIPS 0600 Feet, thus showing distances in feet. Therefore, the new feature has been reconfigurahevith s
coordinate system by ArcGIS.

¥ That is, ArcGIS has created a point feature for each of the properties listed, associating a geographical location
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FILE NAME | SOURCE CONTENT JUSTIFICATION
Connecticut t26yaqQ oz2dzyR| . . . .
3 . y Y Clipping areas of interest. Background for visual
Towns for DEB for clipping, shown as g
- recognition.
Clipping polygons.
Used to assess the amenity price as difference
Office of Policy Houses/buildings/land between direct overlooking singfamily residential
2007 Properties | and Management | sales occurred in 2007 witl| properties and notoverlooking properties. Both
Transactions State of addresses, assessed and | Assessed and Sale Price used.
Connecticut* sale prices.
As .dbf, Price recording and assessment at town leyv
Connecticut ESRI Connecticut Streets and Geocoding and Street/Property matching
Street addresses
DEP . State parks and forests clipping and displaying for
DEP® DEP poperties pe 5% clpping paying
Parks/Forests better visual recognition

creating different .shp files, corresponding to the number of datasets used. Each of these datasets
contains cities in different areas of the State, divided by a ggaitcal region, as listed below:

SOUTH: including East Haven, East Lyme, Groton, Westport;

CENTRAL EAST: including Chaplin, Ellington, Marlborough, North Stonington, Voluntown, Portland;
CENTRAL WEST: including Bethel, Easton, Kent, Plymouth, Thonwasitogton;

COASTAL SOUTH: including Beacon Falls, Colchester, Oxford, Rocky Hill, Woodbridge, Woodbury; and,
CENTRAEPARSED: including Columbia, Coventry, Hebron, Naugatuck.

These areas and towns had a good number of transactions, transactions occupregerties close to

parks, and do not have significant sources that would distort prices, such as universities. Each of these
.shp file has been used to clip (using the Clip tool in ArcGIS) the file containing the DEP state
parks/forests and the transaicins, thus showing only sales in towns where sales were also associated
with residences overlooking parks and forests.

CCEA subsequently transformed files into KML (.kmz) files, and exported them to Google Earth for a
visual recognition of transactions iolving residential/single family properties directly overlooking state
parks/state forests. CCEA then created .dbf files associated with each clipped house set, renamed in
order not to alter the spatial files. For each set of towns, transaction vakmsi@d at town and were
sorted into properties directly overlookid@EPmanagedgreen spaces (those of interest for the present

% http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2698&q=322898&depNav_GID=1707#PoliticalBoundaryCT
3 http://ct.gov/o pm/site/default.asp
% http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2698&q=322898&depNav_GID=1707#Property
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study) or not overlooking them. Both the Assessed and the Sale Price have been used to make the

comparison and evaluate the amity price paid for properties overlooking state parks/forests.

5.4 Amenity Estimates

This section derives reasonable market assessments and selling prices of market values of average

residences allocated into two groupghose overlookindd EPmanagedvenues and those not
overlooking them. For that reason apparent distressed sales and others influenced-byaniogt
forces, documented by OPRwere excluded from the analysis of either group of sales. In its database

on real estate OPM has tried to elimate nonmarket factors by purging nerepresentative sales. For a
Fdzf £ fAa0 2F ht aQdarkstehtrgsgedApperalidD. LTt kegsElimihate all
sales where selling values were less than assessed values or whemgariogt consiérations were
known to influence prices. The valuations were limited to single residences in order to maintain

comparability between groups.

Table 5.4.1 contains the comparisons of assessed and selling prices not overloBRmgnaged
venues with thosavhich overlook them. While the overall averages indicate a significant green space
bonus not all regions are positive. In particular the two with the smallest samples are negative. This

outcome may arise from sampling problems or perceived negativeacteistics outweighing the

positive characteristics from the vistas affordedb¥Pmanagedvenues.

Table5.4.1: Average Valuesf Single Residenceld in 2007

Area Not Overlooking DEP | Overlooking of DEP Park
Parks and Forests and Forests
Assessed Sdling Assessed Selling
Price Price
South (N=7) 308,470 467,290 448,943 798,000
South Net of Westport (N=6) 100,047 149,863 83,642 132,167
Central East (N=22) 180,098 268,095 203,842 318,160
Central West (N=25) 331,959 473,087 389,645 663,073
Coastal South (N=4) 206,408 328,127 142,525 227,750
Central Sparse (N=7) 166,095 268,111 141,767 227,863
Total (N=65) 252,442 372,086 291,242 487,206
Total Net of Westport (N=64) 232,027 340,840 254,531 419,928

Source OPM cleaned to exclude AoarketandS EG NI 2 NRAY | NB Y I NJ S

the numbers of 2007 sales of single residences overlooking DEP parks and forests.

These data, particularly those for South are heavily influenced by a high priced outlier in thentigh
market of Westport.For that reason the results are reported with and without that outlléanything

% Distressed sales can occur after fires or for quick recovery of assets by financial intermediaries following
foreclosures that do not reflect true marketiuags. Other sales can be influenced by transactions within families,

AY T dz

auctions etc. Because CCEA utilizes the percentage differences between assessed and market values we have also
purged sales which OPM has classified as involving significant improvesfegivie to assessed values.



these estimates are downward biased. For residences not overlooking DEP parks and forests, assessed
values are based on average values of $232,027 and selling price#0¢843 compared to state

average assessment of $334,556 and selling prices of $435, [f8hort, the assessment of the bonus

is based on a downward biased sample.

