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Executive Summary

The parks and state forests that the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) manages deliver
significant economic benefit to Connecticut residents and park visitors. In 2010, resident and
nonresident visitors to Connecticut’s 107 State Parks and 32 Forests spent 8.5 million visitor-days
touring within the state. Of those days, at least 4.6 million days were spent partially at for-fee parks
and forests managed by DEP. DEP activities generate the following direct and indirect economic
impacts:

> 8.8 thousand jobs currently, that in the absence of DEP managed parks and forests and
activities would be reduced to 6.7 thousand in 2020 as personnel found alternative
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,

> Net present value in state revenues over expenditures of $30 million in constant dollars.

In addition, owners of single residences in Connecticut derived amenity values of $270 million
annually from overlooking DEP managed venues. If not preserved, alienation of any of that green
space from pestilence, such as Western North America has 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 number of visitor 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 and induced expenditures and employment that result from
these activities. These benefits are then aggregated into annual estimated benefits derived from DEP
managed state venues’. As noted above, both the economic impact of expenditures and the
economic value people derive from the parks, vastly exceeds the annual cost to the state of
husbanding nature’s assets for Connecticut citizens and out-of-state visitors.

In 2010 visitors to these venues spent an estimated $544 million in general tourism activities in
Connecticut. In addition, 189,000 sportspersons, holding 293,600 licenses and permits issued by DEP,
spent additional funds to pursue their specific sporting activities:

$264 million for angling, of which 90% came from Connecticut residents;
$100 million for hunting, of which $95.1 million came from Connecticut residents;
$36.8 million for recreational boating, attributed to DEP-managed boat launches and
training activities, net of anglers’ boating expenditures;

o $26.2 million for skiing and attending educational and other venues;

! “Venues,” is used usually herein to refer to state parks and forests as well as those areas outside of the parks
governed by DEP issued licenses for hunting, fishing, boating and any commutations and 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 or to attend them.

Visitor fees at the parks and forests, including late day visitors, were in the $3.0 to $3.3 million dollar
range from 2005 to 2009. Increasing rates in 2010 set the stage for an increase to $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 pavilion rents, ice and firewood sales and
related sales taxes. These revenues all flow to Connecticut’s General Fund.

Recreational activities also generated licensing and permit fees as well as training and educational
revenues. 2010 revenues generated from DEP licensing and permitting 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 million.)?. Including
camping and all activity fees, DEP collected $18.3 million from fees paid by participants and attracted
$5.4 million in federal transfers from the federal Sport Fish Restoration (SFR) and Wildlife Restoration
(WR) programs. These direct revenues indicate that Connecticut residents, nonresidents and the
Federal Government valued DEP managed state venues. Before taking account of a one-time $1.1
million credit program to assist adjusting to the higher fees, direct revenues and transfers in 2010
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
contributed to state revenues.

The well known downward slope of demand curves for each activity implies that all but the least
enthusiastic person undertaking each activity derives quality of life benefits over and above expenses
incurred, what economists refer to as “Consumer surplus”. CCEA has estimated consumer surpluses
accruing to Connecticut citizens by major activities:

Camping (S124.1 million)

Hunting ($17.8 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 $246.9 million accruing to residents in consumer surplus, out-of-state visitors
undertaking these activities derived a further $25.1 million in consumer surplus, led by campers at
$18.4 million. Total estimated consumer surplus for campers at DEP venues is 26% of Connecticut
tourism expenditures made by them.? In-state estimates of consumer surplus remain modest due to
the close proximity of venues to the population. CCEA did not extrapolate its consumer surplus

? These revenues were partially offset on a one-time credit totaling about $1.14 million.
3 Charles H. Strauss and Lord, Bruce E. A. Case Study The economic impacts of a heritage tourism system, Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services 8 (2001) 199}204.



estimates for people using these parks for alternative purposes or accessing fee-free parks, such as
non-developed ones.

Consumer surpluses in addition to their expenditures suggest that, in recent years, visitors to DEP
managed venues derived more than $1.25 billion dollars in annual benefits. CCEA’s very conservative
approach to estimating consumer surpluses underlines the significance of these estimates.

Another source of benefit is the value that owners of homes adjacent to the parks and forest derive.
Connecticut residents overlooking the parks from single family dwellings realized annual amenity
benefits most days of the year of a further $258 to $309 million. Positive attributes of these
residences, captured in the assessed value of their properties, generated $3.1 to $5.4 million annually
in government revenues, but did not account for the value of the vistas of overlooking DEP managed
parks and forests. The expected long-term net present value of this possible revenue stream to the
state discounted at 5% over 20 years is $390.2 to $679.7 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 forests. More fully assessing amenity values, from their currently unassessed
status on 12-13% of properties overlooking green spaces, would significantly increase property tax
revenues.

