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Introduction and Background

m [imited public land available for recreation

m Recognized solution to lack of public land 1s
increasing access to private land for public
outdoor recreation

m Potential may exist for private landowners to
develop fee-based recreational access

m [ ouisiana Delta

m agricultural region in northeast corner of state




Marginal Agricultural Land

m [and that will produce barely enough products
to pay the cost of production

m Removal from agricultural applications
encouraged by Federal Government

B Recreation on Private IL.and for Public Use
® Provide income to landowners

® Restore marginal lands as a contributor to the local
economy

® Draw recreationists from outside the local economy




Objectives

B Understand landowners’ attitudes and
perceptions about recreation

m [iability concerns and other possible
disincentives

m How incentives and disincentives collectively
influence landowner access decision

m How institutional change might stimulate public
recreational access to private land




Recreational Use Statute

m Protects landowners from liability claims
resulting from accidental injury associated with
recreational use of land

® Only 1f access 1s granted free of charge

® Some states have amended RUS to allow charging of
fee to access land

m [ouisiana’s Recreational Use Statute
® Jandowners protected from liability if access is free

® no liability protection if fee is charged for access




Recreational Use Statute
and Institutional Change

m Interesting to see how landowner access policies would
change by:
m expanding liability protection
m allow for charging of a fee intended to generate a return
m [nvestigating the effect of such an institutional change:
m provide insight into landowner behavior

m possible effects on supply of recreational land




Institutional Issues and Liability

Potential law suit, whether real or percetved, creates a
disincentive for fee-based recreation

Could be reduced through institutional change
Amend the recreational use statute to allow the
charging of an access fee

How do liability and other disincentives collectively
influence landowners’ access decisions?

Effects of institutional change on landowner behavior?

Observed by comparing the pre and post institutional
change responses to access decision question (yes/no)




Survey Instrument

m Tailored design method (Dillman, 2000)

m [ andowner access policies, and attitudes and
perceptions for fee-based recreation

m Current level of recreational leasing
m Reasons for not allowing recreational access
m [iability concerns, RUS knowledge

m Possible changes in recreational use statute and
impact on access policies




RESULTS




Survey Response Rates

State
Louisiana
Sample Size for desired level of precision 369
Surveys mailed 2,500
First mailing surveys returned 488
Second mailing surveys returned 184
Total surveys returned 672
First mailing response rate 19.5%
Second mailing response rate 7.4%
Total response rate (%) 26.9%




Recreational Use and Land Access
Practices

m More than half of respondents have allowed use
of their land for recreational purposes

m Only 10% of landowners allowed recreational
access to individuals they do not know
personally

m Nearly 12% of respondents had accepted money

to allow recreational use of their land




Risk and Liability Issues

Vast majority of respondents are very concerned about the
liability issues

May explain in part why so few landowners have allowed
recreational access to individuals they do not know personally

36% of respondents either somewhat or strongly agreed that if
their liability concerns were eased they would be more inclined
to allow recreational access

® Institutional change may increase recreational access to private lands
Over 40% either somewhat or strongly disagreed with allowing
recreational access if their liability concerns were eased

= [Liability concern may not be a major factor in the decision not to allow
recreational access for some landownets




Risk and Liability Issues

m Vast majority of respondents either do not know
or are unsure about liability and legal issues:

B written agreements between landowners and land
entrants

B posting of “no trespassing’’ signs
B state recreational use statutes

m availability liability insurance for fee-based recreation

m Indicate a clear need for landowner education




Risk and Liability Issues

m Risk preference may influence the decision to
allow fee-based recreation

m Allowing recreational use of land introduces the
risk associated with liability

Compared to other landowners you know, how would you
characterize yourself?

I tend to take on substantial levels of risk in my financial decisions.
I tend to avoid risk when possible in my financial decisions.
I neither seek nor avoid risk in my financial decisions.




Risk and Liability Issues

Compared to other landowners you know, how would you

characterized yourself? (LA n=619)

15.83%

risk seeker risk averse risk neutral




Risk and Liability Issues

m Over 70% of respondents indicate that they are
risk averse implying:
® Many landowners may choose not to allow fee-based

recreation because of the liability risk

® Institutional change reducing landowner liability may
increase landowner willingness to allow fee-based
recreation




Marginal Lands

Would you consider any of your land to be “marginal” for

agricultural purposes? (LA n=632)




Marginal Lands

m About 45% of respondents indicated ownership of land
marginal for agricultural purposes

m About 80% described their marginal land as forest or
wooded areas

® Ideal for certain types of wildlife associated fee-based
recreation




Fee-Based Recreational Use of Land

Willing to allow fee-based recreation on their land
= 14.1% indicating yes
Institutional change

m Recreational use statute that would allow landowners to charge a fee for
recreational access and keep the liability protection afforded to free access
granting landowners

Willing to allow fee-based recreation on their land post-
institutional change
m 24% indicating yes

