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ABSTRACT

The effectiveness of public policy in guiding the residential
development of reservoir shorelands is largely dependent on a basic
understanding of underlying development processes. The conversion of
rural reservoir land to recreational residential use emerges over
time from a set of complex decisions by reservoir owners, public
officials, landowners, residential developers, and households, This
study is concerned with the final stage of the land development pro-
cess, the decisions of households to purchase and use shoreline land.
Based on a random sample survey of 268 households who have acquired
shoreline property adjacent to Lake Norman, North Carolina, and Lake
Sidney Lanier, Georgia, the study describes the key components of
these decisions and identifies factors which influence household
behavior. While the research focuses on decisions related to the
acquisition of specific shoreline sites, attention is also devoted to
the extent and manner in which shoreline property is utilized by
households, their satisfaction with various types of property and
preferences for future shoreline sites, and household perceptions of
community problems in reservoir areas, The results of this study
provide a research base for efforts to forecast reservoir shoreline
development patterns and supply land use planners and policy makers
with needed information on this important stage in the reservoir

residential development process.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTIONS

Accompanying the rapid increase in outdoofvrecreation over the
>past twenty yeafs has beén an equally significant growth in the
development of recreational communities on the periphery of most
‘metropolitan areas in the United States. A major focus of exurban
recreational residential development in the Southeast has been large
multipurpose reservoirs. Triggered by the decision of a reservoir
owner to create a water impoundment, land is converted from rural'to
residehtial use through a complex series of decisions by key and
supporting decision agents. Among these is the set of decisions‘by
tﬁe reservoir developing agency as to the amount and location of
project-related and retained lands; the decisions of existing land-
owners to sell all or part of their landholdings to the reservoir
developing agency and subsequently to speculators, developers, and
héuséholds; the general decisions of land development firms to locate
in close ﬁroximity to reservoirs and, more‘specifically, on a given
tract ofrland; and, finally, the decisions of consumers to seek feser-
voir locations and erect a dwelling unit. Over time and in the
aggregate, the nature of these decisions determines the pattern of
land development which is stimulated by reservoir'impouﬁdment. In
turn, the development pattern influences the level of benefits accru=~
ing to the public, the degree of conflict among land aﬁd water uses,

and the public and private costs directly involved.
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This study is concerned with the final stage in the reservoir-
oriented land development process, the decisions of households to
purchase and use reservoir shoreline land. Based on a random sample
survey of 268 households who have acquired shoreline property adja-
cent to Lake Norman, North Carolina, and Lake Sidney Lanier, Georgia,
the study describes the key components of these decisions and identi-
fies factors which influence household behavior. While the research
focuses on decisions related to the acquisition of specific shoreline
sites, attention is also devoted to the extent and manner in which
shoreline property is utilized by households, their satisfaction with
various types of property and preferences for future shoreline sites,
and household perceptions of community problems in reservoir areas.
The results of the study provide a research base for efforts to fore-
cast reservoir shoreline development patterns and supply land use
planners and policy makers with needed information on this important
stage in the reservoir residential development process.

Households acquiring reservoir land tend to be sharply differ=-
entiated from the overall population, In general, they have high
family incomes, heads who are well educated, and who are most likely
to be employed in managerial and professional occupations. 1In addi-
tion, they tend to own their own homes rather than rent, and to own
more expensive homes than the average household., Although fecreation
property has sometimes been viewed as a possible substitute for home
ownership, the data do not support this hypothesis. Households

acquiring reservoir shoreline property participate much more often
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in outdoor activities than the average household and, apparently, have
a strong interest in family recreation. They tend to have slightly
larger families than average and to have children over six years old
living at home. Consistent with their recreational interests,
households who acquire reservoir property tend to be younger than
households who typically acquire recreation property in other environ-

ments, though in both cases the head of the household is most likely

. 'to be between the ages of 35 and 49. Finally, and somewhat unex-

pectedly, it is noteworthy that nonmetropolitan households are as
likely to acquire reservoir shoreline property as households residing
in metropolitan areas.

The acquisition of shoreline property involves a sequence of
decisions as a household formulates objectives, searches for property,
and selects a specific site. Over 60 percent of the sample households
acquired reservoir property to satisfy recreation objectives. A much
lower proportion of the households surveyed, 36.2 percent, were
motivated by more passive interests, particularly by a desire to find
a place to rest and relax, Another important set of objectives
centered on the desires of households to find a homesite. While a
vacation homesite was mentioned most frequently, a significant pro-
portion of these households were looking for property for their pri=-
mary residence or a place to retire. Finally, about 16 percent of
the households surveyed were characterized by an investment motive,
including 6.8 percent whose only reason for purchasing. shoreline

property was equity appreciation.
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Recreation-oriented households tend to be married couples with
children over six living at home, households whose head was between
the ages of 40 and 49, households with family incomes of $12,500 and
above (when they acquired the property), and households who frequently
participated in water-based recreational activities before entering
the market for shoreline land. Households with a primary homesite
objective had opposite characteristics. They were married couples
with children under six years old, households whose head was under 30
years old, households with family incomes under $6,750, and house=
holds who were not particularly interested in water-based recreational
activities. Households with other objectives tended to be less
sharply -differentiated.

The search for a recreational site which could satisfy these
objectives was focused in both time and space. Most households did
not spend much time looking, did not consider alternative recreation
environments, such as the ocean or mountains, and relied on personal
contacts to locate available property. The reason for the cursory
nature of the search process is not because the acquisition of reser-
voir shoreline property is the only means of satisfying a house-
hold's purchase objectives. 1In fact, only 36.4 percent of the house-
holds surveyed said they could have met their needs only by acquiring
property located adjacent to a reservoir. Rather than maximizing the
achievement of their objectives, households simply select recreation
property which provides the most convenient means of achieving their

ends.
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"Except for a minority of households whose recreational interests
are "environmentally specific,' it appears that households attach
much more importance to the characteristics of individual sites than
to the characteristics of the recreation area in which the site is
located. However, there was little agreement among the sample house~
holds as to the site factors which influenced them to acquire a
particular shoreline parcel. 1In generél, it appears that locational
factors, particularly distance to their primary residenée, and physi=

cal characteristics of the site, such as the slope of the land, cha-

racter of the waterfront, view, trees, and the like, were determining

" considerations. Households were unconcerned when they initially
acquired shoreline property with the availability of a community
water system, the availability of various community-type recreation
facilities, or with the quality of the access to the land. Further,
financial considerations, while always a constraint, did not seem to
play a-significant part in households decisions to select particular
‘shoreline sites.

Households who acquired sites because of their locational or
physical characteristics tended to have recreation-oriented purchase
objectives., In addition, locational factors were most important to
households whose head was single and between the ages of 40 and 49,
and to households who resided in metropolitan suburbs, while physical
characteristics of the site were most important to households whose
head was employed as a professional and households who resided in
nonmetropolitan incorporated places. In contrast, houséholds who

acquired a site because of financial considerations tended to be
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acquiring the property as an investment or for their primary resi=
dence and were households who lived in rural areas, whose head was
single, under 30 years old, poorly edﬁcated, and who had relatively
low family incomes. On the other hand, neighborhood characteristics
were most important to households who were acquiring a site for their
primary residence, but who also tended to have high family incomes
and heads who had attended graduate school and who were employed in
professsional occupations.

Over 80 percent of the sample households acquired vacant prop-
erty. Because of this, their decision to improve the land by con-
structing a dwelling unit or moving a trailer onto the property is
important to an understanding of reservoir shoreline residential
development. A majority of the households who acquired vacant prop=
erty later added a dwelling unit, However, the proportion of the
households purchasing vacant land who improve the property in any
given vear appears to be only about 15 percent during the first three
years after acquisition and much lower if the property remains vacant
after this time. Households who were most likely to improve vacant
property were those who acquired the site for their primary resi-
dence, younger households, and households whose head was well educated
and employed as a professional or craftsman.

While most of the sample households purchased a fee title to
shoreline land, a significant proportion of the Lake Norman house-
holds surveyed were leasing lots from the Duke Power Company. Never-

theless, over 40 percent of the Duke Power leaseholders interviewed
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had actually purchased the lease from a previous leaseholder, rather
than acquiring the property directly from Duke Power. No household
characteristics differentiated households who decided to lease rather
than purchase a fee title to shoreline property.