Because DEP operations and related government revenues already exist in the economy, the method
for assessing their economic impact is to withdraw those activities. That is, to assess the impacts of
their hypothetical immediate cessation in 2012, and then to project longer term economic
adjustments and reactions. The resulting differences from the current case represent economic
impacts of DEP-managed venues in Connecticut. With closure of all DEP-managed facilities and
elimination of all public access to DEP-managed forest and park lands, the resulting impacts would
mean losses in employment and incomes, as well as losses in tax revenues. As noted at the outset of
this Executive Summary, the harshness of such losses in the near term is stark, but the dynamic
elements of the economy which REMI captures adjust to the loss of those resources. Over time, the
economy adjusts and ameliorates, to a degree, economic impacts through emigration and some
movement into alternative jobs. Rather than depict these losses as negatives, this report treats these
as the positive impacts that DEP operations have on the Connecticut economy.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose

This report documents the Connecticut Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) analysis of the economic
impact of parks, forests, and outdoor recreation licensing operations of the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP). This research investigated general tourism as well as specific key
activities such as camping, angling, hunting, swimming, recreational marine, education, and
accommodation activities at the Harkness Memorial State Park. Aside from attendance data, this study
does not cover other related activities such as hiking, bird watching, biking, horse-back 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.

CCEA’s ability to project benefits from DEP data is most substantial when based on DEP data sets for the
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 cover both 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 out-of-season. An additional component of this core data set includes zip codes for hunters,
anglers, boaters and campers. The middle-ring, checker-board surface represents park visitors to 12
sites where DEP maintains counts but does not charge for its services. The external ring, polka-dot
surface covers the remaining 63 parks where access may 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 1.1.1 Data 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 database. In this research, the park and forest venues are
treated separately as are the Harkness Memorial State Park and DEP’s three education venues.



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

CCEA has calculated the direct economic benefit of visitors to DEP-managed facilities from both
recorded and extrapolated data. The database differentiated major visitor activities by campers,
hunters, anglers, and swimmers, in order to derive consumer surpluses for each group, providing an
opportunity to allocate direct economic impacts for each user group.* CCEA has exercised a fair amount
of caution in developing its extrapolations, to avoid exaggerating the economic impacts of DEP-operated
state parks and forests. In addition, CCEA has assessed the amenity benefits accruing to owners of
properties overlooking and adjacent to DEP-managed properties.

The next chapter focuses on DEP operations at State Parks and State Forests as they cater to residents
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 of Mohawk Mountain Ski Area, DEP operations at the Harkness Memorial
State Park, and several educational venues. The next two chapters concentrate on additional social
benefits with the fourth chapter covering consumer surpluses accruing to visitors and the fifth, amenity
benefits accruing to property owners who 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 Regional Economic Analysis Inc’s Model “REMI” to assess the
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

Benefits from DEP’s State Park and Forest operations accrue to Connecticut from resident tourists
staying within the state to camp and nonresidents who undertake other out-door recreational activities
including many athletic endeavours offered by state parks and forests. In addition, parks have been
designed to appeal to tourists interested in history from ancient dinosaurs through to more up-to-date
navy facilities.

In addition, residents overlooking vistas provided by state parks and forests reap amenity benefits. Such
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
values that add to the Connecticut’s property tax base. These additions to the tax base create revenue
flows for state and local governments. A second major source of amenity benefits is the increased
safety stemming from training and licensing of boaters resulting in reduced boating accidents’.

4 Sun, Ya-Yen, Wong, Kam-Fai, and Lai, Hsein-Chung, Statistical properties and survey design of tourism
expenditures using segmentation, Tourism Economics, 2010, 16(4), 807-832.
> In 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 residents are not 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 approach and
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 DEP-managed venues, it is left to the reader to mentally make such adjustments.

2. Tourism Activities

2.1 Introduction

The Connecticut Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) has derived tourism activities in DEP-operated
Connecticut state parks and forests from visitor data provided by DEP and other sources. Appendix A
documents CCEA’s estimating procedures carried out on these data. The first section describes DEP
revenues from fees and services charged by it and tourism expenditures at DEP for-fee venues. The
second expands these modest expenditures 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 outside of its parks
and forests boundaries by using licensing data for hunting, angling, boating, skiing, educational
activities, and special events at the Harkness Memorial State Park that contribute to DEP’s economic
impacts.

