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INTRODUCTION

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) oversees an expansive array of
outdoor spaces, including over 250 parks, historic sites, recreational trails, golf courses, boat launches, and other
amenities covering over 360,000 acres of land. In 2021, these sites drew a record 78.5 million visitors, who
collectively spent an estimated $5.6 billion on various expenses related to their trips. Spending by visitors to these
parks and historic sites includes both day and overnight trips, during which visitors typically spend money on park
entrance fees, gift shops, sporting equipment, food and beverages, gas stations, local transportation, lodging, and
other visitor-related expenses. These expenditures have a significant impact within the parks themselves and across

the state as a whole.

The $5.6 billion spent by visitors, both local and non-local, in the 2021-2022 state fiscal year contributed an
additional $3.1 billion to the state's overall level of economic activity (Gross Domestic Product — GDP). These
figures illustrate the critical role of parks, historic sites, and recreational areas in supporting economic well-being
throughout the state and among numerous local communities. By attracting visitors from local communities and
from further afield, these outdoor spaces help to create employment opportunities and generate income for local

businesses.

The expenses incurred in the daily upkeep and running of the parks are funded by Parks’ annual operating budget.
Larger projects that enhance and expand the state park system and that provide significant, long-term repairs to park
facilities are funded through the Capital budget. In the 2021-22 State Fiscal Year, NYS OPRHP spent a combined
$557.2 million in operations and capital funding. With this funding, the park system contributed almost $516.7
million to the state's GDP. The effect on the economy from the combined visitor and state expenditure for the parks

amounted to around $6.1 billion. This spending contributed approximately $3.7 billion to the state's GDP.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PARK SYSTEM

This report explores the economic benefits of the state park system. These benefits include employment
opportunities within the parks themselves and in the industries that supply goods and services to the parks.
Additionally, state parks support the creation of job opportunities in other establishments and small businesses such
as gas stations, restaurants, grocery stores, sporting goods stores, and other tourism-related enterprises. Studies have
shown that the value of residential properties near state parks also increases, and the parks can incentivize local

businesses to open in the surrounding region.

This report includes an estimate of the economic impact of two categories of spending in the park systems: (a)

visitor expenditures, which include both the local and non-local visitors and (b) capital and operating expenditures



done by the state. The report also briefly explores other economic benefits of the park system, including impacts on

home prices, health benefits, and environmental services.

AN OVERVIEW OF SOURCES OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY
Visitor Spending

This analysis examines two primary spending categories: visitor spending and capital and operational spending by
the OPRHP. Visitors are broken down into "local" and "non-local", reflecting those who are visiting parks near their
home as opposed to those who travel from outside a region to visit a park. This distinction is made for a few
reasons. Local visitors tend to be day visitors, and are far less likely to spend money on overnight lodging. Based on
literature surveyed (presented in the appendix), 60% of visits to state parks are assumed to be made by non-local
visitors, with the remaining 40% of visits assumed to be from local visitors. Total visitor spending by both local and
non-local visitors is estimated, and the impacts of spending made specifically by the non-local visitors is presented
separately. Non-local spending has a unique effect on the economy, as it reflects spending that may not have

occurred without the park system as the draw for non-local visitors to visit a region.

Visitors typically spend money on various things when they visit a park. These include entrance and parking fees, as
well as food and drinks. They may also spend money on gas stations and transportation, such as renting a car or
taking a shuttle, and on sporting goods or lodging if they plan to stay overnight. These expenses contribute to the
local economy, both directly within the park region and through local businesses, especially small ones, that provide

goods and services to visitors.
Per New York State Parks’ official data, the State Park system as a whole received 78.45 million visits in 2021.

While OPRHP provides data on the number of visitors, primary data was not available on spending by park visitors
and on different spending patterns between local and non-local park visitors. Secondary sources were therefore
needed to develop and estimate for the amount each visitor to the park system spent per visit. The most reliable
source available was a report published by Tourism Economics for Empire State Development (a New York State
agency). Data from this report on the spending on recreational facilities by visitors to each county with park
facilities was used to calculate an estimated figure of $71.12 in spending per visit to State Park facilities. This figure
is consistent with eleven studies done from park systems around the country, which found per-visitor spending
ranging from $25.60 in Washington in 2019, to $109.13 in Delaware in 2017 (details in appendix). Based on this
figure, the total spending by visitors to New York’s state park system in 2021 was estimated to be $5.58 billion.