Household preferences are further revealed by the site character-
istics of the property they acquired. In general, households tend to
acquire lots which are under one acre in size, have moderate slopes,
are heavily wooded, and have at least a '"fair" view of the reservoir.
Except for households seeking a site for their primary residence or
as an investment, households overwhelmingly prefer waterfront to off-
lake sites. A majority of the sample households acquired waterfront
lots with shorelines suitable for wading by small children, swimming
by older children and adults, bank fishing, and erecting a boat dock.
The most important of these shoreline characteristics appears to be
the suitability of the shoreline for swimming and erecting a dock.
Households tended to acquire land in vacant subdivisions and sub-
divisions in which only homes had been constructed, though about a
third of the sample households located in neighborhoods which con-
tained various types of seasonal dwellings. Only a fourth of the
sample households acquired property adjacent to a paved road and only
a third acquired property served by a public or community water
system. Under 15 percent bought lots in subdivisions which included
such facilities as a community bathing beach, picnic area, playfield,
swimming pool, or community club house. Finally, it is noteworthy

that over 80 percent of the sample households acquired property
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within 50 miles of their primary residence. These sites also tended
to be within a reasonable distance of various community and reser-
voir recreation facilities: 80 percent were within 10 miles of the
nearest central business area, nearest fire station, and nearest
available elementary school, while a majority of the sample house-
holds acquired property within 3 miles of the nearest shoreline
marina and within 1 mile of the nearest boat launching ramp.

The two most important household characteristics associated
with the type of property acquired were income and purchase objec-
tives. The higher the households family income, the more likely it
was to have acquired a larger tract of land, waterfront rather than
off-lake land, land with an excellent view of the lake, land with a
shoreline suitable for erecting a boat dock, and land in a neighbor=
hood characterized by the presence of seasonal dwellings. On the
other hand, households acquiring property for their primary residence
were the most likely to acquire land located in a subdivision con-
sisting solely of homes, land served by paved roads and a public or
community water system, and land which was closer to the nearest
central business area, fire station, elementary school, and boat
launching ramp.

Data concerning household satisfaction with property and site
characteristics considered to be important in selecting another shore=
line parcel suggest that preferences revealed in past location deci-
sions will continue in the future. Only 12.3 percent of the respon-

dents reported that they had become less satisfied with their property
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since it was first acquired, while 51.3 percent indicated that their
satisfaction had increased. Site characteristics were generally

not strongly related to the levels of satisfaction expressed, though
households with larger sites and waterfront as opposed to off-lake
sites tended to be the most satisfied, It appears that household
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with shoreline property is related
more to the needs and aspirations of a household than to the charac-
teristics of the property itself. Thus, households who acquired
property for permanent rather than seasonal ‘use, households who had
improved the property, and households who spent,the most amount of
time at the property tended to be most satisfied.

When asked to specify the site characteristics which would be
important in a hypothetical decision to replace their property with
another shoreline tract, most households confirmed preferences
revealed by their initial shoreline location decision. For instance,
households who owned the largest tracts of land were the most likely
to rate ''size of the property' as very important., This type of
relationship applied to almost all of the property characteristics
for which comparative data were available, Nevertheless, several
changes in emphasis were revealed. Locational characteristics of
property, with the exception of its proximity to their home, were not
considered to be very important site selection factors. On the other
hand, aspects of the neighborhood,. such as type of people, quality
of streets and homes, restrictive covenants, and financial considera=-

tions, such as resale value and property taxes, were rated as very
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important site selection factors much more often than would have been
expected from their infrequent mention as a reason for initially
acquiring property. The five site characteristics mentioned most
often as being very important comsiderations in selecting another
shoreline site were: resale value, size of the property, privacy,
slope of the land, and suitability of the shoreline for erecting a
boat dock.

A majority of the sample households who were not permanent shore-
line residents spent over 25 days at their property during the pre~
vious year. Further, although utilization of shoreline property was
heaviest during the summer, it is noteworthy that almost 45 percent
of these households spent at least one day at their property during
the winter months. This evident year-round use of reservoir residen=
tial land suggests that there is a basis for the efficient provision
of a number of public services to shoreline communities and that
recreational residential development can provide a fairly stable
supplement to the economies of nearby local communities.

Households appear to acquire shoreline land solely for their own
use. Under 2 percent of the households surveyed had rented their
property during the previous year, Although slightly over 22 percent
had loaned the property to friends, the period the property was
utilized in this manner was usually under 10 days a year. Thus,
rental and loan usage does not appear to supplement significantly
the amount of time property is occupied by its owners.

As expected, the most frequent activities pursued by shoreline

households on a sunny summer Saturday were related to water-based
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recreation, including fishing, boating, swimming, and water

skiing. 1In addition, almost two thirds of the sample households
engaged in passive leisure activities, such as resting, relaxing,
picnicking, and entertaining friends, while not quite a majority of
these households typically worked on various maintenance and improve-
ment projects. Most households do not change their style of leisure
activities after acquiring reservoir property. Looking at net
changes in household participation levels before and after they had
acquired shoreline property, households tended to increase their
participation most in boating and swimming and decrease their level
of participation in attending movies and camping. However, except
for boating, changes from high to low levels of participation in
these and other activities involved less than 15 percent of the
households surveyed.

Data concerning the neighborhood and community involvement of
shoreline households provide an indication of the probable lack of
cohesion between urban-oriented recreationists and native residents
in reservoir recreation areas. Although two thirds of the sample
households were well acquainted with their neighbors, the level of
their participation in organizations in communities near their
shoreline property was much lower than their participation in orga-
nizations in their home communities. Households who were most
likely to be involved in both their shoreline neighborhoods and
surrounding community organizations tended to have acquired reser-

voir property for their primary residence, to have high social status
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attributes, to live in nonmetropolitan areas, and to have often
participated in water-based recreational activities before acquiring
their property. Because these households tend to interact with both
urban recreationists at the neighborhood level and with residents

of the surrounding area in community organizations, they may provide
a basis for lessening and mediating conflicts between these two
groups.

Similar findings occurred when household perceptions of community
problems were examined. As a general rule, households tend to per=
ceive problems which are highly salient to their individual recrea-
tional and proprietary interests and to be unaware of more general
problems common to the towns and rural areas near their property.

The five problems perceived most often as being very or fairly

serious include vandalism, refuse disposal, drawdown of the reservoir,
water safety, and fire protection. The problems rated least often

as being very or fairly serious include quality of local schools,
rural poverty, traffic around the lake, race relations, and nuisances
such as noise, odors, and air pollution.

The most consistent factor differentiating perception of problems
was the household's objective in purchasing recreation prdperty.
Households acquiring property for their primary residence perceived
problems more often than either recreation- or investment-oriented
households and were much more aware of problems not obviously related
to their own self interest., Other household characteristics examined,

including age, education, income, community participation, and
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location of primary residence, were likely to vary with the typé of
problem and pﬁrchase objectives of the household.

These findings suggest that shoreline households with residence
objectives are the most likely group to bridge the social and polit-
ical gap between recreational households énd their host communities.
While they share concerns for most recreation=oriented problems with
recreational households, they also exhibit a capacity to perceive
problems which are salient to surrounding communities. 1In this
sense, they may provide a strong source of support for a balanced
program of planning and policies to alleviate problem situations in

multipurpose reservoir areas.
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CHAPTER T

INTRODUCTION

Accompanying the rapid increase in outdoor recreation over the
past twenty year has been an equally significant growth in the
development of recreational communities on the periphery of most
metropolitan areas in the United States. 1In fact, the average
annual rate of second home construction has risen from about 20,000
units per year during the 1940's to 55,000 units per year during the
1960's.l Although traditionally concentrated in the Northeast,
current evidence indicates that vacation homes are becoming more
evenly distributed across the nation, with the most rapid rate of
increase occurring in the Southeast.2 With expected increases in
disposable income and leisure time, these trends should continue
during the current decade.

A major focus of exurban reéreational residential development in

the Southeast has been large multipurpose reservoirs located in close

1" y. s. Bureau of the Census, Current Housing Reports, Series
H-121, No. 16, Second Homes in the United States, Washington: U, S,
Government. Printing Office, 1969, p. 7.

Richard Lee Ragatz, '"Vacation Housing: A Missing Component
in Urban and Regional Theory,'" Land Economics, 46 (May 1970), pp. 118-
126,




proximity to major urban areas.3 Land development contiguous to
large impoundments has a number of potentially beneficial effects.
Landowners whose agricultural operations have been disrupted by
reservoir development are provided with a market for marginal farm
land or other property. The sale of such assets may provide oppor-
tunities to move into more productive occupations. Rural communities
whose traditional agricultural and forest industries are declining
should benefit from the recreational use of rural lands.4 Vacation
home development tends to strengthen local tax bases, while the
expenditures of recreation households should provide a stimulus to
the local economy of rural areas, And for the vacation home family,
recreation communities provide leisure opportunities often lacking
in their primary home community and a chance to relax and shed some
of the burdens of urban life.