2.2 DEP Tourism Revenue Sources

Annual data are extrapolated from information by park on daily activities paid for by residents and
nonresidents. Full-day parking and campsite data apply to fee-paying parties of residents and
nonresident whereas data on walk-in attendees apply to individuals. 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 survey’ of 3.5 persons for resident parties and 4.2 persons for
nonresident 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 presented in Table 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 are excluded and assessed elsewhere. Outcomes are expressed as “Visitor days.” This term is
deployed because the same individual may park or camp several times within a year so that these data

6 Bergstrom, John C. H. Cordell, Ken, Watson, Alan E. and Ashley Gregory A. The Economic Impacts of State Parks
on State Economies in the South, Southern Journal of Economics Dec. 1990.
7 Witan Intelligence Strategies Inc. Vision Intercept Study Connecticut edition 2008, Table 5.
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do not count the number of individuals making use of DEP venues. In total, by 2010 4.6 million visitor
days were spent by fee paying customers in DEP parks and forests.

Table 2.2.1 Park and Forests Paid Visitor Days: Camping, Parking both Full Day and Late Day (1,000s)

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: CCEA estimates assessed on DEP records.

A special group of visitors included above are those who pay late fees, mostly for parking at beaches.
Because the average distance travelled by residents paying late-day fees is short?, their expenditures,
over and above parking fees, are applied to transportation only. Because they are half-day visitors
rather than full-day ones, no 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 day fees by 3.5 the average
occupancy of Connecticut vehicle from the intercept survey. By the same token, half-days of 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 days 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 2.2.2 Parties Paying Late Day Parking Fees 2003-2010

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 goers are treated as enjoying benefits
similar to 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 introduction of pavilion user 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

® See chapter 5.
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and firewood and related sales taxes are deposited in Connecticut’s General Fund. Chart 2.2.1 captures
annual variations in these fees for visitors to state parks and forests.

Chart 2.2.1 Annual Variations in Fees Paid by Visitors to DEP-managed Forests and Parks (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
DEP’s facilities. Amounts for trip costs have been established by a 2008 intercept survey of Connecticut
tourist established 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 net of average 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 payments. Because only five percent of visitors in the
intercept survey utilized campgrounds 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
travelling 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. Fee-paying visitors spent $88.4 million to
$97.7 million annually in Connecticut. The lion’s share of these annual expenditures, $74.3 million to
$84.8 million for 2005 to 2010, was by Connecticut residents as illustrated by the burlap covered area in
the Chart. Walk-in visitor expenditures appear as the minutely thin green line at the top of the graph.

Valued in 2008 dollars, daily per capita expenditures have been in the low to mid S60 to $63 range per
visitor per day throughout the period. Substantiating evidence for the above per capita expenditures
comes from a survey of overnight campers in U.S. national forests. In 2004, their average daily
expenditures were $66.68 and $58.67 for non-locals and locals respectively®.

° Daniel J. Stynes and White D.J. Spending Profiles of National Forest Visitors, NVUM Four Year Report, 2006 pp.
12 and 34. http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/NVUMA4YrSpending.pdf
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Chart 2.3.1 Expenditures in Connecticut of Paying Visitors Who Utilize For-Fee State Parks and Forests
(Millions 2008 $)

120.0
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Source: CCEA Based on DEP records and Witan Intelligence Strategies Inc. 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 2009, expenditures recovered in 2010 albeit insufficiently to regain 2007 levels.
Reflecting the increased number of users in each of the last two years, total expenditures have been
expanding. Due to the opening additional parks and rising attendance and activity fees, expenditures 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 small — below 3%.

Table 2.3.1 breaks out tourism expenditures by those who paid fees 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.

Table 2.3.1: Total Annual Expenditures by 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 Intelligence Strategies Inc. Vision Intercept Study Connecticut edition

2008.
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2.4 Extrapolations

CCEA has extrapolated the above in three stages. Paying clients represent only a portion of park visitors.
Out-of-season and off-hour 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 many for-fee parks. This group of
visitors is 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
forests do not offer camping or established parking facilities 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
of these other “fee-free” parks. A third set of parks and forests while still under development offer
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 Visitors 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 residency. Because the sample coverage is better for those
utilizing state parks rather than state forests, this analysis is broken out for parks and forests.

For 2005, CCEA estimates total visitors to be the 2004 total visitors from DEP’s 2005 SCORP (Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan) report assumed to grow at rate of growth in paying visitors
1999 to 2009™. 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 counts annually
out to 2010.

This level of adjustment for parks under development is justified by their numbers and available
activities, not covered elsewhere. The 39 fee-free state parks provide venues for 120 activities of
which 49 are covered by licensing revenues and other estimated expenditures covered elsewhere in this
report. Table 2.4.1 outlines these and the 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 with the same emphasis on hunting and hiking and related activities.