Primary data was also not available on the origin of park visitors. Accordingly, separate park studies were relied on
to calculate a breakdown of the number of visits by local vs. non-local visitors. These studies included disaggregated
attendance data for local and non-local visitors. Non-local visit rates ranged from a high of 86 percent (in Texas in
2018) to a low of 39 percent (in Delaware in 2018). Across all reports surveyed, on average, 63 percent of visitors

were non-local, consistent with the findings from reports in Vermont, West Virginia, Idaho, and Washington.



Literature was also relied on to develop an estimate of the relative amount of spending by non-local and local
visitors. Based on findings from Washington, Texas, Idaho and West Virginia, this report estimates that 60 percent of
visits to New York’s state park system are from non-local visitors, and that these visitors account for 60 percent of

spending by visitors to the state park system, a total of nearly $3.35 billion in spending.

TABLE 1
Local and Non-Local Visitor Spending

NUMBER OF SPENDING PER
STATEWIDE VISITS VISITOR (§) VISITOR SPENDING
LOCAL 31,378,877 71.12 2,231,665,732
NON-LOCAL 47,068,316 71.12 3,347,498,634
ALL VISITORS 78,447,193 71.12 5,579,164,366

State Expenditures on Operations & Capital Improvements

Spending by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation on the operations of the state
park system and on capital expenditures also positively impacts the state’s economy. In FY2021, New York State
invested $557.2 million in state parks, of which $291.6 million was on operations and $265.6 million was on capital

expenditure.

ESTIMATING THE ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF LOCAL AND NON-LOCAL VISITORS’ SPENDING

Like other studies on expenditures on parks and tourism activities, this study uses an Input-Output (I-O) model to
estimate the sales, contribution to state GDP, and labor income resulting from the spending across the state. This
study uses the IMPLAN Cloud platform, a software that applies the Input-Output model and uses data from the U.S.

Bureau of Economic Analysis, the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, and other sources.

Input-Output (I-O) models provide a comprehensive overview of the economy. They document the various linkages
between different sectors, including businesses that engage in inter-industry transactions and purchases made by
households and the government. Such models thereby measure the direct effects of a set of purchases and the
indirect effects throughout the supply chain. By incorporating this information, an I-O model can provide an

accurate and detailed analysis of the economic impact of a particular set of purchases.

For example, if a park visitor spends on restaurants and hotels, it would generate employment and other economic
impacts like labor income and profits. This spending also contributes to the New York state’s GDP through the
expansion of the service sector. These are the direct impacts of spending on that industry. In addition, there is an
indirect effect. The indirect impacts are additional employment and related additions to labor income,
entrepreneurial incomes (like profits), and overall activity in associated industries like trucking services, building
management, software, accounting, food wholesalers, agriculture, and many other related industries that supply

goods and services to the restaurants and hotels.



The additional employment that visitor spending generates increases local incomes and purchasing power. When this
money gets spent by the workers employed in these local industries, the economy receives a third boost through the
“induced” effects. For example, when park visitors spend on restaurants and hotels, those hospitality workers, in
turn, spend their income on groceries, gasoline for their cars, healthcare, education, and similar expenditures. As a
result, various industries benefit from this spending, generating jobs in these sectors. Therefore, it is crucial to

measure these induced effects and how they contribute to the economy's growth.

This report estimates the direct, indirect, and induced impacts of visitor spending in parks and the spending done by
the New York State government on the infrastructural development of parks and the operation and maintenance of

these parks.