However, these benefits from the development of recreational

communities do not occur without accompanying costs. Shoreline

Over 60,000 homes, summer cottages, and trailers have been
identified adjacent to large multipurpose reservoirs in the south-
eastern states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West
Virginia. For a discussion of factors influencing the residential
utilization of multipurpose reservoirs see, Raymond J., Burby, III,
Thomas G. Donnelly, and Shirley F, Weiss, Factors Influencing the
Residential Utilization of Reservoir Shorelands in the Southeast,
Report No. 44, Raleigh: Water Resources Research Institute of the
University of North Carolina, December 1970.

4 Hugh A. Johnson, Rural Residential Recreation Subdivisions
Serving the Washington, D. C. Area, 1963, Agricultural Economic
Report No. 59, Washington: Economic Research Service, Resource
Development Economics Division, United States Department of Agricul=-
ture, August 1964, p, 2.




residential use interacts with many of the primary purposes of
reservoir development, often resulting in serious conflicts with
other reservoir uses. For instance, recreationists commonly demand
a stable pool, while reservoir operating policies often call for
drawdowns for such reservoir uses as power production, £lood control,
and low flow augmentation. Shoreline development may restrict access
to the reservoir by the general public and has a tendency to en-
croach on lands set aside for public recreational use. With accom-
panying appurtenances, such as small boats and docks, shoreline
development can detract from the scenic attractiveness of an impound-
ment and in some cases may hinder navigation.5

An influx of vacation households into rural areas also creates
the potential for a number of serious environmental and service
problems for effected local jurisdictions. Demands on rural commu~
nities for fire and police protection increase, road and highway
access routes become overburdened, and refuse collection must be
initiated. Poorly planned recreational subdivisions degrade the
quality of the environment and the common use of on-site water and
sewer facilities creates the potential for a number of health

hazzards.

3 The relationship between reservoir owner policies and shore-
line residential development is discussed in Raymond J. Burby, III,
The Role of Reservoir Owner Policies in Guiding Reservojir Land
Development, Report No. 29, Raleigh: Water Resources Research
Institute of the University of North Carolina, November 1969,




Many of these difficulties may be reduced and in some cases
avoided through comprehensive land use and community facility plan-
ning and the establishment of related land use and health controls.
While local governments have the legal ability to pursue these
courses :of action, relatively few communities experiencing the impact
of reservoir oriented land development have moved in this direction.
Reservoir owners have a strong incentive to guide shoreline develop-
ment to reduce land and water use conflicts, but with the exception
of the Tennessee Valley Authority, most agencies have restricted tﬁe
planning of reservoir shorelands to agency owned land.

One reason for the failure of local government and reservoir
owners to plan for and regulate shoreline land use is a lack of
information about recreational residential development processes.

If public policy is to be effective in guiding the development and
use of reservoir shorelands, it must be based on a realistic under-
standing of how development takes place, including the decisions and
behavior of the individuals, firms, and public agencies directly

involved.
RESEARCH PROBLEM AND OBJECTIVES

Reservoir shorelands may be viewed as passing through a series

of stages of development from an initial state of rural use to a

6 In a recent survey of southeastern multipurpose reservoirs it
was found that under ten percent of these reservoirs had land use
plans, zoning, or subdivision regulations to guide the development of
adjacent non-public land. See Burby, 1969, p. 1.




final state of seasonal or permanent residence by a recreation-
oriented household. See Figure 1. Triggered by the decision of a
reservoir owner to create a water impoundment, land is converted

from rural to residential use through a complex set of decisions by
key and supporting decision agents. Among these are the set of deci-
sions by the reservoir developing agency as to the amount and location

of project-related and retained lands; the decisions of existing land-

© owners to sell all or part of their landholdings to the reservoir

developing agency and subsequently to speculators, developers, and
households; the general decisions of land development firms to locate
in close proximity to reservoirs and, more specifically, on a given
tract of land; and, finally, the decisions of consumers to seek reser-
voir locations and erect a dwelling unit, Over time and in the
aggregate the nature of these decisions determines the pattern of
land development which is stimulated by reservoir impoundment, In
turn, the development pattern influences the level of benefits
aceruing to the public, the degree of conflict among land and water
uses, and the public and private costs directly involved.

This study is concerned with the final stage in the land devel=~
opment process, the decisions of households in the purchase and use

7
of shoreline land, Using data from a random sample survey of

7 ,
The decisions of reservoir owners and initial shoreline land-

owners have been previously reported. See Burby, 1969, and Raymond J.
Burby, III and Shirley F, Weiss, Public Policy and Shoreline Landowner

Behavior, Report No. 38, Raleigh: Water Resources Research Institute

of the University of North Carolina, July 1970.
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Sequence Residential Active Consideration Site Recreation
of States Rural Use Interest For Development Development Utilization Residence
Description of The land is in a The land is evalu~ ° A landowner has de- A decision agent A decision agent A decision agent
State rural use and ated by various cided to sell lots has begun physi- has purchased the has purchased or
has not been decision agents or subdivide or has cal development land for recre- constructed a resi-
considered for for future resi- "~ entered into negotia- of the land ational resi- dential dwelling
residential dential usé tion for the sale of dential use unit and is uti~
development the land lizing the site
for residential
purposes
Sequence of Decision to Decision to Decision to Decision to Decision to
Key Decisions Impound Reservoir Consider Land for Hold, Sell, or Purchase Recre- Erect Dwelling
Residential Develop Land/ ational Resi- Unit
Development Decision to dential Site
Purchase Land for
Residential Develop-
ment/Decision to
Develop Land
Decision Agents: Reservoir Owner Landowner Landowner Landowner Consumers
Key Developer Developer Developer
Consumers Consumers Consumers
Decision Agents: Public Officials Realtors Realtors Realtors Realtors
Supporting Financiers Financiers Financiers Builder/Prefabricators
Public Officials Public Officials Public Officials Financiers
Public Officials
FIGURE 1: THE RESERVOIR-ORIENTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

PROCESS: SEQUENCE OF STATES, KEY DECISIONS, AND DECISION AGENTS




shoreline households, the study describes the key components in this
decision process and identifies factors which influence household
behavior, While the research focuses on decisions related to the
acquisition of specific shoreline sites, attention is also devoted

to the extent and manner in which shoreline property is used By house~-
holds, their satisfaction with various types of property and pref-
erences for future shoreline sites, and household perceptions of
community problems in reservoir areas. The results of this study are
intended to facilitate efforts to forecast reservoir shoreline devel-
opment patterns and to provide land use policy makers with needed

information on this important stage in the development process.
CONCEPTUAL APPROACH

The conceptual approach which has guided this research views
“the acquisition of reservoir property as a problem solving process
consisting of two linked decisions -- a decision to acquire recrea=
tion property and a decision to select a specific site. Intervening
between these decisions is a search process consisting of several
related steps, including the formulation of objectives, search for a
site, and evaluation, acceptance, or rejection of available

alternatives,

8 This approach to household residential choice was suggested
by, Edgar W. Butler et al., Moving Behavior and Residential Choice,
Report No. 81, National Cooperative Highway Research Program,
Washington: Highway Research Board, National Research Council,
National Academy of Sciences-National Academy of Engineering, 1969,




The decisions of a household to consume the services of land and
related facilities provided by recreation property is viewed as a
problem solving process for several reasons. Most importantly, this
viewpoint best approximates reality. The purchase of‘recreatioh
property tends to be a unique consumption decision rather than a
habitual or routine expenditure by a household., As such, it is much
more likely to involve a conscious decision-making effort.

Visualizing the acquisition of property as a decision process is
also useful in providing a means to focus attention on the impact of
various policy measures on each component of a decision sequence.

For instance, assume an objective of public policy. is to prevent
development adjacent to a particularly scenic shoreline area. A
policy inhibiting access to the shoreline may induce households with
strong recreation objectives to locate elsewhere, but households seek-
ing permanent residential sites may be content with the scenic amenity
of the area even though direct access to the reservoir is prohibited,
On the other hand, these households may place a high value on the
availability of public services, such as water and sewer systems, in
their evaluation of residential sites. Hence, protecting this hypo-
thetical section of shoreline may require a policy which prevents the
extension of public services to the area. The approach to the re-

search clarifies the importance of considering such policy mixes to

James N. Morgan, "A Review of Recent Research on Consumer
Behavior,'" Consumer Behavior, Vol. III, Lincoln H. Clark (ed.) New
York: Harper and Brothers, 1958, p. 96,




achieve land use objectives and provides some of the data necessary
to pursue courses of action in this direction.

