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Secod home developments and recreational lot sales have concerned ma

* people because of their potential negative environmental, economic, and socidl

impacta.in addition to thé prablem of possible consumer fraud. Legislation was
enacted by, the Federal Government and some atate governments in response
to the collsumer fraud problem, but the Sther impacts often remained
unregulated by any level of government.

The purpose of th study sponeored by the Coincil on Envirpnmental
Quality, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the
Appalachian Regional Commission was to asgeas the seriousness of these
problemb, and to suggest possible remedies. The research was conductéd by
the American Society of Planning Officials with the assistancé of the Urban
Land Institute, the Conservation KFoundation, and Richard L. Ragatz,
Asséciates, Inc. The study has taken place over a period of several years and
has produced a series of reports.

The study concludes that there is a potential for significant adverse impacts
from such developments, but these can be mostly ameliorated if developers and
#overnmental officials work together in the careful planning and development

of such projects. Although the recent energy crisis and economic conditions

have substantially reduced the demand for recreational developments, there is
a strong possibility that this market will pick up again in the future. Local and

" state governments should strongly consider taking advantage of the current

lull to pass the legislation and establish the appropriate procedures for dealing
with the resurgence when it does occur.

This study is one in a serieg of land use studies jointly sponsored by CEQ
and HUD in an effort to provide developers and planners with better infoma-
tion on which to base land use decisions. :

. -

Chairman
Council on Environmental Quality -
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One U.S. family n 12 ownas @ither a second home or a vacant recregtional lot.

k

Recreational land development is a controversial sub-
ject. It has caused considergble debate in the press, in the
Congress and state legislatures, and among local govern-
ments and concerhed citizens groups across the country.

Attitudes toward it vary widely. Some people see it as an -

opportumty to stinlulate rural economies' and increase

local tax revenues. Others see it as a threat to the' environ-

ment, fearing irreparable damage will result as woodlands.
lakeshores, and coastlines are subdivided into recreational
tots and second homes are constructed.

Actually, recreational land development has resulted in
both positive and negative consequences different
settings and under different. conditions. I:)“:lj;e Jpositive
sidg. it has provided recreational oppo ities for an
increasingly broad segment of the American: public—a

. place in the country to spond vac¢ations and leisure time, &
place.to retire, and for some an attractive financial invest-

ment. Recreational land development has also cfeated
markets for marginally productive®land, increased~local
tax revenues, sumulated local businesses, and provided
‘some jobs. R

Despite these lmpgrtast benef}t.s. reoreational lahd
development has caused some very serious problems:
consymer vutxmlzan%\ resulting from misleading and
fradulent sales tactics; environmental degradatlpn from
the development of ecologically fragile lands; #nd high
public service costs for some rural communities.

This report presents a comprehensive analysis of recrea-
tional land development; the amount of land invglved, the
impact; of these- developments on the communities in
which they occur, and methods that governments can
~ adopt for controlling development and avoiding negative

_impacts. It focuses primarily én development prabléms,
some of which are common to gl forms of land develop-

ment, others wkuch are unique to necreat.ional develop-

,.EKC“"“"""'( : ". . .

. v

~

- INTRODUCTION

ment. Due to its problem focus, this report is often critical
of the recreational land development~industry, the
products of which vary widely in"quality. While there are

- many fine examples of high quality second home projects

and resort communities scattered around the country, the
impacts of shoddy recreational land development are wide-
spread and serious. They are not, however, the fault of
developers alone. Governments, which have the duty to
regulate the use @f our resources, and citizens, who help
shape public polities and buy*the industry’s products
must also shard tHe responsibility for the negative impacts
which-have oaurred

At the time this study was begun in 1973, recreational

rocess the necessary paperwork. Since then, .this
tndustry has been hagd hit by gasoline shortages and more
recently by economic recession. Both lot sales and second
home construction fell off sharply in 1974.

This decline in recreational land development activity, -

however, does not lessen the importance of the issues
addressed in thig report. While subdivision platting ahd
second hometconstruction have slowed down cohsiderably
from the early 19708, they have by no means stopped, and
consumer demands for recreational property can be”
expected to rise again as the economy recovers. Recrea-
tional property is a luxury item whose future depends on
riging disposable incomes and mobility. Based on past
trends and recent surveys of consumiy intentions, the
.number of households owning recreational property in the
U.S. could be expegted to more than double by 1985 as the-
post World War 11 baby boom generation enters its
thirties and swells the ranks of potential buyers.

There are preliminary indications that the market for rec-

.reational property is ahifting away from the unimprovody

-

°

" land development was a burgeoning budiness. Land was _-
being subdivided and sold faster than government cduld -
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specutative ot segment ot the marfiot toward a user’s

market of improved rmwul wnal lots and second hontes.

Increatsed (uﬁwumm awareness, Naturation ot the specula-

tve lot market i somg areas. and increased land cuse

repulation are all contrnibating to this trend. While some of

the worst abuses of the pasy may be on the way out, the
!
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Recreational land development is occurring throughout -
CtheU1S

I response to consimmer demands for speculative
real estate mvestments, and tor second homes {and to
some extent permanent homgs), for their owner's use and
enjoyment. These projects tend to be located in rural areas
where they have a potential for creating sjgpificant en-
vironmental, economie. and social impacts. The extent to
which these impacts are beneficial or adverse depends
largely on the care with which projects are planned and
developed. Sinece the adverse effects can be quite serious,
both public “officials with responsibility for project
approvals and the developers themselves must take steps
to ensure that project plans aigl implementation programs
ate fonsistent with local conditions and needs. and
moreover. to the greatest extent possible, that they en-
hance the quality of the environment and the well being of
hvst communities. ,

Recreatpnal land development has a high potential for -

causing  serious  environmental problems due to ity
frequent lack of or inndequacy of basic site improvements,
and us tendency to locate in sensitive environmental
areas. Ground and surface water pollution from improper
disposal of sewage. and grosion and siltation from runoff
pose’ the most serious environmental problems. Other
threats to the environment include destruction of natural

areas and wildlife habitats, increased solid waste and

litter. and air pollution.

The economic ('ff(‘((‘i of recreational land development
.on local governments are likely to be [mqmvv in the initial
vears of project development as property taxes exceed
public service costs. Fiscal impacts can become negative
over time, however, if sybstantial permanent occupancy
oceurs in (hvw projects {espee lalfy by families with school
age children), or if local governments must install or make
substantial improvements in project facilities such as
roads and utility systems. Fffects of development on local
vmnomnéq are positive to the extent that new jobs are
Sreated and mmmumtvmumw increases from developer

and property owner expenditures made in the local

economy . . .

WAs hombe construction and olcupancy progresqeq in
relroatumnl sdbdivisions, the traditional lifestyles and
culturek of rural communitieg begin to change in response

- SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS

5
range ol assues’ posed by _continued recreational land -
development in rural areas still requires the exercige of
much greater responsibility in managing such develop-
ments than has oceurred to date. Hopefully, this report
will provide both a stimulous and a focus for incroeased

pubh( action,

to the changing population: mix and economic base.
Chuanges may also occur i local political structures to the
extent that rexreational propvrty ewners become involved
in community atfairs. Local ‘attitudes on the merits of
these social changes differ ‘widely. But the social impact
causing the greatest controversy has been’ consumer
victimization, in spite of the host of state and federal land

sales laws adopted in recent years. The full disclosure

.technique on which most land sales laws are based has not

proven adequate as a means of stopping these abuses.
The major negativé impacts “of recreational land

development can be traced to the lack or inidequacy of

local land use and dvvvlopment regulations, and to a lesser

) ex}vm state regulations. Rurcau(mal land deyelopment

prissures have been heaviest in rural areas where langd use

. controls have traditionally been the weakest. The lack of

bantd coastal zones can help resolve-

profegsional staff and financial .resources necessary to
regwlate rapid increases in ‘large scale development has
also been a major problem. Emerging state laws aimed at ™~
protecting criticdl environmental areas such as wetlands
conflicts between
recreational land develgpment and sensitive environ-
mental lands. but they have yet to. be a majur foree ins
controlling development.

Most of the problems caused by recreational land
development have been dealt with before. in previously
urbanizing areas. and existing tools and techniques for
“regulating the quality, location, quantity and timjng of .
development offer sufficient rhethods of avoiding the
potential negative effects of these projects. Development
standards should be set at levels appgopriate for the scale
and density of devedopment, and the natural capacities of
the site. Recreational land development should adhere to
the same generally accepted. development standards
required of conventional first home subdivisions of similar
scale and “density. Basic site impravements should be
designed to acdommodate peak occupancy. and should be
in place when they are needed by projett residents, either
through initial installation by the developer, or assured
through binding financial gyarantees that they will be in- -
stalled as needed. Minor variations from accepted de-

. velopment practices in response to market preferences or

unique environmental conditions may be appropriate if
* L J
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(they” pose ne threat to public health and satoty and
environmental quality -

The burden and responsibllity for yotting standards and
+egulating these developagents rests primarily with Jocal
governments.  For m)‘l,\‘llo\wwomnwnts. review and
strengthing of existing regulations is in order: for othors,
which da got yet nsgulu.(.o development,- a major effort is
required to draft land use controlg. For both, the regula-
tions and standards should be reviewed with a sensitivity
to concerns for eritical environmental areas, appropriate-
ness to the scale and density of dovelopment, as well as the
natural carrying capacities of the site. and the degree to

- which they stimulate better and ‘more imaginative site

design and construction rather than only making tra-.
ditional designs more expmsjve. Flexible development
controls such as PUD ordinances. environmental per-

Jformance standards, and impact assessments should be
used (o permit groator responsiveness to unique site
conditions ‘ '

“In many  local  communitigy. regulating  land  use
effectivaly will overtax available resources, and they will
luok(to states for more help. State land use plafining
programs should identify areas suitable and unsuitable for
recreational land development and channel 'financial and
technical aid to those local areas most il need of assis.
tance. States should also increase their efforts to protect
critical environmental areas of greater than local concern
4o prevent unique natural resources from being preempted
by development. . : '

v The federal government should also provided needed
support by taking full advantage of its existing legislative
mandates and enacting land use legislationjas needed to
provide additional financial ang technical assistance.
Finally. both state and federal governments should take
steps to Birengthen existing consumer protection legis-
lation by tequiring financial guaraptees that promised
improvements will be installed.