Economic Impact of Non-Local Visitor Spending

Of the 78.4 million visits to parks, historic sites, and other OPRHP-managed facilities in 2021, an estimated 47.1
million visits were by visitors considered non-local to that park. There is no consistent definition of non-local
visitors in the literature, and “non-local” is not explicitly defined for purposes of this study. Some studies, such as
the one on Vermont Trails (N’dolo et al. 2016), considered non-local users to be 61 percent of visitors coming from
outside of Vermont. By contrast, the study of the Washington State Park system (Mojica et al. 2021) defined
non-local visitors as those residents living outside a 50-mile radius of a given park. This assumption was also made
in earlier PERI studies, which used a 50-mile radius, representing a one-hour drive from a park. In the state of
Washington, there were 57 percent non-local visitors in 2019. Eight of the regional studies surveyed for this report
indicated a share of non-local attendance, with an average share of 63 percent. Hence, a 60 percent ratio is used as a

reasonable approximation of the share of visits to parks from non-local visitors.

This study assumes that local visitors visit park facilities for day visits only and do not spend money on lodging in
their home region. Local visitors are assumed to spend a greater share of money on the purchase of food from
restaurants and other local eateries. The breakdown of estimated spending by category for both local and non-local

visitors is provided in the appendix.

The impact of non-local visitors on a region’s economy is especially significant as it represents additional outside
spending in an area that might not otherwise have been spent in that region. This results in a net increase to a
region’s overall economic output. The economic impacts of non-local visitors on a local economy are the “net”
effect of the park's presence on economic activities. In the case of New York, approximately 60 percent of park
visitors are estimated to be non-local, amounting to 47.1 million visits, as shown in Table 1 in the previous section.
As shown in Table 2, this influx of non-local visitors generates roughly $2.9 billion in sales, contributing over $1.9
billion to the state's GDP and over $1.3 billion in wages and salaries for workers in New York State, including

direct, indirect, and induced impact.



TABLE 2

Economic Impact of Non-Local Visitor Spending

CONTRIBUTION TO
STATEWIDE SALES (8) STATE’S GDP ($) LABOR INCOME (8)
DIRECT 1,803,268,127 1,297,026,983 924,050,902
INDIRECT 488,565,034 289,637,781 178,767,375
INDUCED 577,157,974 376,075,264 209,570,264
TOTAL 2,868,991,135 1,962,740,028 1,312,388,541

Source: Authors’ Estimates based on IMPLAN

Economic Impact of Total Visitor Spending

The combined effects of local and non-local visitors to OPRHP facilities in 2021, including direct, indirect, and
induced effects on regional economies, include about $4.8 billion of sales resulting from a combination of visitor
spending by locals and non-locals. Of these $4.8 billion sales, $3.2 billion represents the “value-added” contribution
to the state’s gross domestic product (GDP). Out of this $3.2 billion, $2.0 billion is the labor income of those
employed through all three channels — direct, indirect, and induced impacts. Table 3 shows the economic impact of

all visitors' spending.

TABLE 3
Economic Impact of Total Visitor Spending
SALES CONTRIBUTION TO
STATEWIDE $) STATE’S GDP ($) LABOR INCOME ($)

DIRECT 3,007,578,834 2,049,725,713 1,416,310,993
INDIRECT 909,327,241 535,739,415 327,174,506
INDUCED 911,454,740 594,028,817 331,040,278
TOTAL 4,828,360,814 3,179,493,945 2,074,525,777

Source: Authors’ Estimates based on IMPLAN

Economic Impact of Government Expenditures

Government expenditures on the park systems have several economic benefits. These include about $974 million in
sales, and almost $517 million in state GDP, of which $385.2 million went to wages and salaries for workers in the

state. The details for sales, contribution to state GDP, and labor income are provided in Table 4.

TABLE 4
Economic Impact of Spending by the NYS Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation
CONTRIBUTION TO
SALES STATE’S GDP LABOR INCOME
STATEWIDE 3) 3 %)

DIRECT 557,204,702 279,475,413 251,818,512
INDIRECT 225,505,929 120,561,484 69,306,524
INDUCED 186,875,001 116,611,190 64,084,046
TOTAL 973,988,159 516,648,088 385,209,082

Source: OPRHP, Authors’ Estimates based on IMPLAN



COMBINED IMPACT OF GOVERNMENT AND VISITOR SPENDING

When we focus on the economic effects of spending by non-local visitors, we find spending of over $3.9 billion in
the state, as shown in Table 5. Out of this amount, $557.2 million is spent by the state, and the remaining $3.3
billion is spent by non-local visitors. This spending contributes $2.5 billion to the state's GDP, of which almost $1.7

billion goes towards wages and salaries.