An important aspect of the approach to the research is the
recognition that variation is likely to exist in each decision ele-
ment in the acquisition process. That is, households are likely to
be guided by different purchase objectives, to be more or less thor-
ough in their search for property, and to be attracted to different
types'of tenure and site characteristics. The choice of policy mixes
to guide shoreline development should be sensitive to such variation.
To facilitate this type of evaluation, the research focuses on iden-
tifying systematic relationships between household characteristics
and decision outcomes. This information will provide reservoir area
planners not only with a capability to evaluate the probable effects
of policies on different aspects of household decisions to acquire
particular shoreline sites, but also with a guide to estimate the
likely magnitude of these effects.

For instance, a reservoir owner may adopt a policy eliminating
or restricting the use of boat docks., This will have little influence
on the development potential of sites not suitable for erecting docks,
but may decrease the attractiveness for residential development of
sites that have this potential., If information is available on the
characteristics of households attracted to such sites and the number
of these households likely to be in the market for shoreline property,
an estimate of the effects of the policy on shoreline development

patterns can be established.




Household characteristics examined include social background
factors, location of the household's primary residence, and its
leisure orientation., While specific hypotheses have not been formu-
lated, the reasoning behind the selection of these attributes should
be mentioned.

Social background factors describe the situation of the house-
hold as it decides on the acquisition of a shoreline site. TFactors
considered include household type, size of household, age, education,
and occupation of the head of the household, and the family's income.

Household type refers to the composition of the household. It
is expected, for instance, that households with children will
approach the acquisition of shoreline property in a different manner
from couples without children or single‘persons. They may be much
less likely to acquire shoreline property in the first place and
those that do should be more conscious of safety factors, such as
the suitability of the shoreline for wading.

The size of the household determines to some extent its percep-
tion of family income. Larger households are likely to have lower
discretionary income than smaller households with the same gross
income. Thus, they may be less likely to acquire shoreline property
or more likely to acquire less expensive property. However, several
studies have indicated that, in fact, households acquiring vacation
homes tend to be slightly larger than the average household in the

United States, possibly because they are more likely to be oriented
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to the family-type recreation which is facilitated by recreation
property.lo

Age of the head of household is a proxy indicator of the stage
of the life cycle of households and has been shown to be consistently
related to the purchase of various durable goods, participation in
outdoor recreation,12 and most significantly, the ownership of vaca=
tion homes. Ragatz notes that vacation homes are most likely to be
purchased when the household head is in his late thirties or forties.13
The age of the head of the household interacts with both family income
and propensity to engage in various recreational activities. 1In this
light, it should be associated with both the decision of a household
to acquire recreation property and the characteristics of the:property

selected.

Richard Lee Ragatz, The Vacation Home Market: An Analysis
of the Spatial Distribution of Population on a Seasonal Basis,
Ithaca: Department of City and Regional Planning, Cornell University,
February 1969, p. 80. Also see Larry William Tombaugh, The Location
of Vacation Homes in Michigan: A Socio-Economic Study of Environ-
mental Preferences, Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1968, p. 67.

11 See, for instance, Janet A, Fisher, '"Family Life Cycle
Analysis in Research on Consumer Behavior,' Consumer Behavior,
Vol. II, Lincoln H. Clark (ed.) New York: New York University Press,
1955, pp. 28=35.

12

CONSAD Research Corporation, Modeling Recreation Use in a
Metropolitan Region, Washington: Planning Foundation of America,
December 1969. Also see Eva Mueller and Gerald Gurin, Participation
in Outdoor Recreation: Factors Affecting Demand Among American
Adults, Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission Study Report
No. 20, Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1962, p. 27.

13

Ragatz, 1969, p. 67. Also Tombaugh, 1968, p. 62.
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Previous studies of vacation home households indicate that the
average vacation home owner is both better educated and in a higher
occupational classification than persons not owning vacation homes.
Obviously, occupation and education interact with income -= better
educated individuals in managerial or professional occupations should
be better able to afford the capital and maintenance expense of
recreation property. Occupation and education also interact with the
leisure style of a household,15 and should influence the type of
property acquired and the manner in which it is utilized.

Income is probably the most important factor influencing con-
sumer behavior, especially the acquisition of luxury items such as
recreation property and related facilities. Existing evidence indi-
cates that while vacation home owners have incomes well above the
average for United States families, a considerable degree of varia=-
tion exists. Many moderate income families own vacation property.
Vacant recreation property can often be acquired at fairly reasonable
prices and improved on a do-iﬁ—yourself basis over a number of years.

Nevertheless, income should have a strong influence on the propensity

14 Ragatz, 1969, pp. 86-90. Also Tombaugh, 1968, p. 58.

15 Alfred C. Clarke, ''The Use of Leisure and Its Relation to
Levels of Occupational Prestige,' American Sociological Review, 21
(June 1956), pp. 301-307.

16 Ragatz, 1969, p. 75. Also see Tombaugh, 1968, p. 78;
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Department of the Interior, Northern
New England Vacation Home Study, 1966, Washington: U, S. Government
Printing Office, 1967, pp. 4-5; Arthur D. Little, Inc., Tourism and
Recreation, A State-of-the-Art Study, Washington: U. S. Government
Printing Office, 1967, p. 136.
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to acquire reservoir shoreline property and, because more desirable
property costs more, on the characteristics of the site acquired.

Many households with characteristics which seem to indicate
that they are prime candidates to become recreation property owners
will not enter the market because their leisure interests incline.
them toward activities normally pursued in urban areas, such as vol~-
unteer work and theater. On the other hand, households who are
interested in outdoor recreational activities. should be more likely
to invest in recreational property. TFurther, it is expected that
specific leisure interests will play a role in determining the cha-
racteristics of the reservoir site acquired., For instance, house=-
holds who enjoy the peace and quiet of passive recreation activities
are likely to have different site requirements from households
interested in various types of boating, with the noise and activity
that this implies.

The location of a household's primary residence, both in terms
of its distance from reservoir recreation property-and its urban or
rural character, may influence the propensity of a household to
acquire shoreline property and also the location and site character-
istics of the property selected.. Because of the psychic and real
costs (both time and money) of travel to recreation facilities, house-
holds with a choice of comparable property should tend to locate

17
closer to home. One study has indicated that urban residents are

17
See, for instance, Marion Clawson and Jack L. Knetsch,

Economics of Qutdoor Recreation, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1966; and Tombaugh, 1968, pp. 49-51.
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much more prone to acquire vacation homes than households residing
in rural or less densely settled areas.18 Reasons for this phenom-
enon include the likely higher incomes of urban residents, psychic
needs to escape the tensions of urban life, and the relative lack of
open space and recreational opportunities which characterize many
urbanized areas.

To this point the discussion has centered on both aspects of and
factors influencing the acquisition of reservoir-oriented recreation
property. The first step in planning for shoreline land development
is to understand how much development is likely to occur over a
given period of time and where such land use changes are likely to
take place. Given this information, however, it is important to
anticipate how developed reservoir shoreline property will be
utilized. These data are required to estimate the benefits from
shoreline residential use -~ such as the value of recreation con-
sumed and spin=-off effects which stimulate economic growth in the
surrounding region. It is also important because use is directly
related to both the demands likely to be placed on reservoir recrea=
tional facilities and on surrounding communities for urban services.
Finally, the extent and character of the utilization of shoreline
property will foretell land and water use conflicts likely to occur.

Attention in this area of the research focuses on four aspects

of the residential use of reservoir shoreline property: (1) actual

18 Ragatz, 1969, p. 95.
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time spent at the property, (2) the frequency with which households
engage in various types of leisure activities, (3) involvement of
households in their shoreline neighborhoods, and (4) participation
of households in various reservoir area community organizations. An
attempt is made to both describe the characteristics of these aspects
of the utilization of shoreline property and identify factors under-
lying variation in household behavior.

The future demand for reservoir property with various character=-
istics may be strongly shaped by the satisfaction of households cur-
rently owning recreation property. In examining satisfaction a
prospective approach has been followed. That is, the concern of this
research is not so much with what went "right" or 'wrong" in a house-
hold's experience with recreation property, but with the site,
locational, and service characteristics which, on the basis of their
past experience, households believe would be important in selecting
shoreline property to replace their current parcels. Hence, con-
sideration of recreational residential satisfaction is translated
directly to one component of the future demand for shoreline land.