While the overall results show a significant green space bonus, that conclusion doedchint the

South when the higlend property is eliminated. In addition, assessed values are lower for residences
overlooking DEP parks and forests in Coastal South and the South net of the Westport outlier. In each of
these the bonus for overlooking theagks and forests remains positive as noted in the next Table.

Table 5.4.2 captures the differences in average property values derived from the dbevauseactual

market values of properties normally exceed assessed values the percentage green speacis based

on the selling price of properties overlooking DEP green space less the average value of those not
overlooking DEP green space adjusted for the average differences in the assessed values of the
properties. That process captures all the samarabteristics off housing, but for the vistas. Also,

because properties are assessed by uniform criteria at roughly the same time within a locale, excluding
green space as a characteristic this process takes other characteristics influencing propesyavalu
considered in the assessed values, leaving the characteristic of overlooking DEP green space as a major
contributing factor to the remaining market differences.

Table5.4.2: Average Valuesf Single Residencesold in 2007

Area Differences (2007%$) %Differences % Bonus
Assessed | Selling Price| Assessed | Selling Price
South (N=7) 140,473 330,710 455 70.8 17.3
South Net of Westport (N=6) (16,405) (17,697) -16.4 -11.8 5.5
Central East (N=22) 23,743 50,065 13.2 18.7 4.9
Central West (N=25) 57,686 189,986 17.4 40.2 194
Coastal South (N=4) (63,883) (100,377) -30.9 -30.6 0.5
Central Sparse (N=7) (24,328) (40,248) -14.6 -15.0 -0.4
Total (N=65) 38,800 115,120 154 30.9 13.5
Total Net of Westport (N=64) 22,504 79,088 9.7 23.2 12.3

The sampl@utside of the parks does includiee normal share of property saleserlooking other
green spaces. They may also be deriving similar amenities by deriving similar benefits. To the extent
that happens, CCEA is understating the amenity values providBdBsnanagedesources.

By using the percentage bonus relative to the average selling price of residences not ovelieRing
managedparks and forests, CCEA has a attained an average bonus of $41,961 to $50,124, depending on
whether the highend Westport poperty is included or not. Based on the 6,158 residences, identified as
overlooking of DEP parks, forests, and trails this bonus amenity value is $258.4 to $309.4 million valued

" Entire OPM single resident database for 2007 aside from exclusions femautet considerations and
improved quality excluded from the assessed values.
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in 2007 dollars. Adjusted to 2010 dollars based on the 3.2517% increlagesimg permits, the bonus
amenity values would increase to $266.8 million to $319.3 millBecauseahey are outside of the

assessed value of the properties they accrue to the owners or, where previous sales have captured the
amenity values, the formaswners of the overlooking properties.

5.5 Fiscal Implications

The average assessed value of houses is higher than those not overlb&fmpanagedoarks and

forests. This tendency to build larger homes with more appealing features already adds $22,504 to

$38,000 per residence overlookilfEPmanagedvenues to the property tax base of the state. Total

estimates of the above average assessed values of residences overlD&fntnagedvenues to the
aiF38SaQ LINPLISNI & (1 E 0@ &tclmedavérdgSpropantyiratasof 22%, PHnc ¢
this increase in assessed property values adds $3.1 to $5.4 million (2010$) in annual government
NB@ZSydzSa o I G G NR o dzi I 6 tt8m domithént ta@rkskanddodebts/giegny 3 2 T |
spaces, the@bove average assessment values annually enhance state and local government revenues
indirectly via the tax system.

Inflation aside, the expected lorigrm net present value of this revenue stream discounted at 5% over

20 years is $390.2 to $67.7 million2010 dollars. Any rebasing of property values to capture the

OdZNNBy Gf & dzyOF LWidzZNBR | YSyAi(Ge @I fdzSa g2dzZ R FdzNI KSNJ
NBZSydzSaod I G GNROdzi I 6f S-teiimzonBninef o pdtkdzadddregtigkeyrd 2 F | Y |
spaces, this amenity value annually enhances state and local revenues indirectly via the tax system.

5.6 Conclusions

Assessed against selling 2007 prices adjusted to 2010 dollars for single residences either overlooking
DEP parks and forests or not dosm Connecticut residents reap amenity benefits of $258.1 million to
$309.0 million in 2010 dollars. Residents tend to build relatively expensivesdmradooking green

DEP venues that add another $141.1 million to $243.3 million to the assessed vpiopeties. The
government shares in these revenues through property taxes in the range of $3.1 million to $5.4 million.
The percentag@incrementestimates for these amenity valueasnges betweeri2.3% to 13.5%which is
similarto the hedonically basd estimate for Long Island of 12.8%. Given the greater availability of

green space in Connecticut, initial expectations of lower percentage green space bonuses in Connecticut
may not be warranted due to the vastness of Connecticut fare¥iet, that vey vastness provides

quality vistas complemented by the permanence of parks and forests and stateitrdés DEP
management.
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6. Total Expenditure Impacts

6.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to establish the economic impacts of DEP parksestd @or the state

SO2y2Yeé o 52Ay3 a2 RSLISYRa ONARGAOLtfte 2y 2ySQa OA!
SallroftAaKAY3d GKS O2dzy G SNFI Otdzr f RSLISYRa 2y 2ySQa |
Connecticut if DEP parks and forestSdgd A2y a RAR y2( SEA&GKE