TABLE 5
Economic Impact of Spending by Non-Local Visitors and State Government
Combined Spending Combined Economic Effects
TOTAL STATE TOTAL VISITOR COMBINED CONTRIBUTION LABOR
SPENDING SPENDING SPENDING SALES TO STATE’S GDP INCOME
STATEWIDE $) %) ®) $) $) )
TOTAL 557,204,702 | 3,347,460,000 | 3,909,067,229 3,842,979,293 | 2,479,388,115 | 1,697,597,624

Source: OPRHP, Authors’ Estimates based on IMPLAN

The total expenditure of the New York State Park system results from combined visitor and state government

spending. Table 6 shows the combined spending amounts and total economic significance.

TABLE 6
Economic Impact of Combined Visitor and State Government Spending
Combined Spending Combined Economic Effects
CONTRIBUTION LABOR
TOTAL STATE TOTAL VISITOR COMBINED SALES TO STATE’S GDP INCOME
STATEWIDE SPENDING (8) SPENDING (8) SPENDING ($) %) $) $)
TOTAL 557,204,702 5,579,100,000 6,140,707,229 5,802,348,973 | 3,696,142,033 2,459,734,859

Source: OPRHP, Authors’ Estimates based on IMPLAN

According to Table 6, the New York State Park system contributes over $6.1 billion in spending throughout the NY
state economy. This includes local and non-local visitor spending, which accounts for around $5.6 billion, and state
spending of $557.2 million. The total of $6.1 billion also contributes around $3.7 billion to the state's GDP, with
nearly $2.5 billion going towards wages and salaries. This report shows that the New York State Park system has a
10:1 ratio of sales to state dollars, meaning that every dollar spent by or on behalf of the state government results in
10 dollars in sales. Additionally, each dollar of state government spending leads to $7 in additional state GDP, of

which $4 is in additional labor income.



ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER BENEFITS NOT LINKED TO EXPENDITURES

In addition to the economic benefits of job creation, increased sales, and increased GDP and labor income, state
parks and open spaces offer many advantages to communities. A detailed analysis of these impacts is beyond the
scope of the current research. Based on a review of the literature, we briefly present three such impacts — (1)

property values, (2) ecosystem services, and (3) health.

Proximate Value: Increased Value Of Properties Near Parks

Parks and green spaces typically elevate the value of neighboring properties, a phenomenon termed the "proximate

principle." Most research supports the idea that properties near greenways or parks gain value:

e Crompton (2001, 2005) concluded that passive park areas could enhance adjacent property's value by up to
20 percent. More active parks with heavy recreation use offered a smaller boost to directly adjacent
properties, though properties a few blocks from active parks could still gain up to 10 percent.

e A study of Connecticut parks by Gunther et al. (2011) concluded that homes overlooking publicly managed
green spaces could see a 12.2 percent to 13.3 percent increase in property values.

e A review by Crompton and Nicholls (2020) suggested that the premium for properties beside passive parks

might be around 8 to 10 percent.

Ecosystem Services

Parks play a pivotal role in maintaining healthy ecosystems, ensuring clean air and water, and conserving essential
natural habitats. Healthy ecosystems are key in climate change adaptation and mitigation, serving as buffers against
extreme weather events. Maintaining parks safeguards biodiversity, ecological balance, and habitats for various
species. Genetic and species diversity within ecosystems bolster their resilience against disturbances. Quantifying
the ecosystem benefits of parks in economic terms is challenging, but Mojica et al. (2021) valued the impact of the
Washington State Park system, including provisioning, regulating, supporting, and information services, at $1.8 to

$2.3 billion annually.