The residential use of reservoir shoreline land appears to pose
a number of problems to reservoir owners and local jurisdictions.

But these agencies have a limited agenda of issues which can receive
adequate attention. Where an urban-oriented recreation community is
overlaid on an existing rural social and political structure, there

may be little common appreciation of problems requiring public atten-

tion. Ragatz writes,
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The urban family usually does not alter its previously

attained social and economic patterns during the sea-

sonal occupancy of a vacation home. They have limited

time to invest in developing a well functioning social

community because they find it easier to maintain

membership in their urban-oriented society...the farmer

views the urban penetrator as a representative of

different values and often as a threat to the survival

of agriculture.l9

With disparate values likely between recreational households and

the surrounding dominant rural culture, it is essential to assess
bases of support for planning and action to solve specific community
problems. The research provides data on one aspect of this question:
the perception of community problems by reservoir shoreline house=
holds. Analysis of the survey response includes information on the
frequency with which problems specific to reservoir shoreline
communities, general problems common to recreation communities, and
problems common to rural communities throughout the Southeast are
recognized by reservoir shoreline households, and an indication of

the types of household most likely to perceive particular problem

situations.
THE SURVEY OF RESERVOIR SHORELINE HOUSEHOLDS

Data for this research were generated from a questionnaire
administered during the summer of 1970 to a random sample of house~
holds who had acquired shoreline property adjacent to Lake Norman,
North Carolina, and Lake Sidney Lanier, Georgia. The questionnaire

utilized in this survey is reproduced in Appendix B.

19 Ragatz, 1969, pp. 16-17. This problem is also discussed in
Burby and Weiss, 1970, pp. 9-12,
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lake Norman, which is 15 miles north of Charlotte, North
Carolina, was visited by over three million persoms in 1969 and has
attracted over 2,000 shoreline dwelling units since its impoundment
by the Duke Power Company in 1962. TLocated 35 miles northeast of
Atlanta, Georgia, Lake Sidney Lanier was visited by over eleven
million persons in 1969 and has attracted over 3,000 shoreline dwell-
ing units since its creation by the Corps of Engineers in 1957. Both
reservoirs impound over 30,000 surface acres of water and have over
500 miles of shoreline.

The sampling frame consisted of all parcels which existed on
January 1, 1969 and were adjacent to or in subdivisions adjacent to
the shoreline of each reservoir. Shoreline parcels were identified
from county tax maps from Mecklenburg, Iredell, and Catawba counties
adjacent to Lake Norman and from Gwinnett, Hall, Forsyth, and
Lumpkin counties adjacent to Lake Sidney Lanier. Shoreline parcels
in Lincoln County, adjacent to Lake Norman, and Dawson County, adja=-
cent to Lake Lanier, were omitted from the sample because tax maps,
which were the only reliable method of identifying shoreline parcels,
were not available.

In the Lake Norman study area, 6,584 parcels were identified,
while 12,366 parcels were found adjacent to Lake Sidney Lanier.

Parcels identified in each reservoir study area were sequentially

20 The number of parcels adjacent to Lake Norman and Lake
Sidney Lanier have increased by over 2,000 percent since each reser-
voir was impounded,
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numbered. From this listing an initial sample of 900 parcels was
selected with the use of a random number table. See Table 1.

Because the focus of this study was on households who had
acquired reservoir shoreline property, the initial sample was weeded
to exclude households who had acquired property prior to the im-
poundment of each reservoir and parcels which were being held by land
development firms, commercial establishments, and institutions, such
as churches, day camps, and the like. Property owned by out-of-
state residents was also excluded, since the cost involved in obtain-
ing such interviews would have been prohibitive, This was not viewed
as a serious omission inasmuch as only 17 of the initial sample of
900 parcels were held by out-of-state residents. Finally, 268 parcels
were eliminated because tax data concerning the name and address of
their owners were not available. 1In these cases it would have been
impossible to locate the household and arrange an interview. The
cumulative effect of these deletions was to reduce the final sample
to 402 parcels and their associated owners.

Interviews were completed with subsamples of 101l Lake Norman
households and 167 Lake Sidney Lanier households who had acquired
shoreline property after the impoundment of each reservoir. These
households were interviewed in the order in which the parcel they
had acquired was selected for inclusion in the sample. Of the re~
maining 134 households in the final sample, 65 households could not
be contacted after three or more attempts and 69 households refused

to participate in the study. Because of the relatively large number -
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TABLE 1

SAMPLE DESIGN

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier
Sample N Percent N Percent N Percent
Sampling Frame -- Parcels 18,950 - 6,584 -- 12,366 --
Initial Sample 900 - 300 -- 600 --
Parcels Rejected from Initial
Sample
Preimpoundment Landowners 68 13.7 23 15.1 45 13.0
Development Firms, Com=
mercial Establishments
and Institutions 150 30.1 69 45,4 81 23.4
Qut~of-State Residents 17 3.4 4 2.7 13 3.8
Incomplete Information
from Tax Records 263 52.8 56 36.8 207 59.8
Total 498 100.0 152 100.0 346 100.0
Final Sample
Households Interviewed 268 66.6 101 68.2 167 65.7
Households Not Contacted
After Three or More
Attempts 65 16,2 29 19.6 36 14.2
Households Refusing to
Participate 69 17.2 18 12.2 51 20.1
Total 402 100.0 148 100.0 254 100.0
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of households who could not be located, contacted, or refused an inter-
view, generalization of the results of this study should be viewed

with some caution.

20




CHAPTER II

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESERVOIR SHORELINE HOUSEHOLDS

This chapter is concerned with the characteristics of households
at the time they acquired shoreline property in reservoir areas.

This information provides a foundation from which market demand
analyses can be designed and forms a basis for estimating the various
impacts of shoreline development on surrounding communities.

Because the focus of the research is on decisions related to the
acquisition of specific sites rather than the prior decision to enter
the market for recreation property, the survey data do not in them-
selves provide a means to estimate the potential demand for shoreline
land from a given population. Construction of a demand model would
require information on the propensity of households with various
characteristics to "consume' reservoir shoreline property. Thus,
data from a sample of all households in a market area rather than just
those who actually acquired shoreline property would be necessary,.
Nevertheless, the findings reported in this chapter provide a better
understanding of the types of households who acquire shoreline land
and isolate a number of key variables for investigation in demand
analyses.

Information about reservoir shoreline household characteristics
is also useful as a basis for estimating some of the impacts of

shoreline development on surrounding communities. The need for




various community services which results from an influx of recreation-
ists should vary with the characteristics of these households. Fér
instance, the needs of high and low income households, large and small
families, and older and younger persons are likely to be much differ-
ent. Knowledge of the types of persons and households who acquire
reservoir shoreline property can help local communities anticipate and

prepare for the service requirements of specific population groups.
HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND SIZE

Two conclusions are immediately apparent from the data provided
in Table 2 about the composition of households who acquired reservoir
property. First, these households contain a very high proportion
(89.6 percent) of married couples. Second, reservoir shoreline house-
hoids tend to consist of families with children over six years old
(53.4 percent) or no children living in the household (26.5 percent).21

While recreation property can serve as a retreat for single per-
sons and other household types, the data indicate that shoreline
property is most attractive to households with families. Type of
family also seems to affect the propensity of households to acquire
shoreline property. Households with young children presenﬁ evidently

do not acquire this type of property, either because of safety con=-

siderations or because at this stage in their life cycle, other

21 In Tombaugh's study of Michigan vacation homeowners, 31.8

percent of the households sampled did not have children living in
the household. Tombaugh, 1968, p. 68.
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types of expenditures take precedence. The fact that a majority of
the households interviewed had children six years old or over living
in the household suggests that providing recreational opportunities
for older children may be a motivating force in the acquisition of

2
recreation property.

TABLE 2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier

Household Type N Percent N Percent N Percent
Married Couples 240 89.6 94 - 93.1 146 87.4
No Children 71 26.5 27 26.7 44 26.3
Children Under Six 26 9.7 7 6.9 19 11.4
Children Six or Over 143 53.4 60 59.4 83 49.7
Single Persons 15 5.6 4 4,0 11 6.6
Other® 13 4,8 3 3.0 10 6.0

Total 268 100.0 101 100.0 167 100.0

80ther includes extended families (head, spouse, child, adult), broken
families (head, children), and pseudo families (head, adults).

This proposition is bolstered by data.concerning the size of
households in the sample. See Table 3. Over 67 percent of these
households consisted of three or more persons, and over 25 percent

consisted of five or more persons.