‘permanent, year-round occupancey.

amenities. Other perif

DEFINITIONS . -

Prior to the recreational lafd boom in the 1960s, many if
not.most of the second homes in the U8, were built on
individual, scattered lots in traditional recreational areis
outside platted subdivisions - the simple hunting cabin
in the Maine woods or the lake cottage in Mipnesota.
Public facilities seldon existed, lots were usually small,
and most of the dwellings wore not originally designed foy

-

For most people, the subject of second homoes sti

suggests these traditional images of scattered mountain

Aframes and  lakeside cottages.  This scattered lot
development is still occurring today, but the mass market

has shifted to new forms of recreational lnnd development:. -

As comnwqnly used today, the term “recreational land
development™ refers to a_range of development types
marketed ostensibly for recreational use, although they
are not necessarily so used. Thosesklevelopments range

widely in size and quality, from unimproved raw land’

subdjvisions to resort developments with condominiums,
single-family homes, ppd a wide varioty of recreational
‘ﬁral typos of projects often. labeled
a8 recreational land  development  include subdivisions
with lots sokd specifically for camping or recreational
vehicle use, club campgrounds under single ownership,
and theme park-second hame complexes. *
This report distinguishes among #hree major types of
development (#though some individual projects may
include vhgracteristics from* more than one categoryl:
utimproved recreational subdivisions, -improved second
home projects, and high-amenity resort communities.
Most of the fécreational land development- which has
occured in the U.S. falls into the first two categories, and
is the primary féeus of this report’ )
Unimproved recreational subdivisions. These projects
are basically land saleg operations in which the developer
typically subdivides the property into one-fourth or one-

Qe estimated 10 mullion recreationdi” tots have been subdivided in the U.S. to date, many of which are in unimproved recreational subdivisions with few

bitswe impracements or factlities suck as this project in Arizona.

v .

~
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In,ﬁ'm od xmmq home and resort developments are similar in many rupocu to, typical {mburban dowlopmmu‘ and frcqucmty mcludc mrvational :
amenities such as swimming clubs, golf courses, or’as m this projech, an artiﬁc(al lake. .

v

~

, half acre lots ((’)ften\with little or no régafd for their
‘adequacy as gctual home sites), installs’ acods roads as

necessary to market the property {frequently only gradéd
dirt roads), and sells off the lots as fast as ‘possible. Much
of this propert.§ is sold sight unseen through the mail to
buyers primarily interested in land speculation. If these
projects are ever to be actually developed, the individual
lot owners or the local community must provide the
necessary improvements such as water and sewer.systems

~and paved roads. Itis commen for these projects to end up

with little actual development, but with very confused
patterns of property ownership as buyers ‘dofault. on
payment.s or property taxes.

Improved second home projects. These project.s include -
‘some basic site'improvements. Recreational facilities ma
-also be included, and the projects are pften sited in ?Z

veér

with important natural amenities such as lake or

frontage.%t sizes are still typically one acre or less, but
more care tends to be taken in site design and layout.
While the developer's primary objective is still to sell lots,
installing basic site ‘improvements lays.the groundwork
for,a real community and buyers are more likely to be

interested in eventually building homes and using their -

land, although speculation’ remains fairly common. The
lbcations of these projects are more depgndent upon good
highway &ccess and relative proximity to metropolitan
areas due to the greater emphasis on a users market.
High:amenity résort communities. The planning and

" construction in these developments are highly sophisticat- -
od and, although far fewer in number, many are considered ‘-

models of design extellence. Developers often invest
millions of dollars in” basic site improvemenits and
tecreational amenities (swimmining pools, tennis courts,

golf courses; and club houses), as well as developer-built
houamg such as resort condominiuma Aimed primarily
at higher income families. some of thesé projacts ap)pmnch

-

o

. -
Ca
".

t.he scale of new towns, and development, is more lxkely to
be ‘carefully’ controlled ‘throuygh deed restrictions “and
architectural controls. The location of such developments
is oftey governed as much by the outstanding natural

amentities of the ;iife as the location of the buyers market. -

STUDY M{ETHODS AND DATA LIMITATIONS

The infStmation used .in this report has come from

several primary and secondary sources: first, an extensive

‘review of the literature; second, a series of personal field

interviews -in 14 states* with government officials,
developers, environmental groups, and concerned citizens;
third, t national surveys-conducted for this study (one:
of homeOdWners; of recreational land development
conipanies, builders. and manufacturers; and one of local
planning agencies in rural commumities experiencing

" recreational land development); and fourth, an analysis of

) Althqugh wthese, lnmt.atio:lp

the registered filings of 3,800 recreational subdivisions
recorded with HUD's Office, of Intgrstate Land .Sales
Registration (OILSR).

Even with this data collection effort, still remarkably -

little is. known about many aspects of these deonopmonts
The available data used in this report have limitations
resulting from the widely different markets involved
(ranging from raw lot sales to high density recreational
communities), the fragmentation-among data sources, the
lack of standardization in definitions and data collection,
and’ difficulties in maintaining gurrent information.

national generalizgtions in

_collected in this report still presents the most compre-

hensive picture of the recreational properties market and
its impacts available.to date _ .

-

‘* Fiold lnterviewu were, conducud in Arizons,’ California, Colorado,

* Florida, Georgia, Michigan, New Mexico, North Curollna.Oncon Texas,

Vermont, Virginia. Washi . and Wisconsin, . _
11 r B

L ’
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make it difficult to draw
some cases, the information




RECREATIONAL'PROPERTIES MARKET**

1. At lehst 10 million recrgational lots have been sub- ways--as,speculative inyestments, for seasonal occlpan- *

MAJOR FINDINGS o -

.

3. Hecreational properties are- used in three major

divided in the U.S.. and HUD's Office of Interstate Land cy. and for permanent occupancy.

Sales Registration (O1LSR) includes subdivision filings
fromy’every state oxcept North Dakota and Rhode 1sland.

¢ Recreational subdivisions registered” with OILSR
art most heavily concentrated in the ‘southeaat and
'houthwust (soo Figure 1).

* Two states (Florida and T'exas) containped almost
half of the 3.5 million recreationghlots registered with
OLLSR in 1974, y

*
* Five more statos.{New Mexico. Arizona, Califor-
nia. Colorado. and Pennsylvania) contained nother
quarter of these lots. .

2. Over 3.5 million second homes had been constructed
in the U-S. by 1973,

~¢ ‘The highiwt concentrations of second homes occur’
in the Great Lakes Region, the South and New
K nglund (see l'lgum 1.

homes in the U.S. were located in Michigan, New
York, Texas, Wiawmin and California. .

* Research to date indicates that between one-third

~ and one-half of all recreational lots are bought pri-

marily as speculative investments. -

* Where second jhonies are constructed on recrea-
tional lots, most are occupied on a seasonal basis -
typically between two and three months ear.

® There is a wndancy for second homes to be con-
verted to permanent use. (Although few national
data exibt. some local surveys of second home owners
report that as muny as half intend to move into their
second homes on a permanent basis at some point in
the future. In addition, recreation lots are also being
| purc hased initially for use as permapent home sites.

. 4. Speculation in ‘recroational lots tends to, be most |

highly contentfated. in ummprovod mcreatxonal subdivi-
P su)‘nsrConsumers w‘fm ‘plah on-usi their prbpei'ty them,c

* selves tond 10 gurchaselots in sub
* In 1970, apprmnmutelv one-third of the second provements and aienities: - ~

o._\. .

b. Rocreatxqpal subdlvtstﬂn‘generally ha.ve fewer basic -
site improvements than conventienal, first home sub-

** Few studies to duu havk nttempted to distinguish among diffdrent types of recroational land developmont, therefore much of ¢He duta presonted in these

findings can only appear m aggregate torm rather than being relaged to spacific project types. 3

—— —

N

1974, giving it four. fifths as many, recreational subdivisions as Fl

material obtained from the files, June. 1973.

' ~FIGURE L RECREATI()NAL LAND DEVELOPMENTS REGISTERED WITH OILSR, 1973,
. ' *.m = 1 subdiyision) .

Note: Since the data for thia figure were collected (June, 1973), pr%a_jumgs fnqm Texas incmaaed from 65 to 463} by Jmum.y. +

Source: U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Interstate Land Sales Ragiatration. Unpublished
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dwmoni but are often similar in demgn and layout (see A Heavy front- end investments are lelred into mass..
Figure 1H). marketing and advert;smg schemes, rather than -~
o Two-thirds of the projects surveyed at OILSR had into the basic site improvements fiacessary for !
#0 central sewage systems. and one-third had no housing comptrugtion and occupachy. - ) ,:a§,...
* tentral watér quwms Many contained only dirt ® Since both the land sales firmg and the lmuyem. L
roads . " are primarily interested in maximizing yeturns on .
v . R
. lhe size of most recreat,ional land developments W epheir mvestmendts, “3‘“;9’ ‘has 'f““Ch incentive to
is relatively large. Recreational -subdivisions filed lmprovt thel:ar;l uf nl often the firm does not even .
with OILSR average 1,000 acres each, expect to sell all the Jojs. .
" Typical lot sizes range from one-fourth acre’to one : Thle 5o dspemlat.n(rie d&:u:) (:“"83?: p.reciude alxrt:a- .
acre. At full buildout, the densities of these sub-’ ive land uses and diclate patlerns o' rowL [o¥
L ) X . years to come.“They lock up large parcels of land by
divisions are as high as-metropolitan suburbs. " .
Y . - ) X fragmenting and schttering ownership, making any
6. Owning recreational property is no longer a luxury future reassembly of the land legally difficult and
limited to uppemmome families. economically prohibitive.
* One U.S. family in 12 owns & piece of recreationhl - 8. At the other extreme, large scale second home
property —either a vacant recreational lot or & second projects and“resort - communities tend to have an
home.. . : ’ . v urbanizing effect on rurl hireas as homes are constructgg
e Todays typical second "home owners are whits,  and public service demands increase (depending on their~
middl 5 .class families whose incomes and educations “scale, level of improvements, and growth rates#
- are only slightly-higher than the national averages "o The relative scale.of rechyational land development, . *..
~ (seetigure 1V). ‘fs often massive in icomparison to ‘existing rural
J T&b fourths of all second home owfers live m development, and can regult in substantial primary
_,metropolitan areas. and secondary populat.ion growth over »
R Un}mproved recreational subdivisions are,.in many * Most second home ownets are utbanitbs ““d tend
cases, resulting in extensive premature subdivision of land to demand increasingly urban levels of public ger- ,
(i.e., homesjtes subdivided and sold with no foreseeable _ vices. . !
demand forN4sidential’ use). Mapy of these speculative o The tendency for some recreational properties to
_ subdivifions stand little chance of ever becomm‘wy ‘become permanently occupied further reinforces.
" comnjunities. . e - this urbanizqtion process. .
- : , 1 3 “ B 3 ':: '
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ' ‘
1.. Moat pnvironmental impacts caused by recreational

‘oW

_land dévelopment are*no different in’ kind from those of

other conventional subdivisions of similar size, density,

-, and levels of improvement. Their environmental effects

S

l
b ¢
-~ ow

may be moreserious, however, due to their lack or inade-
(uacy of basic siteimprovements and their tendency to be
located dn sitese which are environmentally fragile, of
*apec inl public concernt due to théir unidue natyral féatures,
or in- areqg which lack thé natural mpauty lmwssary to

' umwm intenkive davolnpmmt

o Hecitsw of b}xmr tﬂndom.y to locate in more sensi-
ive environmental areas. recreational subdivisions
,‘_l in unvmmnwnwl impacts which ary more

Y 'M qubdlvwi.onq are often built to lower
stundifda” than conventional subdivisions " (e.g",
soptic mnkq on qnmll lots, private wells, dirt roads,
oto.), more  sefious onvnmnmunml

i danflﬁ

rosulting °
s home con-nructmn and occupancy occur.