Health, Wellness, And Community

The New York State Park System is a cultural treasure, preserving historic and cultural landmarks crucial for New
York's economic and socio-cultural fabric. Parks and green spaces boost community social capital by offering spaces
for physical activity, nature access, and social interaction, thus enhancing community well-being. Recent research by
White et al. (2019) has found that spending two hours a week in nature boosts health and well-being across various
demographics. The National Parks Service (n.d.) cites multiple benefits of outdoor time, including enhanced

concentration in children, improved heart health, mood elevation, and stress reduction.



CONCLUSION

The park system in New York State plays a significant role in supporting economic activity. The state benefits from
wages and salaries, sales, and state GDP generated by the parks and historic sites. These economic impacts arise
from a combination of visitor spending and state government investment in the maintenance and operation of the

park system, as well as capital improvements to the facilities.

The biggest spending category on parks and related goods and services is from visitors. During 2021-22, the New
York State Park system had more than 78.5 million visits. These visitors spent approximately $5.6 billion, with an
average of about $71.10 per visit. This amount includes expenses from day visitors who paid for park entrance and
parking fees, as well as for food and beverages, transportation, restaurant food, and merchandise. Overnight visitors
also spend money on hotel rooms, camping fees, and restaurant meals. These are included in the total amount. Based

on these spending numbers, we estimated wages and salaries, sales, and the state GDP.

The report isolates the net effects generated by non-local visitors, representing additional outside spending in an area
that might not otherwise have been spent in that region. A review of the literature and other park state reports shows
that non-local visitors account for approximately 60 percent of the total expenditure by visitors. Therefore, the study
found that non-local visits accounted for $2.9 billion in sales and contributed nearly $2.0 billion to the state GDP,

accounting for $1.3 billion in wages and salaries.

The economic impact of total visitor spending, including local and non-local users, led to over $4.8 billion in sales
and contributed about $3.2 billion to New York's GDP. Out of this, $2.1 billion was in labor income. State
government expenditures on operations, maintenance, and capital improvements amounted to around $557.2 million
in fiscal year 2021-22. Of this, approximately $291.6 million went towards operating and maintaining the park
system, while $265.6 million was spent on capital improvements. These investments generated almost $974 million
of added sales, and added almost $516.7 million to the state's GDP. Wages and salaries accounted for $385.2 million

of this amount.

Overall, the New York State Park system has a significant economic impact, generating $5.8 billion in sales and

contributing almost $3.7 billion to the state's GDP, including $2.5 billion in wages and salaries.



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: THE INPUT-OUTPUT MODEL AND EMPLOYMENT MULTIPLIERS

1. The Regional Input-Output Models

National input-output tables (i.e., [-O tables) are compiled by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). Every five
years, the US Census Department gathers data (in its “Economic Census”), and the BEA uses this data along with
information from other Census programs—including annual surveys that cover selected industries, such as
manufacturing and services—to develop the tables. The I-O tables also incorporate data collected and tabulated by
other Federal agencies—including the U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Education, and Energy—and data from a
number of private organizations. However, the input-output matrices made available through the BEA are suited for

national-level analysis only.

We used the social accounting and impact assessment software package IMPLAN Cloud version to calculate the
detailed employment impact assessments in this report. IMPLAN is calibrated to the BEA I-O tables and includes a
highly detailed level of industrial disaggregation — over 500 different sectors. Our input-output model uses 2021
New York State data.

2. Using the Input-Output Model to Examine Economic Multipliers

To study the effects on employment, output, and employee compensation with the regional I-O models, we use the
IMPLAN software to generate the relevant multipliers. Employment multipliers are computed based on an
employment output ratio. The assumption is that employment/output ratios remain fixed in the short run. Therefore,
output multipliers — derived from the Leontief inverse matrix — can be converted into employment multipliers by
using the employment-output ratios. Similarly, output multipliers can be converted into employee compensation

multipliers using fixed coefficients. The IMPLAN software performs these calculations automatically.

The I-O model can also be used to calculate induced effects. Induced effects refer to the additional employment,
output, and income produced when the additional employee compensation generated by an initial demand stimulus
is spent — as captured by the direct and indirect effects. The magnitude of the induced effects depends on how the
additional employment income translates into household expenditures and the size of the multiplier effects
associated with the increase in household spending. The assumption is that a fixed proportion of employees'
compensation is spent on household purchases. When total compensation increases, household consumption (a final

demand category) increases proportionately.