70% increase for LA respondents




Fee-Based Recreational Use of Land

m [nstitutional change can increase the potential
amount of private land that could be used for
fee-based recreation

m Average amount of land that landowners willing

to use for fee-based recreation
m 256.6 acres

m Potential exists to make available a sizable
amount land for public fee-based recreation




Current Land Uses

m 00% of respondents indicated participation in
government conservation programs

m Such landowners may have a greater willingness

to adopt non-agricultural uses of their land




Current Land Uses

m Only 57.4% of respondents indicate use of land
for agricultural production of row crops

m May suggest that LA Delta landowners might be

willing to consider alternative land uses since

nearly half are not using their land for
agriculture




Ownership of Land

m Single ownership more common followed by
joint ownership and LLC

m 64%0 single owners
m Alternative land uses may not be as attractive to
joint owners

® may lack autonomy in the decision process

® cost of having to deal with their co-owners:
bargaining and negotiating




Probit Model
Decision to Allow Access

m Binary Probit (Y,=1, 0 otherwise)

® Decision to allow recreation modeled as a binary
variable (yes/no)

® Access decision following a hypothetical institutional
change

m Pre-institutional change (current law) model
m Post-institutional change (modified law) model

m 47 variables




Effect of Easing Liability Concern

m Represented by the two variables that indicate if
landownets
m disagree (CONCERNEASED?2)
s agtee (CONCERNEASED3)
= with allowing recreational use of their land if their liability
concerns were eased
m Very significant predictor for the probability of
allowing fee-based recreation (pre- or post-institutional
change)
m disagreed the effect was negative

m agreed the effect was positive




Negative Effect of
CONCERNEASED?

m (i.e., disagree with allowing recreational use of
their land if their liability concerns were eased)

m Indicates reason many landowners chose not to
allow fee-based recreational access is not related
to liability concern but rather because of other
exclusive uses

m purely agricultural application

® loss of exclusive use of their land




Positive Effect of
CONCERNEASED3

(i.e., agree with allowing recreational use of their land if their
liability concerns were eased)

Expect magnitude of positive effect to be greater in the post
institutional change models, since the liability risk would be
lower

Pre- and post-institutional change models indicate an increase in

probability of allowing fee-based recreation
® increase from 6.9% to 11.9%

Reflects the responsiveness of landowners to an institutional
change

Respondents would be much more likely to allow fee-based
recreation following an institutional change that reduces their
liability concerns




Risk Preference

m The element of risk is inherent in allowing fee-based recreation
= liability / potential for a lawsuit
= potentially powerful disincentive to a landowner depending on how a
landowner perceives risk
m The influence of risk preference was represented by the two
dummy variables
s RISKPREFERENCET, indicating risk seeking behavior
s RISKPREFERENCE?Z, indicating risk aversion

® Two variables significant only in the pre-institutional change
probit models

m risk is far greater under the current institutional arrangements

m risk is substantially lessened post-institutional change




Risk Preference Variables

m Significant and have the expected sign consistent with
theory

m risk seeker would be more (+) likely to allow fee-based
recreation under the current institutional environment

m risk averse landowners less (-) likely to allow fee-based
recreation under the cutrent institutional environment

m Probability of allowing fee-based recreation under the
current institutional environment

m 9.8% greater for risk seekers

B 6.6% lower for risk averse landowners




Marginal Landowners

m Willing to use their land for fee-based recreation?
B MARGINAILILAND significant and positive in sign

B Appear to be very responsive to institutional change
B increase in probability of 6.5% for pre-institutional change
m 11.4% post-institutional change




Land in Conservation Programs

m May have positive effect on the probability of
allowing fee based recreation

m Such landowners have a demonstrated
willingness to use their land for non-traditional
agricultural uses

m Significant and positive
B (6% higher probability pre-institutional change
® 9.6% higher probability post-institutional change




Organization of Land Ownership

B Influence the decision to allow fee-based recreation

B Joint ownership as compared with single ownership
appears to have a negative effect under both the pre-
and post-institutional change environments

m Limited liability (LLLC) ownership has a positive effect
as compared with single ownership
m personal wealth of the individual is better protected from
liability
® not significant in the post-institutional change model where
liability issues and associated risk are greatly reduced




CONCLUSIONS




Fee-Based Recreation and Current
Institutional Environment

m (Caries risk of liability

m Risk preference was a significant predictor of the
decision to allow fee-based recreation
m risk averse landowners were more unlikely

= risk seeking landowners were much more likely

® PFollowing an institutional change

m risk preference no longer significant predictor of the
willingness to allow fee-based recreation

® suggesting diminished risk in allowing fee-based recreation




Marginal Land

m Owned by over 40% of respondents
m Average ownership slightly more than 100 acres

m Owners of marginal land were particularly
responsive to an institutional change providing
greater liability protection




Amending the LA
Recreational Use Statute

m About 14% of landowners indicated that they
would be willing to allow fee-based recreation
under the current institutional environment

m Can potentially increase the number of private

landowners willing to use their land for fee-
based recreation

m nearly 24% of Louisiana Delta respondents (70%
increase)




Questions?
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