* Twi of the most ¢cofnmon environmental impacts -

caused by lowgr devgl@pment standards are ground

| surface water-polhition fromt septic tunks (es- _
' n areas ndjacent t¢lakes and streams). and
iy nndmltahmn from funoff geherated by dirt

'- ids ‘and bare construction ﬂlwa .

_"Othor environmental, lmpacts whigh have resulted
m recreational ovelo;m\ont include air pollugion
pecially from héavy wtomobﬂe traffic in moun-+
s areas), increasedt ssolid w&ﬁand litter, the”
ction of fish and w:ldhfe habltat,q increfised

RN Y
destr

) L 4
fldoding and flood damage due to incroased runuff
“from Impervious surfuces and ffoodplain construc-
tion, and aesthetic blight: )

2. Although pinimproved recreational subdivisions can
be  designed to  minimize “potential environmental
problems, those designed to maximize short run returns
from lot. sales aro ofton platted as simple gridiron projects
which show little sensitivity for the topography or other
natural features of thé landscape. .. -

¢ Serious erosion and lakb and stream siltation
have been caused.in many such projects due o the
grading of dirt roads” on steep slopt\s and across_
natural drainage courges.

¢ Homosites platwd on excessive slopes have often
caused ergsion and siltation when developed.

e Other “environmental impacté in  unimproved
pr(;ject,s have been less serious to date because of
their lower lovel of development activity, buildout,
and occupancy. The potential for serious environ-
mental damage, however, is high where initial site
design is poor and projects lack basic improvements
in water supply and sewage disposal systems.

v . . . I3 . .
3v Generalizations on environmental impacts in

improved second honfe projects and resort communities

are more difficult to make since they vary widely from
project to project gepending vn a variety of factors
including: % :

* The naturad characteristics of each individual

site, such as topography; soils, groundwater, wild-
*
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o lnl ohuined m the files. Aune, 1973

Sr'pF mwmvvm‘ms IN RECREATIONAL LAND DEVELOPMENTS -
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projects contain both central sewer systams and some septic tanks. Misstng

m%m of Housing and Urban Development Office of Interstate Land Sales Registration. Unpubliahed
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C All U.S. Householdy » . . Households Owning a Second Home .
Sources: . | . .
Date for' Households Owning Second Homes: U.S. Depgrtntent of Commerce, Bureau of th\CeM. Public Use Sample of Basic
Records’ from the 1970 Census, State bdmplou
Yata for All U.S. Households: U.S. l)epnrtxnu t of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Metropolitan Housing Characteristics,
Inited States and Regions, 1970. Report No. HC (2)-1. {Washington: Government Printing Office. 1972.) Tables’A-3, A-7, and
A -8; and U.S. Department of Commerge, ‘Bumau\)f the Census, Detailed Housing Characteristics, United States Summary, 1970.
Report No. HC (1)-B1. (Wushmgton (mvemment, Prmtmg Office, 1972. Tables 29, 31, and 54. ‘

life, and unique natural features. &\ . acquxsntion +prograps, outbidding and preemptmg
some unique natural resource areas planned for inclu.

o The physical characteristics of ‘each project in- |
A Ak proj : sion in the public lands system.

cluding size, density. site design, and especially the - *
Jlevel of improvements (water and sewer systems, * Fire dangers have ingreased on public lands as a ’
~roads, etc.). result of adjagent populhtion growth in reqreat,iqnal

¢ The land developmont techniques and construction subdivisions.

practices used by the developer * Adjacent recreational subdivisions have increased
opportunities for unrestricted accegé onto public

* Th 1 t lati d
The adequacy of land dovelopment regulations an _lands, making environmental management diffiqult,

their gdministration and enforcement :by local and
state governments.- - I : . ® Other impacts on public lands have included in-

) creased litter and voadside garbage dumping, -in-
4. Considerable recreational land developinent hds been . ‘creased traffic, increased hunting pressures, and

located adjacem to or is surrounded by ﬂubhcfyoowned : . ; ¢
lands (o.g., national parks and natiorial fo rehta). resulting overuse of solne public \recreatmnal facilities.
ina variety of problems. ECONOMIC IMPACTS
¢ In some parts-of the country, recmatmnal land 1. Recreational land development can stimulate local
.development is in competition with D“hhc land economies through increaged tax revenues and developer
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and eonsumer spendmng  lake environmental impacts,
however, the net outcome varies frgm case to case
depending on a wide runge of factors, including:

¢ The charagferistics of the local egonomy sich bs
s size. ogonomic diversitication, and - taxation
5 policies ‘

® The chafacteriatics ot the project im‘ludiim its size,
level of infprovements, extent of recroational ameni-
) ties, and /the market prices of lots and homes.

. ® The extent of home construction and permanent
~occupancy which occurs in the project.
¢ gUhe level of fophastication of planning and fiscal

nuinagement pl‘ut‘l&‘(?(t by local governmordts.
[ 11

. 7 2 Ket fiscal impaets on local government dre positive -

o the carly lite of most projects. The increases in tax
revenues generated by development usually excood the
increased- costs of providing public services during tha

; imtial years, for several roasons.

. * Most recreational subdivisions have few homes
h\(lill i them to dute. and therefore have yot to make
magor public service demands on local gévernments.

* While second homes are taxed at the sante rates
as tirst homes. the large majority of secend homes
are stll seasonally occupied, and therefore place
few burdens on local public school systems, which
.+ generdlly consume as much as half or more” of local
- tax revenues.

Y ¥
d ause some local governments either ignore
any of the service demands of second home owners,
—7or do not have the capacity to provide them, many
recreational subdivisions sgo without the servicwss
witich would nornvally be expected in suburban
developments of similar size and density.

3. Over time, negative fiscal impacts can result frc
recreational land development if public service demands or
major capital’expanditures necessitated by these prowds
outsirip the tax revenues they generato.

.

Second home construction can be an important source of employment for local contractors and builders. .

private economic sect,ot can

-

* Fiscal impn(‘u: may become negatgvo if Aibstantial

© permanent occupancy by families with school age

children ‘occurs in recreationgl subdivisiony.

° Nogm-i% fiscal impacts can also occur if deva‘lop
moht necessitutes any major, unexpected enpltal
expenditures by loeal governments, such as im.
proving an accesd road o a project, or expanding a
sOWage” treatmen( plant to fncllitilw @ new recrea-
tional subdivision. .

® IMiscal impacts can also become nogative when
recroational  subdivisfons (oa;m/:llly romote ones)
are only sparcoly populated, and the costs of

poviding public services over long distances to a few
“residences oxceeds the total tax rgvenues generated

by these projects.

4. Communities hawve tried to reduw negative fistal -
impacts by various methods.

e Standard facilities requirements (commonly used
with conventiongl subdivisions) for roads, water
supply, and sewage dispossl systems have usually.
been successful in reducing sub&nquent public invest.

ments for such facilitios.

® Some communities have qnwuraged privately
owned and maintained facilitied (usually by property
ownors associations) rdther than accepting ,public
responsibility for future| mainténance and operation.
This approach can leag th ppobléms, however, if
property owners assodiationg collapse and local
government has to steplin, |

* A few communities have tried to avoid certain
public service costa by tespricting permanent occu-
pgncy, but experjence {o date indicates that this
approath is admmiltratx aly impractical and difficult
to enforce. LY .

5. The impacts of rocreat onal land development on the

* A major benefnt, ia the Increase in community
income which geeurs to the ex‘tent that expenditures

both positive and negative.
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made by deselopers and property owners are Wade
. the local economy  Studies haver shown  that
betwAwen one thirdwnd three-fourths of total develop-
monl‘_und nser uxpi\l*dllunm may acerue Lo the local
area, depending pnmartly on the levols of project
improvements and amenities, the extent ol home
construction and occupaney. and the availability of -
goods and services m the loeal community . Unime
prgved subdivisions generate relatively hittle com-
munity meonmie compared to improved second home
projects and resort communities sinee dvvolo;n&wn(
activity., home constraction,  and  occupancy  are
nunmal

e *New job opportumities may also be ¢reated,.either
directlv i the construction and operation of projects.
or indirectly in local businesdes serving projects and
thew residents At the same time, some old johs,
usualty agnculturally related, may be displpeed.

¢ In some commumties, the cregtion of new  jobs

trom recrentional land development Kas- attracted

job scokers from outsade the local aren, ereating com

petition for the new jobs which are available, and also
. genernting secondary population growth for which.,

public services must be provided by local govern-
. ment '

.- @ Recreational land development has ‘created
anarkets for the sale of margnal farm, grazing, and
timber lands m mady parts of the country. On the
other hand (although not well documented), develop-
ment has caused upward pressures on land values,
housing costs, and_ tux assessments pricing some
native rural tamilies out of tafming and local housing
nu{rkvls.

SOCIAL IMPACTS

1. As home construction and occupancy in recreational

subdivigions oceurs, traditional rural cultures and life-
styles change. Service oriented tourist cconomies lmgin
to replace agricultural economies as subdivisions and
second homes replace farms and woodlands. These social
changes are aceentuated by the fuct that the newcomors

sure generally urbanites with attitudes and lifestyles which

are in marked contrast to those found in most rural com-

munities. Local attitudes toward these social changes vary’

-widely.

e Some local residents view recreational land de-
velopment and its resulting population growth aes a
cultural as well as an economie asset. They welcome
the stimulus of change - the influx of new people
with lifestyles and attitudes different from thei.r"'liinh.'

.
.

*e Others regrot the gradual erosi'(m, of traditional
rural culture, but accept it as the inevitable price of,
economic growth.

¢ Still others consider reereational land development
a form of exploitation and colonization by a wealthier
urban class. In some parts of the country where
second home development has been exbensive, local
residents strongly resent the countryside becoming

! .

10

~ L}

N

j o .
: \ .

a vagation suburb for nuddle weome tanuhes from
the ciiies : .