6.2 Counterfactual

At the extreme, green spaces could be alienated due teboatk of a disease akin to the Spruce

Mountain Budworm that is ravaging fir in the West and moving inland thereby accelerating lumber

salvaging operatiosmto minimize forest fires and/or blight. Similarly, oil spills at seas are capable of

adversely impacting marine recreational boating. Residents and nonresidents would camp, hike and

pursue other outdoor recreational activities elsewhere. Further,eattonal angling would be curtailed

by eliminating hatcheries and the (i | (0l& if destocking thdishery. The anglingexcitementof

K221Ay3 YR flIyRAY3 | ONBgy (NRdzi O2dzf R 6S SNI RAO
threatened. Educatinal activities dependent on the parks and forests current physical resources would

also be forced to relocate or be curtailed.

At a minimum, the perception of permanence related to DEP parks and forests would be eroded. Risks
related to humans misusinghat is now green space, managed by DEP, would rise, and unmanaged
hunting and angling would lead to over exploitation and eventual eradicafi@ome species

To assess these impacts CCEA has utilized REMI a large dynamic econometric model of the state.

Becaus 9t Q&4 OdzNNByYy (G I OGAGAGASE || NB OdzNNBydGfe LI NI 27
deleting their direct expenditures noted above from the business as usual base case. Readers may find

this scenario overly dire, but it sets a benchior understanding the importance of DEP continuing to

LINE GARS a2t AR YIyYylI3SYSyid 2F GKS adlidSaqQ LINjaz F2

The impacts differ when the amenity values are included or not so that two scenarios are presented.
The direr scenario assumtsat there are catastrophic effects on forest and park land as described
above and includes the alienation of amenity benefits on property owners and participant in all of the
activities that have been shown to accrue to Connecticut participants. Tladessumes that

benefits of overlooking forests and park land remain intact so that amenity benefits and government
revenues stemming from them remain.

To the extent that DEP type operations were pursued by other parties, such as conservation societies
and commercial fishery associations restocking the fisheries, these results would be somewhat
ameliorated. There is sufficient detail elsewhere in this report for readers to make judgments
concerning such possibilities.

44



6.3 Direct Expenditures Dependent on DEP Park and Forests Related Activities
Operation of the REMI model to simulate the economic impacts involves converting all the above direct
expenditures to 2008 dollar values, summarized in Table 6.3.1 using normally expected escalators or
deflators. Tl economic impacts have been assessed initially with reference to the amenity benefits
from consumer surpluses directly related to recreational activities attributable to DEP venues but not
the larger ones related to land values. It simulates a case iichvthe foliage irDEPmanagedparks and
forests remains. The second scenario takes the-lzaskd amenity benefits emanating from state parks
YR FT2NBada Ayid2 | 002dzydz o0& FaadzyAya GKIdG gAGK2dz
2008 dollas, total expenditures by visitors to DEP venues for the activities are specified in Table 6.3.1.
Once converted to 2008 dollars these expenditures exceed a billion dollars annually for each of 2009
and 2010 even without including any of the amenity valuEhe amenity values accruing to Connecticut
residents note in the Executive Summary and the previous chapter generate annual benefits of $300
million annually.

In addition to operating costs, DEP capital costs amount to about $1.75 million annualyto®tare
foregone in both cases.

The results of both scenarios have to be treated with care. Without survey data CCEA has no ground on
which to allocate visitor total trip expenditures REPmanagedvenues or other Connecticut

attractions. What is moeled hee arethe total expenditures which would be true if the expenditures

were wholly attributable tdODEPmanagedvenues. To the extent that visitors come for other reaspns

to see old friends and family, to tour New England beyond the realms of Ciguteand visit along the

way ¢ the results exaggerate impacts of tbEPmanagedvenuesper se Based on estimates of other
multipliers using similar techniques allocating about a sixth of the impacts to DEP would appear to be
appropriate. Yet if comp&ons are being made to studies that claim a magnetic tourism site attracts
more general spending, then the larger multipliers attained in the study are useful for comparison
purposes. But the point is that without survey data to legitimately distribtie@xpenditures in

[ 2yySOUGAOdzli G2 FOUABAGASAE GASR (G2 59tQa FOUA2ya FI
attribution is well nigh impossible.

The main source of recreatiahexpenditures tied to DEP operations is clearly generaitaufollowed

by fishing hunting, and boating utilizing DEP launch sites. Recreational boating is a major sporting

activity in Connecticut but it is impossible to allocate all these expenditures to DEP, albeit it clearly plays

a role in training in safeperations and licensing boaters and in facilitating recreational boat launches,

FYR NBaid201Ay3 (GKS TAa&KSNE based/regrgayiofaDieruesdgivadysgood. TS G @

Impacts on government revenues, again converted to 2008 dollaassianmarized in Table 6.3.1. The

state government benefits from operating revenues generated both directly and via the tax system from