22 See Ragatz, 1969, p. 78,
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TABLE 3

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier

Household Size N Percent N Percent N Percent
One Person 15 5.6 4 4.0 11 6.6
Two Persons 72 26.9 26 25.7 46 27,5
Three Persons 53 19.8 21 20.8 32 19.2
Four Persons 58 21.6 25 24.8 33 19.8
Five Persons 31 11.6 10 9.9 21 12.6
Six or More Persons 39 14,5 15 14.8 24 14.3
Total 268 100.0 101 100.0 167 100.0

Household composition and size do not differ significantly for
the Lake Norman and Lake Sidney Lanier subsamples. Although compar-
able data on household composition are not available, the size of
reservoir shoreline households‘is similar to that found by several

23
surveys of vacation home owners.,

AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

At what stage in their life cycles are households most likely to
acquire recreation property? Consistent with surveys of owners of
recreation property in other environments, the majority of the house-
hold heads interviewed were in their thirties and forties (59.7 per-

24
cent) when they acquired reservoir shoreline property. See Table 4,

23 1bid, pp. 75-76.

24 See Johnson, 1964, p. 5; Tombaugh, 1968, p. 63; and Ragatz,
1969, p. 63.
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During this stage in their life cycle households are more likely to
have both an interest in outdoor recreation, which is characteristic
of younger persons, and the income to afford a luxury item such as

recreation property.

TABLE 4

AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier

Age N Percent N Percent N Percent
Under 30 36 13.4 10 9.9 26 15.6
30 - 39 74 27.6 39 38.7 35 21.0
40 - 49 86 32.1 28 27.7 58 34,7
50 - 59 49 18.3 17 16,8 32 19.2
60 and Over 23 8.6 7 6.9 16 9.5
Total 268 100.0 101 100.0 167 100.0

In another respect, however, the age distribution of reservoir
shoreline households differs somewhat from that found in studies of
vacation homeowners. Households who acquired reservoir property
appear to be younger. Only 8.6 percent of the household heads sur-
veyed were 60 or over, while 13.4 percent were under 30 years of age.
In a summary of a number of studies of vacation homeowners, Ragatz
found that under 5 percent were under 30 years old, while 18 percent
were 60 or older.25 This apparent tendency for reservoir shoreline

property to be acquired by households who are somewhat younger than

Ragatz, 1969, p. 63.
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households acquiring recreation property in other environments may be
due to a combination of factors. The acquisition of water-oriented
property implies an interest in active recreation (in which partici-
pation is inversely correlated with age) which may be greater than
that of households who acquire property in other types of recreation
areas.26 Age distribution differences may also be due to character-
istics of the surveys. The present sample was not restricted to
vacation home owners but included both households who acquired vacant
property and households who acquired property for permanent resi-
dences. There is some evidence that both types of households tend to
be younger than other recreation property owners.

The age distribution of Lake Norman and Lake Sidney lLanier house=-
holds is also significantly different. .A larger proportion of Lake
Norman households were between the ages of 30 and 39 (38.7 percent
versus 21.0 percent), while a larger proportion of Lake Sidney Lanier
households were under 30 (15.6 percent versus 9.9 percent) and 40
years old and over (63.4 percent versus 51.4 percent). This may be
due to the larger number of households locating permanent residences

28
adjacent to Lake Sidney Lanier.

26 , . .
Tombaugh, in fact, found that leisure interests were asso=-

ciated with the environmental character of the area in which house=
holds acquired vacation homes. Tombaugh, 1968, pp. 71-73.

27 Johnson, 1964, p. 5, found that owners of vacant recreation
property serving the Washington, D, C. area were younger than vacation
home owners.

28 . . .

Chapter 1II contains a more complete discussion of purchase
objectives, including a comparison of households who acquired shore-
line property for recreation versus a primary residence.
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OCCUPATION AND EDUCATION OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

As expected, households who acquired reservoir property tend to
be both well educated and employed in prestigious occupations. See
Table 5. Over 35 percent of these households had completed college
and over 50 percent were in professional or managerial occupations.

These are precisely the households who should be most able to
afford recreation property. In addition, they may have more discre=~
tionary time available to pursue leisure activities and may be in
part guided by social prestige considerations to emulate the behavior
of top management and professional groups who, over the past 50
years, have traditionally owned vacation property.

One other aspect of these findings should be mentioned. A very
low proportion of the household heads surveyed (under 3 percent) were
retired when they acquired reservoir shoreline property. This may be
due to factors similar to those which account for the relatively
young age distribution of reservoir shoreline property owners, and to
a tendency for retired persons to be more attracted to retirement

communities, such as those found in Florida and the Southwest,

FAMILY INCOME

The data indicate a strong relationship between income and the
decision to acquire reservoir shoreline property. A majority of the
households surveyed (70.9 percent) had family incomes of $8,750 or
above when they entered the market for recreation property. Over

30 percent had family incomes in excess of $17,000. See Table 6.
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TABLE 5

OCCUPATION AND EDUCATION OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier
Occupation and Education N  Percent N Percent N  Percent
Occupation
Professional, Technical,
and Kindred Workers 60 22.4 23 22,8 37 22.2
Managers, Proprietors,
and Officials 97 36.2 31 30.7 66 39.5
Clerical and Sales
Workers 32 11,9 14 13.9 18 10.8
Craftsmen, Foremen, and
Kindred Workers 32 11.9 14 13.9 18 10.8
Other Workers? 37 13.8 17 16.8 20 12.0
Retired 6 2,2 1 1,0 5 3.0
Unemployed 4 1.5 1 1.0 3 1.7
Total 268 100.0 101 100.0 167 100.0
Education
Grade School or Less 34 12,7 11 10.9 23 13.8
Some High School 31 11.6 13 12.9 18 10.8
High School Graduate 61 22,8 23 22.8 38 22.8
Some College 47 17.5 17 16.8 30 18.0
College Graduate 54 20,1 25 24.8 29 17.3
Graduate School 41 15,3 12 11.8 29 17.3
Total 268 100.0 101 100.0 167 100.0

a , , s . . .
Other includes operatives and kindred workers; private and non-private service
workers; and laborers and farm workers.
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FAMILY INCOME

TABLE

6

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier
Income N Percent N Percent N Percent
Under $4,000 12 4.7 4 4.1 8 4.8
$ 4,000 - 5,249 16 6.2 6 6.3 10 6.2
$§ 5,250 - 6,749 16 6.2 6 6.3 10 6.2
$ 6,750 - 8,749 31 12.0 10 10.4 21 13.0
$ 8,750 - 12,499 64 24,8 26 27.1 38 23.5
$12,500 - 16,999 40 15.5 20 20.8 20 12.3
$17,000 - 22,499 25 9.7 10 10.4 15 9.3
$22,500 - 29,999 23 8.9 6 6.3 17 10.5
$30,000 and Over 31 12.0 8 8.3 23 14,2
Total 2582  100.0 96 100.0 162 100.0
@Tncome data could not be secured for 10 households.

The relationship between income and the ownership of recreation prop-

erty is even more significant than indicated, since these data repre-

sent family income when shoreline property was acquired (which in

some cases occurred as long ago as 1957) and have not been adjusted

to current dollars.

The effect of family income on the ability of households to pur=

chase recreation property and erect a vacation dwelling unit has been

reinforced by past difficulties in securing mortgage money for vaca-

tion homes.

When money has been available, interest rates have

been higher, terms shorter, and the percent of the purchase price

carried by the mortgage lower than for conventional housing.

29

Tombaugh, 1968, p. 77.
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stems from both the luxury item character of vacation homes, which
has led lending institutions to anticipate foreclosures during
periods of economic decline, and to the tendency for vacation homes
to be located in remote areas where the market was difficult to
appraise.30 These problems have diminished in recent years, but

cash purchases continue to be the primary, and sometimes only, method
of financing vacation homes. Although recreation property and vaca-
tion homes usually cost less than conventional housing, lack of
Vfinancing should seriously restrict the market among lower and moder-
ate income households,

There are no significant differences in the distribution of
family income between Lake Norman and Lake Sidney Lanier households.
However, the income of households included in this survey appears to
be slightly higher than that reported in various surveys of vacation
home owners.sl This may be due to a number of factors. First, there
is some evidence that upper income families prefer waterfront land to
other types of recreation property.32 Second, very few retirement
age houéeholds, who might be expected to have lower family incomes,
are attracted to reservoir shoreline property. Third, most house-

holds surveyed had acquired shoreline property in the last ten years,

30 An excellent discussion of the problems involved in financ-
ing vacation homes is contained in Ragatz, 1969, pp. 253-273,

31 See Tombaugh, 1968, p. 78 and Ragatz, 1969, p. 75.

32 Tombaugh found that upper middle income households in
Michigan were attracted to "inland lakes," while upper income house-
holds were attracted to "Great Lakes'" environments. Tombaugh, 1968,
pp. 79-82.

