|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

Do Governmental and Private Conservation Funds Crowd Out Open Space Spending?

Patrick Prendergast™ and Corey Lang™**
* PhD Student, Department of Environmental and Natural Resource Economics,
University of Rhode Island, pprendergast@my.uri.edu
**Assistant Professor, Department of Environmental and Natural Resource Economics,
University of Rhode Island, clang@uri.edu

Selected Poster prepared for presentation at the 2016 Agricultural & Applied Economics Association Annual
Meeting, Boston, MA, July 31- Aug. 2

Copyright 2016 by Patrick Prendergast and Corey Lang. All rights reserved. Readers may make verbatim
copies of this document for non-commercial purposes by any means, provided that this copyright notice
appears on all such copies.


mailto:pprendergast@my.uri.edu
mailto:clang@uri.edu

ABSTRACT

There are many different vehicles that can be used to conserve land within towns. For example,
towns can spend money on conservation through open space related expenditures in their budget,
residents can vote on a referendum to fund conservation with bonds, private land trusts can purchase
land development rights, and governmental grants can be used to fund conservation. The attraction or
repulsion of funding sources for land conservation have only been investigated in some of these
vehicles, however. Our paper investigates the relationship between conservation funding sources that
have not been examined before.

Previous literature has focused on how government grants might “crowd out” private funding
sources and local revenue efforts (e.g. Heutel 2014 and Cascio et al. 2013) and how federally funded
conservation lands can alter private conservation activity (e.g. Albers et al. 2006, Albers et al. 2008,
and Parker and Thurman 2011). Some of these studies argue that in order for a public agent to
optimize the net benefits related to land conservation, they need to understand how their decisions
affect other conservation agents. We extend the literature on the relationship between multiple
conservation agents by investigating how governmental and private land trust conservation activity
affects municipal conservation activity.

MOTIVATION

Previous literature that investigates the attraction or repulsion of open space conservation from
multiple agents tend to do so from a cross-sectional standpoint (e.g. Albers et al. 2006 and Parker and
Thurman 2011). This is a valuable exercise because the identification of conservation lands of
different types/funding sources together or apart in a spatial context holds important implications for
the ecosystem and public preferences depending on the importance of agglomeration. However, we
decide to investigate spatial spillovers from a conservation perspective using a regression
discontinuity framework that gets at a more causal relationship.

DATA

Data was collected from the following sources:
=  Massachusetts State conservation investment per town from 1998-2011 from the
Conservation Almanac
= Town level referendum conservation expenditure in Massachusetts from 1996-2015 from the
LandVote Database
= Massachusetts town level demographic data from the 2010 Census
= Massachusetts land cover data for 2001 and 2011 from the National Land Cover Database
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CROSS-SECTIONAL ANALYSIS
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CONCLUSION

We use a regression discontinuity framework to examine if there is a causal relationship between
spatial conservation decisions between multiple agents. In contrast to standard cross-sectional
analysis which suggests that there are positive conservation spillover effects between neighboring
towns, examining conservation activity of towns that barely pass a referendum and those that don’t
using a flexible third order polynomial of the vote margin reveals that there does not appear to be a
positive spillover effect of conservation spending. This finding in the cross-sectional analysis may be
driven by the difference in unobservables between towns that pass referendums and those that do
not.
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