2. Other socinl impaets which have concerned local
residents are increased crowding and  traffic, incronsed
crime. and rostricted  access to public recreational
tucilities. ) , '

3 " Recreationd] property ownoers ny become important
politien? torces in rural communitios, dopun'ding largely
upon their occupancy pattorns.

e Families using their second homgs  seasonally
scldom become involved in local community affairs.
Second home developments have been called “com-
manities of limited liubiLify" where residents come
to rest and relux, taking little interest in local rural
problems which do not directly affect thom.

e When recreational land development rvesults in .
permanent population growth, the political effects
cun be substantial in sparcely populated rural aroas.
T'he tendency for these nowcomers to take an active
part in local affairs is aceentuated by the facw that
they generally have higher educations, higher in.
u.nn\m‘ and more free time.

4. Many second homeowners sﬂnm a tommon attitude
referred to by some as the “gangplank sy ndrome.™ Having
moved o an area to enjoy its natural beauty and rural®

. atmosphere, they are apxious to keep it that way, and

. growth policies. In other cases

close the door on further growth. In rural communities
adverse to more recreationgl development, these
individuals have often been instriNnental in shaping l(i_(‘a‘
ospecially where local
residents still wish to capitalizogh land dt\vul‘o”nnt. this
“we've gnt ours'” attitude to some second horfie owners is
deeply resented. .
>

A

5. Consumer victimization in recreational land sales has

been a serious national issue for over 10 years, and it

remains an important social issue today. Thousands of

consumors have been the victims of high-pressure sales
"

tactics, deceptive und fraudulent advertising practices,,

and broken promises.

e Consumer victimization has been far more wide-
spread and “serious in the unifaproved *lot  sales
business. than in other sectors of this industry.

® During 1973 at the peak of the recreational land
development boom, OILSR received 1,600 letters
per month from consumers, over half of which were
complaints against land/sales firms. Most vonsumers R
complained about thesfailure of developers to deliver
on promised improvments, deceptive sales practices,
and the poor investment potential of the property.

e Many recreational lot buyers have been dissatis-
fied with their purchases. Some surveys have report-
ed that as many as half of the responding lot buyers
were disappointed. : -’

* The investment potential of many. unimproved
*recreational lots ha}geen poor, partly due to the fact
that the original lot prices were so inflated with sales
and promotion costs. Resale experiences have been

™ A
~
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dismal lor many consumets, snd somo havo failed ““"“ stilidards to recreational subdivisions and second
even to recoup their original investments. \ homes as t‘hoy have to permanent home developments,’

. ’ o “plthough somb communitios have granted varianeqfJrom
REGULATION OF DEV PZI.()PMI‘IN'l" unpmvmu:mt. stunllards for streets, curbs and gutter,
.. - . o . _ storm drainuge systems, sidewalks, Wnd stroet lighting., s
B t'The major responsibility, for controlling the location " Suamfards affoc ting public health more directly. (a. &Ko
and:substantive quality of Ft\rmmmml land dovolopment  * oy ntor .uply and sewggte disposal requiremonts) have ot
* rests with local m»‘ormmﬁ\ta but on the whole, they have® . Boon as *froquently mdified, although onfor(\luont B
. not been offective I’ exercising this responsibifity. ?p, actic o 'vury widply . . ’

) * Recreational land- develépment prmmurou l}nVl‘ \ . 4. Mgny ‘reattonal lots and so(‘ond homeg m(iawd
been the greatest in rural areas where local land use before leeal réuulatmns were adopled '‘and do not! meeot
controls have historically been the weakost. currant development and construction standards. Govern.

U o Many local gernments had no zoning or sub. ment’s response to the developmont aud usy of these
division regulations at all when the recroational fnnd properties has varied. . o T
development boom hit in the mid-1960s. Conse- o

.. quently . hundreds of recreational subdivisions have * lnmost cases, home construction on substandard
byen platted and sold across the country without re(_‘n:ntimml lots has been permitted without ad-
heing subject to any pyblic devolopment standards ,  horence to current standards.

OF TOVIeW . . h\_'othur casos, compromises have been made,
* Maost local land use controls in rurul communitien usually” for - side-y ‘"‘? und setback requirements.

© wire never designed to regulate lnrgv scale dovelop- ' ll‘enlth cotlos regulating wator supp!y and sewage

ment, and are inadequate to do the job. dlsp(lm‘n | systogis hitve been compromised less often,
. ) makig many small recreational lots essontlally un-
* Admimstration and  enforcement  of lande use buildable i

. controls in rempty rural areas are often weak. Pro- o '

fessional staft are scarce and budgets are small. * Few rural communities have any régulations

' i ) : mgmrmg second homes to meet current code require-
®* Many local communitits failed to anticipate the .‘ments when they are wnvort,ed to permanent use.
scale or density of encroaching recreational nd o ! .
developient until too late to ﬁwpond effectividy to, . State governmonts have strengthuned their role in
it. Others have resisted land use controls until de- luud use cdhtrols in recent years, affecting recreat,lonal'

olopnu-nt mnpacts have reached crisis pmpurtlona
forcing *them into action. ' .

e <.

2. Recreational lmul..giovoh)pnwﬁt is not a phenomenon
requiring a totally new regulatory approach. Traditional
land use control techniques commonly used in-urbanized
arcas have been successful in preventing the major nega-
tive environmental and economic impacts of récreational
land, development. although they will not n®cessarily
induce high quality develdpments dbmgned with sensi-

# (ivity to thew environment. »

* The major negative impacts of recreatiorial land
dovolnpnwnt on loval commanities have resulted
primarily from the total lack or inadequacy of local
land development regubgtions, as well as poor ad
ministration. s 2

* In_communities’ which have regulated dovelop-'

ment,. conventional techhiques such as zoning,

ordinances, subdivision regulations, facilities . re-

quirements, and building and health codes hdve

proven adequate tools for preventing most negative
. environmental and economic impacts.

i

¢ lLocal development regulations have not, howevaer,
been effective in resolving conflicts over locatipn
between recreational land developniént and criti¢al
envnmnmental arvas of greater than local concepn.

o memng natural_resources such as coastal, wet..

Jands from dtsvolopmem impacts has gonerally ro-
‘Yuired state or federal initiatives.. »

3. Most communities have apglied the same develop-

Q .

.

j

land development in two ways.

* A few sta s/havo passed laws requiring local
governments to adopt land use and development
fegulations, offen with provisions for staté interven-
tion if local gdvernments fail to act (e.g., California
and Orogon), Also, some states, such as Vermont,
Maine, and Florida have eet up their own review and
“approval .procedures for certain developments,
which have included recreational land developments.
'BotMse roaches have helped to close the
+ &  gapy in local reguliRions which have allowed develop: e
* mentto go unchecked in many parts of the country. °

* Fmerging state laws aimed at protecting wetlands,

coastal zones, shorelines, mountains, scenic rivers,
i floodplains, and other critical environmental areas
are helping to protect environmentally’ sénsitive
Jands which are often under héavy development
pressure from recreational subdivisions and second
homes. Such legislation reduces the area in which
recreational land devéfopment can operate without
pyblic scrutiny, and helps to protect remaining
natural areas which recreational subdivisions could
presmpt or despoil.

-4

t. : .

. 6. This emerging body of state land use and critical area
“logislation hag set important prggedents and resultdli in

better recreational land development in some areas. But

- state programs vary considerably. Many contain admlnis-
.trative loopholes, minimal standards, and weak enforce.

} ment provisions. In short, the expanded state role in land

) 11.
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use controls 1 still too new to ofter any national panacea
tor madequacies ot the local lovel. ‘The bulk of the respon:

il

The issues rbe recreational l*l development are
as broad and varied s the subject of'\irbanization itself.
Most ot these issues have alrendy beon dealt with in
urbanized argas, and their solutions may usually be found
in the application of existing methods and techniques for
regulating the quality. location, quantity and timing of
land  development.  Coftrolling  these variables  will
encourage good recreational land development of lasting
while helping communities dvoid the negative

>

impacts which many have already experienced.

The key mgredwntab of development tluallty are the

adequacy of basic site improvements such as water and
sewer systems, roads and drainage systems, site design,
and construction standards. Adequate project facilities
lessen the extent of environmental impacts as well as the
‘potential for negative fiscal impacts on local governments.
Construction of ddequate project facilities also provides a
greater stimulous to the local economy. Adequate
development standards will drastically reduce premature

\'/m reatiénal subdivisions. Controlling development
(¢

juality is also the surest form of consumer protection.

" Simpiy informing consymers of product deficiencies -has
~.proven inadequate as a means of protection. Only through

‘assurances that the products themselves are fit will con.
sumers be truely protected.

-

N

ports presented by developers. Many consumers do
" not bother to read this information, and many of

dibnlity tor regulnting the quality of recreational land those who do cannot undurut“nd it.

#developmant still rests in the hands ot local gnvorm\wflt. . . )

. . ¢ The marketing and advertising: prucévea of land

"7 Over 40 states have some form of consdingr pro- sules firma -are® oxtremoly persuasive and difficylt -
tection legislation regulating land sales. Their quality (o segulate and police.  This is especially trug of
varies widely trom stath to state, and only a few, (e.g., " the verbyl cluims made by mll(!‘in\lﬂl : .
California, New York, and Michigan) are considéred tough * Existing land salos laws have croated an illusion
enough to otfer ponsumers any significant protection. In of widesprond consuer protection, when in fact
many states these laws often hinder good recreational land mmumnt vi(‘tixﬁimtion continues t(.) be a prohler.n.
developers, add to the cost ot land and housing. and yet H'un-\o consumors Qun think a property report Y ‘;
allow many unscrupulous firms to continue operating. ;'ndvrel ct\r.tiﬁcutio‘n of a projoct.

R “The federal response to recreational land develop- e Federal (and state) agencios administoring land
ment has been essentinlly  restricted to tho field of " sales laws have not had the staff and budget ve-
consumer protection through: diselosure, primarily SOUrcos m"mssury to get the job done.
through the Interstate Land Sales Full DisclosuredAct 9 .
admmstered by HUD 9. Beyond mnsumor'pmtectmn. the federal govern-

) ment’s effoct on recreational land development has been

* Federn! (nnd state) lnnd sales laws have boen un- limited and indirect. Some foderal laws such as the

able to wipe out consumer victimization. They have National Envifonmental Policy Act, the Coastal Zone

relied almost exclusively on the full disclosure Management Act, and the Water Pollution Control Act

“f“l“"i‘l““‘ which has no direct effect on the quality could have important influonces on development in. the

()l the product itself, and puts the burden on con future, deponding on how they are further interpreted,

sumers to r\ud and evaluate detailed pbmporty re- administered, and enforced.