1% 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 compared to 1,759 (SCORP p.16).
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Table 2.4.1 Activity Venues Provided at Fee-Free State Parks

Activities Covered State Parks Venues 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 Data 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 Venues 120 52

By 2010, visitor days at all state parks reached 6.8 million persons using this methodology. This figure is
extrapolated conservatively from 2009 at the average rate of growth 2005-2009, at a miniscule 0.76%.
In contrast, visitor days at State fee-charging parks 2009 to 2010 were up 5.59%. By 2010, paid fees
covered 1.5 million visitor 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 at not-for-fee 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 the extrapolations for expenditures in Connecticut by visitors to state parks. By
2010, expenditures 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 that non-paying visitors had similar
average length trips and were divided in the same proportion of residents and nonresidents as were fee-
paying visitors. Accommodation expenses have been estimated conservatively by using rates paid by
the average non-resident person. Because both resident day-trippers who paid late fees and bus
travelers are included in the base numbers, this process leads to lower than average lengths of stays for
tourists captured in the intercept survey. Expenditure estimates using the average length of stay for
tourists would be $13.0 million higher than the above 2010 estimate.

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 strong as it is for state parks, albeit 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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Table 2.4.2 Extrapolated Connecticut Expenditures by Visitors to State Parks

(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 which is a log-linear extrapolation of the

series. Fee paying Visitors are from individual park records.

visitors paid attendance fees while 388.7 thousand accounted for unpaid attendance. Based on the

number of total forest visitors counted, augmented by 50% to capture visitors to DEP forests where no

counting occurred including 14 development forests, and to be consistent with visitor data in SCORP

visits to DEP forests, another 1,287.6 thousand visited not-for-fee state forests. In total 1,669 thousand

visited DEP forests. Table 2.4.3 shows these visitors’ trip expenditures amounted to $119.3 million

down by $4.9 million from the previous year’s peak in 2009.

Table 2.4.3: Extrapolated Connecticut Expenditures by 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 which is a log-linear

extrapolation of the series. Fee paying Visitors are from individual park records. Data 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 not-for-fee forests.

2.4.3 Visitor Expenditures

Total estimated direct expenditures for each type of visitor are the sum of the above appearing in Table

2.4.4. Valued in 2008 dollars, 2010 trip expenditures by DEP-managed parks and forests generated

$544.3 million in direct expenditures in Connecticut.

Table 2.4.4: Extrapolated Connecticut Expenditures by 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 5a and 5b

2.5 Conclusions

Combining the expenditures for the state parks and forests sizes the total direct tourism monies spent
annually from 2001-2010. During 8.5 million tourism days in 2010, visitors to DEP parks spent $544.3
million. The vast majority of these expenditures were generated by visitors to state parks rather than to
forests and by Connecticut residents rather than nonresidents. The number of fee-paying visitors rose
in 2010, while out-of-season visitors are estimated to have declined as did those visiting not-for-fee
parks and forests in the last year. Less conservative projections could 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, DEP management facilitates specific
activities both within parks and forests and externally to them. Key among these activities are hunting,
fishing and boating. Licenses are awarded to both hunting and angling whereas permits are only for
hunting. The relative licensing effort devoted to hunting and fishing is clear from Table 3.1.1 below
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provides basic data on the number of licenses and permits issued for the 2010 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 Connecticut residents.

Table 3.1.1 DEP Sportspersons’ Licenses and Permits Issued: 2010

Residents Nonresidents Total
Fishing 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

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

sportspersons than licenses and permits issued. When holding of multiple licenses and permits is taken

into account, the number of sportspersons is shown in Table 3.2. The number of anglers’ licensees is

then the number of those with licenses strictly for angling plus the number of sportspersons holding a

combination license allowing both hunting and fishing. Of the 752 trapping licenses, all but 37 went to

persons holding either a hunting, fishing or combination license. For this reason hunting activities are

broadened slightly to include trapping in the rest of this chapter.

Table 3.1.2 DEP Sportspersons with Licenses: 2010

Residents Nonresidents Total
Fishing 132,000 13,810 145,810
Hunting 17,916 2,543 20,459
Hunting & Fishing 22,073 214 22,287
Trapping 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 number and diversity of

licenses and permits held. That topic is discussed in greater detail in the following sections. The overlap

is necessary because many anglers hold combination licenses or separate licenses covering multiple

activities. Because the type of fishing, marine or inland, dramatically impacts costs of undertaking each

activity inclusive of travel distances, marine and inland fishing are treated as two different but

overlapping activities within the report.
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3.2 Hunting

DEP contributes to the Connecticut hunts by both restocking and issuing licenses. In 2010 the DEP
purchased a total of 15,775 pheasants based on revenues from the sale of pheasant stamps in 2009.”**
It also controlled the hunt by issuing licenses that are specific by species and technique and 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 licenses and each related permit:

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

e With the exception of Connecticut’s Harvest Information Permits (HIP), permits are specific to
certain game — migratory birds, deer etc.;

e 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 turkey and fall turkey
hunting, requiring separate trips.