30




while those included in other surveys could have acquired recreation
property many years ago when income was less inflated. Finally, the
rapidly escalating price of recreation property may now serve to

exclude more lower and moderate income families from the market.
CHARACTERISTICS OF PRIMARY RESIDENCE

Table 7 summarizes characteristics of the primary residence of
households at the time they acquired shoreline property. Consistent
with the income and occupational characteristics of these households,
over 80 percent owned their primary residence. Hence, although the
acquisition of recreation property has sometimes been viewed as a
possible substitute for home ownership, the data do not support this
hypothesis. A significantly larger proportion of Lake Sidney Lanier
than Lake Norman households lived in rental units at the time they
acquired reservoir shoreline property (20.4 percent versus 6.9 per=
cent). This is probably due to the fact that a larger proportion of
Sidney Lanier households were acquiring sites for their primary resi=-
dence rather than for a vacation home. TFor these households, renting
was only a temporary condition. The tenure pattern of reservoir
shoreline households is generally comparable to that reported else~

34
where on vacation home owners.

33 See Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, U. S. Department of the
Interior, Recreation Land Price Escalation, Washington: U. S.
Government Printing Office, 1967; and Elizabeth L. David, '"The
Exploding Demand for Recreation Property,' Land Economics, 45 (May
1969), pp. 206-~217.

34

Tombaugh, 1968, p. 91; and Ragatz, 1969, p. 92,
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TABLE 7

CHARACTERISTICS OF PRIMARY RESIDENCE

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier
Characteristic N Percent N Percent N Percent
Ienure
Own 220 82.1 92 91.1 128 76,6
Rent 41 15,3 7 6.9 34 20.4
Other _7 2.6 _2 2.0 5 3.0
Total 268 100.0 101 100.0 167 100.0
Value of Home Owned
Under $15,000 58 26.9 24 27.3 34 26.6
$15,000 - 24,999 63 29.2 29 33.0 34 26,6
$25,000 - 34,999 48 22.2 21 23.9 27 21.1
$35,000 and Over 47 21,7 14 15.8 33 25.7
Total 2162 100.0 88 100.0 128 100.0
Location of Primary
Residence
Inside SMSA 139 51,9 49 48,5 90 53.9
Central City 98 36.6 48 47.5 50 29.9
Not Central City 41 15.3 1 1.0 40 24,0
Outside SMSA 129 48.1 52 51.5 77 46,1
Incorporated Place 108 40.3 45 44.6 63 37.7
Not Incorporated Place 29 7.8 _7 6.9 14 8.4
Total 268 100.0 101 100.0 167 100.0

8pata could not be secured for 4 households who owned their home when they
acquired reservoir shoreline property.
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Reservoir shoreline property owners not only tend to own their
own homes, but these homes tend to be more valuable than homes owned
by other households in the United States. For instance, using the
1960 Census of Housing as a basis for comparison, the percentage of
all owner occupied housing units in the United States with a market
value of more than $20,000 was 15 percent.-35 In contrast, 43 percent
of the reservoir shoreline households surveyed reported the value of
their homes té be $25,000 or more. Although these data were not con-
verted to 1960 dollars (so that this comparison must be viewed with
some caution), the difference is still éuite striking. Reservoir
shoreline property tends to be acquifed by households who are likely
to be comfortably situated in their primary homes.

The one surprise emerging from this examination of the character=
istics of these households' residences is their location, Almost 50
percent lived in nonmetropolitan areas when they acquired shoreline
property, despite the fact that both study reservoirs are adjacent
to large metropolitan areas. Hence, it is difficult to credit escape
from metropolitan conditions as an important motivation for the acqui-

sition of this type of recreation property.

33 United States Bureau of the Census, United States Census of
Housing, States and Small Areas, United States Summary, Washington:
U. S. Govermment Printing Office, 1963, Report HC(l), No. 1, Table 3.

36

In fact, 84.8 percent of the households surveyed who acquired
shoreline property for seasonal recreation use or investment (as
opposed to acquisition for a primary residence) reported that they
were ''very satisfied" with their primary home when they acquired
shoreline land.
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While a similar proportion of the households in the Lake
Norman and Lake Sidney Lanier subsamples maintained their primary
residences in SMSAs, a higher proportion of the Lake Sidney Lanier
households lived in suburban rather than central city areas. This is
probably due to differences in the character of the Charlotte (Lake
Norman) and Atlanta (Lake Sidney Lanier) metropolitan areas. Charlotte
has pursued a vigorous annexation program which has resulted in a
large proportion of the metropolitan population residing within the

central city limits.

LEISURE ORIENTATION

Households were asked to specify the frequency of their partici-
pation in a number of outdoor recreation activities during the year
prior to their acquisition of reservoir shoreline property. Table 8
presents data on the number and percent of these households who
reported that they "often' or '"occasionally" participated in such
activities as picnicking, swimming, boating, and the like.

Directly comparable data for the general population are not
readily available. However, by collapsing some of these data to
"participated'" and ''did not participate' categories, they can be com-

pared with the results of Muellers and Gurin's 1960 ORRRC national

38
survey of participation in outdoor recreation. See Table 9,
37 s " 1 1 1
The other response alternatives were ''seldom" and 'mever.
38

Mueller and Gurin, 1962, p. 12,
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TABLE 8

PARTICIPATION IN SELECTED OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES

Households who participated in activity
"often'" or '"occasionally" the year prior
to acquiring reservoir shoreline property

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Activity (N=268) (N=101) (N=167)
Picnicking 183 68.3 79 78.2 104 62.3
Traveling or Touring 173 64.6 68 67.3 105~ 62.9
Fishing or Hunting 168 62.7 64 63.4 104 62.3
Swimming 146 54.4 62 61.4 87 52.1
Boating 137 51.1 45 44,6 92 55.1
Hiking or Walking 100  37.3 34 33.7 66 39.5
Camping 88 32.8 33 32.7 55 32.9
TABLE 9

COMPARISON OF FINDINGS ON PARTICIPATION IN CUTDOOR
RECREATION: SHORELINE HOUSEHOLD SURVEY AND ORRRC NATIONAL SURVEY

Percent of Households Participating One or More
Times in Activity During Preceding 12 Months
Reservoir Shoreline Households

1960 ORRRC Prior to After

National Acquisition Acquisition
Activity Survey® of Property of Property
Picnicking 67.0 85.8 86.6
Outdoor Swimming 46.0 76.5 81.3
Boating 29.0 72.8 83.2
Hiking or Walking 18.0 59.3 59.7

8Mueller and Gurin, 1962, p. 12.
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It can be readily seen that households acquiring shotreline prop=-
erty have a much higher orientation toward outdoor recreational
activities than the average household and that the tendency to parti-
cipate in these activities increases only slightly after reservoir

shoreline property has been acquired.
SUMMARY

Although the data presented in this chapter are not sufficient
to state precisely the propensity of households to acquire reservoir
shoreline property, several generalizations appear to be valid.

Considering household type and size, the highest probability of
entering the market for shoreline property is for: (1) married
couples; (2) couples with children six years old or above and, to a
somewhat lesser extent, couples with no children living in the house=
hold, and (3) households which are somewhat larger than average.

It appears that the age of the head of the household is strongly
correlated with the probability of acquiring shoreline property. The
majority of household heads are between the ages of 30 and 49 when
they acquire such property, and are somewhat younger than household
heads who acquire other types of recreation land,.

The probability of acquiring reservoir shoreline property is
clearly related to the education and occupation of the head of the
household., Reservoir shoreline household heads are better educated
and employed in more prestigious occupations than the average house-
hold head. Retired household heads appear to have a very low propen-

sity to acquire reservoir shoreline land.
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There also seems to be a strong positive correlation between
income and the acquisition of shoreline property. Prospective shore-
line property owners tend to have high family incomes, with over
30 percent of the households surveyed reporting incomes of $17,000 or
more. Households acquiring shoreline land also appear to have higher
incomes than households acquiring other types of recreation property.