+ d .
.
b s
iy : -
REC()MM?AMTI()NS - o '
. . . . . °

I'he location of new recreational land development must
nlso be carefully evaluatetl to prevent the loss of unique
environmental areas which should be preserved in their
natural state. To avoid environmental damage, sites must
be chosen which ‘have the natural capacity to support
development at the intensity proposed. Present and future
public service delivery costs are alsp a function ¢f site
locations. And choosing appropriate development sites
can’ further protect consumers from such things as
flooding and other natural. hazards, as well as assuring
them of buildable homesites.

Regulating the quantity and timing of development
prov.xdeq a further means of avoiding negative impacts.
The scale of development ‘(measured in dwelling units or
projected population) should be sensitive to the resource
capabilities of the land to avoid overloading natural
systems such as the groundwpter supply, and the timing
of large projects should be in phase with local govern-
ment’s ability to provide public services and capital
improvements. .

The followmg‘recommendatxons foclxs on the major roles
and responsibilities of different levels of Rovernment in -

_regulating recreational land development. For some juris- -

dications, new development pressures may only require
modification of exjsting regulations, but for many others

19 |
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where fow or nmdmluutn development controls are in
otfect. major etforts will be nee essury including the hlrmg
jof protessional staft to plan tor growth and administer the
wur\ coptrols  Some of the costs of mgulntmg

rqfentional land development wilt be passed on to recrea-

“Liohal property buygys themselves. Othors will inevitably

be shared ‘by the general public These costs of managing
prowth, however, should far outweigh the negative con-
sequences of uncontrolled recreational land development.
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

In most states, local governments still have the bylk ot
the authority for regulating land use. but many of them
have not tully exercised their responsibility to do so.

I Local governments m rural areas which do not yet
regulate land development should move quickly to draft
land development regulations, accepting the experiences
ol othars wulmut watting for a local crisig to ogeur.

* They should establish on gomg planning processes
to guide the orderly growth of their communitios,
designating areas most suitable for rﬂ‘routiﬁl sub-
divisions and areas worthy of preservatidh due to
they?uatural, scientitic, histotical. or archasological
signtficance.

® ‘T'he land use controls adopted should reflect the

best emerging techmques from urban and suburban
Ky !

development.  experience  including  planned  unit
development and site plap review procedures. en-
vironmental and fiscal impact analysis, and environ,
mental performance: controls. | .

¢ Sensitive environmental areas such as hillsides,
wetlands, and shorelimes should be governed by

~regulations  designed  to minimize Jnvironmental |

.impacts during and after construction. These regula-
tions should preseribe performance standards and
previentive techniques  governing such things as
erosion and runoft control, removal of vegetatmrl,
density reductions on excessive slopes, and buffer
2ones and setback requirements for lakes, streams,
and other water bodies.

¢ Cluster techniques should be omuuraged’ or re-
quired in sensitive environmental areas permitting
substantial portions of develppment sites to be left
in undisturbed, natural open space.

¢ Development [;rup()sals should be carefully re-

viewed to ensure that projects do not block or inhikit

access to public recreational .areas and public lands.

2. Where development regulations already exist, they
should be caréfully reviewed to determine their adequacy
to deal with large scale recrpational projects. Obsolete
_ordinances should he amended or redrafted. Loopholes
" which permit subdivisions to be created without bemg
officially reviewed and approved (such as t,hrough suc-
, cessive lot splitting} should be closed.

3. Standards for recreational land development should ..

be appropriate for the scale and density of that develop-
ment, and the natural Larrymg capacities of the site. In

RIC - ..

= o Provded by SHC .
.

visente Lthis means that “recreational subdivisions and

secopd  homes should adhore to -th(( same  generally ¢

accepted development standards roquired for conventional
tirst home’'subdivisions of similar geale and donsity .

e Septic tanks should not be considored acceptable
ts a permanents means of sowage disposal” in high
density sulydivisions. Where central sewer systems
are not feasibile, density limits should be set low
enodgh to guarantee that septic: tanks pose no
threat to ground<of surface water quality. tActual
density standapds will vary from pla( o to place de-
pending on soil suitability, ground water conditions,
ete)

. ® Where septic tanks are permittéd, evidence of
adequate site capability (lot size/soil conditions)
shouwld be provided on a lot-by-lot basis to prevent
the platting of any unbuildable lots.

‘.‘ . - . N .
¢ Separation requirements between private wells and

septic tanks should not be compromised. Rur

health codes should be reviewed for their adequax
to deal with large scale, high density subdivisions.
Health code enforement (which is extremely lax in
some rural arcas) should be stepped up with routine

ingpections of developmnt sites.  , .

. Project facilities (e.g., water s;xpply and sewage

, “disposal systems) should be designed to accom-
modate penk loads at full occupancy. Even though
most second homes gre anly occupied on a seasonal
basis, projects. can be fully occupied during peak
recreational seasons, and facilities must have the
capacity to sgrvice them during these ?eriods of peak
demand.

® Variances, if granted,. from conventional design
stundards (for such improvements as roads. and
* drainage systems) should be based solely on’ sound
engineering design and environmental performance
criteria depending on the density and scale of the
project and the natural characteristics of the site.
Deyelopment standards should not be reduced on the
grounds that project facilities will be privately owned
and lpamtamed by the developer or a property
. bwners association.

* Vagiances froin other conventional subdivision
improvement requirements (e.g., street lighting,
sidewalks, curbs and gutters) may be appropriate
at low densities to redyce development costs and
maintain rural character. Decisions on such vari-
ances, however, should also be based on performance
criteria and t.he needs of prbject residents, and may
be equally appropriate for first home developments
under similar conditions, )
4. Local govémn;ents should take steps to ensure that
basic site improvements are in place when they are needed
by the residents. »

¢ ‘(iovernments should plan for and approve recrea-
“tional land development on the assumption that full
buildout and permanent occupancy may occur over

.« . 13
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Local lund development regulations should include controls designed to mnmmuo envmmmmtal damago due to erosion and runoﬂ' from bare construction
sites, espesially on ateep terrain.

time, rather than permitting the subdivision of unim-

proved land on the assumption that no one will ever

live in these prajects.

¢ kxperience has shown that®he safest procedure to
ensure the installation of facilities when needed is to
require initial installation by the developer. Where
buildout is predicted to occur over many years, pro-
jects should Be developed in phases. Using building
and occupancy permits, local officials should restrict
home construction to development phases in which
adequate facilities are being installed.

e In lieu of initial installation, local goverﬁ ents

should require developers to provide adequape inan-
cial guarantees that-the facilities will, in fact, be

‘installed as needed. using such devices as perfor-
_ mance bonds or escrow accounts. If facilities are not
instalied initially or guaranteed by the developer,

also be certified before any subdivlsion plat is,

local governments may ultimately have to accept:

responsibility for providing these improvements.
While this responsibility can legally be placed on
individual property owners or their associations
through clauses in deeds, such clauses may be im-
practical or even impossible to enforce when the
facilities are actually needed.

* No subdiviaion plat should be approved, building
permit {ssued, or lot sold uhtil after the existence of
a water supply adequate to support full buildout and
permanent occupanc, hes been certified. The ade-
quacy of proposed sewage dlsposal 'methods should

approved.

e Wherever possible, local governmenta should

guide the location of development jpto areas where

1 4

. facilities and services well before the actual need

they have the existing o planned capacity to provide
the necessary public services.

b. bteps should alsa be taken to reduce environmental
problems in existing recreational subdivisions.

¢ Governments should take immediate steps in-.* -
vacant or partially developed subdivisions to control
erosion-and runoff from subst,hndard rqad beds and
cleared construction sites. .

¢ In communities where substandard recreational
lots predate local subdivision regulations, she
issuance of building permits should be contingent
upon full compliance with current water supply and
sewage disposal requirements. Unfortunately, such a
policy will leave some recreational lot owners with
unbuildable homesites unless central water and
sewage systems are installed.

.* In communities whete a substantial number of
“vacant recreational subdivisions already exist,
fnrther development plans should be closely
. monitored to alert local officials to the need for public.

¢

arises.

¢ Monitoring programs should be set up to routinely
“check the performance of septic tanks, in existing
projects. '

8. Local governments should, take steps to ensure that
recreational land development is an econgmic asset rather
than a liability to their commtunities.

* Local governfnents should study the'fiscal canse-
quences of proposed projects, using this information .
to negotiate project plans 'wit.l} developers (e.g.,

. ) .
. . » :
2 . - )
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dwelimg wnit nun. bedrooms and floor areas per
Awelling mit, ete ). Fiscal information .can alyo be
used to plan for tuture capital improvament s to meet
public service demands as they arse. Where develop-
ment pressures overtax the capacity of loeal govern.
ment to undertuke the necessary s udies japplication
tees should be used to cover the costs of obtaining
oulside techmeal assistance.

¢ Development regulations should require project
tacthities to meet all current standards for public
dedication when imitially constructed or olse require
that they be brought up to public standards at the
property  owner’s expense  before  dedication .is
accepted. n~

. l'l'(\j(‘(‘(‘ approvals  can incorporate  conditions
which ensure that whenever major associated public
mprovements are requuired by development (sucheas
Improving an aceess road to a remote subdivision),
the developer will be assessed tees” covering these
costs to the extedt that such improvements ave
directly necessitated by the project.

¢ Local otficdals should encourage  developers to
establisty spending and hiring policies in favor of the
local economy to the extent teasible.

STATE GOVERNMENTS .

State governments have two important roles to play in
regulating recreational land development. First they
should gssist in the strengthening of ‘plunning artd land
use controls at the local level, and oo that gaps in local
regulations are, in fact. closed. It is unrealistic to expect

~all rural governments o devealop adequate regulatory
systems without outside assistance., and in some cases

some prodding. Many local governmoents dé not have
adequate staft to plan for and regulate large scale land
development. nor the financial resources necessary to hire
these skills. There is also strong political resistance to land
use planning and controls in many rural aroas.

Sccafid, state overnments should initiate controls over
eritical vnvimnnﬁ'ntul areas of greater thamr le)cal concerh.
Because .many of these areas span more than one local
Jurisdiction, and because regional and state interests in
the use of these lunds mayr‘f-(mﬂict with local interests,
local regulations alone are not adequate to protect many
critical aroas. : : )

1. St.q'yv governments should enact legislation man-
datitig focal governments to adopt the necessary or-
dinances to plan for and regulate land use within their
Jurisdictions. e

< e

Ay . R ,
¢ Local land use regulations should be required to
meet minimum  statewide standards  for project
design and review procedures. State agencies should
be designated to intervene inthe review and approval
process where local governments fail to act within

specified time periods. )

* Adequate technical and financial assistance should
be made available by states to local governments
which do not have the necessary resources to plan
and regulate development oh their owrm

* Where regional planning agencies and lLocal De-

~elopment Districts (in the Appalachian Siates)
exist, sfates should take full advantage of these
existing staff resources in providing technical’plan:
ning aysistance to local governments.