59t Q& dzy RSNII {Ay3aod YSe 2LISNIGAYy3a FOGAGAGASA Of S
the parks and frests operations. The fee increases in 2010 have substantially increased revenues from

those operations and are likely to continue to do so over the coming years. While the figure for

licensing revenue is indicative of revenues to the government in ¢ortfing years, the 2010 annual

revenues used in the model net out the $1.2 millaeditin operation until mid March of 2010.
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2009 2010
General Tourism NeAccommodation 451.8 446.5
Accommodation 95.1 97.8
Total General Tourism 546.9 544.3
Hunting 104.9 107.5
Fishing 278.3 282.5
Boating 57.6 54.0
Skiing 14.2 14.2
Harkness Memorigbtate Parldccommodated Activities 4.9 4.5
Educational 7.5 6.8
Total Activities 1,014.3 1,013.8
Amenity Benefits Derived from Tourism and Recreation 246.9 246.9
Amenity Benefits from Vitas 270.4 270.4
Realized Government Revenues from Amenity Benefits 4.2 4.2
Total 1,535.8 1,535.3

Thevalues in the text have been normalized to millions of 2008 dollars by applying activity level price
changes. The boating adjustment is particularly large due to prices escalations on fuel. The $1.75

million in DEP annual capital cost have to be adaeithé operating ones above.

Table6.3.1 Major Visitor Direct OperatingExpendituresAttributable to DEP Parks, Foresand Other
Venues (Millions 2008 $)

The direr scenario differs from the more likely initial one in that the last two items in the above table are
included albeit they are excluded in the initial scenario so that the initial one envisages the green space
continuingwhereas the dire one does not.

Additions to the value of residential capital add more than a quarter of a billion dollars to those values.

These numbers exclude incremental values on land overlooking DEP managed venues that is either
unused or dedicatetb use by other than single dwellings. Due to the perceived permanence of state
O2y iNAOGdziA2Y
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enhanced assessments increase property taxes that flow annually to locatatedevenues. At

current average property rates of 2.2%, this increase in assessed property values add another $3.1 to
$5.4 million (2010%) in annual government revenues. Both the amenity values of overlooking DEP

managed venues and the resulting t@venues are included the Table the mid points of their two
estimates discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table6.3.2wS @Sy dzSa ! OONMzAy3d 5ANBOGT & DERPManagedRa&ksO G A Odzi Qa
Foress and Other Venues$ncluding Amenity Related Property Tax Renge Contributions

(Millions 2008 $)

2009 2010

Operations

Fees at Parks and Forests 3.3 5.2
Fishingand Hunting Licenses 5.7 7.712.9
Boating Licensing et al 1.6 3.2
Educational 0.7 0.7
Harkness Memorigbtate Park 0.5 0.5
Total Operations 11.8 17.322.5
Realized Government Revenues frBartialAmenity Benefits 4.2 4.2
Total 16.0 21.526.7

From 2009 to 2010, annual contributions to the state revenues by DEP increasedl8ddto$$21.5
million. In the future, thecredit program will no longeapply, further boosting revenues by $1.1 million.
In addition, DEP activities were also supported by Federal Grants wadim$llion dollars. The federal
Sport Fish Restoration (SFR at $3.1 million) and Wildlife Restoration (WR at $2.3 milliomhprogra
contribute to the fish and wildlife funding streant.he federal funding source is a user fuser benefit
program which collects excise tax revenue from manufacturers of hunting and fishing equipment (and
other related sportsmen sources) and is depegiinto a dedicated accouniThe revenue is distributed
back to the states to fund fish and wildlife restoration projects through SFR and WR grant programs
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servideese are not federal appropriated monies from
general taxpayers allocated through the typical budget procéiss.a permanent indefinite
appropriation based on the collection of hunting and fishing equipment excise taxes, import duties,
motorboat fuels tax and other revenues collected during previousfiscal year and allocated back to
the states through a formula based on land area, population and paid license holdese are
revenues generated solely from users, the sportsmen buying the equipment.

6.4 Economic Impacts

6.4.1 Introduction

Shce these activities are already including in the REMI busasegsual bass case, their full economic
impacts are assessed by deleting them from the base forecast. To fully understand the dynamics of
these impacts, all DEP activities are modeled by jp&ently deleting them from the economy. That is
the 2012 loss is extended out to 2040.

Readers are forewarned thao the extent that visitors come for other reasornsto see old
friends and family, to tour New England beyond the realtnsyond Connecticit and visit

along the wayc the results exaggerate impacts of the DEP managed vemersse Based on
estimates of other multipliers using similar techniques allocating about a sixth of the impacts
to DEP would appear to be appropriate. Yet if compansare being made to studies that
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claim a magnetic tourism site attracts more general spending, then the larger multipliers

attained in the study are useful fothose purposes. Without survey data to legitimately

distribute trip expenditures in Connectidis G2 F OGAGAGASa GASR (G2 59t Q&
unrelatedtourism activities, distinguishing that fine line of attribution is well nigh impossible

The impacted industries used to describe activities undertaken with in the parks and forests do ot line

up precisely with those classified in REMI. For these reasons the activities at the Harkness Memorial

State Rrk are treated as accommodations. As noted in the previous chapters only about 1% of park

visitor expenditure®ccurat the parks per se. That empercent of visitor expenditures is allocated to

government revenues in REMI thereby directly reducing government revenues. Other visitor activities

are classified as recreational activities and withdrawn from the economy. The incremental assessed

valueof properties overlooking the parks is treated as a loss to the residential capital base and that

portion included in the assessed value of housing declining to further erode government revenues. |t

too would disappear with the disappearance of the paakd forests. Reasonably, this process leaves

the losses in accommodation to be expensed by park visitors, hunters, anglers and boaters, wedding

parties, and other participating visitors to be allocated indirectly out of their classification in
GNBONBEGADGADGAGASEE ©  atigitiesin REMhchdegkpeaditudes ordddBbbgS | G A 2 v
GKFG YIe y2id 08 I fI NHS &KINB 2F SELSYRAGIINBE o8& |
I OGABAGASAE SEOf dzRSa |  fli€agioRr imofudes alllaidive@ dporfs Ardartakings NI a |
Similarly, other expenditures by hunters, anglers and boaters and skiers aréwdled in the impact

assessment

Since losses foregone by the discontinued operation of the parks delineate economitaaphsaof DEP
O2yGAydzAiy3a (2 2LISNIGS GKSYZ (GKS NBadzZ Ga NS RS&aONJ
parks and forests operations.