Table 3.2.1 reveals the 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 line indicates
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. Because many licensed hunters hold 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 table. The Bureau
of the Census found that Connecticut hunters make 12.2 single day trips per resident licensee and three
days for nonresident licensees.” 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 & Fishing Licenses 29,472 283 29,755
Hunters and Hunting & Fishing Licenses 63,116 3,267 66,386
Number of Hunting Trips 770,024 9,801 779,825

Source: DEP licensing data.

The 3,267 non-resident hunting licenses issued in 2010 included hunting 1,468 archery, 96 junior
licenses and 284 combination licenses.

" http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=27008&q=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 type of firearms.
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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 New Jersey, and Pennsylvania.
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Chart 3.2.1: Origins of Nonresidents
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An improved estimate of the number of trips comes from the average number of trips per hunter
determined from a 2006 survey by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It indicates that resident hunters
averaged 12.2 trips and nonresidents 3.0 trips in Connecticut®®. Based on 2010 hunting licensees,
resident hunters undertook 770.0 thousand trips and nonresident hunters 9.8 thousand. The resulting
expenditures for those hunting in Connecticut are illustrated in Table 3.2.2. Per trip expenditures were
similar for both residents ($120.19) and nonresidents (5470.10).

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

Resident Nonresident Total
Total Number of Trips (1,000s) 768.1 9.8 777.9
Total Expenditures in Connecticut (1,000s 2006 $) 92,317 4,607 96,924

Source: DEP Licensing Data and average spending data from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 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 comprehended than their 2006 counterparts. In all
cases, the industry purchases have been adjusted through Consumer Price Indexes (CPIs) tailored to
them. The last item included licensing fees so the 2010 number has been adjusted to include DEP’s rate

3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2006 National Survey of Fishing Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation,
Connecticut, Derived from Table 3.
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increases. The 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 residual estimators from the rest of the data.

Table 3.2.3: Detailed Hunter Connecticut Expenditures by Licensees (1,000s $)

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, (2) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Table 22 for the breakout of expenditures

and (3) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics for CPl inflators.

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 Connecticut are in 2010 dollars are impressive 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 licenses. For the 2010 season DEP issued 169,352 licenses strictly for

fishing and another 29,755 covering both fishing and hunting, so that it issued a total of 199,107 licenses

for fishing. There were three major types of fishing licenses — Marine, Inland Waters, and All Waters as

shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.3.1 DEP Issued Licenses and Licensees by Type of Fishery: 2010

Marine Inland

All
Waters

Total

Licenses

53,308 81,325

64,474 | 199,107

Licensed to a Person Holding Another Specific Activity License

204

494

165 863

Licensees

53,104 80,831

64,309 | 198,244

As with hunting some individuals hold 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. Adding All Waters licenses and

licensees to the fishery specific licenses and licensees means that 117,782 licenses for Marine fishing
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were held by 117,413 licensees while 145,799 licenses issued for the inland fishery facilitated
involvement of 145,140 licensees in inland waters.

For assessing travel distances and attribution of consumer surplus among anglers, it is useful to allocate
both licenses and licensees between residents and nonresidents. Table 3.3.2 contains the results.
Connecticut residents clearly predominate 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 inland fishing. As a share of their
participation in fisheries activities, non-residents 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 Activity
License or Permit 73 340 3 416
Nonresident Licensees 5,305 7,958 1,049 14,312

Source: DEP, Licensing Data

As Chart 3.3.1 illustrates, the origins of nonresident anglers licensed 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 relatively good access to their own marine waters, both New
York and New Jersey residents showed stronger interest in Connecticut’s inland fishery than its marine
fishery. There is reciprocity in the marine fishery for licensees from Connecticut, Massachusetts, and
Rhode Island. Connecticut’s sale of marine angling license to Massachusetts’s anglers is a surprise and
may be because where Massachusetts’s Western counties may find the Connecticut shore more
accessible and /or appealing than the shoreline in their home state. Visitors from other states, many of
which are land-locked, 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 participation in each fishery. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service’s 2006 National Survey of Angling, Hunting and Wildlife-Asso