Development regutations which do not require that adequate wtility and romd improvements to by installed or Rypranteed in recreational subdivisions can

residt an future ecopomic problems for lpcal governments and property vumners.
v [}
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2. 1n addition to strengthening local planning and land
use controls, state governments should enact stronger
legislation protecting eritical environmental aroas
including wetlands, shorelines, coastlines asnountains, and
other environgentally fragile lands. — © -

o Statewide lund use plang s)muld identify areas
suitable ang unsuitable tor reroafional land develop-
ment. including criteria for guiding the location of

‘.dv\'(-lupnwm These guidelines should be designed to

“avord conthets between development and  prime
agricultural lands. critical environmental areas, and
lands nevded tor the expansion of public recroutipnal
facilities such as state parks.

e Priorities~tor designating  critical environmental
areas should take into account existipg or potentis
development pressures o ensure that critical -areas
are not preempted by subdivisions.  *

e Environmental impact statement prm‘edu.rt's
* should be apphed to private developiments in critical
environmental areas

e States should set up ongping data systems which
monitor trends in both rural land subdivision activity
and second home construction.

3. Existing state policies and programs for acquiring
public lands such as packs. recreational areas, and wildlife
retupes should be reviewed in light of shiftipg recreational
land developpient pressures. :

e Priorities for such programs should be adjusted
and implementation speeded up as necessary to pro:
vent the preemption of areas which, “due to their
lochtion and natural features, would better serve the
recreation needs of the general public. The recent
economic slowdown in the recrentional properties
market offers some exoellent opportunities to acquire
naturitl areas for preservation and public use at re-
duced costs. '

e The accessibility to existing public recreational
areas such as lakeshores and coastlines should be
reviewed and the necessary steps taken (e.g., acquis-
ition. easement) to guarantee that public access into
these areas is not restricted or hindered by private

development.

4. State governments should strengthen existing land
sales legislation in order t6 improve consumer protestion.

e State land sales laws should be amended where
necessary to prohbit the advertising or sale of any
lot ot dwelling unit until financial guarantees (e.g..
performance bonds, " escrow funds) are in force en-
suring that promised improvements and facilities will
be constructed. N : )

¢ (ooling off .petjods in which consumers may Te-
consider sales terms should be extended to 14 days.

e Developers should be required to substantiate
claims of resale land values or be restricted from
making them. Developers should also be required to

.
\

»

-

disclose the success rocords of any resale programs

which they operate. :
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
. “The federal government has several important roles to

play in encouraking High quality rocreational land

development, including proyiding financial incentives and
assistan™® for state and local land use planning and critical
aren pr&ectiun. and strengthening consumer protection
MERsUTes,

1. 'The federal government should provide a major
impetus in stronthgning stute angd local planning - and
development controls.

" o The foderal government shoutd take full advantage
of its existing legislative mandates (.., HUD 701
programs, Section 208 planning requirements,
coastal zone manggement, ete.) to encourage ade-
quate land management through existing federal
funding programs to state and local* agencies.

¢ (‘ongress should enact, additional logislation ds .
needed to pravide- financial aid to state and local +
governments for land use planning-and management.

2. Steps-should be taken by the federal government to
reduce the negative impacts and management conflicts,
betwden public lands and recreational development on

s adjacent private lands.

e Any future federal land use legislation should
include provisions requiring the coordination of land
use plans and development controls between federal:
agencies managing public lands (e.g.. the U.S.
Forest Service, the National Park Service) and «
state and local units.of government with authority '
over adjacent private lands.

e Federal agencies managing public lands should be
more discriminating in their granting of special use-
permits and land trades with private developers, .
of potential impacts of

3. Federal®policies and programs|for open space pro-
tection and public acquisition should be reviewed and
adjusted in light of existing and potential land develop-

ment pressures to avoid the preemption of lands needed to -

meet the recreational needs of the general public in the
years to come. ) ' '

4. The federal government should take further steps to
strengthen existing consumer protection legislation in

land suales. .

e Regulations enforced by HUD)'s Office of Interstate
Land Sdles Registration under the Interstate ‘Land -

~ Sales Full Disclosure Act should be amended ta include
the provisions recommended above for strengthing state
land sales laws. .

e In addition to the further tightening of advertising
regulations administered by OILSR, the Federa} Trade

" Commission should more aggressively exercise its . full

authority to prosecute unscrupulous land sales firms
which persist’ in making false and misleading ad-
vertising claims. _ .

23 |
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- \ APPENDICES

The following eight hppendices have been selected from the full report. to
provide additional overview data on four major aspects df recreational land
development; the existing national stock of recreational lots, second homes,
and the distribution of second home owners (Appendices A, B, and C); shifts ' :
in the pational distribution of second homes from 1950 to,1970 (Appendix D); . . -
the extent of recreational amenities in dévelopments as reported in five ’ '
different surveys (Appendix E); and estimates of current ow rship and future .
demands for recreational properties (Appendix F, G, and ). These data were - .
collected during.1973 and 1974, and in some cases may not accurately reflect
current market conditions. . . ' /
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- " APPENDIX A
v ‘ .

e L .
- Recreational Land Subdivisions, Lots, amdl Acres Filed yith the U.& O{fite of Interstate
4 Land Sales Royistration Ranked in Order of Number bf. Lgts 1974 > A
¥ State - Rﬁtsru(i:;iivo;:‘itn[:nd ) Rectea}.lonql L:)tn g Acres
’ /’ . e .
United States 3,900 3,375,821 * 7,146,229
1. Florida ' / 547" . 919,672 s 1,942,155
2. Texas y 463 717,239 876,390
3. New Mexico. -8l 342,341 + 1,030,208
4. Arizom , 426 . * 260,728 467,015 & -
5. california ¢ 252 159,944 4 622,329
6. Colorade : . 214 . 87,810. - 824,70
7. pennsylvania 136. © 75,146 135,435
8. Virginia N. 112 , 57,019 - 85,303
9. Missqqri - L ﬂ 137 54,538 - 94,715
10.4 Arkansas . ’ 76 2,695 101,449
11. Tennessee 64 45,577 - 52,057
12. Michigan sl 44,710 - 67,713
13. Mississippi 38 * . 44,686 ) 32,297
14. North Carolina 127 o 38,424 92,204
15. Georgia | . .. 5% 35,380 42,369
lo. Nevada . 33 34,129 70,208
17. “Ohio 34 ’ 32,648 . 21,725
18. wWashington ) 8. - 26,682 53,408
19. Hawali 307 . 24,454 67,944
20. West Virginia 28. . . 23,817 10,763
21. Illinois - 26 22,317 35,328
22, 1ndiana . 34 ' 22,190 13,341
23. mMaryland 50 . 21,975 29,061 .
24.. Kentucky " 60 20,863 30,033
25. Oregon 38 Lo 17,453, 30,695
26. Oklahoma 53 16,644 13,003
'27. Utah 4457 . 15,257 49,247 _
28. louisiana - 4 o 15,162 8,888 "
29. New Jersey 20 14,676 ~ - 8,377
1 30. South Carolina - 39 \ 13,058 40,02
31. Kansas 15 . 12,198 'S,KJ
32. Iowa . 23 ‘Y 11,930 , 10,294
33. Alabama : , 30 © 11,896 ‘ 13,904
-34. wWisconsin 50 ' 19,524 30,617
35. Maine ’ . 29 .- 10,267 23,003
36. Minnesota ™ . 17 9,464 21,891
37. Massachusetts 39 ) 9,290 7,860 -
38. New Hampshire 51 , . 8,298 23,350
39, New York ) . ‘15 7,083 710,492
40. Vermont ! 27 6,756 . 20,080 F
41. 1daho 43" 5,901 " 14,735
42. Nebragka’ - 9 t 3,990 4,863
43. Delaware . e 8 - 17 3,801 1,247
44. Montana L 22 2,828 20,688
45. Connecticut y . 4 2,155 2,958
46. Wyoming "8 1,276 12,607 * -
47. Alaska ‘3 553 1,536 -
48. South Dakota ‘4 377 ] 3,000
49. North Dakota 0 . 0 ‘ 0’
50. Rhode Island R 0 .« 0 ) 0
7

.

Source:r U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Int.eratate.mnd Sales Registration,
Unpublished material obtained from the files, January, 1974. .
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APPENDIX B

bmoud Homesa by Number, Por Cent of Total Second Homes, and Pdr L‘xt of

-4

. Total Houslnq Units, Ranked by Number Per Stato ;
'Unltmi States, 1970.
= vt IS —~ > = - PR e ey a2 LT ToTTs x T =P i-._,._
T Por Cunt of 'l‘ot.a‘l Socond Total . Second Homes As A
dtate Second - . ) -
Homes ! « 5 Homes L (Per Cout of Hausing Par Cent of Total
v . . : 2,143,414) Units Housing Units
United States z,?u,a.m : 100.0 68,418,094 3.1°
1. Michigan 188,864 ~ 8.8 2,954,451 6.4
2. New York 181,138 8.5 6,294, 385 2.9
1. Toxas 130, 580 ' 6.1 ’ 3,825,299 3.4
2. Wiacondtn 100, 336 4.7 * 1,472,257 6.8
: 5. california 96,639 4.5 6,994,533 .o l.4
| 6. vennaylvania 92,811 4.3 3,924,503 2.4
7. Minnosota 81,855 3.9 1,276,082 6.6
8. Maino 73,562 3.4 - 397,140 18.5
9. North Carolina, 66,811 ) 1.1 1,641,131 4.1
10.  Missouri 64, 330 1.0 1,673,332 3.8
11. Now Jursey 61,013 2.9 2,387,535 2.6
12. -Massachusetts 51,746 2.4 1,890,319 2.7
13. Ohio 47,936 2.2 3,465,161 1.4
14. Virginia 46,525 2.2 1,492,887 3.1
15. Indiana 45,367 . 2.1 1,730,020 2.6
16. Washington 45,01¢ 2.1 1,220,447 3.7
"17. New Hampshire 1,908 . 2.1 2807962 e 15.6
18. Florida y, 41,7135 2.0 2,526,536 1.7
19. Illinois 38,722 _ 1.8 3,701,866 1.1
20. South Carolina 36,242 *> 1.7 812,148 4.5
& 210 Celorado 35,467 1.7 757,053 .7
22. Georgla 13,683 1.6 1,471,132 2.3
23.  Kentucky 331,332 1.6 1,064,436 3.1
24. Tennessee 32,680 D - 1,300,183 2.5
"25, Alabama 12,663 1.5 1,120,219 2.9
26. louisiana 40,833 * 1.4 1,150,313 2.7
$7. 1lowa 29,192 1.4 958, 560 3.1
T 28, Mississippi v 28,364 1.3 699,168 4.1
29. Maryland 28,014 1.3 1,248,747 2.2
30. Oklahoma 27,758 1.3 925,238 _ 3.0
31. Arkansas 27,658 . 1.3 675,593 - 4.1
32. Vermont 27,291 1.3 - .165,068 . 16.58
3). West Virginia 26,230 1.2 597,266 ‘4.4
34. Oregon 20,946 1.0 744,602 2.8
35. Kansas 20,724 1.0 791,022 2.6
36. Nebraska 18,521 . .9 514,617 3.6
37. Arizoha 16, 380 ‘.8 584,116 2.8
38. Montana 16,225 .8 246,603 6.6
39. tdaho 15,3135 .7 244,681  6%3e
40. Connecticut 15,325 .7 980,849 1.6
41. South Dakota 15,000 .7 . 225,183 . 6.7
42. New Mexico 14,527 .7 . 325,715 4.5
43. North bakota 14,301 .6 256,222 5.6 .
44. Rhode Island - 9,974 : .40 317,193 C 3.1
45. Delaware 8,134 .3 180,212 4.5
46. Utah ' 7,979 . 3° 315,734 2.5
47." Alaska 6,705 .3 88,428 7.6
48. Wyoming 5,711 .3 116,323 v 4.9
49. Nevada - 4,277 2 172,558 | & . 2.5
50. Hawaii 3,053 : 1 ‘216 d6e . 1.4
lsecond homes are enumerated byscombinipg the United States: Burean of the Census categories, "Rural
Seasonal Vacant" and "Other Rural Vacant." Thia combination basically includes housing unitsa which are
intended for occupancy durinq' only certain seasons of the year,