DEP parks and forests operations have significant impacts on the economy, particularly employment,
incomesYAIANI A2y YR GKS adGlFradSQa FAaO0lft 2LISNIGA2yao®

6.4.2 Population; DEP and the Quality of Life Matters

Chart 6.4.2.1 illustrates that quality of life matters to Connecticut Citizens. Operations at DEP sites and
the resulting access to recreational localesl dmusbanding vistas of overlooking DEP managed venues
were preserved, over the long term retains about 26,700 people in Connecticut. Of these 10,400 are
RSLISYRSyYy G 2aefm hhishanding of the wises while the rest rely on the venues for sporting
activities including camping and/or employment.
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Chart 6.4.2.1 Population and the Quality of Connecticut Life and DEP Managed Venues
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6.4.3 Jobs

As the previous chart suggests DEP not only provides direct jobs but also assists in generaéiog indir
and induced ones though retaining Connecticut tourists and attractingpbatate tourists. Both DEP
expenditures and total expenditures by those tourists who attend DEP managed venues generate
economic activity. Jobs needed to meet these demangeapin Chart 6.4.3.1. The dynamics behind
this chart depict the levels of job creation attributable to those expenditures. These impacts are larger
immediately than over time since without DEP managed venues the economy would slowly adjust as
people fird alternative jobs and occupations, visitors pursue other activities within the state and other
economic and demographic adjustments occur.
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Chart 6.4.3.1DEP and Related Expenditure Impacts on Connectialits
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Total Jobs Including Impacts of DEPs Husbanding of Forests

== Private Sector Jobs Including Impacts of DEPs Husbanding of Forests

REMI results indicate that Connectigobs dependent directly and indirectly on DEP parks and forest
operations and related tourist expenditures are 9.0 to 6.0 thousand. Most of the impact of this job

creation is in the private sector. Albeit REMI estimates direct, indirect and inducedtsimrtosses in

the public sector are in the range of 900 to 1,000, including DEP jobs. These jobs are a mixture of full

and parttime annual employment inclusive of those who serve DEP directly as well as those in other
departments indirectly involved imeeting the needs of related tourists and sportspersons undertaking

DEP related activities. Given seasonal hires for park and forest activities, the public sector job numbers

are not unexpected. The dynamic elements of REMI, particularly DEP rolaimnmgthe population all
4dzZ33SadG GKIG 59t Qa NRtS Aa 2y3a2Ay3a YR LRAAGADSO

l'a / KFENIG codndodu AffdzaGNI GSa 1Se aSOdl2Nm 2F (KS [/
encouraging expenditures in Connecticut. Interestingly the dynamicsuatethat over time they do

not recover particularly well. The recovery that does occur does so at differential rates with very little

recovery in accommodations but slightly greater resilience in arts, entertainment and recreation.
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Chart 6.4.32: DEP ad Related Expenditure Impacts on Connectidatbs by Key Sectors: Vistas
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6.4.4 Current Personal Income

Dependence on DEP parks and forests operating jobs as well as the population stability associated with

59t Q& 2LISNI GA2YVAROS MRt S YALY ABYEO2YSERASYISNI GAZ2Y @ 590t
tourism activities enhanced by sporting activities generate significant personal income in current dollars

as shown in Chart 6.4.4.1. These values are in current dollars and riseneentthe strength of the

stronger economy generated by those expenditures over time.

OEOf dzaA @S 2F G(KS FYSyAadhe oSyS¥Aada FaalOKSR G2 1y
$343 million in 2012 rising to $1.8 billion by 2040. Inclusitee@imenity values attached to vistas

attributable to DEP, Connecticut personal income is higher by $367 million in 2012 rising to $2.7 billion
in 2040.
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6.4.5 Personal Disposable Income
Personal Disposable Income is important because it expands the freedom of choice available to
Connecticut consumers. Chart 6.4.5.1 illustrates that DEP operations and attracted tourism and

& LJ2 NI & LIS NE& 2ef atifulafeEhaithyora direiiVhile following the same general pattern

as personal income, the incremental PDI values are smaller with DEP operations adding to $253 million

in 2012 and $1.5 billion by 2040 exclusive of the decline in vistas. I&lusvT

GKS @raidl Qa

preservations its impact on personal disposable income rises from $269 million to $2.3 billion across the

years.
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6.4.6 Fiscal Impacts

Fiscal impacts work through a series of mechanisms on both government revenues and expenditures.