Although it has been commonly assumed that the propensity for
consuming recreation land is higher for metropolitan than for non-
metropolitan households, this generalization apparently does not
apply to the acquisition of reservoir shoreline property. Nonmetro-
politan small town households are almost as likely to acquire shore-
line land as metropolitan households. Shoreline property also does
not seem to serve as a substitute for home ownership. Households
acquiring reservoir shoreline property tend to own their own homes,
to own homes which are more valuable than those owned by the average
household, and to be very satisfied with their primary residences when
they enter the market for shoreline property.

Finally, households acquiring reservoir shoreline property appear
to have a stronger interest in outdoor recreation than the average

household.
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CHAPTER III
HOUSEHOLD DECISIONS IN THE ACQUISITION OF
RESERVOIR SHORELINE PROPERTY

The acquisition of reservoir shoreline property is viewed as a
decision process or sequence, The first decision -- whether or not
to enter the recreation property market -- was considered in Chapter
IT in terms of the characteristics of households who decided to
acquire shoreline land. Once motivated to enter the market, the
household begins a search process which culminates in the selection
of a specific site. This chapter examines the key components of the
decision sequence and attempts to explain variation in decisional
behavior in terms of the household's objectives in acquiring shore=
line property, social background, leisure orientation, and the loca-
tion characteristics of its primary residence.

The search for recreation land consists of a number of related
decisions. At the outset, the household is viewed as having a set
of objectives which guide both its consideration of recreation environ-
ments to be investigated and the evaluation of specific parcels or
sites. The research seeks to identify these objectives and evaluate
the frequenqy with which specific objectives are mentioned by various
household types.

Following this initial decision, the household begins to look at

recreation property. The search process centers on two related




decisions. First, the household must determine the type of environ-

ment in which it will consider prospective sites. Should it investi-

gate property at the ocean, the mountains, inland lakes, or large

reservoirs? Although only households who finally acquired reservoir .
shoreline property have been interviewed, an attempt is made to deter=-

mine the relative importance of shoreline property in meeting house=

hold objectives and the extent to which property at more than one

reservoir and in other recreation environments was evaluated.

The second key aspect of this search process consists of the
household's evaluation of specific sites. Components of the evalua-
tion include the decision to purchase or lease property; whether to
acquire an existing home or cottage, or vacant property on which a
dwelling might be built at some future time; how much money to ex-
pend on recreation property and whether to pay cash or finance the
purchase; and the set of site characteristics which best satisfy the
household's objectives. Each of these decisions is considered in

this chapter.

FORETHOUGHT IN THE DECISION TO ACQUIRE SHORELINE PROPERTY

Although it has been asserted that the acquisition of reservoir
shoreline property involves a sequence of related decisions, it would
be unrealistic to assume that all households are equally rational in
selecting a particular shoreline site, or that decisions are always
made in the order suggested.  In fact, it appears that for many house-

holds the decision process involved begins after a particular site .
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has been identified and ends with the acquisition of that site. As
indicated in Table 10, 41.4 percent of the households interviewed
decided to purchase recreation property only after evaluating the
site they eventually acquired., For instance, in many cases house-
holds indicated that a friend who owned shoreline property suggested
that they acquire a nearby parcel which happened to be for sale.

A number of other households reported that they were attracted out
of curiosity to a shoreline subdivision auction or sale and ended up

bidding for and acquiring shoreline land.

TABLE 10

APPROACH TO ACQUISITION OF SHORELINE PROPERTY

Total Lake Norman Lake Lanier
Approach N Percent N Percent N Percent
"T made the decision to
find property like this
and then started looking'" 154 58.6 56 56.6 98 59.8
"I hadn't thought about
purchasing shoreline
property, but I learned
about this land and then
made the decision to
acquire it" 109 41.4 43 43,4 66 40,2
Total 263%  100.0 99  100.0 ~ 164  100.0

8pata could not be secured from 2 households and were not applicable
to 3 households who inherited property.
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Households who exhibited little forethought in the decision to
acquire shoreline property were less educated, worked in sales,
clerical, or unskilled occupations, and had lower incomes than house=
holds who indicated a degree of forethought. They were also less
likely to participate in boating or outdoor swimming. See Table 11,

Although the data indicate that there are two divergent approaches
to the acquisition of shoreline property, one consciously rational
and the other somewhat spontaneous, the key decisions involved in
each approach should be similar, That is, unless the household is
irrational, it will consider the acquisition of reservoir property
in relation to a set of objectives, even though these may not be well
thought out, and determine whether the envirommental and site cha-
racteristics of the property meet the household's needs and particular

situation.
HOUSEHOLD OBJECTIVES

Household objectives were determined from aﬁ open-ended question
which asked: ''During this (search) period, what were you looking for?
What did you want to achieve in acquiring shoreline property?'" Re-
sponses were grouped into the seven categories indicated in Table 12,

The primary consumer motivation was to acquire a place to pursue
personal recreational and leisure activities. These activities were
broadly classified into two groups, recreation and relaxation, to
recognize both active and passive leisure interests. Active recrea-

tional objectives were mentioned by 63,0 percent of the respondents,
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TABLE 11

HOUSEHOLD FACTORS RELATED TO LACK OF

FORETHOUGHT IN DECISION TO ACQUIRE PROPERTY

Indices of Association

Direction

Kendall's Tau,. Chi~Square Households Lacking
Significance Significance  Forethought Are
Household Factors Index Level Level Those Who ...
Social Background
Education of Head of
Household -.17 .001 NS Are less well
educated
Occupation of Head of
Household .08 .05 NS Are sales, cleri-
cal, or unskilled
workers
Family Income -,19 .001 .05 Have lower incomes
Location of Primary
Residence -- NS NS -
Leisure Orientation
Boating -.18 .001 .01 Seldom went boat-
ing before ac-
quiring property
Swimming -.16 .001 NS Seldom went swim-

NS = Not significant at .05 level.

ming before ac-
quiring property
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TABLE 12

HOUSEHOLD OBJECTIVES IN ACQUIRING RESERVOIR SHORELINE PROPERTY

Total® Lake Norman Lake Lanier

_ N Percentb N Percent N Percent

Objective _(N=265) (N=100) (N=165)
Recreation® 167  63.0 72 72.0 95  57.6
Relaxationd ' 96  36.2 37 37.0 59 35,7
Vacation Homesite 63  23.8 27 27.0 36 21.8
Primary Homesite 50 19.0 7 7.0 43 26.1
Retirement Homesite 28 10.6 10 10.0 18 10.9
Investment Secondarye 24 9.1 5 5.0 19 11,5
Investment Only 18 6.8 2 2.0 16 9.7

a . .
More than 265 responses were secured since households occasionally
mentioned more than one objective.

bDifference between sample of 268 households and 265 households an-
swering this question is due to inapplicability of objectives to three
households who inherited property.

CObjectives classified as recreation included fishing, swimming, water
skiing, boating, picnicking, water sports, camping, and the like.

dObjectives classified as relaxation included personal values such as
rest, relaxation, peace, quiet, retreat, getting away from it all and
the like, and physical values such as comfort, cool weather, view,
enjoy water and the like.

eRespondents mentioning investment as an objective were separated into
two categories: investment only, consisting of households whose only
reason for acquiring shoreline property was as an investment; and in-
vestment secondary, consisting of households who acquired shoreline
property for other reasons as well as investment.
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who tended to stress water-based activities, such as, fishing, swimming,
water skiing, and the like, and to a somewhat lesser extent, such
‘activities as picnicking and camping. Relaxation was mentioned by

36.2 percent of the households surveyed. ' This term summarizes a vari-
ety of responses which reflect as interest in personal and physical
values. Many households were motivated to acquire recreation property
by a desire to find a secluded retreat where they could ''get away from
it all." Another set of related responses referred to such physical
values as a place which was comfortable, cool, or where a household
could relax and enjoy a view of the water.

The second most frequently mentioned reason for acquiring recrea-
tion property was to find a site for a home. These responses were
broken-down by the type of homesite desired: wvacation, primary, or
retirement. Interestingly, if households characterized by primary
(19.0 percent) and retirement (10.6 percent) homesite objectives are
combined, the data indicate that almost 30 percent of the sample house-
‘holds were interested in residing permanently in reservoir areas. This
has a number of implications for nearby communities who must provide
services to shoreline households.

Although only 23.8 percent of the sample households specifically
mentioned a vacation homesite as a purchase objective, a number of
households probébly had this in mind when they mentioned recreation or
relaxation as their primary objectives in acquiring recreation property.

Finally, 15.9 percent of the sample households indicated that in-

vestment or equity appreciation was a motive in acquiring recreation
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