2]
. Source:

Q

"ERIC

PAruntext provided by enic
L L4

tailed Housing Characteristics (Washington: Government Printinq Oftica. 1972), Final Report Hc(l)-

B1-52, Table 32.
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APPENDIX : ‘.
. * Houspholds Owning Socond Homes, Ranked by Numbor per State, United States, 1970 -
- Por Cont of Tota .
" . . Households Owning |
: State Total Housoholds "0““:"“1‘:; :wnlnq Pox ,:‘m“" '-ofh;l‘otal " a Second l‘!Ol'l\el
. . a Secon ome ouseholds (s of 2,889,77%)
.. ’ b — e et el G e et = - - )
Unitod Staton P 63,440,041 2,889,771 4.6 100.0
1. New Yark 5,913,861 289,164 4.9 10.1 .
. 2. California * | 6,573,861 264,342 4.0 ) 9.1,
3. Michtigan ! 2,6%4,059 185,778 7.0 6.4
4. Toxas 3,433,996 164,785 4.8 5.7
- 5. Pennaylvagia . 3,702,304 . *153,311 4.1 5.4
. | 6. Florida ~ 2,284,786 - 146,020 6.4 5.1
s «| 7. Massachusetts 1,759,692 112,962 6.4 . 2 3.9
T . 8. Illinois 3,502,138 110,933 3.2 3.8 )
. 9, Ohio , 1,289,432 105,129 3.2 3.6
" 1 10. New Jarsey 2,218,182, 101°, 680 4.6 3.6
11, Minnesota . 1,153,946 77,099 6.7 2.7
12. Wisconsin - 8 L, 328,804 76,216 5.7 . 2.6
11, Washington " 4,105,587 65,376 % 5.9 2030
14. Indiana 1,609, 494 59,506 ~ 3.7 2.1
15. North Carolina ° 1,509,564 56,265 3.7 1.9
16, Missouri@ 1,520,567 55,750 B 3.7 N 1.9
11, virginta - , 1,390,636 53,133 3.8 1.8
18. Georgia 1,369,225 50,1380 327 1.7
19. Louf'dtana 1,052,038 46,877 4.5 1.6
20. Connecticut s 933,269 45,7717 4.9 1.6 .
. 21. Alabama . 1,034,113 . 43,108 4.2 1.5
i ) 22. Maryland 1,175,073 42,990 3.7 1.5
23, Tennessce 1,213,187 \ 38,451 3.2 ~ 1.3
24. Arizona - 539,157’ 36,674 6.8 1.3
2%, Maine - 302,923 . 35,666 ‘11.8 1.2
26. South Carodina * 734,373 : 34,829 4.7 1.2
27. Colorado 690,928 ' 34,775 5.9 1.2
28. Kentucky ' , 983,665 32,601 3.3 1.1
29, Oklahoma ) 850,803 - 31,151 3.7 1.1
30. Towa 896, 311 B 30,104 3.4 1.0 -
31. Oregon N\ 691,631 . 30,032 4.3 1.0 .
12. West, Virginia ) 547,214 23,999 4.4 .8
. : 33. Kansas R . 727,364 . 22,925 3.2 "8
. : 34. Mississippi . 636,724 20,154 3.2 ]
. ™ 'l 35. Arkansas . " 615,424 19,863 3.2 .7
« | 36. New Mexico , ° 289,389 | {* ¥ 18,671 6.5 .6 .
37. New Hampshire .7 225,378 17,345 7.8 .8
, 38. Montana T 217,304 15,983 7.4 .6
: ) 19, Nebraska - 373,721 15,207 3.2 - .5
40. Rhode Island 291,965 , 13,337 4.6 .5 .
© "« |+41. District of Columbia 262,538 12,905 4.9 .4
e 1 42. Tdaho ’ 218,960 ° _ 12,641 5.8 .4
43. Utah T 297,934 12,222 4.1 . .4
O M4, vermont o 132,098 * 11,835 9.0 .4
45. North Dakota 181,613 10,562 5.8 .4
46. Delaware 164,804 |- 9,517 5.8 .3
: i 47. South Dakota . ° 200,807 . . 9,410 | : 4.7 .3
“ 48. Hawaii . . 203,088 8,463 . 4.2 .3 .
' | 49. Alaska 19,059 ° .. 8,389 _ 10.6 .3
50. Nevada .. 160,052 . B 8,139 * 4 51 .3
51. Wyoming ) 104,600 7,340 7.0 .3
3 4. . ) . ;. . . * . ]
. ' Source: United $tates Department of Commerce, Bureau of‘%nsus,.u.s. Census.of Housing, 1970, Detailed .
) Housing Characteristics (Washington: Government PrintingfOffice, 1972), Final Repoxt HC(1)-Bl-52,
o Table 37. . ! . . . ’
g = A ' .
L 1 . * - ~ s $
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. APPENDIX D .
+ .
- Shifts tn the Distribution of Second Homaw By State,
N . 1950, 1960, and 1970, and Par Cent Change .
s ' 1950-1970 and 1960-1970
. p .

o ’ ) e X .

“*l State = | Pur Cunt of Tota Ljfi°}‘9_ Homes in United States lfpt;?f!é:n:’( 'tu m:’iﬁlf‘:;‘:x o

. . 1950 . 1960 1970 1 ] roso-r0r0 1960-1970
By e '

" 1. michigan 9.6 a.5 8.8 - .8 .3
1é2. New vork 154 12.9 N TN - -6.9 7 -4.4
3. Texas: : . 4.1 4.0 6.1 T 2.0 L PR
- | 4. wWisconsin 5.0 4.5 4.7 - .13 .2

 T'l~5., california 5.6 e 613 4.5 ~1.1 -1.8" '

. '6‘.‘ +PGRNAy tvania 4.2 1.4 4.3 i ~- .1

ﬁ 7. -, Rinnesata 1.9 4.0~ 1.9 o] - .1

'_“ a mj 1.6 114 3.4 - .2 0 i
T NG t' » Carolina ° 1.3 1.9 3.1 1.8 1.2 -

= 310, dadart - 1.2 1.8 3.0 1.8 1.2

* it. N'&L Jersey ’ * 1.5 6.3 2.9 -4.6 -3.4

o | 12+ T Mammachusetts 5.4 4.6 2.4 -3.0 -2.2

;f-. 13. ()hm%‘m 2.2 2.1 2.2 . 0. .1

Tl 14 viped .9 1.2 2.2 ' 1.3 1.0

v 1 tnd’tm.k ' 2.1 2.0 . 2.1 o 1 -

& w&mht gt L2.1 1.9 2.1 0 .2

‘Nowt He i&lre 2.1 - 1.8 2.1 . - .2 .3,
P‘lbpida ' 2.4 i.a 2.0 - .4 -1.8
*riYinots' 1.9 1.9 1.8 - .1 - .1
Soyth Ldtoltna (Y A RIS 1.7 1.0 .6
.Cox;;rado 1.9 1.3 1.7 -2 .4
Gookygia * 7 .7 1.2 1.6 .9 .4
Kentucky 4 .8 1.6 1.2 o .8
Tonngsges . B -8 : 1.% . 1.0 .7
Alabama. - .6 1.0 1.5 .9 .5 7
Louié@ﬂba .6 1.1 1.4 .8 .3

: .7 .9 1.4 .7 .5
aisaiypl > .6 .9 1.3 .7 .4

Mary, and . 1.7 1.3 1.3 - .4 o
Ok1 "k .5 9 . . 1.3 .8 .4
Arkaﬁsas \ \ .1 1.0 1.3 .6 .3 .
Vetmont o 1.0 ‘1.0 1.3 .3 .3
Weat thi‘g\'i,._a’ Ly .4 .7 s1.2 .8 - .5

. Oregon, 1.2 .9 *>'1.0 - .2 .1
& © Kandls z-v{" * .4 .6 1.0 .6 .4
o] 38 yNebraskg. R .5 .9 .6 4

’x.'~ \31? -Arizona ‘!) ' .5 7 "8 .3 1
« % *Montana 7. “.‘1‘ “ . 3.5 .7 .8 .3 .1 -

SRS Idaha, ¥°7 \ ‘.5 . .1 S .2 0

4@1\' Connegticty’e., 2.2 ° S O R -1.5 -1.0 - °
: 41‘\‘ Soutsgéakota( 3. .4 .7 4 .3

. | FNew Mexigdo. M_. .4 . .5 .7 3 .2

‘ .“.,;North Dakbpa™. . .2 .4 .6 .4 .2
44, Rhode Igland . 4 1.1 .8 -4 -7 - .4
~[45. Helavare” 1 i, .3 .3 .3 ¢ > o 0
46 Ggan . - Wi .2 .3 .3 .1 o'
47*“ u}nska A, RS - 2 .3 . .1
8.7 W ng e~ .2 .3 3 .1 0
* ;ﬁ;,u' da . ' .1 a1 2 .1, .1
ST R 'a{._utggm e -- - 1 1 - 0
¥ W VTR N A
. ' o . < »Q ! T o ( ::r _;'_ -~ L)