DEP operations generate revenues for the state government and enhance revenues from the higher
assessed value of properties overlooking DEP park$oaests. Indirectly the state government also

receives funds through various taxes on tourism expenditures and indirect and induced transactions and
incomes related to the expenditures undertaken by visitors to DEP managed venues inclusive of taxes on
incomes from personnel at DEP and who are employed indirectly in the supply of goods and services to

59t FTIFOAfAGASEA® ¢tKS &40SylINxz2 GKIFIG SEOfdzRSa 59t Q&
LINB&aSyid @fdzS 27F 509t Qaf$38Braltoy against edpeBitMrestof$80F milich H 1 H N
for a net gain of $30 million. These are not operating revenues and expenditures but the totality of

direct, indirect, and induced impacts fiscal capacity.

The other scenario that includes the husbandifigistas gives contrary results. It indicates that the net
LINSaSyid @FfdzS 2F 59t Qa NBOSydzSa FTNRBY HamMH (2 HAHN
for a net loss of $208 million. This later scenario is also picking up the lack of asasessithe amenity

benefits from overlooking DEP managed parks and forests. Assessing those valusainehe

proportions as market values are normally assessed elsewhere would more than reverse this finding.

Adverse impacts on government expenditurddbes fraction of the initially unemployed find
alternative employment and the population diminishes; thereby reducingmploymentand welfare
expenses.

6.5 Conclusions
[ S GAYy3a | AaARS GKS FYSyAGe @l fdzSa 2F 20SNI221Ay3 5

U DEP managed venues iidtly generate the following direct and indirect economic impacts:
o 8.8 thousand jobs currently reduced to 6.7 thousand in 2020;
o $343 million in personal income growing in current dollars to $595 million in 2020;
o0 $253in personal disposable income, that gerates choices for citizenscreasingto
$471million by 2020 and,
0 Net present value in state revenues over expenditures of $8Mlion isin constant dollars

7.Conclusions
In 2010, resident and nonresidenvisitorsi 2 / 2 y Y $00 State Pdaéis@dd23Forests spent 8.5
million daystouring within the state. Of those days, at least 4.6 million days were spent partially at
for-fee parks and forests managed EP

In 2010 visitors to these venuespentan estimated $544 milliorin general tourism advwities in
Connecticut In addition, 189,000 sportspersons, holding 293,600 licenses and permits issued by DEP,
expendedadditional funds to pursue their specific sporting activities

0 $264 million forfishing, of which 90% came from Connecticut residents;

53



o)
(0]

$100 millionfor hunting, of which $95.1million came from Connecticut residents;

$36.8 million for recreational boating, attributed to DERanaged boat launches and

OGN AYAy3 FOGAGAGASEAY ySiG 2F Fy3atSNBQ o62F0GAy
$26.2 million for skiing anéttending educational and other venues;

Participation in other sports located in the parks and foresisto attend them.

Visitor fees at the parksnd forests including late day visitorswere in the $3.0 to $3.3 million dollar

range from 2005 to 2009ncreasing rates in 2010 set the stage fom increaseo $5.2 million in future

years. These same visitors are estimated to have spent $94 million in Connecticut. DEP charges

visitors: entrance, parking, and camping fees, cabin and pavilients, iceand firewood salesand

related sales taxes These revenueall flowi 2 / 2y y SOGA Odzi Qa DSYSNIf CdzyR®

Recreational activities also generated licensing and permit fees as well as training and educational
revenues. 2010 revenues generated from DEP licenaimdjpermitting of key activities included

angling ($3.8 million), hunting ($2.3 million), and combined hunting and angling licenses ($1.6 million).
Recreational boat training, testing, and licensing generated a further ($3.2 millin.)ncluding

campirg and all activity fees, DEP collected $18.3 million from fees paid by participantsaénacted
$5.4million in federal transfers fronthe federal Sport Fish Restoration (SFR) and Wildlife Restoration
(WR) programs Before taking account of ane-time $1.1 millioncredit program to assist adjustment

to the higher fees, 2010 direct revenues and transfers covered all but $2.6 million of Connecticut state
expenses of $26.3 million including parks, forest and hatchery operations. Property taxes stemming
from vistas dependent on DEP managed venues added a $4.2 million to state revenues, more than
sufficient to cover DEP operating and capital expenditures. In addition, indirect revenues from other
taxable tourist and sporting expenditures further contributetd state revenues.

The well known downward slope of demand curves for each activity implies that allthetleast
enthusiastic persorundertaking each activity derives quality of life benefits over and above expenses
incurred, what economists refer to agt / 2 y a dzY' S NJC@EdrNdsJestimdated consumer surpluses
accruing to Connecticut citizens by major activities:

O O O O O

Camping (S124.1 million)

Hunting ($.7.8 million)

Inland Angling ($67.4 million)

Marine Angling ($36.9 million)
Swimmingday useat four parks($570,000).

In addition to the $£46.9million accruing to residents in consumer surplusut-of-state visitors
undertaking these activies derived a further 5.1 million in consumer surplus, led by campexts
$18.4 million Total estimated consumer sulys for camgrs at DEP venuds 26% ofConnecticut
tourism expenditures made byhem.* In-state estimates of consumer surplus remamodestdue to

® These revenues were partially offset on a d@mee credit totaling ®out $1.14 million.
39 Strauss, Charles Hind Lord, Bruce E. A Case Study The economic impacts of a heritage tourism &ysteat,
of Retailing and Consumer Services 8 (2001)2120
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the close proximity of venues to the population. CCEA did not extrapolate its consumer surplus
estimatesfor people using these parks for alternative purposesamcessindgee-free parks, such as
non-developed ones.