3. Categories of spending and I-O multipliers

To perform the economic impact analysis featured in this report, we needed to match the expenditure categories with

the disaggregated sectors to calculate the various multipliers. These multipliers are then used to estimate the
economic impacts of increasing the relevant expenditure category. For this study, we use the same industry

categories and weights that were used in the 2017 study, which are as follows:

e Direct operating expenditures on parks and historic sites: Parks, historic sites, museums, and zoos

e (Capital expenditures on park infrastructure: Non-residential construction.

e  Visitor expenditures on groceries: Food retail establishments

e Visitor expenditures on restaurants: Food service and drinking establishments.

e  Visitor expenditures on automobiles: 90 percent gas station establishments, 5 percent automobile repair
services, 5 percent automobile rental services.

e  Visitor expenditures on recreational equipment: sporting goods retail establishments

e  Visitor expenditures on lodging: 50 percent hotels and motels, 50 percent other lodging services

e  Visitor expenditures on other retail: general merchandising
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APPENDIX B: DATA SOURCES

Estimating Expenditure per visitor

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation tracks the number of visitors to each
park, but not the spending by each visitor. To estimate total visitor spending for this report, we relied on the findings
of a comprehensive statewide study on tourist spending in New York State, taking total spending on Recreation as a
proxy for State Park visitor spending. This spending figure did not disaggregate local from non-local spending. To
estimate the shares of non-local visitors and non-local spending, we surveyed several studies on the economic

impacts of state parks that surveyed or otherwise estimated the non-local composition.

TABLE Al
Non-Local Percent and Spending Per Visitor
PERCENT

PERCENT NON-LOCAL NON-LOCAL
STATE YEAR OF DATA ATTENDANCE SPENDING SPENDING PER VISITOR*
Florida 2019 74% $93.82
Washington 2019 57% 69% $25.60
Texas 2018 86% 83% $32.90
Idaho 2018 58% 41% $25.63
Oregon 2018 - 64% -
Delaware 2017 39% = $109.13
Virginia 2016 - 45% -
Rhode Island 2016 69% - $38.72
Vermont 2016 61% - -
South Dakota 2015 - - $33.20
West Virginia 2015 60% 46% $37.52
Average 63% 58% $49.57

* Updated to year of nys data (2021) using BLS’s CPI inflation calculator

Amongst the studies reporting a percentage of non-local attendance, figures ranged from 39 percent in Delaware to
86 percent in Texas (Table Al). The average across eight statewide studies between 2015 and 2019 was 63 percent
of visitors considered non-local. The six studies that reported the percentage of expenditures attributed to non-local
visitors ranged from a low of 41 percent in Idaho to 83 percent in Texas. The average share of non-local spending in
these studies was 58 percent. Total spending per visitor was reported in 8 studies. When inflated to 2021 dollars
using the BLS’s CPI inflation calculator, spending per visitor ranged from 25.60 in Washington to 109.13 in

Delaware. The average per-visitor spending was $49.57.

Taking these average values, we assumed 60 percent of total visitor spending was by non-local visitors in New York

State during FY2021-2022.
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ALLOCATING VISITOR SPENDING TO I-O SECTORS

Once we have estimated total spending by visitors, we need to assign the spending to various categories to estimate
the impacts in the [-O model. For non-local visitors in this study, we use the visitor spending profile developed in
the 2021 New York State Parks report, reproduced in Table A3. We adapted this profile for local visitors to

reallocate lodging expenditures to spending on groceries, retail food, and dining.

TABLE A2

Visitor Spending Categories used in I-O Model Non-Local Local

Category Share of Total Spending Share of Total Spending
Groceries and retail food shops 12% 25%
Transportation and automobile 20% 20%

Eating out (restaurants and bars) 22% 35%

General shopping (non-food) 12% 12%
Recreational equipment 9% 9%

Lodging (all types) 25% 0%
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