1950, United -

. 8. Depar(:?&#t ‘of Comérée. Bureau of the Census: (1) U.S }, Census of Housing:
] -(via%(;{ngtom Government Printing Office, 1953), Final Report H-Al, Table 17, ("Seasonal
gwnits®, ' (2) Y. S. Census of Housing, 1960, States and Small Areas, United States Sum-

tintinl()ffice, 1963) , Final Report HC(1l)-1, Table 3,
TS Mig!‘atory Workers" plus "Other Seasonal Vacant Units"); (3) U.S. Cen-

("Units Held for

ae” -min e
ousing; 19245 Bqu:i 3 61‘1 oy ng Characteristics, United Stataa ‘Summary’ (Washington: Government
pthtin bl'qu.« 1?&5. ‘Final Report Hc(l)-Bl. Table 32. ("Rural Vacaht" plus "Othet Rural Vacant").
P . u‘." . A .
Sy, o o
. Q 40, : 2 .
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APPENDIX K

r * -
Por cont of Recroeational Land Developments With Recraallonal
Amonitios (Summary Rosults from Five Surveys) .
P EAILE DY AL WP LT rosn: m;- P— T sudesrs x;.-.‘j SRS | R TR A T A T R T IR )
4 .
' (1) 2y . (3) ) (4) I ) )
) . . Housfng
Rovtoat tonal O1LS R California ALDA ULI " .| bLata Bureau
-‘,;“k, ‘1t1 - Filings Filings Survay Survey survey
< . menitle nel,287 n=361 n=333" n=178 n=120
¢ .t —e e ~—— b - e _ ' ‘ N
j Extat ing vlanfed Existing Existing Existing Planned Existing
- T T '
| Golf course 9.6 8.1- b 20.8 e 22 o281 - 4.6 39 :
-Club House ~ . .
Facilities " 13.4 13.5 To24.1 25 24.7 1572 . 63 '
. _ c AN
. Swimming Pool l16.2 10.8° 9.1 45 40.0 . 21.9 66 ke
. ] P
Lake or Othor " : N
Waterfront | 18.3 B9 . 13.6 - {47 55,1 8.4 n.a. .
) Ponnis n.a. n.a. ‘ n.a. 33 36.5 . 22.5 54 b
. < )
Horseback n.a. n.a. n.a. T30 . 34.8 16.9 . A -
Riding - . . . * . i N
. Marina . n.a. n.a. ' n.a. n.a. B.a. ' n.a. 32
Skiing °
Facilities n.a. T n.a. v.a. .17 ‘ 23.6 6.7 .15
) L. .- SR P — - a
* Riding Stables v : R '
Sources: (1) U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development,*Office of Interstate Land Sales Registration,
(Unpubl ished material collected from the files, June, 1973. - J
- : - L
(2) cCalifornia State Department of Rea.l Estate, "Land Project-Type Subdivisions Filed Between October
1969 and June; 1973," (Unpublished material obtained from the Depdartment, Sacramento, California,
1973). . . .
(3) Amerfcan Land Development Association, The Land Irddustry: 1973, Washington,gAmerican Lahd Develop-
ment Association, 1973, nep. . )
: (4) “Survey of Recreational Land Devedopers.and Their Projecta,“ Unpublished: survey conducted for
o Y this study by Richard L. Ragatz and the Urban Land Institute, Washington. 1973 n.p. ]
(5) Housing Data Bureau, Re¢reational Land and Leisure Housing Regort, VOl. 3, No. 8, May, 1972.
. °. *
. . : y ¢
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* : APPENDIX ¥
Ewtimatod Ownorship of Rocrdational Proporties by Typo of
Proporty and Rogion of tho U.8., U)731
iy ~
' tnitod Noxth
N £y st : - : © Ho
Tym:\? roperty L. states Northoeast Central outh Wast
b~ A SO R e DL v B
~
Numbar of Houseoholds 67,430,000 16,09%,000 18,451,000 20,82%,000 12,079,000,
Nunbet of Houncholds Owning
Rocreat tanal Propoert tes 5,732,000 1,410,000 1,462,000 1,712,000 1,148,000
Paor Cont of Total Housohogds
in Rergion . 8.')\ H.8 7.9 8.2 A 9.5
. R "
L Nuttber of Houncholds owning . . N .
. Vacant Recreational lLots 877,000 199,000 240,000 24‘)'.000 189, 000
for Spoculat ton/Investmont : ' .
i
Por Cent of Total Houwncholds I
'U\Rugnw 1.3 1.2 ‘i3 1.2 1.6
Number of Housncholds Ownlng . .
Vacant Recreational lLots 1,416,000 298,000 357,000 461,000 300,000
for Future fuilding 3
Por Cont of Total Houscholds . * .
in Region 2.1 1.9 1.9 2.2 2.5
v e
Namber of Households Owning - , .
Single Family Detached 3,237,000 864,400 - 813,400 926,300 632,900
Second Homesu e , .
Par Cont of Total Houscholds
in Regilon 4.8 5.4 4.4 4.5 5.2
. .
Numboer aof Houncholdsn Ownipag
Redort Condominium Units < 202,000 48, 200 61,800 65,800 26,200
*
Por Cent of Total Households
-in Rogion .3 .3 <3 I ® .
i ' N ..
P U Y

e

Source:  Unpublished survey desiqn

holds.

*

od by ,Richard. L. Ragatgz, apd conducéod-for this study by the Opinfoﬁ
Rescearch Corporation, Princeton, N.J., Octobor, 1973, using a stratified sample of 7,190-U.8. house-

the Census, Demographia Prejections for the United States (Washington:

Data wn numbers of households was obtained from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of

Governmetit Printing Office,

1973) . Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 476, Tables 7 and E, pp. 25-26.
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APPINDLX @ v
‘ Future bDemand for Rocreat fonal Propertion an Estimated
by Recreational Land Doveloputrs

o+ bmr v R v T =S S e S whm Mo mtamar e ——— . e — A - -

lewted s = T T T L T T T T SIS T T ST L T T RTINS
N - Per Cont' of Respondents by Estimation of Future Domand
, - - N I e—
Roctreat tonal Proporty . _ Wil Will Homatin will Total
Inciease * tho Same - Docraasce .
Unimptoved lots in rocreat lgggl subdivisions 44.8 - R O ) 31.7 100.0
. ) Improved lots in recreational nubdiviasions . 74.0 22.7 3. 1/ 100, 0
. <
o Loty in high amenity sedond homo comgunitios 8O.7 . 12y 6.2 “100.0
fesort condominium ’ H4.3 . 9.6 6.2 100.0 |
L[]
e . = c e m e e v o n = e w i memas ‘._._,-_.__.._-._‘_,;_.,,.N_- mter mimis A = e =y wm st @ mcmim r.me e EECICEETE TR BRI TR S S —— e aam — a e e G ——
' Source:  "Survey of Recroational Land Developers and Their Projects,” Unpublished survey conducted by
Richatd L. Ragatz and the Urban Land Instlitute (Washington: 1973}, n.p.
]
‘ :
A
] * 3
+ »
. .
.
N - APPENDIX H )
v Doveloper's Plann for Future ‘T-‘.xpdnsicm in Selectod
Types of Racreational Land Developments
Sivasenpeniprei g SO e sl =T ol paboleg begind ——
. * . Por Cont of Respondonts By Plams To Expand
Type 9f Rocreational Land Development - - —— - e T e e ey
. . - NG . Yes Uncortain Total
- — e e e e e N e - T v o g — T — ¢
Undmproved lots in recreational subdivisions 50.3 32.2 17.5 100.0
»
Improved lots in rdereational subdivisions 25.8 . 52.6 21.6 100.0
’ ”~ ~ - o ’ h *
_High amenity sacond home communities 34.5 37.4 i 28.1 100.0
Resort condominiums - - 28.1 . ai.s 30.4 T 100.0
* ' Source:  "Survey of Recreational Land Developers and Thoir Projects,” Unpublished survey conducted by d
Richard L. Ragatz and the.Urban Land Institute (Washington: ' 1973), n.p. .
' - .
. _ll. H, QOVERNMENT PRINTING OQFFICE @ 19% O - 203-007,
‘ L} ¢ . \ . . .
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N The Subilicivion of Virginia't Mountains: The Environmental Impact of

~ '\ *
t . ! N ) . i
) . QUHER STUDY REFORTS . . )

~ oo
2
This Execulive Summaryis one of NiX .-wpum(,d ddcuments produced during the
*ehupse ol this study. Otk include: \ :
\ ' ) “

[

.

U Subdiwding Rueal America bapacts of h‘m‘rv}umrg«d Lot and Sgeond Home

Development. by the American Society of Planning Officials with contribu-

-tims trom the Conservation Foupdation,, the Urban Lad Inatitute, and

Huhard 1. Rn;,gm Associates, Ine., publwlwd by the Council on Faviron. .
o mental Quality, Y76, This document is the full report of the study group,

and wmeludes this Executive Synupary as Chapten 1.
Reercational Lot and Second Home Development: f‘\ Muanual for Reviewing
Impacts<. by the American Society of Planning ()tfi('inlq published by the
Council on Fnvy nmmnvnlul Quality, 1976, This decumept is a handbook for |
povernment othiculs uml planners to assigt them in reviewing the environ-
mental and  socud-econpnne nhpacts ot u»«wulmnul land development
N ;mvpumllﬂ

St

¥

3 Kecreatwonal Properties: An Analysis of the, Markets for Privately Owned

Recreatnmal Lots qnd Leisire Homes, by Rivhard 1. Ragatz Associntes,
tne 1974 Thes nationwide study of the recreational propertios market | is .
av atlable trom the Natonal Technical Information Service, 5286 Port.Royal

Road, Springfield, Virgitin 22161 (Report No. PB 233 148/6WU), or

“directhy trom the author at $&0 Donald Street, Eugens.: Oregon. A

condensed version of this market data appears in the full reporteof the study

group. 4 - s SR

. . .
.

o Reercational Properties in Appalachia. An Analysis of Markets for £ri-

vately iened Rocreational Lots and Lefsure Homes, by Richard 1.. Ragatz
Assovates, lug, 1974, This fhnrket study deals specifically with recrea-

ol propertiey in the Appalachian states and is also availubje from the
National Technical Information Service,

Recreational Subdivisions in the Massanutten Mountain-Blue Ridge Areg,
Virgea, by Willinm . Shands, publishedtby the Conservation Founda-
ton. 1974 This report on the environmental impacts,or recreational sub-
divisions iy Virginin is available from the Conservation Foundation, 1717
Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Washington, 1.C. 20036,
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