Consumer surpluses in addition their expenditures suggest that, in recent years, visitors to DEP
managed venues derived more than $1.25 it dollars in annual benefits/ / 9! Qa @S NE
approach to estimating consumer surpluses underlines the significant of these estimates.

O
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Another source of benefit is the value that owners of homes adjacent to the parks and forest derive.
Conneticut residents overlooking the parks from singlamily dwellings realized annual amenity
benefitsmost days of the yeaof a further $258 to $309 million. Positive attributes of these
residencescaptured in the assessed value of their propertiggeneaated $3.1 to $5.4 millon annually

in government revenuesbut did not account for the value of the vistas of overlooking DEP managed
parks and forests.Theexpected longterm net present value of thigossiblerevenue stream to the
state discounted at %6 over 20 years is $390.2 to $7 million in 2010 dollars. The net present value
may also be viewed as placing a capital value on the assets that DEP maintains in its management of
Connecticut parks and forestaMore fully assessing amenity valugom their currently unassessed
statuson 12-13%of properties overlooking green spacewpould significantly increas@roperty tax
revenues.

BecauseDEP operations and related government revenues already exist in the economy, the method
for assessing thie economic impacis to withdraw those activities That isto assess the impacts of

their hypothetical immediate cessation in 2012, artiden to projectlonger term economic

adjustments andreactions. The resulting differencespeesent economic impacts dDEPmanaged
venues in ConnecticutWith closure of alDEPmanagedfacilities andelimination of all public access

to DEPmanagedforest and park landsthe resultingimpacts wouldmeanlossesin employment and
incomes as well as losses tax revenues. The harshness of such losses in thear termis stark but

the dynamic elements of the economyhich REMktaptures adjust tothe loss of those resources; thus
the economy adjusts and ameliorates to a degree thassnomic impacts over timéhrough by
emigration or some and movement int@lternative jobsfor others. Rather than depict these losses as
negatives, ths report treats themas the positive impacts that DEP operations have on the Connecticut
economy. Leaving aside the amenity values of $270tnfi A 2y | yydzZl f £ & F2NJ 2FSNI 22
DEP activities generate the following direct and indirect economic impacts:

8.8 thousand jobs currentlyreduced to 6.7 thousand in 2020;
$343 million in personal income growing in current dollars to $595 rillin 2020;
$253in personal disposable income, that generates choices for citizémseasingto $471
million by 202Q and,
i Net present value in state revenues over expenditures of $30 million in constant dallars

DEP managed venues create significanbromic activity within Connecticut.
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Appendix A: Data

A-1. Background

Three DEP data sets were the foundation for this research report:

1. Individual park users, rates and numbers of purchasers by adipiyking, camping or
firewood or ice purchase4999- 2010;

2. Total visitors by park, 20052009, including the above, plus eat-season and ofhour visitors;

3. A 2008 survey of 3,000 tourists.

The objectives when analyzing available data are to discover per capita and total expenditures for those
whokMaAd /2yySOGAOdziQa LI NJ] aod ¢KS RFEGF FNB adzFFTAO
state residents and oubf-state visitors, for state parks and state forests. With expenses in park camping
facilities significantly lower than accommhation costs in paid lodgings, total per diem expenditures for
campground users are adjusted to take these savings into account.

In addition to the three primary data sets identified above, a further round of extrapolations was made
to acknowledge activitis in feefree parks and forests where no or attendance counts are kept, and for
parks and forests which are under development, which also lack attendance data. In addition, explicit
references are made to information from the Connecticut Statewide Cohgmgive Outdoor

Recreation Plan 2068010 (SCORP)

A-2. Melding the Data Sets

Data set elements and their treatment are outlined in Table 1. The estimating procedures discussed in
column one use both park User data and information from the interceptesur In the interests of
clarification, the references to the intercept survey arétaics. The resulting estimates and data

appear in the text of the paper.

“° DEP, Connecticut Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Pai2@0052006.
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Table Al: Data Set Elementfor Park Users Other than Anglers and Hunters

Park User Data biparks
19992010

Park Visitor Data
20052009

Intercept Survey Data
2008

Number of Users and Expenditures

Number of Attendees

Visitor Information

Days of Parking: Resident & NBResident

Total Gate Counts of Individuals

Trip Lengttor zip codes

Days of Gaping: Resident & NeResident

Average Numbers in Party

Days of Sales of Ice & Firewood

Expenditures by Type by Party

Rental days for Cabins and Pavilions

Coverage

Each Included State Park (#=32)

Each State Park (#=43)

Sample of 3,000 Tourist Rias
of which 5% used campgrounds

Each Included State Forest (#=4)

Each State Forest (#=12)

Other" (#=4)

Enhanced Detail

Parking and Camping Differed by Park, Vehicle
Typeg car, minibus, bus or Walkis¢ over
Weekdays and Weekends by Residetdlon
Residents. It was assumed the purchases of
seasonal passes were economically rational and
visited at least 12 times per year, the annual
frequency needed to justify having a season pas
rather than paying for parking on each visit

These data exezled the numbers of
people from the park user data for
each park included there due to the
inclusion of outof-season and off
hours attendees. Additional parks
and state forests were also included

This data allowed us to separatj
accommodation and nen
accommodation expenditures.
There was separate information
for residents and non
residents.DEP has confirmed
that the information on,

¢1 OSNF 38k { LISYR
is for average daily expenditure|

Melding

Number of Residents Days = (Resident vehicles
Camping Parties)Xverage occupants/Resident
vehiclg+ Walkin campers+ Other resident

Additional visitors to the 36 parks
and forests = the number of visitors
to each park less those included i
Column lassumed to be the same
proportion of residentsand non
residents as in column 1.

Number of NoAResidents from parallel equation.

Parallel to the above.

Expenditures by Residents = (Number of Reside
Parties)*Resident Expenditures by Party less
Average Accommodations Expenditures
Accommodation Ependitures for Camping)

Becauseut-of-season and ofhours
resident attendees did not pay
camping charges, the per capita cog
from the data in column 1 less the
accommodation charges were
applied to those staying in the 36
parks or forests included itolumn 1.

Expenditures by NoResidents from parallel
equation using nofiesident data

Expenditures by NoResidents from
parallel equation using neresident
data.

The above were derived in aggregate and in per
capita terms and for both state parksdnstate
forests. Becausd®achaug is a state forest, state
forests data include the three designated as stat
parks plus Mt Misery/Pachaug with the latter beir
deleted from the state park data. This approach i
consistent with the Park Visitor data whevét
Misery is excluded.

Resident visitors to those parks
excluded by the 36 included
heretofore in camping and parking
data, were treated similarly but with
normal accommodation data
includedbecausehese parks do not
generally provide such facilities.

Nonresident data were treated as
above.

Separate estimates were made by

state parks and state forests.

1. & h ( KrlbdesDERoperations of its Store & Conference Centefatively minoritems.
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Appendix B: Campsites

Table B1: Campsites

Park

Number of Campsites

State Forests

American Legion 30
Pachaug 40
Total State Forests 70
State Parks
Black Rock 91
5SQPAt Qa | 2LRFNR 21
Hammonasset 550
Hopeville 80
Housatonic Meadows 95
Kettletown 68
Lake Waramaug 78
Macedonia Brook 51
Mashamoquet Brook 60
Rocky Neck 160
Salt Rock 71
Total State Parks 1325
Grand Total 1395

Source: DEP website
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Appendix C: Technical Considerations: Elasticities and Consumer
Surplus

This section will define e@umer surplus and describe the appropriate method for applying it to our
data. We build the formula for defining the distance travelled by day trippers, an important component
of consumer surplus for Connecticut parks and forests, and then describegthtbe use of a proxy,

how this relatively small user group benefits from this consumer surplus.

C.1 Consumers Surplus Definitions

Quantifyirg the benefits to an individualr a groupof a highlydifferentiated, somewhat subjective good

is a notoriously ballenging task for economistsParks, recreation areas, and other similar venues are,
to a considerable extent, suctomplexgoods. \While we do have ame empirical survey data that
indicatesdA a A (1 2 NE Q ¢ patkffeksyha §il5rd@nge oficBnsnsl bénefits depends on myriad

of varables

/ 2 y adzy S NH ean Bedkdglit dz&imply as the benefits a visitor gets, in aggregate, from the use
of some good or resourgén this case, recreation areabeyond thepayment required to obtain that

berefit** ¢ KI G A& o6K& Al Aa AdtBeTeSoNdNiBtiErank Leshria statefl debkltfirtgza ¢ @
@SINE 323 a¢KS /2yadzYSNEQ &adzNLJ dza ONARGSNARA2Y Aa
the primary economic benefits of outdoor recreatidnA 1 Sa | yR FI OAf Thi§ appréatbé o/ Sa

remains the most widely @l and acceptethethodologytoday.

Even in the presence of comprehensivdata,2 6 G F AyAy 3 | NBfAF6fS YSI &dzNB

OKIffSyaay3ao L yeonbnylst couldiRoBId dindply éauaie B& appropriate portion of
the area underneath a suitable demand function to obtain the desired V&IUBuch an approach is not

only accurate, but, depending on the functional form of the dem@ndzy O (i A 2 y Qélativelyj edmy (i A 2 V

to calculate. Howeveryorking with realworld empirical datas not formulaic but quitechallenging.

¢KS TF2dzyRIGA2y TF2NJ I RSYFLYR TdzyOilirzy tA8a 6AGK

However, as the economist andithor Hal+ I N& I y O 2 NN&Gr€xlilfep prefér2rices RIE nofl L

2

RANBOGf& 20aSNWI ot §PaAI A KENE T ARE 5 & & BNIY 648 BB Ny Q35 2 4J

LINEFSNBYyOSa FNRY 28aASNWAYy3 GKSANI 0SKI OA2NRADE

e/ 2yadzYSNBEQ &dzNLJ dzaé aKz2dzZ R y2id G2 0S8 02y +FdzaSR sAlKE

measurement of benefit to one individual, while the latter represents the benefits to an entire group. See Mas
Colell, Winston, & @en (1995) for additional information.
oo/ 2yadzYSNBEQ &dzNLJ dza 8 Y S| a dzNBnits ofitheSdiscyetd iy

o

od B GilyAi T NEBY

YAydzz GKS NBRdzOGAZ2Y Ay G(GKS SELISYRAGAINGE 2y O2yadzYLIiiAz2y
Bal L tDOAA PHEAGKS 02y adzYSNEQ adzNLJ dza | 483a20A1 SR 6AGK
LRNIA2Y dzyRSNJ 4KS RSYlFIYyR Odz2NBS F2NJ 6KS aSNWAOSa 2F GKS

** OpCit, p.535.

59










































